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We continue this Lord’s Day our study in this series of sermons, What is a 
Christian nation? And before we turn to a consideration of our biblical 
text for today’s sermon, I would like to address very briefly the issue that 
inevitably is raised in regard to a separation of church and state. 
 
There is a biblical sense in which there is a lawful separation of church 
and state, and an unbiblical sense in which there is an unlawful 
separation of church and state. 
 
First, the biblical sense in which there is a lawful separation of church and 
state. The Moral Law of God as revealed in Scripture teaches there is a 
lawful separation and distinction between the Divine ordinance of church 
and the Divine ordinance of state, and between the officers of church and 
the officers of state. On the one hand, the church, as God’s institution, is 
immediately established by Christ as Mediator and has only one Head, 
namely Jesus Christ. Christ, as Head of the church, alone establishes her 
ordinances and officers (Matthew 28:18-20). Thus, any act by the state or 
civil magistrate that would usurp the place of Christ (as alone Head of His 
Church) by way of exercising rule over the church or by way of 
administering the ordinances of the church is a treasonous usurpation of 
Christ’s sovereign Headship (as in the case of King Uzziah in 2 Chronicle 
26:16ff). The reason Erastianism (i.e. the rule of the civil magistrate over 
the church) was so clearly condemned by Scottish Covenanters was 
precisely because the civil ruler seated himself as earthly head over 
Christ’s church (thereby taking the crown from Christ’s head and placing 
it upon his own head in defiance of Christ’s sole rule over His church). On 
the other hand, the state, as God’s institution, is immediately established 
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by God as Creator, and has many civil heads of the state (under the 
mediatorial dominion of Christ) in each nation as God’s ministers for 
good (Romans 13:1-4; Psalm 2:10-12). Thus, any act by the church or 
church officers (such as the pope) that would usurp the place of the civil 
magistrate in ruling over the state and in establishing civil laws has 
transgressed its lawful boundaries and has invaded the territory that 
belongs alone to the civil magistrate who is the minister of God in the 
Divine ordinance of civil government (note the difference God put 
between priests in Exodus 28 and their ministry within the tabernacle, 
and between the judges in Israel in Deuteronomy 16:18). Furthermore, it 
is clear that the power of the church and its officers is only spiritual and 
moral (2 Corinthians 10:4), whereas the power of the state and its 
officers is bodily and coercive (Romans 13:4). Therefore, the state is not 
to transgress the boundaries of the church, nor is the church to 
transgress the boundaries of the state. That is the biblical position briefly 
stated in regard to the lawful application of the separation of church and 
state. 
 
Second,  the Moral Law of God as revealed in Scripture teaches there is 
also an unlawful application of the separation between the Divine 
ordinance of church and the Divine ordinance of state, and between the 
officers of church and the officers of state. For both church and state 
being Divine institutions, they are intended by God to work together in 
promoting the glory of God and the good of Christ’s faithful and true 
church. Although independent of each other, both the church and the 
state derive great blessing from each other when both Divine institutions 
are lawfully administered according to the Moral Law of God as they 
ought to be (Deuteronomy 17:18, cf. Romans 13:4; Malachi 2:7, cf. 
Matthew 28:20). This means that both church and state are required by 
the same Moral Law of God (as summarized in the First and Second 
Commandments ) to uproot idolatry, heresy, blasphemy, and to prohibit 
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the official toleration of all false religion (religious pluralism), and to the 
contrary to lawfully protect and promote the one true Christian religion 
alone as revealed in the pages of the Old and New Testaments (and as 
summarized by faithful Confessions of Faith like the Westminster 
Confession of Faith and by faithful National Covenants like the Solemn 
League and Covenant). This was not the doctrine embraced by a radical 
fringe group of extremists within the Reformed Churches of Europe 
during the First and Second Reformations, but rather the doctrine 
embraced universally by the Reformed Churches of Europe.  
 
The First Confession of Helvetia (1536): 
 

[I]t is (unless he would exercise tyranny) his [i.e. the civil magistrate’s—GLP] chief duty, all blasphemy 
being repressed, to defend and provide for religion, and to execute this to his utmost strength, as the 
prophet teacheth out of the word . . .  

 
The Confession of Saxony (1551): 
 

[H]e [i.e. God—GLP] would first, by the voice of the magistrate, have sovereign and immutable laws to 
be propounded, forbidding the worship of idols, blasphemies, perjuries, unjust murders, wandering 
lusts, breach of wedlock, thefts and frauds in bargains, in contracts, and in judgments. . . . And well hath 
it been said of old, 'The magistrate is the keeper of the law;' that is, of the First and Second Table, as 
concerning discipline and good order. 

 
The Confession of France (1559): 
  

He [i.e. God—GLP] also therefore committed the sword into the magistrates' hands, that they might 
repress faults committed not only against the second table, but also against the first . . .  

 
The Confession of Faith of Scotland (1560): 
 

Moreover, to kings, princes, rulers, and magistrates, we affirm that chiefly and most principally the 
conservation and purgation of the religion appertains; so that not only they are appointed for civil 
policy, but also for maintenance of the true religion, and for suppressing of idolatry and superstition 
whatsoever: as in David, Jehoshaphat, Hezekiah, Josiah, and others, highly commended for their zeal in 
that case, may be espied.  

 
The Belgic Confession (1566): 
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Therefore he [i.e. God—GLP] hath armed the magistrates with a sword, that they may punish the bad  
and defend the good. Furthermore, it is their duty not only to be solicitous about preserving of civil 
polity, but also to give diligence that the sacred ministry may be preserved, all idolatry and adulterate 
worship of God may be taken out of the way, the kingdom of antichrist may be pulled down, but 
Christ's kingdom propagated . . .  

 
The Latter Confession of Helvetia (1566): 
 

[H]e [i.e. the civil magistrate—GLP] shall, after the example of the most holy kings and princes of the 
people of the Lord, advance the preaching of the truth, and the pure and sincere faith, and shall root 
out lies, and all superstition, with all impiety and idolatry, and shall defend the church of God. For 
indeed we teach that the care of religion doth chiefly appertain to the holy magistrate. Let him 
therefore hold the word of God in his hands, and look that nothing be taught contrary thereunto.  

 
The National Covenant of Scotland (1638): 
 

That all Kings and Princes at their coronation, and reception of their princely authority, shall make their 
faithful promise by their solemn oath, in the presence of the eternal God, that, enduring the whole time 
of their lives, they shall serve the same eternal God, to the uttermost of their power, according as he 
hath required in his most holy word, contained in the Old and New Testament; and according to the 
same word shall maintain the true religion of Christ Jesus, the preaching of his holy word, the due and 
right ministration of the sacraments now received and preached within this realm, (according to the 
Confession of Faith immediately preceding) and shall abolish and gainstand all false religion contrary to 
the same . . . and that they shall be careful to root out of their empire all heretics and enemies to the 
true worship of God, who shall be convicted by the true kirk of God of the foresaid crimes.  

 
The Solemn League and Covenant of the Three Kingdoms of Scotland, 
England, and Ireland (1643): 
 

We shall, with the same sincerity, reality, and constancy, in our several avocations, endeavor, with our 
estates and lives, mutually to preserve the rights and privileges of the Parliaments, and the liberties of 
the kingdoms; and to preserve and defend the King's Majesty's person and authority, in the 
preservation and defence of the true religion, and liberties of the kingdoms . . .   

 
The Westminster Confession of Faith (1647): 
 

The civil magistrate may not assume to himself the administration of the word and sacraments; or the 
power of the keys of the kingdom of heaven: yet he hath authority, and it is his duty, to take order, 
that unity and peace be preserved in the church, that the truth of God be kept pure and entire, that all 
blasphemies and heresies be suppressed, all corruptions and abuses in worship and discipline 
prevented or reformed, and all the ordinances of God duly settled, administered, and observed. For 
the better effecting whereof, he hath power to call synods, to be present at them, and to provide that 
whatsoever is transacted in them be according to the mind of God.  
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Both Scripture and all the Reformed Churches joined in one united voice  
declaring that the civil magistrate, as God’s minister for good, was bound 
by God’s Moral Law to uproot all false religion and to legally establish, 
promote, and defend biblical Christianity as the national religion. To 
separate church and state in this sense (as is done in the Constitution of 
the United States) is itself a blasphemy officially uttered against the 
Triune God of the Bible (who instituted civil government) and a heresy 
officially promoted against God’s Moral Law (which is the supreme Law 
of every nation, at least by Divine right). 
 
The main points of the sermon this Lord’s Day are the following: (1) 
Official Toleration Of False Religion Does Not Find Warrant In Matthew 
13:24-30; (2) Another Argument Offered By Those Who Assert That The 
United States Is A Christian Nation. 
 
l. Official Toleration Of False Religion Does Not Find Warrant In 
Matthew 13:24-30.  
 
 A. Christian’s who have looked for biblical warrant for an official 
toleration of false religion, idolatry, blasphemy, and heresy by the civil 
magistrate have sought it in the words of our Lord from the Parable of 
the Tares. Specifically, they have interpreted the words found in 
Matthew 13:30 (“Let both grow together until the harvest”) as holding 
the key to understanding the legal toleration of false religion, idolatry, 
blasphemy, and heresy by the civil magistrate. For it is alleged that Jesus 
gives this parable in order to teach us that both the wheat (i.e. the 
children of the kingdom) and the tares (i.e. the idolater, blasphemer, and 
heretic) are to be equally tolerated side by side by the civil magistrate in 
this present age until such a time as Christ bodily returns to separate His 
children from the idolater, blasphemer, and heretic by gathering His 
children to heaven and by sending the idolater, blasphemer, and heretic 
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to hell. And the reason alleged for such a toleration is so that they might 
have more time to repent of their sins. But is this really a parable that 
teaches the Divinely-approved, official toleration of all false religion, 
idolatry, blasphemy, and heresy by the civil magistrate? Let us look more 
carefully at the parable and its interpretation. 
 
 B. The Parable of the Tares is one of a number of parables taught 
by our Lord on this occasion giving light and understanding to His 
disciples concerning the kingdom of heaven (or kingdom of God) here 
upon the earth.  
  1. The  disciples of the Lord asked Him in Matthew 13:10, 
“Why speakest thou unto them *i.e. the multitudes of people according 
to Matthew 13:2—GLP+ in parables?” The Lord’s answer is given in 
Matthew 13:11-17, in which the Lord essentially states that the parables 
are intended to illuminate by means of the Holy Spirit the understanding 
of His people to truths related to the kingdom of God; but at the very 
same time, the very same parables are intended to harden the 
understanding of those who are not His people to the truths related to 
the kingdom of God, “for this people’s heart is waxed gross, and their 
ears are dull of hearing, and their eyes they have closed; lest at any time 
they should see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and should 
understand with their heart, and should be converted, and I should heal 
them” (Matthew 13:15).  
  2. What a glorious mystery in God’s amazing providence that 
by the same glorious Gospel of Jesus Christ, He hardens the hearts of 
those who are not His elect, and He powerfully opens the hearts of those 
who are His elect to hear and joyfully receive by faith alone the Gospel of 
their salvation. Dear ones, one way to make your calling and election sure 
today as you hear the blessed Gospel of Jesus Christ preached to you is to 
test yourself by the test given here by Jesus Christ: Are you reverently 
hearing and joyfully receiving by faith alone the word of God as it is 
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preached to you today? Are you blessed in hearing the promises of God 
to come unto Him all ye that labor and are heavy laden , and He will give 
you rest? Is faith, hope, and love aroused in you so that you grow in your 
hatred for sin, repent of your sin, eye the mercy of God in Christ Jesus, 
and endeavor new obedience? Are you drawn to Christ to cling to every 
word and promise that proceedeth from the mouth of God? If the Word 
of God faithfully preached leaves you in some indifferent state of mind, 
does not move you to Christ, does not produce shame for sin and joy at 
God’s undeserved mercy, then you should shudder before Almighty God. 
But if the Word of God faithfully preached leads you to not simply hear 
the Word, but to cherish it in your heart and practice in your life, then 
rejoice with all your heart dear one, for “Blessed are your eyes, for they 
see: and your ears, for they hear” (Matthew 13:16). 
 
 C. I submit that the purpose for which the Lord gave the Parable 
of the Tares was not to teach a Divinely-approved toleration of false 
religion by the civil magistrate, but rather was to teach us, as His 
disciples, that we should not grow impatient when we do not see all evil 
immediately removed in church and state within the world. For just as all 
evil will not be removed from within us who are the children of the 
kingdom until we depart from this world, so all evil will not be removed 
from the world (no matter how diligently we may be in using the lawful 
means to see it eradicated) until the Lord Jesus Christ bodily returns at 
the end of the world. Once again, the Lord rebukes the unbridled zeal of 
His disciples in promoting the kingdom of God (like the unbridled zeal of 
James and John who wanted to call down fire from heaven upon the 
Samaritan village that would not show hospitality to Christ and His 
disciples, as we saw in the previous sermon from Luke 9; see also Psalm 
73:1ff; Jeremiah 12:1,2). This parable, dear ones, in no way condemns all 
lawful means given by the Lord Himself in Scripture to both the 
magistrate and minister (within their lawful callings) to uproot those who 
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make known and seek to mislead others by means of their false religion, 
idolatry, blasphemy, and heresy (Deuteronomy 13:1-5 *“evil”+; Romans 
13:4 *“evil”+; Romans 16:17; Titus 3:10,11). 
 
 D. Let me briefly give reasons why this parable does not warrant 
the Divinely-approved official toleration of those who practice false 
religion, idolatry, blasphemy, or heresy by the civil magistrate. 
  1. First, tolerationists interpret the tares in particular to be 
those who practice false religion, idolatry, blasphemy, and heresy; but 
that is far more narrow than what the Lord Himself says in regard to the 
tares. The tares are “the children of the wicked one” (Matthew 13:38), 
and are all “that offend and them which do iniquity” (Matthew 13:41) 
and are all that are separated from the righteous and cast into hell 
(Matthew 13:42). Thus, whereas the good seed or wheat are all God’s 
children, the tares are all the devil’s children (and not merely those who 
practice false religion, idolatry, blasphemy, and heresy). The argument of 
the tolerationist, therefore, proves too much; for if the civil magistrate is 
compelled by this parable to an official toleration, it must be an official 
toleration of all the children of the devil in whatever iniquity they commit 
including: mass murder by setting bombs throughout the community; 
serial child molestation and pornography; wholesale child sacrifice; 
maliciously burning homes, businesses, and property; repeated identity 
theft and hacking into retirement accounts; placing chemical and 
biological agents loose in regions to decimate entire populations etc. 
Since it proves too much, it proves nothing at all by way of an official 
toleration on the part of the civil magistrate. 
  2. Second, the reason given in the parable why the tares 
should not be uprooted is stated to be “lest while ye gather up the tares, 
ye root up also the wheat with them” (Matthew 13:29). Thus, if that is 
the specific reason given for allowing the wheat and the tares to grow 
together, then the magistrate is not prohibited from uprooting those 
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tares who clearly and openly practice false religion, idolatry, blasphemy, 
and heresy and lead others into the same sins, for in such a case there 
can be no mistake made between those who are true worshippers and 
those who are false worshippers, for they are clearly distinguished one 
from the other. For false worshippers are as identifiable as murders, 
adulterers, and drunkards according to Galatians 5:19-21.  
  3. Third, the tolerationist argues that the reason the tares 
who practice false religion, idolatry, blasphemy, and heresy are not to be 
uprooted but allowed to grow with the wheat is to give them time to 
repent of their sin. But this argument once again proves too much, for 
why shouldn’t we also tolerate serial killers and mass murderers so that 
they have time to repent if the actual reason for toleration is to allow 
time for repentance? To the contrary, just as many murderers have 
repented before their execution (and perhaps their forthcoming 
execution brought them to see their need of Christ in a way that 
tolerating their evil would not have done), so those who practice false 
religion, idolatry, blasphemy, heresy, and lead others into the same sins, 
may have the same opportunity as the murderer to repent of sin before 
the just sentence of the magistrate falls upon them.  
  4. The tolerationist argues that this parable applies to the 
civil magistrate, but what in the parable limits it the civil magistrate, 
especially since this parable speaks of the kingdom of God? Since it 
relates to Christ sowing His people in the world by bringing them to faith 
through the Gospel, this parable relates as much (if not more) to the 
church in the world as it does to the state in the world. And if the 
wholesale toleration of those who practice false religion, idolatry, 
blasphemy, and heresy is what is taught in this parable (as is alleged by 
some tolerationists), then this alleged toleration relates as much to 
ministers in the world officially tolerating these evils until Christ returns 
as to magistrates in the world tolerating these evils until Christ returns. 
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But once again such an ecclesiastical toleration is manifestly contrary to 
the rest of Scripture (Romans 16:17; Titus 3:10,11).  
  5. What the Lord actually addresses by this parable is once 
again an enlightened zeal for the Lord that uses all the lawful means 
available to us to uproot those that practice that which is manifestly and 
openly evil by civil punishment (whether fine, servitude, restitution, 
stripes, jail, banishment, or execution) or ecclesiastical censure (whether 
rebuke, suspension from the Lord’s Supper, or excommunication), but 
those children of the devil that cannot be uprooted by these lawful 
means because they do not clearly and openly manifest such evil deeds 
must be suffered to dwell in the world with the children of God until such 
a time as Christ will return to separate them and cast them into hell.   
  6. Thus, dear ones, let none of us be drawn into a state of 
indifference with regard to our secret sins thinking that because we 
practice them privately (where neither magistrate nor minister sees) that 
we can escape the all-seeing and fiery eye of the Lord to whom darkness 
is light, and before whom that which is secret is as public as doing it on 
the street corner. Dear ones, this is another opportunity to make your 
calling and election sure. Do you care as much about overcoming your 
secret sins that offend the Lord as you do about overcoming your public 
sins? Or because no one else sees the secret sin, do you cherish it and 
continue in it without repentance, without grief and sorrow, and without 
seeking the mercy of God in Christ Jesus and endeavoring new 
obedience? We all have secret sins, dear ones, but the wheat or the 
children of God (contrary to the tares or the children of the devil) are 
ashamed of their secret sins, grieved that they have offended their holy 
and merciful God, look in faith to Christ who alone has secured by His 
death and resurrection the grace that is needed for forgiveness and for 
continued sanctification.  
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ll. Another Argument Offered By Those Who Assert That The United 
States Is A Christian Nation. 
 
 A. It is argued by some Christians that the Constitution of the 
United States is a distinctly Christian document because the 7th 
Amendment to the Constitution (1791) promotes the common law 
(which is alleged to be specifically Christian in nature): “In suits at 
common law, where the value in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, 
the right of trial by jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury, 
shall be otherwise reexamined in any court of the United States, than 
according to the rules of the common law.”  
  1. This amendment to the Constitution guarantees a jury trial 
before one’s peers in federal court cases, if so desired. The thrust of the 
7th Amendment was to create a distinction between the work of a judge 
and that of a jury in operation within the federal civil court. Because 
federal judges In England were appointed to their positions and removed 
from their positions at the pleasure of the king, it was difficult at times to 
find a fair judge who would try a case upon its own merits. In English 
common law, on which the 7th Amendment is based, a judge’s 
responsibility should not include barraging the jury with opinions about 
the case or instructing jurors how to rule, but rather ensuring that order 
and due process of law is followed. Whereas English judges won their 
independence from the Crown in the Act of Settlement (1701), American 
colonial judges still served at the pleasure of the King, and King George III 
of England abolished trial by jury in the Colonies, which became one of 
the main grievances leading to the Declaration of Independence (1776) 
and the reason for the 7th Amendment’s inclusion in the U.S. 
Constitution. 
  2. Moving away from the 7th Amendment in particular, what 
is English common law, and is it specifically Christian in nature or based 
upon biblical revelation in particular? 
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   a. English common law is law developed by judges 
through decisions of courts rather than through legislative statutes of a 
parliament, congress, king or president. A common law system 
presupposes that there is an unwritten constitution or natural law 
impressed on the very nature of every man so that when matters of law 
must be decided, those moral principles that are common to all people 
must be identified and used by judges in law suits that are brought 
before them. This universal natural law in man (rather than the Moral 
Law of God as revealed in biblical revelation) when applied by judges 
over many years by way of precedent becomes a collection of rulings in 
various cases (called “case law”) in which judges look back to how 
previous judges ruled on similar cases to determine how they should rule 
in present cases. If a similar dispute has been resolved in the past, the 
court is bound to follow the reasoning used in the prior decision (this 
legal principle is known as stare decisis, which means to stand by things 
already decided). If, however, the court finds that the current dispute is 
fundamentally distinct from all previous cases, judges have the authority 
and duty to make law by creating precedent. Thereafter, the new 
decision becomes precedent, and will bind future courts. Though 
following judicial precedent (as in common law) has the advantage of 
legal continuity over many years and is not friendly to absolute tyrants 
who seek to impose their will upon the people, such common law rulings 
are only as just as the precedent upon which the case is based. If the legal 
precedent is based upon an immoral principle that is contrary to the 
Moral Law of God (as summarized in the Ten Commandments), then all 
the common law rulings that follow it are likewise flawed and immoral as 
well.  
   b. Thus, is the “common law” mentioned in the 7th 
Amendment distinctly Christian and specifically based upon biblical 
revelation? Certain moral principles that are found in the Bible no doubt 
played some role in the common law, but common law was also 
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influenced by principles found in jurisprudence stretching back to the 
Greeks and the Romans as well. Thus, common law has many and varied 
influences, but it is not specifically Christian in nature or based solely 
upon biblical revelation.  
 
THAT ancient collection of unwritten maxims and customs, which is called the common law, however 
compounded or from whatever fountains derived, had subsisted immemorially in this kingdom . . . . THIS 
unwritten, or common law is properly distinguishable into three kinds: 1. General customs; which are the 
universal rule of the whole kingdom, and form the common law, in its stricter and more usual signification. 2. 
Particular customs, which for the most part affect only the inhabitants of particular districts. 3. Certain 
particular laws; which by custom are adopted and used by some particular courts, of pretty general and 
extensive jurisdiction. (Blackstone’s Commentaries on the English Law, Introduction, Part First, “On The Study 
Of The Law”).  
   c. Let us consider the matter of abortion in particular 
and what the common law ruled in regard to it.  
 
Life is the immediate life of God, a right inherent by nature in every individual; and it begins in contemplation 
of law as soon as an infant is able to stir in the mother’s womb. For if a woman is quick with child, and by a 
potion, or otherwise kills it in her womb; or if anyone beat her, whereby the child dies in her body, and she is 
delivered of a dead child; this, though not murder, was by the ancient law homicide or manslaughter. But at 
present it is not looked upon in quite so atrocious a light, though it remains a very heinous misdemeanor 
(Blackstone’s Commentaries on the English Law, “Of the Absolute Rights of Individuals, Book 1, Chapter 1).  
 
The term “quickening” referred to that point in the pregnancy when a 
woman first feels the baby move. Legally, according to common law, that 
was when a child in the womb was viewed as having human life and 
having human rights. Justice Harry Blackmun (in his Opinion for the 
majority in Roe v. Wade 1973) even cited the common law (and English 
common law experts like Coke and Blackstone as warrant for the view 
that abortion before quickening, or the first felt movement of the baby 
within the womb around the 16th week, was not the taking of a human 
life and that abortion after quickening was not viewed as murder, though 
it was a misdemeanor). How many Bible-believing Christians would want 
to affirm that the common law was distinctly Christian and based upon 
biblical revelation when it ruled that abortion (either before quickening 
or after quickening) was not murder of a child that becomes a human 
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being at conception? And this is just one example from which many 
examples might be drawn from the common law that would indicate that 
it is not distinctly Christian or specifically derived from biblical revelation, 
but is rather derived from customs and natural law that is evident to 
human reason. 
   d. Thus, dear ones, I submit that though the 7th 
Amendment to the Constitution mentions “common law”, it does not 
thereby declare the Constitution be a Christian document or a document 
based upon biblical revelation.  
 
Dear ones, in conclusion, the declaration of a Christian nation is not to 
look to the common law or to the federal constitution, but to the Moral 
Law of God as the supreme law of the land (“To the law and to the 
testimony: if they speak not according to this word, it is because there is 
no light in them” Isaiah 8:20). Beloved, it is no wonder at all as we 
consider why this nation is in the moral morass that it is in. It is the 
judgment of the Triune God of the Bible (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) 
who has been rejected by this nation, and whose Moral Law as revealed 
in Scripture and whose true Christian religion have also been rejected 
from its very formation as an independent nation. Our covenant Lord still 
calls out to this nation that is bound by the Solemn League and Covenant 
to forsake its established religion of religious pluralism and polytheism, 
and to receive Christ as alone, the way, the truth, and the life. 
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