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violence even when it is used against him, how much less are we to be 
the ones initiating violence, or approving the use of violence?

The early Church continued Jesus’ example of militant pacifism. 
When Stephen was stoned for his faith, he did not lift a hand against 
his oppressors, but instead, like 
Christ, begged God for their 
forgiveness even as he died by 
their hands. Paul too suffered 
great persecution from those 
he was ministering to, yet he 
never retaliated, even when he 
was stoned or beaten. He would 
later write to the Corinthians, 
“To this very hour we go hungry 
and thirsty, we are in rags, we are 
brutally treated, we are homeless… 
Yet when we are cursed, we bless; 
when we are persecuted, we 
endure it; when we are slandered, 
we answer kindly” (I Corinthians 
4:11-13). 

Ultimately, we must consider 
the importance of love as the chief 
Christian virtue. It is interesting 
to note that when Paul speaks of 
love in his letter to the Romans, 
he returns again and again to the 
principle of non-retaliation: “Bless those who persecute you, bless and 
do not curse” (Romans 12:14); “Do not repay anyone evil for evil” (v. 
17); “Do not take revenge, my friends, but leave room for God’s wrath, 
for it is written: ‘It is mine to avenge; I will repay,’ says the Lord” (v. 19); 
and finally, “Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good” 
(v. 21). Paul’s insistence on pacifism saturates his discourse on Christian 
love, and rightly so, for can love for another ever be reconciled with 
violence towards them? If we are called to love our neighbors, even our 
enemies, as ourselves, can we ever justify the use of violence against 
them, whether it be directly or through the institution of government? 
Ultimately, we are not to be agents of wrath, even just wrath, for it is 
God’s to avenge. It is ours simply to love. We are called to overcome evil 
with good, rather than be overcome by it.

Walking the Talk

What, then, is to be the Christian’s relationship with his government? 
Are we to rise up against our earthly oppressors and throw off the 
yoke of temporal authority? Certainly not; that goes against the very 
teachings of pacifism that invalidate government in the first place. Do 
we refuse to acknowledge earthly authority, to the point of ignoring 
laws and refusing to pay taxes? Again, certainly not, for this also would 
be a rejection of Christ’s own teachings. At the very least, we are to “give 
to Caesar what is Caesar’s, and to God what is God’s” (Matthew 22:21). 
Note that this is not an approval of Caesar or government; while Caesar 
may “own” your money, God owns you. Thus, if governments demand 
their money back via taxes, we are to give it to them. Who are we to 
even care for such things anyway? We should be more concerned with 
giving to God what is rightfully His (i.e. our humble obedience and 

true loyalty) than with hoarding money. What, then, is the Christian’s 
response to earthly government?

To answer this question, we will turn to an oft misinterpreted 
and abused passage in Paul’s epistle to the Romans: “Everyone 

must submit himself to the 
governing authorities, for there 
is no authority except that which 
God has established” (Romans 
13:1). Christians have long 
misunderstood this statement, 
using it to justify the authority 
of governments and participation 
in them. Unfortunately, this 
misinterpretation comes from 
an inconvenient translation of 
the original Greek. The word 
translated here as “submit” really 
does not mean submit at all. Far 
from it, the Greek literally says “do 
not hinder.” This crucial statement 
in Romans, used to command 
Christians to participate in and 
approve of governments for 
centuries, actually tells us simply 
to stay out of the way of earthly 
governments! And this fits neatly 
with Jesus’ statement concerning 

taxes. We are to be concerned with higher things; if a government 
comes along and demands our money, we are to give it to them without 
worrying about it. In the same way, if a government makes other 
demands of us, or even comes for our very lives, the Christian response 
is not to put up a fight, but rather to submit, to not hinder. Rather, we 
are to be concerned not with our money, nor our lives, nor even with 
our earthly freedom, but only with giving to God what is God’s. 

You might be thinking that this is far from a rejection and overthrow 
of earthly government, and you would be right. Christian Anarchism is 
not about the active rejection of government; it is about the passive 
rejection of earthly authority. In the same way that we are called to 
non-retaliation in the face of violence in persecution, we are called to 
non-participation in earthly government. In the same way that we are 
not to fight back against our persecutors, we are not to overthrow our 
governments, but just as we are not to approve of the evil done to us, 
neither are we to approve of temporal authority. We have better things 
to do; we are summoned to a higher calling.

The Christian Anarchist’s approach to government is this: leave it 
alone. Give it what it demands, but nothing more. While we are not 
called to rebel, neither are we called to approve or participate, contrary 
to what evangelical politicians on both ends of the political spectrum 
would have you believe. At best, government and politics are utterly 
insignificant to the Christian; at worst, they are just one more tool 
that the devil uses to divide the Church. They are one more evil to be 
overcome with good. So when election time comes around, do not 
ask yourself which candidate deserves your support. Instead of asking 
what more you can give to Caesar, ask what more you could be giving 
to God.

Schools of Thought Schools of Thought

Ultimately,
we are not to be

agents of wrath, 
even just wrath,
for it is God’s

to avenge.
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Like many Enlightenment thinkers, Jean-Jacques Rousseau was heavily 
influenced by Christian teachings, but ultimately was not in agreement with 
them. In the Second Discourse, he portrays natural man degenerating into civil 
man through the development of reason, closely paralleling the Genesis account 
of Adam’s fall after eating from the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil. 
But Rousseau’s suggestion that civil man’s wicked nature will lead to a second, 
corrupted state of nature contrasts sharply from the Biblical doctrine that 
Christ’s perfect nature will restore humanity to an Eden-like relationship with 
God. Man’s desire for freedom plays a critical role in the narratives of both the 
Second Discourse and the Bible; by examining Rousseau and the Bible’s portrayals 
of freedom, one can identify common themes as well as critical differences in 
their views on what man’s state is and what it should, and will, be.

In both Rousseau’s Discourse and the Bible, discussions of freedom center 
on critical transitions which fundamentally alter human nature. For Rousseau, 
the crucial point is the formation of the social contract; for Christians, it is the 
act of redemption. In Rousseau, by understanding their lost natural freedom, 
humans can better appreciate their gained civil and moral freedom. In the Bible, 
by understanding their previous sinful state, Christians can better appreciate 
their current forgiven one.

Rousseau uses the same slavery language to describe man’s pre-political and 
pre-social state that the apostle Paul uses to describe man’s pre-salvation state. 
Without reason to temper his passions or laws to restrain them, Rousseau’s 
original man is naturally free, but also a slave to his instincts. Paul writes that 
prior to being freed by Christ, all used to be slaves to sin, following the ways 
of the world and gratifying the cravings of the sinful nature (Romans 6:17; 
Ephesians 2:2-3). In his pre-political state, Rousseau’s original man is partially 
free, but neither he nor the Bible’s pre-salvation man is wholly free, the one 
enslaved to animal instinct, the other to sinful desires.

In the Second Discourse, natural man values freedom above all else and will 
“sacrifice pleasures, wealth, power, and life itself for the sake of preserving this one 
good”(II.39). He thus becomes dissatisfied with his enslavement to instinct and, 
in an effort to increase his freedom, enters into a social contract and makes the 
key transition into a political society. To do this, he must irrevocably surrender 
his beloved natural freedom – the only freedom he has known up to that point 
– in exchange for civil and moral freedom, which can only exist in society. He 
loses the natural freedom of living unrestrained by anything outside of himself, 
but gains the civil freedom of owning property and the moral freedom of acting 
nobly and taking responsibly for his own actions. Reason and the social contract 
are what free natural man from slavishly following instincts by also instilling in 
him intellect and the law to be alternate influences on his actions.

The Christian manner of freeing humans from slavery to sin is quite different. 
For one, the development of reason and the social contract is something that 
originated from something inside man, as though it were part of a natural 
progression. In the Christian account, humans are dead in sin, incapable of 
freeing themselves from their enslavement. They need intervention from an 
outside source for deliverance. And unlike Rousseau’s account, in which the 
social contract merely alters human nature through the emergence of sociability 
and reason, the Bible says that salvation entirely replaces one’s sinful nature with 

a new, Christ-like nature.
Rousseau’s social contract frees men from slavery to instinct and confers 

upon them the freedom, which they previously lacked, to act morally. Salvation 
frees men from slavery to sin and confers upon them the freedom, which they 
previously lacked, to obey God. But while the social contract and salvation free 
men from instinct and sin, respectively, they also subjugate them to something, 
or someone, else. The same civil society that provides civil and moral freedom 
also enslaves individuals to laws and regulations. The salvation that frees one to 
obey God also makes one a prisoner and slave to Him. In Romans 6:22, Paul 
writes to the church, saying, “you have been set free from sin and have become 
slaves to God.” Paradoxically, attaining freedom from one master enslaves one 
to another.

In the case of Rousseau, the moral and civil freedoms gained from the social 
contract are in tension with, and eventually outweigh, the natural freedom lost 
from it. An individual retains freedom by contributing to make the laws, so the 
laws to which he is subjected are, in part, of his own making. In the Bible, man 
has no freedom prior to salvation. What seems like independence and mastery 
over one’s own life is actually a disguised form of enslavement to sin. Man 
cannot serve two masters, but he must serve one. One can be a slave to God or 
a slave to sin, but independence is not an option.

So what is so significant about the transition from one state of slavery to 
another? The key difference is the master to whom one is enslaved. Slavery is 
about who’s in control. Salvation requires submission to God’s perfect will, 
rather than one’s own sinful one. It also requires one to choose to become a 
slave of Christ, as opposed to already being in slavery to sin. Prior to salvation, 
the sinful state dominates and humans have no choice but to follow it. Slavery 
to God, unlike slavery to sin, comes with the freedom to obey or disobey. Paul 
instructs the early Christians, “Do not use your freedom to indulge the sinful 
nature.”(Galatians 5:13). As all Christians know from experience, being a slave 
to God does not mean that one is incapable of sinning. The Christian is bound 
to God in the same way that a citizen is bound to the law. Even if a citizen breaks 
the law, she is still bound to the law as the authority over her life. Likewise, 
even if a Christian sins against God, she is still under his authority. Disobedient 
slaves are still slaves.

Rousseau’s social contract parallels Biblical salvation in that it outlines a way 
for enslaved men to increase their freedom. But in contrast to Rousseau’s general 
will, by which members of a society create the conventional laws that restrain 
them, Christianity is a willing submission to an external law fashioned by our 
Creator. Eventually, man’s self-government leads to corruption, violence, and a 
second, impure state of Nature. Submission to God’s sovereignty also leads back 
to an original state, but to one that is Eden-like, not corrupted. The final state in 
the Christian story is a fulfillment, rather than a degradation, of man’s natural 
state, a restoration to a right relation between the Creator and His creations.

Ultimately, the discussion about the freedoms gained and lost from the 
social contract and from salvation hangs on the fact that since man cannot have 
complete autonomy, there must be something that controls him. The social 
contract puts him at the mercy of an imperfect sovereign, under the restrictions 
created by himself and by imperfect citizens like him. Christian redemption 
imprisons him to God, whose yoke is easy and whose burden is light; who has 
good, perfect, and pleasing plans; and who takes him captive that he might be 
free.
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