Obama is an idiot.  Anyone that knows anything about economics at all knows that you don't cut pay during a down turn.  Doing so exacerbates the problem.  Workers then have less money to spend.  Less spending in the economy, from which workers generate over 70% of economic output causes the down turn to continue longer, or causes it to be much worse.  The "stimulus" was a gift to banks that used it for their European operations.

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123638394500958141.html
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The beneficiaries of the government's bailout of American International Group Inc. include at least two dozen U.S. and foreign financial institutions that have been paid roughly $50 billion since the Federal Reserve first extended aid to the insurance giant.

Among those institutions are Goldman Sachs Group Inc. and Germany's Deutsche Bank AG, each of which received roughly $6 billion in payments between mid-September and December 2008, according to a confidential document and people familiar with the matter.

Other banks that received large payouts from AIG late last year include Merrill Lynch, now part of Bank of America Corp., and French ...


Obama's Administration didn't even give them terms that they had to meet to repay.  The second stimulus to them, he did because of outrage by the American people.  It did nothing for Americans at home.  They could have given each American well over $100,000.00 at they would have spend the majority of it stimulating not only our economy, but the worlds economy bringing us out of recession (depression depending on who you listen to) and returning full employment.  This was all by design by Obama HUSSIAN Barack who is a Muslim.

This is not the rant of a "conspiracy theorist".  I have well documented his Muslim teachings and leanings.  He is not Christian.  Shows no signs whatsoever of that.  He is pushing, trying through this lame duck congress, to promote homosexuality in the military.  He had put in place these leaders that agree with him, and a open-worded "survey" which was not scientific to twist what people in the military desire concerning gays serving with the military.

http://voices.washingtonpost.com/federal-eye/2010/11/_the_reports_release_caps.html?hpid=topnews
About 115,000 of the 400,000 active duty and reserve troops who received copies of the survey responded to it, according to the report. The survey had a margin of error of plus or minus 1 percentage point.

So that means roughly 75% felt it was not something they even wanted to respond to.  I was in the military, and did similar things.  When we were "asked our opinion" about something that we KNEW the leaders already wanted, we simply didn't respond so as not to be "targeted" by them.  I'm sure that is what happened here.

According to the results of a survey sent to troops this summer and cited in the report, 69 percent of RESPONDENTS said they had served with someone in their unit who they BELIEVED to be gay or lesbian. Of those who did, 92 percent stated that their unit's ability to work together was very good, good, OR NEITHER GOOD NOR POOR, according to the report.  Trust me, you would never say your unit sucked, no matter what the question.  You would be dragged in to defend your point if found out.  It would be a heavy price to pay.

Combat units reported similar responses, with 89 percent of Army combat units and 84 percent of Marine combat units saying they had (SEE HOW THEY HAVE TWISTED WHAT WAS JUST REPORTED EARLIER BY SAYING THIS NOW) -- good or neutral experiences working with gays and lesbians.

At the same time, the survey found that 30 percent of those surveyed overall -- and between 40 and 60 percent of the Marine Corps -- either expressed concern or predicted a negative reaction if Congress were to repeal the law. 

Even when people were brave enough to make a stand, particularly people in combat, their response was taken as "misconceptions or stereotypes" . . . and their concerns were "exaggerated, and not consistent with the reported experiences of many service members, . . ."

Those concerns are "driven by misperceptions and stereotypes about what it would mean if gay service members were allowed to be 'open' about their sexual orientation," the report's authors concluded. "Repeatedly, we heard service members express the view that 'open' homosexuality would lead to widespread and overt displays of effeminacy among men, homosexual promiscuity, harassment and unwelcome advances within units, invasions of personal privacy, and a small overall erosion of standards of conduct, unit cohesion and morality."

Such concerns are "exaggerated, and not consistent with the reported experiences of many service members," the report said.

Less than 14,000 gays have been removed from the military under Don't ask, don't tell since it went into effect 17 years ago.  In the mean time, at any given time we have over three million men and women in the military.  That comes out to, on average:  14,000/17(years)=824 per year removed for being gay.  The percentage, then of straight to homosexual service members that have been affected is:  3,000,000*17(years)=51,000,000 members who served in the military within the last 17 years.  Not exact, but trying to prove a point.  14,000 (gay expelled)/out of 51,000,000 who served= .00275% which many Christians organizations have been saying for the last 70 years is the percent of the population that are gay. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kinsey_Reports

Other, secular organization driven by the gay promoting Kinsey Reports said that the percentage was 10% of men instead of .00275%.  Sociologist that examined Kinsey's methodology said this:  Critics have raised concerns about the methodology used to collect data, including that data in the reports could not have been obtained without collaborations with child molesters.[3] The Kinsey Institute denies this charge, though it acknowledges that men who have had sexual experiences with children were interviewed, with Kinsey balancing what he saw as the need for their anonymity to solicit "honest answers on such taboo subjects" against the likelihood that their crimes would continue.[4][5] Additionally, concerns over the sample populations used were later addressed by the Kinsey Institute, and the conclusion was that none of Kinsey's original estimates were significantly affected by these data sources.

My question is this . . . Why are the "churches" and Christians making an uproar?  I will tell you exactly.  One, either than aren't True Worshipers, Born again, so they "accept this as being only "fair of God who loves everyone."  Or, two, knowing the Truth of Holy Scripture they say nothing as they don't want the government targeting their BUSINESS, which is the way "churches" run today.  They are afraid their non-profit status would be taken away.  If you don't run it as a business, the government can't threaten you in this way.  You run it as a Church, answering to the Lord Jesus Christ not to government.  Show me in Holy Scripture, the Holy Bible justification for huge buildings, incorporated conglomerates, building funds/bond programs, ministries that not only ask for this overhead money, but promote it to their members as a virtue, receiving tax incentives from the government, political involvement (not speaking out against government when doing wrong).  Most "churches" today when a newcomer visits they are "befriended" from day one, the moment they walk in the door.  Being shown "Christian Love".  The befriender becomes their "mentor" who wants to know everything about them and presses them and even expects them to ask his/her advice on everything before acting.  This "mentor" also has a "mentor", to who they must go for advice, etc . . .  This goes right up the line to the top person (whoever that is) in the "church," who in effect then exercises control and givers permission (or not) to everyone about virtually everything happening in the "church."  (They are tares).  These "churches" promote financial control over their members this way:

· Pledge online. Taking an oath is forbidden in Holy Scripture. 

· A panic plea to give now in order to keep us on the radio, TV, or whatever. 

· Help a poor starving child in some distant land. The child is shown with flies on his face. 

· Support our new building program, new TV studio, or whatever. (After all, it's your Christian obligation).

· Mail us your prayer request. They are really looking for your check and will throw the prayer request away. 

· Join our tour of the Holy Land. They are really getting a free trip themselves plus making a profit. 

· Special offers. They know you are more likely to send money if you get a little something in return. 

There are several Christian denominations which were originally formed because of their opposition to infant baptism, making a stand against the Roman Catholic system of error. It certainly is true that the Doctrine of regeneration by infant baptism is heresy, but now some have more heretical rules than the Pharisees. They place importance on adult baptism that is not in Holy Scripture, the Holy Bible. They say one is not saved by baptism, but on the other hand they say that one is disobedient to the point of being lost if they do not get baptized. They will not allow membership in their denomination without an approved baptism in their denomination. They impose dress codes, attendance, and social codes that are strictly heretical but incorrectly refer to the legalism as being fundamental. Adding rules and codes that are not even hinted at in the Holy Bible is a sure sign of a bondage church, not being fundamental. Placing oneself back under the Old Testament Laws is not being fundamental. It is falling from the Grace of God. Failure to understand the Gospel in this Dispensation of Grace leaves one's salvation in jeopardy.

Galatians 5:1-8

 1Stand fast therefore in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made us free, and be not entangled again with the yoke of bondage. 

 2Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing. 

 3For I testify again to every man that is circumcised, that he is a debtor to do the whole law. 

 4Christ is become of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the law; ye are fallen from grace. 

 5For we through the Spirit wait for the hope of righteousness by faith. 

 6For in Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor uncircumcision; but faith which worketh by love. 

 7Ye did run well; who did hinder you that ye should not obey the truth? 

 8This persuasion cometh not of him that calleth you.


Colossians 2:20-22

 20Wherefore if ye be dead with Christ from the rudiments of the world, why, as though living in the world, are ye subject to ordinances, 

 21(Touch not; taste not; handle not; 

 22Which all are to perish with the using;) after the commandments and doctrines of men?

"Churches" who by incorporating, (seek protection and recognition by the state (i.e.:  the government)), seeks to become a child of the state as it seeks the state's protection. The church needs to make the break from the state; incorporation gives the state the authority to extract any price it desires from its "children." The state can "eat its own children" if it wants for its own welfare. 
When the tie is cut from the false god (the state,) the Church will have to stay right with God in order to have the Lord's protection. On the other hand, all it had to do as a corporation was to send a small fee with the state's required information to have pagan Babylon's protection.  However, we can be assured, it is only a matter of time before the small annual fee will increase to all the treasures of the house of the Lord if pagan Babylon is not forsaken.

Don't you know that because you have forsaken the Lord, He hath also forsaken you. The marriage to the state for permission to operate and for protection forsakes the Lord's protection. 
   
We as Christians should keep in mind that though the Lord Jesus Christ was perfect in every area, the state still "put Him to death".  Not only does the state create a new "person," or "body," with limited liability, it also creates:

Respectability: in the corporation, the state recognizes a person, a "fictitious person," a "non-existing person," because the organization is now treated as a person which has all the rights, privileges and protections of a real person.  This presents a problem. The "ministry" sought respectability in the eyes of the state, and will be respected as long as it remains obedient to its creator -- the state.

    1. By whose Grace is the local Church to exist? God's or man's?

    2. Who brought the local Church into existence? Who is its creator? Who has the authority to create a local body to carry on the work of God? The state or the authority of the Word of God?

    3. From whom must the Church seek respectability? God or man?

    4. By whose permission is a local Church (or any ministry which carries out God's work) to exist? God's or man's? Not one time in Holy Bible do we have a record of the Apostles seeking civil authorities' permission to Preach the Gospel. This `oversight' created quite a bit of contention between the men of God and the civil authorities. Clearly, incorporation seeks the state's permission to exist.  Whoever gives permission is in control.

Perpetuity:  the state creates a never-dying "person." Instead of the person (organization) dying with the death of its founder, or being alive because its founder (the Lord Jesus Christ of Nazareth lives forever,)  the state has created a never-dying person in the eyes of the secular law. In the corporation, the state, at its sovereign will, creates then "a person".  That person will live "forever" (not literally as the state will pass away) by the grace and power of the state because the state breathed into the new corporate body the breath of life.

The state gives its new creation a set of laws to live by, and if its creation does not live by its laws, thou shalt surely die: the state refuses to recognize its creation any longer, or the state chastises its creation by withholding some or all of its benefits. 

Whom the Father loveth, he chasteneth. Does the state defend its child from the Father's chastening hand? The Holy Bible declares that if a man will not work, he should not eat.  Now that does not mean that people who have no way of working aren't to be assisted by the Church.  However, it does not mean to simply set up a system by which the Church continues to feed those who do not work.  The Church can offer assistance to them in exchange for work around the Church.

2 Thessalonians 3:9-13

 9Not because we have not power, but to make ourselves an ensample unto you to follow us. 

 10For even when we were with you, this we commanded you, that if any would not work, neither should he eat. 

 11For we hear that there are some which walk among you disorderly, working not at all, but are busybodies. 

 12Now them that are such we command and exhort by our Lord Jesus Christ, that with quietness they work, and eat their own bread. 

 13But ye, brethren, be not weary in well doing.


However, because of the state's protective hand going against the Laws of God  we now have :  welfare, food stamps, WIC, etc . . . given not only to those who need temporary assistance -- not even requiring them to work, but to a regular "class" of people who regularly receive government assistance without doing any work even though they are able.  In many of the "churches" today, God's Law can be violated even by God's people, and they will be fed.  However, we have to understand that hunger is God's cure for slothfulness.  When the state intervenes with its social programs, the slothful man proliferates. How can one Preach against the state's socialists programs that replace God's Law and hinder His implementation of the things that will cure slothfulness, when the church through incorporation seeks the same protection of the state as its god from any acts of God and His Law which call the Church to consider its wicked ways? Instead of the corporation (or incorporation of the church, ministries) looking to the Everlasting Father for safety and protection, in the eyes of the law, it thus looks to the state. This raises the question: Who is the protector of the church or any ministry which is incorporated? One may say, "The Lord is the protector," but God is not that protector here then in the eyes of the law. One of the reasons given for incorporating is the state's offer of protection and recognition.


Paul
Jesus first! 

