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MESSIANIC 
MEDICINE 

Brandishing a mock "health-care security 
card," President Bill Clinton, in his September 
22, 1993 speech before a joint session of Con
gress, unveiled to the American people his na
tionally-mandated universal health care coverage 
plan. With all the passion of a preacher in the 
pulpit, Clinton assured his lesser Americans that 
his plan would guarantee quality health care for 
all at a cost that all can afford. 

As the October 3, 1993 issue of Newsweek re
ported, Clinton's message was short on detail 
and long on promises. Beginning with its cover 
headline: CLINTON'S TRILLION DOLLAR 
CURE (And What He Didn't Tell You), the edi
tors devoted ten articles to fill in the gaps. After 
reading these and other press reports, the central 
theme of the Clinton plan began to emerge: 
Vote for universal health insurance and you will 
be delivered from all your worries about health 
care for you and your loved ones. 

First, the plan promises freedom from financial 
concerns. The President claimed the "central re
ality" of his proposal to be that the "vast majority 
of the Americans watching this tonight will pay 
the same or less for health-care coverage that 
will be the same or better than the coverage they 
have tonight." 

Even before the President made this claim, 
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, the Demo-

~~I 10 {!J? '1':>§ .l>1ir <iiJ 
~~J @~~ 

~& c L:r..N'i"Ofl/'5 HEAL ru CAR& !=!fii'DitV G-\>J..MJ 

cratic chairman of the Senate Finance Commit
tee, declared it pure "fantasy." Even a member 
of the Clinton administration was reported to 
have said in private that "the financing of the 
plan (was) a walk in space." 

At issue is the Clinton promise that universal 
health care is possible without increased taxes 
(except for a proposed new tax on tabacco), be
cause of savings from cuts in the waste and mis
spending in the current health-care system. The 
President offered no specifics in support, leading 
Newsweek to state the essence of the President's 
cost-effective promise to be: "Trust me." 

Second, the plan promises freedom from qual
ity concerns. Through a system of "managed 
competition" backed up by tough government 
regulation, Clinton claimed that Americans may 
confidently expect continuation of high-quality 
care with only one difference: Everyone will 
have access to it. 
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The Newsweek report disclosed that Clinton 
could not possibly deliver on this promise be
cause Clinton's cost-containment plan includes 
limits on health-care spending which, in turn, re
quires health care "rationing." While such "ra-
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ity of care, or life - is the same. Entrust your 
physical health to the civil government. The 
government will save you from all of your health 
worries and cares. 

tioning" already exists by private choice and From Church To State 
natural market forces, the Clinton proposal If some form of the Clinton-envisioned health 
places the national and state governments security system becomes law, it will mark a final 
(through "health alliances" with hospitals, doc- dramatic step in America away from a privately 
tors, and insurance companies) into that key role. administered health care system that once was 

With such health alliances making the critical dominated by charity and the church to one 
decisions about the ..---------------------,dominated by regula-
level and kind of health "Who will decide the questions of tions and the state. 
care available, the medical care for the handicapped This shift from 
American people will new born and for the tenninally ill church to state has 
no longer enjoy a range been a gradual one over 
of options from no aged?" more than two centu-
health insurance (there ries. In her early his-
are some who choose this for religious, not eco- tory the American people relied upon the Bible as 
nomic, reasons) to HMO's. No, everyone will the key to the reality of life and to the role of the 
be placed in at least a regional health mainte- civil government. The Bible linked physical ill
nance organization so that individual choice of an ness to sin; indeed, the very reason that mankind 
individual physician will certainly come to an had to contend with illness was because of the 
end. fall of Adam and Eve in the garden. 

Finally, the plan promises freedom from ethi- At the heart of Christ's ministry on the earth 
cal concerns. At the conclusion of her testimo- was not only the salvation of men's souls, but the 
nial honeymoon before committees of the House healing of their bodies. According to the gospel 
and Senate, Hillary Rodham Clinton was finally of Luke, the physician, Jesus began His ministry 
asked THE QUESTION by Senator John C. in Galilee by casting out demons and healing "di
Danforth of Missouri. Who will decide the ques- vers diseases" (Luke 4:33-36, 38-40). From that 
tions of medical care for the handicapped new time forth the people came to Jesus to be healed 
born and for the terminally ill aged? "of their infirmities" (Luke 5: 15) and delivered 

Without answering the question directly, the from unclean spirits (Luke 6:17-19). 
First Lady assured the senator and his colleagues After Christ ascended to the Father, His apos
that with "the kind of health security we are talk- tles continued Christ's ministry to the sick and 
ing about ... people will know they are not being demon-possessed (Acts 5:12-16). With the estab
denied treatment for any reason other than it is lishment of the Church, then, came hospitals and 
not appropriate - will not enhance or save the other places for the ill and the infirm. Thus, the 
quality of life." practice of medicine became inextricably inter-

But isn't Mrs. Clinton's kind of health security twined with the preaching of the gospel. 
plan one that secures the right to choose an abor- Christ's ministry coupling righteousness and 
tion on demand? And isn't Mrs. Clinton one of the forgiveness of sins with good physical health 
those insisting on subsidizing this right? Is it, was rooted in the Old Testament. In Deutero
therefore, self-evident that medical treatment will nomy, God promised the people of Israel free
be denied only when it does not enhance or save dom from disease if they obeyed His command
the quality of life? ments (Deut. 7: 11-15). With the establishment 

So the bottom-line of the Clinton's new health of the priesthood of Aaron, God granted to it not 
security system -whether it concerns costs, qual- only the jurisdiction of forgiveness of sins, but 
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the healing of diseases (Lev. 15:1-15). After the 
institution of the civil rule of the king in Israel, 
the priestly jurisdiction over sin and illness re
mained (See II Chron. 19: 11). 

While the church in the West never gained a 
monopoly on the practice of medicine, for the 
medical arts had deep roots in Greek and Roman 
science, this Judeo-Christian heritage kept the 
practice of medicine separate from the business 
of the state, especially in America where there 
was neither an established church nor an en
forced orthodoxy of religious expression. 

From Religion To Science 
The alliance between the Christian religion and 

medical science began to unravel in the 
mid-nineteenth century with the advent of Dar
win's theory of evolution and the rise of the mes
sianic state. With these came a breach between 
the church and the profession leading to state li
censure of medical doctors and state regulation. 

Yet there remains deep in the hearts and minds 
of the average American a linkage between the 
work of the church and that of the medical pro
fession. Dramatic illustrations of that link have 
reoccurred even in the twentieth century with a 
veritable parade of faith healers from Aimee 
Semple McPherson to Oral Roberts. A more pro-
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saic, yet more pervasive, illustration is the 
American people's continued reliance on prayer 
whenever faced with serious illness or infirmity. 

With state subsidized and monopolized medi
cine now on the immediate horizon with its mes
sianic design to save the physical health of all 
Americans, there is cause for alarm. 

Those who favor state-controlled health care 
have posited as a given that disease is "the work 
of impersonal nature" disconnected from human 
choice. [See D. Callahan, "Our Fear of Dying," 
Newsweek (October 4, 1993).] 

As this naturalistic world view takes hold in a 
state-administered and subsidized health care sys
tem, there will be no room for prayer, as we 
have painfully learned in the case of public edu
cation. Nor will there be room for connecting 
the health of the nation, whether public or indi
vidual, with sin, public or private. 

Certainly not all illness or infirmity is the di
rect consequence of individual sin (John 9:2-3). 
Nevertheless, many illnesses come as a direct re
sult of wrong choices. Such choices under uni
versal health care will be charged to all through 
higher costs. The temptation for the government 
regulator will be to contain those costs by con
trolling human behavior before illness sets in. 
Who will deliver us then?D 

... (l)f the law is positive in its function, and if the health of the people is the 
highest law, then the state has total jurisdiction to compel the total health of the 
people. The immediate consequence is a double penalty on the people. First •.. , 
a totalitarian state results. Everything becomes a part of the state's jurisdiction, 
because everything can potentially contribute to the health or the destruction of 
the people.... Second, ... no area of libeny can exist for man,· there is no area of 
things indifferent ... which the state cannot govern in the name of public health. 
To credit the state with ability ... to govemfor the general and total health ofthe 
people, is to assume an omnicompetent state, and ... an incompetent people. The 
state then becomes a nursemaid to a citizenry whose basic character is childish 
and immature .... 

R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law 102 (1973 ). 
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NO TAXATION WITHOUT REPRESENTATION 
(Part 2 of a 2-part series.) 

In Part 1 of this 2-part series we established 
the constitutional principle that taxes may be im
posed only with the consent of the people 
through their elected representatives, not as a 
prerogative right of the civil ruler. In addition, 
we demonstrated that the U. S. Constitution re
quires all "bills for raising revenue" to originate 
in the House of Representatives in order to in
sure that taxes will, in fact, only be levied with 
the consent of the people. 

Having established this principle and uncov
ered this constitutional requirement, we claimed 
that the tax increases contained in the recently 
enacted Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 1993 
were not enacted according to the required con
stitutional processes of Article I, Section 7, 
Clause 1. 

The principle of no taxation without represen
tation is not, however, confined to Article I, Sec
tion 7, Clause 1. As important as the House 
origination process is, it protects the people only 
if Congress proposes a bona fide tax. The ques
tion is what is a tax? 

Tax vs. Taking 
In 1830 Chief Justice John Marshall defined 

the power of taxation to be one to be exercised 
"on all the persons and property belonging to the 
body politic." Providence Bank v. Billings, 29 
U.S. (4 Pet.) 514, 563 (1830). In contrast to this 
power to levy on all persons or property gener
ally, is the power of eminent domain where 
"(t)he public seize and appropriate ... (a person's) 
particular estate, because of a special need for 
it. ... II n T. Cooley' Constitutional Limitations 
1201 (8th Ed. 1927). 

Because a tax by its nature is a levy on persons 
or property generally, the requirement that the 
people be taxed only by the vote of their repre
sentatives was considered by America's founders 
to offer sufficient protection from the misuse of 
the taxing power. See McCulloch v. Maryland, 
17 U.S. (4 Wheat.) 316, 428 (1819). 

But a levy on one person or on a particular 
person's property posed a far different problem 
of abuse calling for a very different solution. 

The Fifth Amendment of the United States 
Constitution prohibits Congress from taking 
anyone's private property without just 
compensation. A classic example of a taking is 
the condemnation of a person's real property for 
the purpose of erecting a government building 
upon it. In order for the government to take such 
action, it must compensate the owner of the land 
at fair market value. 

Without the compensation requirement no 
person's property would be safe from 
government action to take it for public use. 
Because such action affects only one person, the 
person's property would not be protected by the 
process requiring the consent of the people's 
representatives generally. So America's founders 
added the takings clause to insure against actions 
favoring the many at the expense of the few. 

The 1993 Income, Gift, and Estate Tax 
Increases Are Takings 

The income, gift, and estate tax increases in 

Each individual of the society has a right to be 
protected by it in the enjoyment of his life, lib
erty, and property, according to standing laws. 
He is obliged, consequently, to contribute his 
share to the expense of this protection,· to give his 
personal service, or an equivalent, if necessary: 
but no part of the property of any individual can, 
with justice, be taken from him, or applied to 
pubUc uses, without his own consent, or that of 
the representative body of the people ... (T)he peo
ple of tltis commonwealth are not controllable by 
any other laws than those to which their constitu
tional representative body have given their con
sent. And whenever the public exigencies require 
that the property of any individual should be ap
propriated to public uses. he shall receive rea
sonable compensation therefor. 

Article X, Constitution of Massachusetts. 1780 
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the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 cers... or department stores ... or employers .... 
were not across-the-board. Instead, the income The traditional manner in which the American 
tax increase was limited to incomes in the highest government has met the problem of those who 
of three income brackets. Likewise, the gift and cannot pay reasonable prices for privately sold 
estate tax increases were limited to wealth trans- necessities... has been the distribution to such 
fers at the top. persons of funds raised from the public at large 

With respect to the tax increases contained in through taxes.... Unless we are to abandon the 
the Omnibus Act, the Conference Committee un- guiding principle of the Takings Clause that 
apologetically reported that "the tax increases af- ''public burdens ... should be borne by the public 
feet only higher-income individuals and corpora- as a whole," this is the only manner that our 
tions." (Emphasis original.) While the Commit- Constitution pennits.... Pennell v. San Jose, 485 
tee acknowledged one exception, the gasoline U.S. 1, 21-22 (1988) (dissenting opinion). 
tax, it promised that this increase "will cost the By placing 76% of the economic burden on 1% 
average household less 76 percent o-1! the net tax of the people to rescue 
than one dollar a ~ the government welfare 
week. II This fact en- increase will be on the wealthiest programs for the whole 

abled the Committee to J percent of the population. society, Con~ress has 
brag "that 81 percent of abandonned this central 
the tax increase will fall on households with in- purpose of the Takings clause in its deficit reduc
comes over $200,000. Furthermore, 76% of the tion package. It has, in effect, exercised its tax
net tax increase will be on the wealthiest 1 % of ing power in such a way as to deprive 1 % of the 
the population." population of significant wealth without placing a 

In so reporting the Committee simply echoed comparable burden on the people as a whole. 
the remarks made by President Clinton in his This is taxation without representation and pro
message to the nation urging passage of the Act: hibited by the Fifth Amendment Takings Clause. 
"We've worked hard ... to insure the lowest possi-
ble tax on the middle class. The plan asks an av- 1he Retroactive Tax Increases Are Unconstitu-
erage working family to pay... less than a dime a tional Penalties. 
day.... This is the only new tax working people Part of the reason that 7% of the tax burden 
will pay." falls upon only 1 % of the population is that the 

By limiting the new "tax burden" in such a income tax and the estate and gift tax increases 
way as to virtually immunize 99% of the popula- are made retroactive to January 1, 1993, over 
tion from its impact, it is easy to see through the eight months prior to the passage of the Act. For 
"verbal cellophane" of the tax language of the what reason are these tax increases retroactive 
statute and discover that the increased burdens 
placed upon the wealthy 1 percent is a "taking" 
not a tax. 

In a recent case Justice Antonin Scalia, joined 
by Justice Sandra Day O'Connor, wrote in oppo
sition to a similar scheme, a rent control law re
quiring landlords under "hardship" circumstances 
to lower their rents for tenants on welfare: 

(T)he 'hardship' provision is invoked to meet a 
. . . [distinct] social problem: the existence of 
some renters who are too poor to afford even 
reasonably priced housing. But that problem is 
no more caused by... landlords than... by ... gro-

when the gasoline tax, for instance, was not im
posed until October 1, 1993, two months after 
the effective date of the Act? 

The Conference Committee would have the 
American people believe that its sole purpose in 
increasing the income, gift and estate tax rates 
was to "restore fairness to our tax system" by im
proving "the progressivity of the tax structure." 
But the report contains no data supporting a 
change only in the top tax rates, much less the 
specific percentage of increases at the top, as 
necessary to restore "fairness." The reason? Be
cause "fairness" in the tax structure was not Con
gress' real purpose. 
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If fairness were the real purpose there would Laurence Tribe has so ably stated: 
have been no need for the retroactive feature. The essence of the bill of attainder ban is that 
Tax structure "fairness" could have been it proscribes legislative punishment of specified 
achieved with an effective date following enact- persons -not of whichever persons might be judi
ment, thereby giving affected taxpayers time cially determined to fit within properly general 
within which to accomodate the increased tax proscriptions duly enacted in advance ... L. Tribe, 
burden. American Constitutional Law 643 (2d. Ed. 1988). 

But the real purpose was, as the Conference By isolating 1 % of the population and impos-
Committee report itself admits, to "require... ing increased income, gift and estate taxes upon 
those who benefited from the policies of the such a small group based upon action already 
1980's and the early 1990's to pay their share of taken by many of its members, especially those 
the bill that has come due." (Emphasis added.) who have already died, may vindicate the Demo
That purpose could only be realized by making crat-controlled Congress sense of frustration with 
the tax increase retroactive be- cause the only the Reagan/Bush tax policies, but such action 
data concerning "fairness" mar- shalled by the can- not be taken with- out violating the constitu-
Conference . . . tion' s ban on 
C 'tte In countries where liberty zs most esteemed, there are laws by bill f ttam' 

omrru e re- .r.J .r. • le . .~_ . d ,., . . . .~_ ,z._ s o a -
lated to th t w,ucr~ a szng person zs ut!pnve q, zt, m ortu:r to preserve tu~ d 

A din
e past. whole community. Such are in England what they call Bills of e~ 
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. 

ccor g o ....... _J_.~_ rn.- . latio ..,__ law. ·'-J ·'- '-'one uswn 
th C .ttee LUUUTKU;r.... .u~se are zn re n. .• to uwse 'S w,ucn were President e omrru __ .~_ . Ro . . . . ,.,., __ 

rt C ,IUI,U; zn me agaznst pnvate cznzens.... .u~ese were never Clinton and the 
repo , ongress d . . of the le B · .L-• had data · passe except zn great meetings peop . ut zn w'"" 
that th pr~vmg manner soever they were enacted, Cicero was for having them 

Democrat- con
trolled Congress 
managed to in-tax te

e owther aboUshed, because the force of a law consists in its being mmJe 
rason e . 

alth . th for the whole commwuty .... 7;80./ an: earl; Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws, Bk.12, C. 19. (1748) 
crease taxes in 
1993 only by 
disregarding the 1990's was one 

of three factors that caused "(t)he income and 
living standards of the American worker [to] 
stagnate .... our international trade balance [to] 
deteriorate.... [and] the distribution of income 
and wealth... (to become) much more unequal." 

Can Congress on the basis of these findings 
choose to enact into law a "tax burden" applying 
retroactively to 1 percent of the population? The 
answer is no. Such a law constitutes a penalty, 
not a tax. As a penalty it is an unconstitutional 
bill of attainder. 

A bill of attainder is a statute that isolates an 
individual or a small, easily identifiable, and al
ready closed class of persons for deprivation of 
life or property based upon past conduct without 
affording that person or persons an opportunity 
to be heard in a court of law to answer the 
charges brought against them. United States v. 
Lovett, 328 U.S. 303, 315 (1946). 

Such a statute is prohibited by Article I, Sec
tion 9, Clause 3. As Harvard Law Professor 

Constitutional principle of no taxation without 
representation. By hiding the revenue raising 
measures in an overall deficit reduction package, 
they bypassed the constitutionally mandated pro
cedure for taxing the people. By limiting the tax 
increases so that 76% of them apply to only 1% 
of the people, they bypassed the constitutionally 
mandated protection of private property. 

It is once again time for the American taxpayer 
to take action. As the Stamp Act of 1765 was 
enacted by an English Parliament in disregard of 
the Magna Charta's guarantee of no taxation 
without representation, so the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1993 was enacted by an 
American Congress in disregard of the 1789 
Constitution's guarantee of that same principle.D 

CORRECTION: The Jefferson quote on page 
3 of the October 15, 1993 issue is from a letter to 
Samuel Kercheval dated July 12, 1816, not 1827. 
Jefferson died on July 4, 1826! 
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* August 1992 - Hurricane Andrew devastates 
South Florida. 

*March 1993 -Worst snow storm this century 
buries East Coast. 

* April 1993 - Earthquakes shock Maryland 
and California. 

*June/July 1993 - Mississippi floods inundate 
mid-western states. 

* September 1993 - Hurricane Emily batters 
Carolina outer banks. 

Television has brought these natural disasters 
into every American home and with them the 
cause of it all - Mother Nature. Who is She? 
The weathermen never say, but they talk to us as 
if they know her. 

At first I wondered what happened to the radi
cal feminists. Why had they not raised their 
voices in protest to these male weathermen who 
appeared to blame all of this suffering on a 
woman? Shouldn't some male name be substi
tuted in every other disaster as is now the case 
with every other hurricane? 

It was not until we discovered that this Mother 
Nature is most likely rooted in goddess worship 
that I began to understand why there was no out
cry from the radical feminist camp. 

Indeed, Mother Nature most likely comes from 
ancient Greek mythology. According to the 
Greek imagination, Gaia, the ancient Earth
Mother, emerged from the eternal Void to bring 
forth the world and the human race. 

Is Mother Nature a secularized version of 
Gaia? She certainly harmonizes with the modern 
naturalistic view of a universe formed by time 
and chance out of an eternally existent soup. By 
contrast, the eternally existent God of the Bible, 
created everything out of nothing ( Heb. 11:3). 

The move away from God in popular conver
sation about the weather did not, however, begin 
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after the Darwinian revolution of the 
mid-nineteenth century. The French philosophe 
Voltaire, for one, struggled to give meaning to 
the Lisbon earthquake of November 1, 1755 in 
which as many as 40,000 perished. W. Davis, 
Eastern and Western History, Thought, and Cul
ture, 1600-1815, 515 (Univ. Press 1993). 

How could an all-righteous God be responsible 
for such a disaster in which even innocent babes 
at their mother's breasts perished? Was Paris 
more righteous than Lisbon? Id. at 516 . 

Voltaire hoped to put these questions aside in 
his satirical novel, Candide, with his prescription 
of avoidance through "industrious occupation" 
with the small things of life. But the mystery 
remained: Why does an all-righteous and all
powerful God allow bad things to happen to good 
people. Id. at 516-17. 

Perhaps, Mother Nature has become the late 
twentieth century scapegoat to allow us to avoid 
wrestling with this tough theological question. 

The Psalms attest that God Himself controls 
the weather (Ps. 18:7-15). Throughout the Old 
Testament are accounts of His having sent natural 
calamities upon the enemies of His people. God 
warned that like disaster would befall His own 
people if they chose a life of sin; and He fulfilled 
on that promise (I Kings 18). 

But catastrophic natural events occur also as a 
part of God's testing of the righteous faith of a 
believer (Job 1:18-22). Indeed, Jesus warned His 
followers that natural cataclysms would mark the 
"beginning" of the end of the age (as well as the 
end) so as to warn them not to give up too soon 
but to "endure unto the end," for it is those who 
so endure who "shall be saved" (Mt. 24:4-14). 

We avoid seeking understanding and wisdom 
of such natural phenomena at our peril. What 
would have happened to Jonah if he had not 
'fessed up in the midst of the storm? Surely he 
would have perished without ever having served 
as God's ambassador to Nineveh. 

Jesus said that God gives only one sign to 
every generation, the sign of Jonah (Mt. 16:4). 
If we ignore His signs in the natural world by at
tributing His power and authority to a mythical 
Mother Nature, then we will not "discern the 
signs of the times"(Mt. 16:3). D 



The Forecast- November 1, 1993 

LIVING BY FAITH: 
GOD'S PROMISES 

(Part 3 in a 4-part series.) 

At the conclusion of Hebrews chapter 10 the 
reader is cautioned not to give up on God's 
"promise" just because he has not yet received it 
after having "done the will of God" (Heb.10:36). 
The life of faith is not just living according to 

the principles of God, but also according to His 
promises. For example, we face tough times by 
abiding in Romans 8:28, and as we do, God is 
faithful to give us specific promises of the good 
that will come as we love Him and remain called 
according to His purpose. 

The point here is that the principles prescribed 
by God are not the same as His promises. 

First, God's principles are fixed, uniform, and 
universal; His promises are not always the same 
in every situation. 

To illustrate this distinction, let us return to 
Romans 8:28. The good for one and the good 
for another involved in the same situation may be 
different. Hebrews 11:35 captures this point 
beautifully: 

Women received their dead raised to life 
again: and others were tortured, not accepting 
deliverance,· that they might obtain a better res
urrection. 

Both groups are included in the "hall of fame 
of faith," even though one received the promise 
of a resurrected life on the earth and the other a 
resurrected life in heaven (Cf. John 11:21-26, 
43-44). 

Second, God's principles are general; His 
promises are specific. 

We know that by Jesus' stripes we are healed. 
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That is God's law (I Pet. 2:24-25). But that' law 
standing by itself does not heal each individual 
human being. Such healing occurs one by one, 
as God's promise of salvation is received and 
acted upon (John 3: 16-21). 

While eternal salvation is available to every be
liever (Rom. 10:9), physical, mental or emo
tional health is dependent upon God's specific 
promise to each person. Once again Hebrews 11 
provides a useful illustration. By faith Abel 
though murdered by his brother, Cain, "obtained 
witness that he was righteous" (Heb. 11:4); by 
faith Enoch though "he should not see death" 
through his obedient life "had this testimony that 
he pleased God" (Heb. 11:5). 

Finally, God's principles are objective; His 
promises are personal. 

A major misunderstanding of the meaning of 
faith comes from the assumption that God's laws 
guarantee specific results. For example, some 
claim physical healing from cancer because the 
Word says that by Jesus' stripes "ye are healed" 
(I Pet. 2:24). While it is true that no one may be 
healed from cancer apart from the work of Christ 
on the cross, that is the law, not necessarily the 
fact of the matter. 

Faith is both substance and evidence (Heb. 
11: 1). What is lacking in an appeal to I Peter 
2:24 alone is evidence that in the particular situ
ation a specific healing is promised. After all, 
one might die of the cancer and still be healed in 
accordance with the law of the matter (John 
11:25-26). The question in every such case is 
God's specific promise as quickened by the Holy 
Spirit. 

Living by faith takes both law and fact, both 
principle and promise. Once the principles and 
the promises are in place, the true believer will 
abide expectantly to receive for "the just shall 
live by faith" Heb. 10:38).0 
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