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A CfAMING WE 
WH.L GO 

I sing a famous Lott'ry 
Of high and great Renown, 
Whose terms are sent to give it Vent, 
Through Country and through Town, 
That a Gaming all may go, may go, &c. 

*** 
The poor believing Vulgar 
By these Deceivers led, 
Their Chances try with what shou'd buy 
Their Wives and Children bread, 
And a Gaming we will go, will go, &c. 

From The Academy Garland (Ballad circa 
1758. Sung to the Tune: Of a Begging we will 
go.) 

After graduation from Law School in 1962 I 
' took a position as trial attorney in the Organized 

Cri~e and Racketeering Section of the Kennedy 
Justrce Department. Immediately, I was put to 
work reviewing FBI reports of illegal gambling 
activities in the United States. I soon learned 
that one of the major sources of income for the 
"Syndicate" was the "numbers racket." 

My immediate superior, a career bureaucrat, 
was quick to point out that this illegal lottery 
thrived only in the inner city ghetto, preying on 
the poor and the uneducated. He expressed par
ticular dislike for the game with its astronomical 

odds against winning and with its poor pay back 
in relation to the total amount bet. 

Given the Kennedy administration's strong ob
jection to gambling, I was taken by surprise in 
1964 by the lack of substantial opposition to New 
Hampshire's decision to institute a lottery game 
to raise revenue. When New York and New Jer
sey quickly followed suit, it became clear that the 
opposition to gambling was, in fact, opposition to 
organized crime. 

In two decades that followed State after State 
jumped on the lottery bandwagon so that, by 
1993, 33 States run lotteries. 

This movement to promote gambling continues 
unabated. The reason is money. Between 1980 
and 1989 gross receipts from state-sponsored lot
teries, alone, totaled over $70 billion, approxi
mately 38% of which went into the States' treas
uries. 

With this kind of return to the States 
' "(g)ambling fever among state legislatures is 

high." Some experts project that "nearly every 
state will have a lottery by the end of the dec
ade." Rychlak, "Lotteries, Revenues, and Social 
Costs: A Historical Examination of 
State-Sponsored Gambling," 34 Boston Coil. L. 
Rev. 11, 45-46 (1992) [Hereinafter, Rychlak on 
Lotteries]. 

In colonial America government-sponsored lot-
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teries were commonplace. Having no authority dential trusts are betrayed; domestic comfort is 
to levy taxes, the colonial governing bodies used destroyed; madness often created; crimes ... are 
lotteries to raise money for roads, colleges, hos- common; and even suicide is produced .... 
pitals, libraries, and churches. Rychlak on Lotteries at 22. 

On November 18, 1776, the First Continental On the other side of the Atlantic, opposition to 
Congress initiated a lottery to finance the War State-conducted lotteries was also growing. 
for Independence. Even though unsuccessful, While evidence of fraud in the operation of lot
the States continued for several decades to use teries gave impetus to the movement to outlaw 
lotteries to raise funds. Rychlak on Lotteries at them, it was the moral concerns that moved the 
23-31. people and the legislatures to abolish lotteries al-

By 1878, only Louisiana operated a lottery. together. The findings in America were the same 
Known as "The.-------------------------, as in England, 
Serpent," it UNITED STATES LOTTERY. No. 974 CLASS the FIRST with one signifi-
penetrated every THIS TICKET entitles the Bearer to receive such prize as cant exception. 
State. When ef- may be drawn against its Number, according to a Resolution of The American 
forts within people c.ound Congress passed at Philadelphia, November 18, 1776. 11 

Louisiana and in that the lottery 
the other States was a form of 
failed to stop it, the United States Congress de- regressive taxation, as the game was played pri
nied the Louisiana lottery access to the mail and marily by unskilled laborers hoping to strike it 
to interstate transportation facilities. By this ac- rich. Rychlak on Lotteries at 32-38. 
tion, the once "widespread pestilence" [Cham- From 1894 to 1964 no government-authorized 
pion v. Ames, 188 U.S. 321 (1903)] of lotteries lottery operated in the United States. 
in America was finally crushed. Rychlak on Lot- It has now been almost 30 years since govern-
teries at 37-44. ment-sponsored lotteries were reintroduced into 

What moved the American people to take ac- American life. The arguments for them are the 
tion against lotteries in the mid to late 1800's same as before. Lotteries are considered a neces
when such gaming had flourished for so long? sary and painless way of raising revenue. They 

By 1603 the English courts had ruled that the are also justified as an alternative to illegal gam
common law did not prohibit gambling. By the bling. State-run operations are touted as less 
end of the century the Parliament outlawed pri- likely to abuse the players through fraud and ex
vately-operated lotteries, even though other cessive temptation. 
forms of gambling were permitted under strict Are these claims true? Or were the opponents 
regulation. of lotteries right 100 years ago when they con-

Beginning in the early 1700's, England began eluded that lotteries were: 
to conduct annual lotteries to raise revenues. By ''fruitful sources of unmitigated mis-
1823 all lotteries were abolished. Typical of the chief. .. cunning scheme[s] by which crafty knaves 
attack on the lottery was this 1808 select commit- plunder the silly and credulous; destructive of 
tee report to the Parliament: thrift and honest industry, and pandering to idle-

In truth the foundation ofthe Lottery is so radi- ness and vice." U.S. v. Green, 19 D.C. (8 
cally vicious that Your Committee feel convinced Mackey) 230, 241 (1890). 
that, under no system of regulations which can be Unlike other forms of gambling, the lottery is a 
devised, will it be possible for Parliament to game of pure chance, involving absolutely no 
adopt it as an efficient source of revenue and at element of skill. Whoever plays the game totally 
the same time divest it of all the Evils and Ca- submits himself to the odds. By doing so he 
!amities of which it has hitherto proved so bane- turns his back on God's command that he exer
ful a source .... [:] (l)dleness, dissipation, and cise dominion over creation (Gen. 1:26-28). 
poverty are increased,· the most sacred and corifi- By submitting thus to the creature, instead of 
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the Creator, one who plays the lottery makes for In order for people to play the lottery in suffi
himself an idol called Luck. Thus, in Virginia, cient numbers to bring a return to the State, they 
the official symbol of the State lottery is the must not be content with what they have. The 
crossed fore and middle fingers in an upraised States have found a natural market for the lottery 
position. And the official advertisements for the because most people are not content. That is 
lottery feature Lady Luck, with wand in hand, why God gave the lOth commandment prohibit-
outfitted in angelic white taffeta. ing coveting. 

The Bible allows for the throwing of the "lot," To violate this commandment one need only 
only after one exhausts his stewardly reason and "desire inordinately" what another person has. 
faces two equally eligible choices (Lev. 16:7-10 The lottery, then, is a natural outlet for those 
and Acts 1:15-26). To throw the lot in substitute who want what others have, but who have not yet 
for good stewardship is presumption, for "the lot come to the point of stealing it. 

is cast into the I'm proud to be in a country and a state that has on its money, 
lap, b~t _the "In God We Trust" ... It might be appropriate to reprint all of 

But it would 
be a mistake to 
view the 1Oth 
commandment 
as just the root 
of the 8th. 

whole ~sposmg that, strike out God and say, "In the lottery we trust. .. " 
thereof IS of the Vander Warner Jr. Pastor Richmond Va. - 1987 
Lord (Prov. ' ' ' ' 
16:33). 

Every time a person buys a lottery ticket, he 
puts God to the test. For God alone has author
ity and power to determine the outcome. Be
cause God does not allow man to force His hand, 
many who play the lottery look elsewhere for 
guidance, with spritual mediums, including the 
daily horoscope and palm reading, as they seek 
to find their lucky number. 

While lotteries have nurtured this growing cul
ture of chance in America, they did not birth it. 
Long before the return of the lottery, "Good 
Luck" had replaced "God bless you" in the vo
cabulary of the ordinary American. 

The intellectual roots of this substitution of 
luck for God reach back to the late 19th Century 
with the advent of Darwin's theory of evolution. 
If the origin of all things, including human life, 
is governed by time and chance, then so is one's 
economic status. It is not hard work, then, that 
brings economic prosperity, but luck. This in 
tum fosters the second sin of the lottery, that of 
covetousness. 

What motivates a person to spend even one 
dollar on a game that involves no skill when the 
chances of winning are in the millions to one? 
The answer is simple: The payoff is really big 
compared to the amount of money wagered. 

The bigger the jackpot, the greater the number 
of players who take their chances on hitting the 
lucky number. 

Rather, the command not to covet relates to 
God's relationship to each individual's economic 
station in life. 

Job put it best when he said, in response to his 
sudden loss of personal wealth: "(T)he Lord 
gave, and the Lord hath taken away; blessed be 
the name of the Lord" (Job 1:21). The apostle 
Paul echoed this sentiment when he wrote to the 
Philippians that he had learned to be content "in 
whatsoever state I am." For true happiness 
came to Paul not in times of "abounding," only to 
be lost in times when he was "abased;" rather, 
he found happiness in his relationship with Christ 
no matter what the circumstances (Phil. 4: 11-13). 

When the State panders to the base attitude in 
mankind to desire what others have, then it no 
longer serves one of the central purposes of civil 
government. Governments are instituted among 
men, the Declaration of Independence states, to 
secure to her citizens the God-given right to the 
"pursuit of happiness." True happiness comes 
from being content with what God provides, not 
with hitting the jackpot. 

Yet the State must ignore this truth, and con
vince the people to ignore it as well, in order to 
make the lottery succeed. Otherwise, the reve
nues that the State is counting on at budget time 
will not be there. This leads to the violation of a 
third commandment, thou shalt not steal. 

A recent study has found that "lottery states 
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must continually promote the lottery to keep in
terest high ... that it may not be possible to sepa
rate the adverse effects that the lottery itself has 
had on society from the adverse effects caused by 
lottery promotion." Rychlak on Lotteries at 62. 

The same study has concluded that "lottery ad
vertisements are often misleading," hiding the 
true odds of winning and the real value of the 
prize. "If the Federal Trade Commission applied 
to state lotteries the same regulations that apply 
to privately conducted sweepstakes, a dramatic 
shift in current industry practice would occur." 
Rychlak on Lotteries at 63. 

While the government currently conducts ad
vertising campaigns warning the people about the 
risks of drinking alcohol, smoking, drug use, and 
promiscuous sexual activity, the government says 
nothing about the negative risks created by the 
lottery. If the State warned of the risk of com
pulsive gambling, it would be warning the very 
segment of society from which it gets the most 
lottery revenue. 

The evidence of this deceptive and heartless 
practice is overwhelming. Lotteries are mar
keted more heavily in poor neighborhoods. A 
recent Delaware study revealed that one lottery 
machine for every 17,7 44 persons was located in 
the upper middle income areas in the State, as 
contrasted to one machine for every 1,981 per
sons in the poorest income areas. Lottery adver
tisements are often timed to be released on the 
days that the poorest people have cash to spend, 
such as the time of delivery of social security 
checks. Rychlak on Loterries at 62-74. 

Why must the State engage in such practices? 
It must do so because the success of any lottery 
depends on deceiving the people. 

THE BUJ, OF RIGHTS: 
ITS SCOPE 

From 1833 until 1871 the Supreme Court's 
holding in Barron v. Baltimore, 32 U.S. (7 Pet.) 
24 (1833) went unchallenged: The Bill of Rights 
applied only to the general government. The 
States were to be limited by the bills of rights in 
the several State constitutions, except as explic-
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The lottery, therefore, is theft by fraud. By 
hiding the elementary truths about the lottery 
game - its odds, its 50% pay back - the State uses 
a "bag of deceitful weights" (Micah 6: 11) and 
"the balances of deceit" (Hosea 12:7) in order to 
get the people to purchase more tickets. 

It is the duty, however, of the State to outlaw 
"unjust weights and measures" (Deut. 25:13-15) 
in order to foster and protect the people in the ex
ercise of their dominion responsibities under 
Genesis 1:26-28. In the case of the lottery, the 
State must play "watchdog" while it plays the 
"wolf." With such an inherent conflict of inter
ests, the wolf wins out. Rychlak on Lotteries at 
76-78. 

George Orwell, in his futuristic novel 1984, 
warned that the lottery would be a main feature 
in the coming totalitarian State: 

The Lottery, with its weekly pay-out of enor
mous prizes, was the one public event to which 
the proles paid serious attention. It was probable 
that there were some millions of proles for whom 
the Lottery was the principal if not the only rea
son for remaining alive. It was their delight, 
their folly, their anodyne, their intellectual stimu
lant. Where the Lottery was concerned, even 
people who could barely read and write seemed 
capable of intricate calculations and staggering 
feats ofmemory. There was a whole tribe of men 
who made a living simply by selling systems, 
forecasts, and lucky amulets. 

Unless the American people heed this warning 
"and return to the anti-gambling policies that 
served the country so well for over 70 years, 
they will not only fail to obtain the riches prom
ised by the Lottery, but they will lose their liber
ties to an all-powerful State. D 

itly provided for in the original U.S. Constitu
tion. 

Following the Civil War, however, Congress 
sought to extend the reach of the U.S. Constitu
tion to the States. In 1865, the 13th Amendment 
outlawing slavery and involuntary servitude was 
ratified. 

But the 13th Amendment did not bring to the 
newly freed slave class the same legal benefits as 
was enjoyed by white citizens. Various States 



The Forecast- January 1, 1994 5 

enacted Black Codes depriving the Freedmen of more precisely the "privileges and immunities" 
their basic common law rights, such as, to pur- contained in the Bingham draft. Instead of pro
chase and own real property, and denying to tecting "all privileges and immunities of citizens 
them statutory and constitutional benefits, such in the several states," the new version protected 
as. the right to give testimony in court. Slaugh- "the privileges or immunities of the citizens of 
ter-House Cases, 83 U.S. (16 Wall.) 36, 70-71 the United States." 
(1873). Finally, the proposal was changed by adding a 

At first, Congress responded to these actions due process clause, identical to the one already in 
by passing the Civil Rights Act of 1866, which the Bill of Rights, but this time as a limit on the 
would have repealed the Black Codes as "badges States. 
of slavery" forbidden by the 13th Amendment. In this form, the 14th Amendment passed the 
But President Andrew Johnson vetoed this bill as House. Later, the Senate gave its approval after 
not authorized by the Constitution. adding an introductory first sentence defining the 

Even before Section 1. All persons born or naturalized in the United requisites for 
Congress passed States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the citizenship in the 
the bill, doubts United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State United States 
about its consti- shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges and m the 
tutionality led or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any States: 
Representative State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without All persons 
John A. Bing- due process of law, nor deny to any person within its born or natur-
ham of Ohio to jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws... alized in the 
introduce the Section 5. The Congress shall have :p:>wer to enforce, by United States, 
first version of app10priate legislation, the provisions of this article. and subject to 
what later be- the jurisdiction 
came the 14th 14th Amendment_ 1868 thereof, are citi-
Amendment. zens of the 

United States and of the State wherein they re-
THE 14TH AMENDMENT side. 
Bingham's initial proposal authorized Congress 

to enact "all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper to secure the citizens of each State all 
privileges and immunities of citizens in the sev
eral States, and to all persons in the several 
States equal protection in the rights of life, lib
erty, and property." Cong. Globe, 39th Cong., 
1st Sess. 813, 1034 (1866). 

Two months later, and after extensive debate, 
Bingham's proposal was reported out by the Joint 
Committee on Reconstruction with substantial 
modifications. First, the proposal was changed 
from an affirmative grant of power to Congress 
to a negative limit on the States: "No state 
shall ... abridge ... nor shall any state deprive ... [or] 
deny .... " Congress was authorized to act, but 
only with laws "appropriate" to enforce the 
specified limits upon the States. Civil Rights 
Cases, 109 U.S. 3 (1883). 

Second, the proposal was amended to specify 

The House concurred. The 14th Amendment 
was ratified on July 28. 1868. 5 years later, the 
United States Supreme Court had its first oppor
tunity to state and apply the new Amendment's 
guarantees. 

PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES: STATES 
In the Slaughter-House Cases, 83 U.S. (16 

Wall.) 36 (1873), the plaintiff butchers claimed 
that they had been denied their rights under the 
U.S. Constitution by a Louisiana statute granting 
to a named company the exclusive right to main
tain a slaughter-house within a certain geographi
cal area within the state. 

The plaintiffs' major claim rested upon the 
14th Amendment's prohibition against any state 
law that abridged "the privileges or immunities of 
the citizens of the United States." They con
tended that one of the named privileges and im
munities was the right to be free from any 
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state-licensed business monopoly. 
Prior to the 14th Amendment some, but not 

all, State constitutions included provisions in 

6 

included such a right, because Article IV' s 
"privileges and immunities" clause had been so 
construed. But the two clauses did not read ex-

their bills of rights protecting the people from actly alike, one referred to the privileges and im
state-granted monopolies. Article XXIII of the munities of citizens of the United States and the 
1776 North Carolina Constitution, for example, other to the privileges and immunities of the citi
prohibited "perpetuties and monopolies" as "con- zens in the several states. 
trary to the genius of a free state." On the other 
hand, the 1776 Virginia Constitution contained PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES: UNITED 
no such protection. See Sources of Our Liberties STATES 
356, 311-13 (R. Perry, ed. 1978). A majority of 5 justices in the Slaughter-House 

If the plaintiffs in the Slaughter-House Cases Cases considered this difference in language de
succeeded with their claim under the privileges C1s1ve. 
and immunities clause of the new 14th Amend- First, the majority noted that the language of 
ment, then all of the States would be required to the 1st sentence of the 14th Amendment recog-

conform to the The citizens of each State shall be entitled to all nized two 
North Carolina classes of citi-
standard. privileges and immunities of citizens in the several zens m the 

This result States. United States, 
would have un- citizens of the 
mistakably fol- Article IV, Section 2, U.S. Constitution United States 
lowed had the and citizens of 
14th Amendment contained Bingham's original 
language granting to citizens "all privileges and 
immunities of the citizens in the several States." 
Identical language had already appeared in Arti
cle IV, Section 2, and had been construed to in
clude the "fundamental" right to engage in a law
ful occupation subject only to "restraints as the 
government may prescribe for the general good 
of the whole." Cotjield v. Coryell, 6 F. Cas. 
546 (1823). 

Under Article IV, Section 2, however, consti
tutional protection was granted only when a State 
law denied such a right to an out-of-state citizen, 
while at the same time it guaranteed that same 
right to an in-state citizen. 

But that was of no help to the Louisiana butch
ers in the Slaughter House Cases, for they were 
not out-of-state citizens and, therefore, did not 
come under the protection of Article IV, Section 
2. They sought protection from their own 
State's denial of what they claimed to be their 
fundamental right to engage in an occupation 
free from the grant by the State of an exclusive 
special privilege. 

To accomplish this goal, they claimed that the 
14th Amendment's "privileges and immunities" 

the State. Because one person could be a citizen 
of both the United States and of the State in 
which he resided, he had two sets of privileges 
and immunities, those arising out of his United 
States citizenship and those arising out of his 
State citizenship. The new 14th Amendment gave 
protection only from State action abridging those 
privileges and immunities linked to the plaintiffs' 
citizenship in the nation, not to their citizenship 
in Louisiana. Id., 83 U.S. at 72-75. 

Second, the majority pointed out that the origi
nal Bingham language was found in Article IV, 
Section 2 of the Constitution's original text. Had 
the framers of the 14th Amendment desired to 
extend the protection found in Article IV, Section 
2 to that found in the 14th Amendment, the ma
jority asserted, then they would have used the 
same language. But they did not. Id., 83 U.S. at 
75-77. 

Finally, the majority noted that the plaintiffs' 
claim, if it prevailed, would change dramatically 
the federal structure of the Constitution. No 
longer would the States be governed by their own 
Bills of Rights, but by the United States Bill of 
Rights which had been originally designed to ap
ply only to the general government. The major-
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ity maintained that such a profound change 
should not be effectuated "in the absence of lan

. guage which expresses such a purpose too clearly 
to admit of doubt." Id., 83 U.S. at 77-78. 

Justice Stephen Field, one of the 4 dissenters, 
excoriated the majority for having construed the 
"privileges and immunities" clause in such a way 
as to render it a 11 vain and idle enactment." He 
claimed that the privileges and immunities that 
citizens enjoyed as members of the national pol
ity had been protected from state infringement by 
the Constitution from the beginning. He, there
fore, concluded that "no new constitutional pro
vision was required to inhibit such interference." 
Id., 83 U.S. at 96. 

This was reason enough, argued Field, to read 
the privileges and immunities clause to include 
the identical rights encompassed by the phrase, 
"all privileges and immunities of citizens in the 
several states," even though the language used in 
the clause referred to "the privileges or immuni
ties of the citizens of the United States." 

The majority demurred. They claimed that 
- there were several "national privileges and im
, munities" that were distinct from "state privileges 
. and immunities. 11 They provided a partial list, 
including the right of the people to assemble, but 
they did not explain why these privileges and im
munities had not been protected from state inter
ference prior to the 14th Amendment. They just 
assumed that such protection was not there be
fore its ratification. 

This assumption was made because, in 1873, 
the Court had not yet conceded to Congress 
authority to regulate almost any subject, if it 
were found to be in the nation's economic inter
est. That view of the sweeping scope of national 
power did not appear until the 1940's when the 
High Court finally ruled that the New Deal was 
constitutional. See, e.g., Wickard v. Filburn, 
317 u.s. 111 (1942). 

In 1873, Congress still could not legislate for 
the purpose of establishing a national standard of 
health, safety, or morals, much less a set of na
tional fundamental rights. Again, a more expan
sive view of national legislative power would not 
come until the early 1900's. See Champion v. 
Ames, 188 U.S. 321 (1903). 
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Had the majority in the Slaughter-House Cases 
bothered to explain its assumption, they could 
have pointed out that the First Amendment pro
hibited Congress from making any law "abridg
ing ... the right of the people peaceably to assem
ble", but granted no authority to Congress to 
guarantee, or otherwise facilitate, the exercise of 
that right. Congress, being a legislature of enu
merated powers, could not claim the power to 
protect the right of the people to assemble peace
ably, for that was part of the police power that 
remained in the States. Willson v. Black Bird 
Creek Marsh Co., 27 U.S. (2 Pet.) 245 (1829). 

Given this original understanding of the limited 
powers of Congress, the "privileges and immuni
ties" clause, as construed by the Slaughter-House 
majority, was not a "vain and idle" enactment. 

DUE PROCESS OF LAW 
The Slaughter-House majority opinion limiting 

the scope of the 14th Amendment's privileges 
and immunities clause has never been modified 
or overruled. But the plaintiffs in the Slaugh
ter-House Cases did not just rely on the "privi
leges and immunities" clause. They also claimed 
that Louisiana grant of monopoly privilege "de
prived" them of their "property" without due 
process of law. 

Without analysis or discussion, the Court dis
missed the plaintiff's due process claim with only 
one sentence: 

(U)nder no construction of that provision have 
we ever seen, or that we deem admissable, can 
the restraint imposed by the State of Louisiana 
upon the exercise of their trade by the butchers of 
New Orleans be held to be a deprivation of their 
property within the meaning of that provision. 

This summary disposition provided opportunity 
24 years later to a new Supreme Court which 
struck down in the name of due process a Louisi
ana statute intruding upon the fundamental right 
of the liberty of contract. See, e.g., Allgeyer v. 
Louisiana, 165 U.S. 578 (1897). It would also 
leave the "open door" for the Warren Court to 
work its constitutional revolution in the 1960's 
whereby it incorporated through the due process 
clause almost all of the Bill of Rights and applied 
them to the States. (To be continued.) D 
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STAND TO FIGHT 
"Stand fast in the faith," Paul urged the Corin

thians (I Cor. 16:13). 
"Wherefore ... having done all ... stand," Paul 

taught the Ephesians (Eph. 6: 13). 
Some years ago my wife, Marilyn, and I were 

taking a walk in a lovely residential area in 
Berkeley, California when we were startled by 
two barking, snarling pit bulls on the edge of a 
waist-high rock wall bordering the sidewalk. I 
would have run, but for Marilyn's quick decision 
to stand momentarily. "Look them straight in 
their eyes," she instructed. We did so. The two 
dogs faltered, then followed us to their owner's 
property line as we went safely on our way. 

Marilyn had the presence of mind that day to 
suppress the natural human response to retreat or 
to attack. It takes real strength to choose neither, 
and just stand. 

Three times in his epistles to the churches, 
Paul called his fellow Christians to stand for he 
knew that our very lives depended on it. "For 
now we live, if we stand fast in the Lord" (I 
Thess. 3:8). 

In order to stand, we must first have something 
to stand for. God has given those of us who be
lieve a true testimony that we have been justified 
by faith through our Christ so we know that we 
can stand in His grace (Rom.5:1-2). By raising 
the banner of His saving grace, we take our stand 
for Christ whenever challenged to give an ac
count of our faith. 

We are not only saved, however, we are also 
called (Eph. 4:1). In order to stand if one is 
challenged in his vocation, he must know that he 
has been called by God to it. 

Soon after my wife and I were saved, God 
called us to leave the University of Oregon and 
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"teach at a Christian law school," first at Oral 
Roberts University and then at Regent Univer
sity. In both instances we knew that the work we 
were to do had been "before ordained" by God 
(Eph. 2: 10). 

That fact enabled us to stand, twice when chal
lenged by the American Bar Association in the 
battle for accreditation and twice when chal
lenged by those who would water down the Bibli
cal mission and vision of the schools. 

On none of these occasions could I have stood 
without the Lord. Nor could I have stood with
out all the other Christians praying with me. 
Bonding with other like-minded and committed 
Christians is essential if one is to take a stand. 
"(l)f two of you agree on earth as touching any
thing that they shall ask," Jesus taught, "it shall 
be done for them of my Father which is in 
heaven" (Mt. 18: 19). 

Marilyn and I have learned again and again 
that we need to be of one heart and one mind in 
every battle, because we have found that neither 
of us is strong enough to stand without the other. 
We oftentimes find one or the other weakening, 
only to be strengthened by the other. 

And this brings me to my final point. To 
stand, one must be prepared to persevere. Vic
tory does not come easy. To persevere we must 
seek the Lord daily through prayer and the 
Word. And we must constantly submit our stand 
to God to make sure that we are not standing for 
ourselves, but for Him. 

In other words, we must check our "armor" as 
Paul instructed the Ephesians - our helmet of sal
vation, our breastplate of righteousness, our belt 
of truth, our combat boots of peace, our shield of 
faith, and our sword of the spirit (Eph. 6:14-17). 
And we must not cease from prayer lest we be 
caught up in the battle and be knocked off our 
spiritual feet (Eph. 6:16). 
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