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EXISTENTIAL
UBERTY
In the late 1950's while a student at the University of Oregon, I became enamored with a
philosophy called existentialism. I was attracted
to it because I was looking for something to validate my desire for the freedom to choose to believe whatever I wanted.
According to Jean-Paul Sartre, the French existentialist philosopher, it was not the rightness
or the wrongness of the choice that mattered, but
that one made a choice. If one wished to believe
in God, one could do so; if one wished not to,
one could do that too. I liked that.
At first, I made only mental choices as part of
an intellectual game. Then, I began to make
real-life choices, rejecting certain traditions and
values not because there was anything wrong
with them, but as a way of "authenticating'! myself. From the adoption of a few college-age eccentricities, I soon graduated into a life-style of
protest, beginning with open opposition to the
Vietnam War in 1964 to endorsements of abortion and homosexual rights in the early 1970's.
Then I met Jesus Christ in 1975. At first, I
thought that He had changed only my personal
and family life. Soon, however, I discovered
that He was also changing the way that I thought
about law and politics.
This change began when my pastor introduced
me to Dr. Francis A. Schaeffer's The God Who
Is There. Dr. Schaeffer persuaded me that mod-

em man's rejection of absolute truth in every
area of life began with the existential philosophy
that I had embraced since my college days.
Sometime after finishing the book, I began to realize that law and politics in America had been
captured by the existential world view.

PRIVACY: EXISTBNTIAL LEGACY
Nowhere was this more evident than in the development of the constitutional right of privac~
which culminated in the Supreme Court's decision to affirm the right of a woman to terminate
the life of an unborn baby in her womb. In his
opinion for a majority of seven, Justice ~
Blackmun determined that "the concept of liberty" in the Due Process Clause of the Constitution's 14th Amendment was not a legal term, but
a psychological and sociological one:
.
Matemity ... may force upon a woman a dzstressful life and future. Psychological harm may
be imminent. Mental and physical health may be
taxed by child care. There is also distress, for all
concerned, associated with the unwanted child,
and there is the problem of bringing a child into
a family already unable, psychologically and otherwise, to care for it.... Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S.
113, 153 (1973).
Given these "existential realities," the Court
granted the pregnant woman the right to choose.
It was her choice, and her choice alone in the
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first six months of pregnancy, that would deter- Encyclopedia 302 (1979).
Given the anarchical implications of the exismine whether the child was wanted or unwanted,
tential
world view, the Court, in both Roe v.
whether the child would live or die. That choice
would not be dictated by any other person, in- Wade and in Planned Parenthood v. Casey, temcluding a pregnant woman's husband or a preg- pered its finding of liberty with pragmatic connant teenager's parents. Planned Parenthood of cerns for the welfare of society. Thus, neither
Central Missouri v. Danforth, 428 U.S. 52, 69, Justice Blackmun in Roe nor Justice O'Connor in
74 (1976).
Casey, concluded that the woman had an unfetNor, in the first six months of pregnancy, tered choice to kill her unborn child, especially in
could the woman's choice be restricted by any the final three months of pregnancy.
Both have been very solicitous, however, to
circumstance, including rules calculated to insure
an informed and reasoned decision. Such rules defer to arguments that certain rules would raise
were considered
"substantial obAt the heart of liberty is the right to define one's own
to impinge upon
stacles" to a
the
woman's concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, and of woman's right to
"freedom
of
choose.
Thus,
the mystery of human life.
choice," by raisboth agreed to
ing the costs of
strike down a
Associate Justice Sandra Day O'Connor
Pennsylvania
the
abortion
service [City of
statute
that
Akron v. Akron Center for Reproductive Health, would have required a pregnant woman to give
Inc., 462 U.S. 416, 434 (1983)] or by raising notice to her husband of her desire to obtain an
her level of anxiety [Thornburgh v. American abortion.
Justice O'Connor worried that such notice
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, 476
might trigger a violent response from an unstable
u.s. 747, 762 (1986)].
In 1992, the Supreme Court surprised the na- husband, thereby creating an "undue burden" to
tion when three Reagan/Bush appointees voted the woman's right to choose. Planned Parentwith two of the original Roe v. Wade majority to hood v. Casey, 112 S. Ct. at 2820. Justice
reaffirm the central holding in Roe v. Wade. Blackmun firmly believed that any "restrictive
Writing for herself and Justices Anthony Ken- abortion laws (would) deprive ... [a woman] of banedy and David Souter, Justice Sandra Day sic control over her life." Id., 112 Ct. at 2846.
Having embraced an existential definition of
O'Connor restated the "concept of liberty" in
philosophical terms:
liberty in the abortion cases, the Court has given
At the heart of liberty is the right to define birth to a wide variety of constitutional claims,
one's own concept of existence, of meaning, of including the right of consenting adults to engage
the universe, and of the mystery of human life. in sodomy so long as they do so in private and
Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pennsylva- the right to commit suicide.
To date, the Court has rejected claims that
nia v. Casey, 112 S. Ct. 2791, 2807 (1992).
While Justice O'Connor cited no authority for these "liberties" are protected by the Constitution
this definition of liberty, she unmistakably [Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 U. S. 186 (1986) and
adopted the existential premise that there is no Cruzan v. Director, Missouri Department of
preexisting right or wrong, no objective truth, Health, 110 S. Ct. 2841 (1991)]. The existential
that informs or limits individual choice. Rather, philosophy in the abortion cases, however, has
she assumed that the existentialist was right, hu- spilled over into public debate on homosexuality
man beings are "self-defining projections in a and euthanasia.
In the current battle to legalize physiuniverse devoid of purpose" and "capable of
working out their own destinies" free from any cian-assisted suicide for the terminally ill, Calipredetermined laws. 9 Funk & Wagnalls New fornia voters, for example, were presented with
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Proposition 161, the California Death With DigThe will of. .. (man's) maker is called the law of
nity Act. The proposed act declared its purpose nature. For as God... when he created man, and
to rest upon:
endued him with freewill to conduct himself in all
Self-detennination... the most basic of free- parts of life, he laid down certain immutable laws
doms. The right to choose to eliminate pain and of human nature, whereby that freewill is in some
slfffering, and to die with dignity at the time and degree regulated and restrained.... I Blackstone's
place of our own choosing... is an integral part of Commentaries, Sec. 2 (1765).
our right to control our own destinies.
As for the laws of "nature's God," those are
EXISTENTIAL LIBERTY: ILLEGITIMATE
the laws of "revelation." Blackstone wrote:
Do human beings have the "right" to control
... [I]n compassion to the frailty, the impeifectheir
o w n . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . tion, and the
"destinies?" Do The debate over abortion, suicide, sodomy, and hosts of o1her blindness of huissues cannot be allowed to continue without cballenging 1he
they r eally have existential
presnnnnc,tinoo. that 1he individual human bemg" is 1he man
reason,
the power, if un""~'~""-..........
[God] hath been
restrained by the
master of his own destiny.
pleased... to disState, to define ...___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
cover and en___J

their own "existence and meaning" in the universe? What kind of a world do men and women
inhabit anyway? Is it a world that evolved by
time and chance that somehow may be trumped
by individual human beings, if only the State
would permit them to choose? Or is the world
created by God, and man created in His image,
and governed by the laws of the Creator?
The debate over abortion, suicide, sodomy,
and hosts of other issues cannot be allowed to
continue without challenging the existential presupposition that the individual human being is the
master of his own destiny.
First, this presupposition should be challenged
as politically and legally illegitimate. As the
foundational legal and political charter of the nation, the Declaration of Independence does not
permit the United States or State governments to
formulate public policy on the basis of any world
view inconsistent with that of the Declaration's
"self-evident truths."
Those truths are that God created all mankind
and endowed each individual with certain unalienable rights, including life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness. Those rights, having been
given by God as Creator, are defined by Him.
Those definitions are found, as the Declaration
states it, in the "laws of nature and of nature's
God."
What are those laws? The laws of nature are
those that God has revealed in the natural world.
As Blackstone put it in his Commentaries:

force ... [nature's] laws by an immediate and direct revelation. The doctrines thus delivered we
call the revealed or divine law, and they are to
be found only in the holy scriptures.... Ibid.
Because America is founded on the revealed
laws of God, it is impermissible for the people or
for their representatives to embrace any civil policy that is contrary to those laws. For as Blackstone concluded:
Upon these two foundations, the law of nature
and the law of revelation, depend all human
laws; that is to say, no human laws should be suffered to contradict these. Ibid.
EXISTENTIAL I IBERTY: UNTRUE
Not only is the existential philosophy legally
and politically illegitimate, it is untrue. To claim
that liberty is "the right to define one's own concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe,
and of the mystery of human life," as Justice
O'Connor did in Planned Parenthood v. Casey,
is to repeat the error of Eve in the Garden of
Eden.
God's law governing the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil predetermined Eve's
place in the universe. There was absolutely nothing she could do to change that (Gen. 3).
Acting against God's law, Eve placed herself
into bondage because she made a choice inimical
to the way that she had been designed. True liberty is found in obedience to the will of God, not
in disobedience (1 Pet. 2:13-16 and Mt. 4:10); in
obedience to the word of God, not in disobedience (James 1:22-25 and Mt. 4:5-7); and in obe1
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dience to the plan of God, not in disobedience (I
Cor. 9:1 and Mt. 4:3-4).
Likewise, true liberty in the civil order is consistent with the will, word, and plan that God has
for nations. As Creator of all nations (Acts
17:26-27), God has ordained that the civil ruler
exercise only limited authority (Rom 13:1-6 and
I Sam. 8). Some duties are, for example, owed
exclusively to God and, therefore, are totally outside the jurisdiction of the State. For example,
God has commanded man neither to hate nor to
lust, but those commands are for God to enforce
by His Holy Spirit, not for the civil ruler to sanction by the sword (Mt. 5:20-22, 27-28).
On the other hand, there are duties that God
has ordained to be under the authority of the civil

GRAFFITI
From Virginia Beach to Los Angeles, from

Miami to New York City, from Wichita, Kansas
to Stamford, Connecticut - even in Utah! - city
officials are looking for creative ways to deal
with graffiti.
Efforts to hold responsible the actual culprits
who scrawl on public and private structures with
spray paint - the medium of choice - have ended
in many places with frustration. Some cities
have responded with preventive measures, such
as forbidding the sale of spray paints and permanent ink markers to minors.
Others have simply given up on programs designed to find and punish the actual, or even potential, perpetrators. They are concentrating on
removing the graffiti.
In several Connecticut cities, officials have
hired International Graffiti Control (IGC), a
company specializing in graffiti removal, to erase
the unwelcome markings from bridges to public
school buildings.
Bridgeport Police Superintendent, Thomas
Sweeney, sees this as the only realistic solution
to the problem:
When you see grqffiti, it's a harbinger, a signpost that normal conventions are not in vogue in
the neighborhood, and it accelerates crime and
fear in the neighborhood. That's why our department got into (grqffiti) removal at murder
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magistrate. Those who act out their hate and
murder another, and those who act out their lust
and commit rape, for example, are subject to be
punished by the State (Gen. 9:6 and Deut.
22:25-26; Rom. 13:3-4).
The key to liberty, then, is to discover in nature and in the Scriptures God's rules governing
the authority of individual human beings and the
State. That is the legacy of America's founders
as reflected in the common law heritage embraced by the Declaration of Independence.
If Americans fail to return to this legacy, they
will lose their liberties because the existentialist's
autonomous individual not only does not exist,
but will not prevail against the collective interests
of society as represented by the State. D

scenes, so groups don't blatantly advertise their
presence. It just isn't graffiti in some areas, it's
marking ofterritory.
Ra1f Steinlechner, owner of IGC, reinforced
these observations with the claim that hiring his
company to clean up graffiti was cost-effective:
Grqffiti really disappears if you don't leave it
up. The other side is, grqffiti attracts grqffiti,
like a dog and a hydrant.
While city officials are willing to pay for graffiti removal from public property, they are unwilling to do so when it comes to removal from
private property. An increasing number of city
councils are passing ordinances patterned after
one enacted in Los Angeles.
Under this type of ordinance private property
owners are given time to clean up the graffiti on
their property at their own expense. If they fail
to do so, then the city may come in and clean it
up, assessing the property owner for the cost,
with authority to place a lien on the property for
nonpayment.
Noncomplying property owners
are subject to a fine of up to $1,000 and a jail
term up to six months. As for the perpetrator, if
found and convicted, he would ~ required to
perform community service to compensate for
the cost of the clean-up.
In support of adopting such an ordinance in
Virginia Beach, the city attorney noted that the
city already requires property owners to keep
their grass cut and, upon failure to do so, em-
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powers itself to do the job at the owner's expense. Persuaded by this and arguments that
such an ordinance was necessary to keep the city
"clean and green" (and presumably attractive to
tourists), the City Council voted 9-0 for a resolution favoring the enactment of an ordinance holding the property owner responsible for cleaning
up graffiti on his property.
Remarkably, not one council member voted in
opposition. According to the newspaper reports,
no one raised any question about the morality of
the city's holding the victim responsible for the
cost of cleaning up after the victimizer.
Such measures will not solve the graffiti problem which is only a symptom of the general
breakdown of respect for the property of others.
Instead, holding property owners responsible will
only exacerbate the animosity that already exists
between lawless youth and responsible adults.
The Old Testament prophets, Jeremiah and
Ezekiel, warned that such intergenerational conflict inevitably comes when a society abandons
God's law of individual responsibility for,
cost-effective,
pragmatic
solutions
(Jer.
31:29-30; Ezek. 18:2, 19-20):
What mean ye, that ye use this proverb concerning the land of Israel, saying, The fathers
have eaten sour grapes and the chiltlren's teeth
are set on edge.... [Ye say] Why? doth not the

son bear the iniquity of the father? .... The son
shall not bear the iniquity of the father, neither
shall the father bear the iniquity of the son....
Today, many young people face a world that
does not promise them success if they perform
well in school and make the right choices.
Young white males, especially, face formidable
hurdles in their quest to be admitted into college
and employed in the work force, as college administrators and employers are commanded to favor others who come from classes suffering from
past discrimination. While the youth are being
required to make sacrifices for past wrongs, they
do not see the adults making any sacrifices.
Could it be that the "children's teeth" have
been "set on edge" because they do not see a system of rewards and punishments based upon individual choice to do what is right and refrain from
what is wrong? Will they not view cynically any
effort to clean up graffiti by putting the burden
on the victim as just another example that it really does not matter what choices one makes,
life's opportunities come to those with power, not
to those who merit them for having performed
well or for having made right choices?
Requiring private property owners to clean up
graffiti may be expedient, but it will cost America's cities dearly, for it is yet another act undermining the principle of individual responsibility. [J

THE BUJ, OF RIGHTS: ITS SCOPE
From the date of the Declaration of Independence the people of the United States have held citizenship in two political entities, the United States and the States. This dual citizenship is reflected in the
language of the original Constitution.
In setting the standards for eligibility for election to the United States Congress, a member of the
House of Representatives must be "seven years a citizen of the United States" (Art.I, Sec. 2) and a
member of the Senate must be "nine years a citizen of the United States" (Art. I, Sec. 3).
As for eligibility for the Presidency, one must be a "natural born citizen" of the United States, unless one was such a citizen at the time of the adoption of the Constitution (Art. II, Sec. 1).
With regard to State citizenship, Article ill, Section 2 provides, inter alia, that disputes "between
citizens of different States," may come before federal courts created pursuant to Article ill, Section
1. Moreover, Article N, Section 2, Clause 1 provides that the "citizens of each state shall be entitled to the privileges and immunities of citizens in the several States."
U.S. CITIZENSHIP: AUTHORITY TO CONFER
While the original Constitution recognized two kinds of citizenship, it did not define them. The
terms of eligibilty to hold the office of the Presidency did, however, contemplate that one could become a "citizen of the United States" by "natural" birth. In doing so, the Constitution recognized
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that there was a law of nature that governed the States. Prior to the ratification of the 14th
one's citizenship. Presumably, that law also ap- Amendment one's United States citizenship was
plied to State citizenship, but that was left to the dependent on one's State citizenship, as Justice
Curtis demonstrated in his Dred Scott dissent:
individual States.
When ... the Constitution speaks of citizenship of
In Dred Scott v. Sandford, 60 U.S. (19 How.)
the
United States, existing at the time of the
393 (1857), however, Chief Justice Roger Taney
ruled that a State could not confer the rights of adoption of the Constitution, it must necessarily
refer to citizenship under the Government which
state citizenship
on a person so The First sentence of the 14th amendment was written not only existed prior to
as to qualify him to overrule Dred Scott, but to bestow by constitutional command a!fd at the same
as eligible to sue
citizensbip status in both the United States and in the States.
time of such
as a State citizen .___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __j adoption....
in the federal courts. Rather, the privileges of
That Government was simply a confederacy of
state-conferred citizenship were only those that the several States, possessing a few defined powcould be exercised within the territorial bounda- ers over subjects of general concem... [which did
ries of the conferring State. Id., 60 U.S. at 405. not include power] to act on any question of citiJustice Benjamin Curtis filed a vigorous dis- zenship, or to make any rules in respect thereto.
sent, maintaining that the "Constitution has left Dred Scott v. Sandford, supra, at 572.
to the States the determination what persons,
After the 14th Amendment one could not be a
born within their respective limits, shall acquire citizen of a State unless he qualified first as a citiby birth citizenship of the United States .... " The zen of the United States. Now that United States
only power in Congress, Curtis claimed, was the citizenship had become primary, there was a
authority to naturalize foreign-born citizens, as need to insure that the "privileges and immuniprovided for in Article I, Section 8, Clause 4 of ties" related to that citizenship would not be subthe Constitution. Id., 60 U.S. at 582.
ordinated to the States.
After the Civil War there was great concern
Consequently, the first clause of the second
that the Constitution did not sufficiently define sentence of the 14th Amendment was inserted in
citizenship for the newly freed slaves. So the order to protect the privileges and immunities of
first sentence of the 14th Amendment was writ- United States citizenship from any State's making
ten not only to overrule Dred Scott, but to be- or enforcing any law "which shall abridge" them.
stow by constitutional command citizenship
The question became, what are the privileges
status in both the United States and in the States: and immunities of United States citizenship? In
All persons born or naturalized in the United the Slaughter-House Cases, 83 U.S. (16 Wall.)
States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are 36 (1873), the Supreme Court ruled that they
citizens of the United States and of the State were those "which owe their existence to the
wherein they reside.
Federal government, its National character, its
U.S. CJTJZBNSHIP: CONSTITUTIONAL Constitution, or its laws" not those "which beSIGNIFICANCE
long to citizens of the States as such." Id., 83
Of what significance was this constitutional U.S. at 79, 78. {For an assessment of the corconferral? Of first importance, it has provided rectness of this ruling see "The Bill of Rights: Its
constitutional protection for the native born citi- Scope," Forecast 4-7 (Vol. I, No. 7 Jan. 1, '94).
zen who cannot be involuntarily deprived of his
U.S. CITIZBNSHIP: ITS APPUCATIQN
citizenship. Such a citizen may not lose his citiThe Court in Slaughter-House provided a short
zenship, he may only voluntarily give it up by a list of such privileges and immunities, including
clear and convincing act. Nowak, Rotunda, and the "right to peaceably assemble and petition for
Young Constitutional Law 626-27 (3d ed. 1986). redress of grievances" from the First Amendment
Second, it has established that one's primary to the Constitution.
Subsequent to Slaughcitizenship is that of the United States, not that of ter-House, a Court minority concluded that this
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right to assemble was a right to come together to be governed by their own laws and constitutions
discuss national issues, not state and local ones. in criminal and civil cases arising under State and
local law. In other words, the guarantees in the
Hague v. CIO, 307 U.S. 496, 516, 517 (1939).
But can the right to assemble be bifurcated in Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth
this way and still be preserved from State abridg- Amendments would not apply to the States.
ment? The right of the people to assemble canThis not only makes practical sense, but it also
not, by definition, be protected if a State may conforms with the text. The guarantee of freebreak
up
a
dom of religion,
peaceable assemfor example, reIf the 2nd amendment protects the right of an individual to bear
bly based on its
quires "jurisdicarms, then a state cannot ban possession of guns without
assessment that
tional immunity
abridging the privilege of a citizen of the United States to bear
the subject of the
from the power
arms. One simply cannot divide this right in two.
assembly is state
of civil authoriand local, not..____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___) ties." "The Bill
national. Government regulation of the gathering of Rights: Its Structure," The Forecast 5-6 (Vol.
of people even on property open to the public I, No. 5, Dec. 1, 1993) If a State intrudes on a
generally must be "content neutral" and limited matter of religion, that is, upon a duty owed exto concerns regarding only "time, place, and elusively to God, it abridges the immunity guarmanner." See, e.g., U.S. v. Grace, 461 U.S. anteed in the Constitution.
171 (1983). As a matter of constitutional law,
Likewise, the guarantees of the freedom of
the subject matter of an assembly is for the peo- speech, of the press, etc. are jurisdictional in naple to decide, not for the governmental authori- ture. If a State intrudes on a civil matter that has
ties. That is the very essence of the right.
been left with the people, it necessarily abridges
An even more dramatic example of the impos- the privileges guaranteed to a United States citisibility of bifurcation may be drawn from the zen in the U.S. Constitution. For example, no
Second Amendment. If that Amendment protects State may establish a licensing scheme governing
the right of an individual to bear arms, then a the publication of ideas without abridging the naState cannot ban the possession of guns without tional guarantee protecting the freedom of the
abridging the privilege of a citizen of the United press, the very essence of which is to prohibit the
States to bear arms. One simply cannot divide government from exercising editorial power over
this right in two.
the people. See Miami Herald Publishing Co. v.
However, one can bifurcate the rights of de- Tornillo, 418 U.S. 241 (1974).
fendants in criminal cases without such a
spill-over effect. For example, denying to a deCONCLUSION
fendant in a State criminal case the right to a jury
With the ratification of the 14th Amendment,
trial in no way implicates the right of that same U.S. citizenship became paramount, but not experson should he be tried in a federal court on clusive. Under a proper reading of the text, only
federal criminal charges. A State regime of those privileges and immunities in the first three
criminal justice without jury trial can coexist Amendments in the Bill of Rights are applicable
with a national regime requiring such a trial. So to the States. By failing to apply the Second and
denial by the State would not constitute an Third Amendments and by applying almost all of
the provisions of the Fifth through the Eighth
"abridgment" of the citizen's national privilege.
This approach to the privileges and immunities Amendments to the States via the Due Process
protection afforded by the 14th Amendment Clause {See "The Bill of Rights: Its Scope," The
would lead to national protection from State ac- Forecast 5-1 (Vol. I, No. 6, Dec. 15, 1993)}, the
tion abridging the privileges and immunities con- Supreme Court has ignored the constitutional text
tained in the First, Second, and Third Amend- in favor of a scheme of unitary citizenship in
ments. On the other had, it would leave States to derogation of the Constitution. D
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LIVING BY TRUTH:
FOUR ESSAYS
Clifford W. Kelly, Ph.D.
When I was very little, as my mother tells it, I
was a kid very much concerned with the truth. I
would often, apparently, double up my fists
whenever I was convinced that someone wasn't
being straight with me (a brave task for a
20-pounder). For repeating this pattern of doubled-fists-in-the-face-of-untruth remonstrance, I
received the nickname, "Punchy," a confession I
hope the reader won't often recount
Like most children, however, I didn't always
live up to my own expectations about truth and
truthfulness. One time (at about age 5) I used a
cuss word, and when Mom came out to ask me if
I had said it, my reply was: "No, Mom; someone
else with my voice said that!"
Well, creative (but not very effective) dece].r
tion techniques notwithstanding, I never forgot
these and other lessons which together articulated
a simple principle: Always tell the truth. A corollary to this maxim is: Whenever you find people not telling the truth, let them know that they
shouldn't lie.
Such principles are dramatically reflected in
God's word and His prescriptions for leadership.
As Moses was instructed in Exodus 18:21, for
example: "you shall select out of all the people
able men who fear God, men of truth, those who
hate dishonest gain . . . " (New American Standard trans.). The Hebrew word for "able" in this
passage means "might, strength, power ... val-
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iant, virtuous . . . substance, wealth." Clearly,
only truth-tellers (as God defines them in his
Word) are capable of leading us toward successful living.
As my almost 50 years have taught me, however, these are difficult standards to fulfill. Both
personally and culturally, I have learned at least
two things about this most precious commodity
called truth: (1) that its presence leads to life and
liberty; and (2) that its absence leads to bondage
and death. A third lesson is that it's a lot easier
to ignore it than to bring it to bear upon our everyday lives.
The essays which follow, therefore, will deal
with both personal and cultural commentary
about the impact of truth (or its absence) on our
times. I must admit to a simple thesis: that we
are presently engaged in an historically unprecedented crisis of truth. Further, I think that even
in the Church, we have forgotten many lessons
concerning the faithful allegiance to truth, and
that as we suffer this loss, the larger culture will
suffer loss.
I will write from the perspective of someone
who teaches political journalism and communication at the university -- places where the presence
or absence of truth is felt in powerful ways.
More specifically, I will attempt to deal with
three express areas which ought to concern all of
us.
First, in the upcoming essay, I will try to define what truth is from the view of Scripture, philosophy and dependable lexicons. Second, we
will take a look at what I have proposed as a crisis of truth in culture and even the Church. Finally, we will certainly want to look at remedies,
since we know that no matter how dark the problems, "nothing will be impossible with God"
(Luke 1:37: NAS trans.). D
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