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can ye not discern the signs of the times?
Matthew 16:3
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HOMOPHOBIA
"Just what is homophobia?" Reporters Debra
Rosenberg and Mark Miller demanded in the
boldly headlined story, HOMOPHOBIA in the
Lifestyle section of the February 14, 19g4 issue
of Newsweek.
"We've all known homophobes," they reported
smugly, "They're the ones who hurl epithets (or
worse) at gays, who discriminate in housing or
employment."
The reporters' message - this time in a story of
yet another defeat by popular referendum of a
law forbidding discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation - was unmistakable: Anyone who
Of!J?Oses the ~omosexual rights agenda is, by de.finttlon, suffenng from homophobia.
But why "homophobia?" While the Newsweek
reporters used the term seven times in the first
four paragraphs of their article, they made no effort to define the word, even though they admitted that the term had "lost some of its definition."
Perhaps, the reason for the omission is that
most dictionaries do not even list the word. For
example, neither the Webster's Third New International Dictionary published in 1961 nor the
Web_ster's. Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary
published m 1989 contain the term.
On the other hand, the 1980 Second Barnhart
Dictionary of New English does define homophobia as "fear, dislike, or hatred of homosexuals," citing as its sole authority a 1978 Time

magazine article, which coined the term.
"Fear and loathing of homosexuality" appears
to be the operative definition, not only in the
February issue of Newsweek and in the popular
press generally, but also in the scholarly journals.
E.g., Reiter, "Developmental Origins of Antihomosexual Prejudice in Heterosexual Men and
Women," 19 Clinical Social Work Journal 163
(1991).
PHOBIA DEFINED
Just because one loathes something, does not
mean, however, that one has a phobia about it.
The word, "phobia," means a fear or anxiety
"that exceeds normal proportions or that has no
basis in reality; an obsessive or irrational dread."
The Newsweek reporters and the scholars do
not con~orm homophobia to the accepted meaning
of phobia because they do not wish to acknowledge the possibility that the fear and loathing of
homosexuality may very well be within the parameters of "normality" and well wihtin the accepted realms of reality.
As for normality, the vote in Lewiston Maine
~e subject of the Newsweek article, w~s 2 to
m ~avor of repeal of the pro-homosexual rights
ordmance. A similar ordinance was defeated by
almost the same margin in Cincinnati, Ohio on
the same election day in November 1993.
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But the Cincinnati story was completely omit- to the "unconscious" which is also unknowable.
ted in the Newsweek article which painted Le- So other psychologists openly admit that what is
wiston as "blue-collar," isolated from the main- at issue is not "scientific judgments" about homostream of American cities, and presumably, out- sexuality, but "value judgments."
side the boundaries of "normality."
THE REAL WORLD
But Lewiston, Maine is mainstream America.
The attitudes towards homosexuality uncovered
Now this is the nub of the problem. Most soin the Newsweek report mirror those reported re- cial science experts are campaigning for accepcently by a group of psychologists, psychiatrists, tance of homosexuals, and dismissing opposition
and sociologists who surveyed America "and to them as irrational, because they assume that
found - not unexpectedly - that the vast majority the human mind is the essence of reality, not the
of Americans condemn homosexuality."
R. objective world in which human beings live. ReNowak, "Fear and Loathing in the U.S. Military: iter, Developmental Origins of Antihomosexual
Psychological Explanations for Homophobia," Prejudice, supra, at 163-67.
(The Journal of NIH Research Sept. 1993).
So, these professionals and their apologists
Five years earlier the National Institute of concentrate on changing people's "attitudes"
Mental Health reported that a telephone survey through behavioral modification, beginning with
conducted by random-digit dialing had revealed laws that allegedly discriminate against homoE.g., Mison, "Homophobia in
that 47% found homosexulaity "offensive," 50% sexuals.
said male homosexuals were "disgusting," and Manslaughter: The Homosexual Advance as In64% stated that homosexuality was "just plain sufficient Provocation," 80 Calif. L. Rev. 133
wrong." Ibid.
(1992).
Armed
with
By defining homophobia this way, the homosexual
And
this
data like this, rights groups and their supporters seek to cut off any brings us back
debate, casting their opponents as hopeless
to the use of the
one cannot make
Neanderthals
label, homophoa plausible case
that
fear
or .___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
bia. "Classic holoathing of homosexuality exceeds "normal pro- mophobia," wrote John Balzar in the February 4,
portions." Unless, of course, the experts decide 1993, issue of the Los Angeles Times "is that
that such reactions to homosexuality are "abnor- age-old fear of the unknown, of the little known
mal," that is, contrary to the standards that the or the misunderstood, fears that emanate from the
psychologists set for the rest of us.
viscera rather than the cerebrum."
By defining homophobia this way, the homoAnd that is what the experts are doing with
help from the popular media. Some Freudians sexual rights groups and their supporters seek to
say that "excessive hostility toward homosexual- cut off any debate, casting their opponents as
ity occurs when a person with strong homosexual hopeless Neanderthals who have lost touch with
See, e.g., Dressler, "Judicial
leanings fmds his or her desires unacceptable and reality.
'projects' that self-contempt onto people who are Homophobia: Gay Rights Biggest Roadblock,"
openly or apparently gay."
The Civil Liberties Review 19 (Jan/Feb 1979).
Other Freudians suggest that such hostility
But it is the homosexual activist and his fellow
travelers who are out of touch with the real
is produced by:
"individual insecurities about their gender world, not their opponents. "Consider the work
identity;" still another school surmises that dis- of God," the writer of the book of Ecclesiastes
gust toward howmosexuals, found more prevalent has proffered, "who can make that straight which
in males than in females, is rooted in ''fear and he hath made crooked" (Eccl. 7: 13).
hatred of women. " Ibid.
When God created the first male, Adam, it was
The difficulty with all of these theories is that God, not the man, who decided that it was not
they are unprovable, because they are attributed good for him to be "alone" (Gen. 2:18); and it
____J
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was God, not the man, who determined that a female, not a male, would be created to meet the
man's need for intimate companionship (Gen. 2:
21-22); and it was God, not the man, who determined that this intimate relationship was a lifetime covenant (Gen. 2:24; Mt. 19:4-6).
Homosexuality is condemned in the Scriptures,
because it is contrary to God's created order.
That is why Paul wrote in his letter to the Romans this description of sex between female and
female and male and male:
(E)ven their women did change the natural use
into that which is against nature: And likewise
also the men leaving the natural use of the
woman, burned in their lust one toward another;
men with men working that which is unseemly
(Rom. 1:26-27.)
Paul also revealed that homosexual behavior, if
allowed to flourish, is dangerous, first, to the
person engaged in the activity, and second, to society as a whole. As for those given over to the
homosexual lifestyle, they would pay with their
own bodies, "receiving in themselves that recompense of their error which was meet" (Rom.
1:27). Homosexuals die young. Throughout
their lives they are afflicted with numerous diseases, including the killer disease, AIDS. They
pay a high price for defying God's natural order.
Payne, What Every Christian Should Know About
the AIDS Epidemic 36-50 (1991).
But so does a society that permits such sexual
perversion. Paul has warned that open and noto-
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rious homosexual behavior is inevitably accompanied by a general breakdown in the moral fibre
of the community:
''fornication... covetousness, maliciousness .. .
envy, murder... deceit... spite ... disobedience to
parents ... covenant breakers ... " (Rom. 1:29-31.)
Finally, Paul identified the origin of homosexuality. It is not rooted in one's genes as many of
today's experts claim, but in one's rejecting the
truth of God and exchanging it for a lie (Rom.
1:25). What truth? That man was created in the
image of God, not after the likeness of "birds,
and fourfooted beasts" (Rom. 1:23).
The campaign in America and around the
world for acceptance of homosexuality as just another lifestyle has insisted "on reading the facts
of homosexuality in terms of an evolutionary
framework." R.J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of
Biblical Law 419 (1973)
And so it has been throughout history. As R.
J. Rushdoony has observed, "homosexulaity becomes prominent in every area of apostasy and
time of decline. It is an end of the age phenomenon." Id. at 423 (1973).
Americans fear and loathe homosexuality because they know in their hearts that, if unleashed,
it will destroy the nation. The challenge is this:
Will the American people act upon that heart
conviction, or will they allow the so-called experts to diagnose their conviction as a "phobia"
that must be treated and purged from the human
psyche.

SOCIALIZED MEDICINE
{Part 2 of a 3-part series.}
Even before his inauguration in January 1993, William Jefferson Clinton, carefully cultivated the
impression that, as President, he would promote policies only if they proved consistent with the principles of America's founders.
In his speeches at the Democratic convention and on election night, he reintroduced into the formation of public policy "the Puritan ideal of America as a covenanted society." But Clinton means
something quite different from the Puritans.
As Harvard sociologist, Orlando Patterson, has observed, Clinton does not understand the civil
compact as America's founders conceived it to be, namely, a covenant between the people and their
civil rulers to secure God-given individual rights.
Rather, Clinton insists that "all rights are socially constructed, not inherent," and, therefore, that
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individual rights must be subordinated to the will issue regulations implementing a national
good of the whole. This is what Clinton means budget for health care spending. The board will
when he says that "there are no rights without re- then establish baseline budgets limiting the
sponsibilities." Patterson, "Clinton's Covenant," amount of money that can be spent on health
The New York Times (Nov. 13, 1992).
care. Regional health alliances, in tum, will
Clinton's campaign for the Health Security Act control costs of health care within those budget
The President's Health Security
is a case in point. In his September 22, 1993, constraints.
address to the joint session of Congress, Clinton Plan, The Draft Report, pp. 44-45, 60, 102-110
opened with the following remarks:
(Sept. 7, 1993).
My fellow Americans, tonight we come toThis elaborate scheme to contain costs, cougether to write a new chapter in the American pled with price controls on insurance premiums,
story. Our forebears enshrined the American will inevitably lead to rationing. McCaughey,
dream -life, liberty, t h e , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - , "No Exit," pp. 21-25,
pursuit of happiness.
While the Clintons have not endorsed the
The
New Republic
Every generation of
(Feb. 7, 1994). While
Americans has worked genetic romanticism of the Nazis, their policy all Americans will be
to strengthen that leg- of economic realism will be just as deadly·
affected by rationing,
acy, to make our counthe elderly and the untry a place of freedom
born will be impacted
and opportunity....
the most. Preventive measures, such as, denying
But, Clinton observed, there is this problem birth to handicapped children will be inevitable.
with health care: Americans are insecure about After all, they demand costly health care for a
getting their health needs met. So, he proposed lifetime, not just at the end of their lives.
When prodded by Senator John Danforth of
that the government embark on a new program to
make sure "that health care is always there."
Missouri about the fate of handicapped children
By taking this step to "secure" the people in under her plan, Mrs. Clinton replied:
their basic health needs, Clinton assured his fel... [Under] the kind of health security we are
low Americans that they would enjoy the good talking about, ...people will know they are not
life, free from fear of not being able to afford being denied treatment for any reason other than
health care.
it is not appropriate - will not enhance or save
Is this true? Does Clinton's proposed Health the quality of life." The New York Times, p.
Act really secure "life, liberty, and the pursuit of A22, October 1, 1993.
happiness" and, thereby, help further the AmeriUnder the Clintons' plan, the State through recan dream as envisioned by its founders?
gional alliances will decide whether the life of a
loved one, born or unborn, is "worthy" of life.
LIFE
This is the kind of national socialized system
From the beginning, Hillary Rodham Clinton of health care instituted by the Third Reich in
has insisted that the Guaranteed National Health Nazi Germany. Years before the Holocaust, the
Benefit package include abortion services. So Nazi government instituted a forced sterilization
the plan secures life to an unborn baby, only if a and euthanasia program to rid the nation of "life
mother chooses to bring a child into the world. unworthy of life." The elderly and handicapped
So much for the unalienable right to life.
children were the major targets. The interests of
Not only would the unborn child's life be sub- the German people were exalted over the lives of
ject to the unfettered choice of a fully-insured individuals who threatened the health of the
mother, but it would be subject to increased hy- populace.
Lifton, The Nazi Doctors 22-76
draulic economic pressures on many mothers (1986).
who would otherwise choose to give birth.
While the Clintons have not endorsed the geUnder the Clinton plan a national health board netic romanticism of the Nazis, their policy of

The Forecast - March 1, 1994

5

economic realism will be just as deadly. George ised, freedom from fear. To the contrary, placWill, "The Clintons' Lethal Paternalism," p. 64, ing health care under the control of the State will
Newsweek (Feb. 7, 1994).
increase fear, not alleviate it.
Preventive medicine in the hands of govenment
Even in "theocratic" Israel, there was no State
officials will transform the counsel of a family minister of health. The health of the people was
doctor into the coercion of a bureaucrat, thereby left to the priest (E.g., Lev. 13). What belonged
displacing the family with the State.
to the priest could not be usurped by the king (II
It was the Apostle Paul who reminded us that Chron. 19: 11).
long life and good health comes from obedience
For the State to wrest jurisdiction over health
to the Fifth Commandment, not through obedi- care from the people means the end of liberty,
As R. J. Rushdoony has
ence to the State (Eph. 6:2). This is so because not its security.
God created the Family, not the State, as the era- observed:
... (l)f the health of the people is the highest
die of life. To secure life, the government
should adopt policies that foster and protect the law, then the state has total jurisdiction to comfamily, not substitute for it as the Clintons' pel the total health ofthe ofthe people .... Evehealth plan would do.
rything becomes a part of the state's jurisdiction,
.---------------------------------------------.because everyThe Clinton bill is based on raw compulsion. It uses the word thing can potenLffiERTY
At the heart "penalty" 59 times, "mandatory" 24 times, "prohibit" 51 times, tially contribute
of the Clinton "restrict" 54 times, "enforce" 87 times, "obligation" 56 times, to the health ... of
and "limit" 269 times.
proposal is the
the
people ....
promise that by
Rushdoony, Insecuring health
Phyllis Schlafly, February 15, 1994
stitutes of Biblicare for every- L----------------------------------------------' cal Law 102
one, the American people will be free from the (1973).
"fear that their own nation's health care system
PURSillT OF HAPPINESS
won't be there for them when they need it."
In order for the Clinton plan to work, every
The Clintons' health care world has no space
American
must be forced into a national health
for the voluntary, compassionate delivery of
medical services. The world view of the plan's care system. While the initial plan promises no
architects is Marxian; economic greed drives less than three options, all of them must meet the
everything, unless the government steps in to minimum coverages specified in the Guaranteed
control. Without total control, scarce economic National Benefit Package. In other words, each
resources will be unfairly distributed. Thus, American individual or family will be requi:.:ed to
there is no room for charity, much less for the spend a certain amount of money on health care,
except for those unable to work and for those unfree market.
The Clinton plan is well populated with a vari- able to afford the whole premium. The Presiety of new federal crimes, all of which are de- dent's Health Security Plan, The Draft Report,
signed to coerce people into a single health care pp. 21-37, 62-63 (Sept. 7, 1993).
Such economic coercion would have been
delivery system. Not only do these offenses
carry stiff fines and potential prison terms, but anathema to America's founders. Central to their
Paul Craig Roberts, understanding of the individual's relationship to
forfeiture of property.
"Lurking in the Health Care Bassinet," p. A16, the State was the conviction that it was the individual who made the decision whether and how
The Washington Times (Dec. 31, 1993).
Coercion is the very antithesis of love (Luke much one was to pay for any good or service.
This principle of economic liberty was summa10:25-37). And only "perfect love" can cast out
"fear" (I John 4:18). No government program rized brilliantly by Chief Justice John Marshall in
can accomplish what President Clinton has prom- 1827:
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(I)ndividuals do not derive from government
the right to contract, but bring that right with
them into society; that obligation is not coriferred
on contracts by positive law, but is intrinsic, and
is coriferred by an act of the parties. This results
from the right which every man retains to acquire property, to dispose of that properfty according to his own judgment.... Ogden v. Saunders, 25 U.S. (12 Wheat.) 213, 346 (1827).
Thus, for Marshall and his early 19th century
compatriots, men united to form a civil government for the purpose of securing the liberty of
contract, not for compromising it by forcing individuals to agree and then setting the terms.
But this is not the vision of economic rights
held by the Clintons. Their view is akin to that

of Jean Jacques Rousseau, the apologist of the
French Revolution, who wrote that"the right each
individual has over his own property is always
subordinate to the right which the community has
over all... [and] that. .. the fundamental compact
substitutes ... a moral and legal equality for that
physical inequality which nature placed among
men .... " Rousseau, The Social Contract, Bk. I
Ch. IX (1791).
This is the foundation for a socialist or communist State, not a constitutional republic governed
by the rule of law. Davis, History, Thought, and
Culture: 1600-1815 154-55 (1993). If the Clinton health plan is enacted into law it will be one
of the most draconian measures taken against private property in the history of the nation. D

THE FIRST AMENDMENT: NO LAW
By its language the First Amendment forbids the enactment of any law transgressing the rights
enumerated in its text. The constitutional question in every case should be whether the policy or
purpose of a particular statute is valid or invalid.
This point is best illustrated by a review of the history of the ill-fated Sedition Act of 1798. Enacted by a Federalist Congress, the act prohibited, inter alia, seditious libel, that is, "the publication
of false, scandalous, and malicious writing or writings against the government of the United States,
or either house of Congress of the United States, or the President of the United States, with intent to
defame [them]; or to bring them into contempt or disrepute; or to excite against them [the] hatred of
the good people of the United States .... "
This prohibition was "vigorously enforced, but only against members or supporters of the Republican Party." The Federalists perceived the Republicans as having sided with France which was on
the verge of war with the United States. Stone, Seidman, Sunstein, and Tushnet, Constitutional Law
1015-16 (2d ed. 1991).
While no Court found the Act unconstitutional, the law expired automatically on March 3, 1801,
the day that Thomas Jefferson, an ardent opponent of the statute, took office as the third President of
the United States. Jefferson pardoned all those convicted under the Act. Congress eventually repaid
all of the fines that had been imposed. Id. at 1016.
In 1918, however, the Congress enacted the Sedition Act of 1918 which made it a crime, among
other things, "to utter, print, write, or publish any disloyal, profane, scurrilous, or abusive language
intended to cause contempt or scorn for the form of government of the United States, the Constitution, or the flag .... " Id. at 1026.
While no prosecution charging a violation of this portion of the statute was upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court, the government did bring charges under it and contended that the statute was a legitimate exercise of Congressional power. This contention led Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., to
write in dissent:
I wholly disagree with the argument of the Government that the First Amendment left the common
law as to seditious libel in force. History seems to me against the notion. I had conceived that the
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United States through many years had shown its
repentance for the Sedition Act of 1798 by repaying the fines that it imposed. Abrams v. United
States, 250 U.S. 616, 630 (1919).
Two years later, Congress repealed the Sedition Act of 1918. And 53 years after that the U.
S. Supreme Court affirmed Holmes' view that
the Sedition Act of 1798, and presumably the
portion of the Sedition Act of 1918 quoted
above, was "inconsistent with the First Amendment.. .. " New York Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S.
254, 276 (1964).

Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr.
But the Court has not always approached First
Amendment questions in this fashion. Rather, it
has adopted the view that the First Amendment
issues are ones of fact to be determined by the
Court on a case by case basis, rather then ones of
law to be determined by an assessment of the legitimacy of the statute on its face.
This ad hoc approach to First Amendment
questions may also by traced back to Holmes and
his famous "clear and present danger" test.
In Schenck v. United States, 249 U.S. 47
(1919), defendants were convicted of having violated the Espionage Act of 1917 by circulating
literature designed to persuade men who had
been drafted into the army to refuse to serve.
The statute prohibited the intentional obstruction
of the enlistment of men into the military.
The defendants claimed that the law as applied
violated their rights of "free speech." Justice

7
Holmes rejected this claim on the facts. The
constitutional "prohibition of laws abridging the
freedom of speech," Holmes wrote, depended
upon the place, time, and circumstances:
The question in every case is whether the words
used are used in such circumstances and are of
such a nature as to create a clear and present
danger that they will bring about a substantive
evil that Congress has a right to prevent. It is a
question of proximity and degree. Id., 249 U.S.
at 52.
Under this approach to the First Amendment,
the Court passed over the legitimacy or illegitimacy of the policy embodied in a specific statute
and addressed whether the defendants were engaged in free speech as a matter of fact. Because
one could not determine whether at the time a
law was enacted, the time, place, and circumstances in which it would be applied, these Court
rulings gave no meaningful constitutional guidelines to law makers. See Linde, '"Clear and Present Danger' Reexamined", 22 Stanford Law Review 1163 (1970).
During the 1940's and 1950's these two contrasting approaches to the First Amendment commanded the attention of two of the most vocal
justices ever to sit on the Supreme Court.
Justice Felix Franfurter championed the case
by case approach. He, therefore, chose to balance the interests of the State against those of the
individual to determine the outcome of every
First Amendment case. E.g., Dennis v. United
States, 341 U.S. 494, 523-25 (1954).
Justice Black, however, claimed that the protection offered by the First Amendment was absolute, not subject to ad hoc decision-making
based upon a formula of "reasonableness," clear
and present danger or otherwise. He sought to
identify the policy of the statute and to declare it
constitutionally permissible or impermissible according to the text. E.g., Id. at 579-81.
These two approaches continue to dominate
First Amendment jurisprudence, not only in the
area of the freedom of speech, but in religion,
press, assembly, and petition. The choice is a
critical one and will be addressed again and again
in the essays that follow dealing with each of the
substantive limitations in the First Amendment. D
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TRUTH AND AMERICA
By Clifford W. Kelly, Ph.D.
America is in trouble. While some contend
that things are getting better {Cf. P. Robertson,
The Turning Tide (1993)}, others claim that the
nation is in the grips of what University of Virginia sociologist, James Davidson Hunter, has
called Culture Wars (1991), a fight to the finish.
I agree with Hunter. The ultimate issue in this
battle for the heart and soul of America is simple. Do the American people believe in truth?
Because God is truth (John 14:6), the question
would be better stated: Do the American people
believe in God?
•
Most Americans would undoubtedly answer:
"Yes, of course." But is that true? Christians
have taken solace from a Gallup poll which reported in 1987 that 94% of Americans believe in
God. The Gallup Report, No. 259, Apri11989.
But the question actually posed in that poll was
whether or not the person asked believed in "God
or a Universal Spirit." That paints a different
picture. It may explain why an earlier poll concluded that religion was growing in importance
in America, but morality was losing ground. The
Gallup Report, No. 222, March 1984.
Who is the culprit here? Many Church leaders
have blamed the ACLU or some other secular
humanist group, citing the exclusion of prayer
from the public schools or the creche scene from
civic Christmas displays. While the humanists
have done their part, one must not overlook the
failure of the Church, herself.
Richard John Neuhaus, writing in the November 10, 1989 National Review (p. 52) argued that
truth is the only issue of our time. He urged the
Church to resist the temptation to harmonize her
most sacred beliefs with those of alien religions,
cultures, and worldviews.
The Forecast
5209 Indian River Rd.
Virginia Beach, VA 23464
Published twice per month by Herbert
W. Titus, J.D. First Class Postage
Paid at Virginia Beach, Virginia.

This harmonization, or "syncretism," according to the prescient Francis Schaeffer, inevitably
brings to pass two phenomena. First, the Church
is absorbed by the world through art, music,
drama, theology, etc. so that truth dies.
Second, the Christian virtues are replaced by
false comforts, i.e., personal peace and affluence, as Schaeffer put it back in 1976 in his book
on the decline of the West. Schaeffer, How
Should We Then Live 205 (1976).
Without the truths of the Christian faith competing actively in the marketplace of ideas, reason has become bankrupt. See, especially chapter 4 in Schlossberg and Olasky, Turning Point
(1987). Even Christian colleges offer very little,
causing Christian educator, George Marsden to
observe in 1987 that there was "still no major
evangelical school [with] a distinguished center
for distinctly postgraduate research and theorizing .... " Carpenter and Shipps, Making Higher
Education Christian 294 .
America is in trouble because much of the
Church has not only forgotten truth, but forgotten
that the battle "out there" is a real war. The false
prophet has proclaimed peace, when there is no
peace (Ezekiel 13:3, 10).
When Christians confine the truth to the message of salvation, they unwittingly contribute to
the defeat of truth in the very areas to which they
cling. If God's truth is not for all of life, then
why is it true for salvation?
And if we do not know how to apply God's
truth to their workplace, to law and politics, etc.,
then how can the nation be expected to do so.
Alexis de Tocqueville understood this in 1838
when he observed that America was great because America was Christian. DelTWcracy in
America, Vol. I. But Christians have not led
America for more than a century. If they fail
now to take the lead, then America will continue
to decline and, ultimately, to fall. D
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