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RACEANDSEX 
Tuesday, May 17, 1994 -the 40th anniversary 

day of Brown v. Board of Education captured the 
newspaper headlines. For most Americans, it 
was a day of celebration. For many, it was a 
cause for reflection. 

Those who celebrated, remembered the even
tual defeat in the 1950' and 1960's of the South's 
initial policy of mass resistance to school deseg
regation. Those who reflected, wondered how 
the courts could prohibit racial segregation in 
public education and still permit the race con
scious affirmative action policies of the 1980's 
and 1990's. 

But race was not the only story of the day. 
Sex garnered its share of attention. For May 17, 
1994, was the day that Shannon Faulkner went to 
trial in Charleston, South Carolina, to open The 
Citadel, the all-male state military academy in 
that city, to women cadets. 

An Associated Press release reported that 
Faulkner's attorneys reminded the judge that the 
very federal courtroom in which they stood was 
one in which Thurgood Marshall, then an 
NAACP attorney, had tried one of the landmark 
school desegregation cases. Their purpose was 
obvious: sex discrimination, like race discrimina
tion, in a state-run school is unfair and unconsti
tutional. 

These two events, converging on the same day, 

larities? What, if any, are the differences? If 
there are differences, how should they be taken 
into account in the formulation of a sound 
anti-discrimination policy? 

SEX 
On May 16, 1994, Deval L. Patrick, the assis

tant attorney general for civil rights, announced 
that the U.S. Department of Justice would appeal 
a federal district court judge's ruling that allowed 
Virginia to keep its all-male Virginia Military In
stitute. Not satisfied with the Virginia proposal 
to support a separate military program for 
women at a private college, Mr. Patrick issued 
his statement invoking "the spirit of the Brown 
decision" in support of "the constitutional right to 
equal educational opportunities for all Americans 
regardless of race or gender." 

No doubt, Dawes Cooke, attorney for The 
Citadel, had this announcement in mind when he 
opened his defense of his client's all-male policy 
the next day in federal court in Charleston: 

This case is not just about The Citadel, or just 
about Shannon Faulkner, or just about higher 
education. It's about a unisex worldview of the 
law of the land. The Virginian-Pilot A4 (May 
17, 1994). 

Attorney Cooke is right. The Shannon Faulk
ner case and the Justice Department appeal 

In this issue: 

bring into stark relief a major struggle in Amer- The Establishment Clause 
ica over discrimination policy. Are race and sex Drugging America 
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to be treated alike? What, if any, are the simi-
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equate sex with race. If the two are the same, measures to reach the constitutional goal of a 
then separate educational facilities for males and "color-blind" society. See, e.g., Regents of the 
females, like separate educational facilities for University of California v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265, 
blacks and whites, are, in the words of the Su- 402-03 (1978) (Blackmun, J., concurring). 
preme Court, "inherently unequal." Brown v. The Court has, however, vacillated in its ef-
Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483, 495 (1954). forts to identify the real differences between 

But the United States Supreme Court has never males and females. Sometimes, it has stated that 
so held. To the contrary, in 1982 Justice Sandra to be real, the differences must be anchored in 
Day O'Connor labored with great care to leave the physiological fact that only females may bear 
open the ques- r--------------------------, children. Mi-

The Court will continue to flounder until it tion of the con- chael M. v. 
stitutionality of acknowledges that the real difference is rooted in the Sonoma County 
separate but created order, not in any societal convention. Superior Court, 
equal educa- supra, 450 U.S. 
tional facilities for males and females. Missis
sippi University for Women v. Hogan, 458 U.S. 
718, 719-20, 723 n. 7 (1982). She did so by ap
plying a different rule and by utitlizing different 
reasoning than that employed in race discrimina
tion cases. 

This decision is only one in a long line of 
cases where the Court has recognized the legiti
macy of sex distinctions in cases where race dis
tinctions would clearly be found unconstitutional. 
Males only may be drafted into the military. See 
Rotsker v. Goldberg, 453 U.S. 57 (1981). Males 
may be crminally punished for rape without there 
being a comparable criminal penalty for females. 
See Michael M. v. Sonoma County Superior 
Court, 450 U.S. 464 (1981). 

Given these court rulings, state universities 
continue to promote sex distinctions in intercolle
giate and intramural sports, and to provide male 
only and female only rest rooms and dormitories. 
Neither of these policies, or others like them, 
could survive constitutional challenge if applied 
to race. 

In recognizing the distinction between sex and 
race, the Court has acknowledged that there are 
"real differences" between males amd females 
and that, where such differences exist, sex dis
tinctions are constitutionally permissible. E.g., 
Parham v. Hughes, 441 U.S. 347 (1979). 

On the other hand, even the Court's most ar
dent supporters of race distinctions in affirmative 
action cases have denied that there are "real dif
ferences" among the "races," and have allowed 
race distinctions only as temporary remedial 

at 493. 
On other occasions, the Court has allowed sex 

distinctions even when the difference is not 
physiological, but the Court has not specified just 
what the real difference is. Rotsker v. Goldberg, 
supra, 453 U.S. at 72-82. 

The Court will continue to flounder until it ac
knowledges that the real difference is rooted in 
the created order, not in any societal convention. 
And so it should, for the very legal and political 
order of the United States is anchored to God's 
created order. Titus, "The Declaration, the Con
stitution, and the Laws of Nature and of Nature's 
God," in The Laws of Nature and of Nature's 
God: The Ultimate Law 35-43 (!992). 

In the beginning, God created man, male and 
female (Gen. 1:27; 5:2). He authorized man, 
both male and female, to exercise dominion 
(Gen. 1:26, 28; Gen. 5:2). With regard to this 
dominion authority, males and females are equal, 
that is, both are legally authorized by God to 
carry out the dominion mandate. Even after mar
riage, a woman does not lose this legal position 
(Prov. 31:10-31). The State may not, therefore, 
deny to a woman access to any occupation the 
purpose of which is to carry out the dominion 
authority granted to all mankind, male and fe
male, alike. 

The distinction between the male and the fe
male makes a difference, however, in the forma
tion and governance of the family. A family is 
initially formed by the covenant union of one 
male and one female (Gen. 2:24). Neither two 
males, nor two females, have any lawful right to 
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form a family. To the contrary, such unions are 
an abomination (Lev. 18:22). 

Insofar as the civil rulers have authority to 
protect and to foster the family, they are obliged 
to discriminate on the basis of sex. Thus, the 
civil law must defme marriage as one male and 
one female and must disqualify two males or two 
females from the privilege of marriage. Titus, 
"Defining Marriage and the Family," William & 
Mary Bill of Rights Journal (Spring 1994) . 
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racial trait. Even the most narrow reading of 
that provision encompasses this. R. Berger, 
Government By Judiciary 24, 166-76 (1977). 

Racial discrimination in the legal definition of 
marriage was tolerated for over one hundred 
years after the ratification of the equal protection 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, before the 
Court finally ruled that such anti-miscegenation 
laws denied equal protection of the laws. Loving 
v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1 (1967). Some have con-

.--:-:--~-:----::---------------------, tended that this 
So-called racial distinctions, whether they be based on pheno-RACE 

In contrast 
with the created 
order of two 

typical traits, geographic origins, cultural differences, language, 
or religion are not part of God's created order, but are a product 

of man's evolutionary and anthropological speculations. 

ruling was con
trary to the 
original intent of 
the Fourteenth 

sexes, there is ...._ ______________________ ____J Amendment's 

only one human race. As the apostle Paul put it framers, for even its supporters denied that the 
in his sermon in Athens, "God ... hath made of equal protection clause prohibited laws proscrib
one blood all nations of men for to dwell on the ing interracial marriage. R. Berger, Government 
face of the earth .... " (Acts 17:24, 26). All hu- By Judiciary, supra, at 161-63. But the ruling is 
man beings bear the image of God and are equal irrefutable in light of the constitutional text and 
in responsibility and authority under the laws of the Biblical norm that God knows no race classi-
God (Gen. 1:26 and 28). fications dividing human beings. 

So-called racial distinctions, whether they be 
based on phenotypical traits, geographic origins, 
cultural differences, language, or religion are not 
part of God's created order, but are a product of 
man's evolutionary and anthropological specula
tions. See, e.g., "Races of Mankind" in 20 Funk 
& Wagnalls New Encyclopedia 63-69 (1979). 

It is for this reason that racial classifications 
are legally irrelevant, especially in a nation, like 
America, which was founded on the proposition 
"that all men are created equal" and "endowed 
by their Creator with certain unalienable rights." 
For "to secure these rights" to all human beings 

is the first order of civil government. American 
Declaration of Independence reprinted in Sources 
of Our Liberties 319 (1972). 

This legal equality exists in every area of life, 
including dominion (Gen. 1:26,28) and the fam
ily (Ex. 2:21; Numb. 12:1-16). Accordingly, at 
the very core of the rights guaranteed by the 
Equal Protection clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the United States Constitution is 
that no man may be denied authority to own, 
buy, and sell property because of his national 
origin, or color of skin, or any other so-called 

EDUCATION 
There is also ample evidence that the support

ers of the Equal Protection Clause did not antici
pate that ratification of such a clause would out
law racial segregation in America's schools. /d. 
at 117-133. But the text clearly provides other
wise. Denial of equal protection of the "laws" 
does not distinguish between those laws man
dated by the Creator and obligatory on all nations 
from those indifferent to the Creator and permis
sible in a nation. 

If it is permissible for a nation to operate a 
school system {and I have argued previously in 
The Forecast that it is not (See School Choice in 
the December 1, 1993 issue)}, then it is imper
missible for the civil ruler to use race as a classi
fication in the administration of that school sys
tem. 

In other words, race as a legal classification is 
impermissible per se. It may not be used for 
good or for ill, for as Justice John Marshall Har
lan put it in his brilliant dissent in the infamous 
"separate but equal" decision of Plessy v. Fer
guson, 163 U.S. 537, 554-55, 559 (1896): 
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I deny that any legislative body or judicial tri- These distinct family roles do not detract from 
bunal may have regard to the race of citizens the position of equality that the husband and wife 
when the civil rights of those citizens are in- have in the family's exercise of dominion, as the 
valved .... Our constitution is color-blind, and nei- Proverbs account of the "virtuous" wife amply 
ther knows nor tolerates classes among citizens. demonstrates. A woman who "looketh well to 
In respect of civil rights, all citizens are equal the ways of her household" is active in business 
before the law. The hwnblest is peer of the most with authority to invest her earnings in ventures 
powerful. The law regards man as man.... of her own choosing (Prov. 31: 11, 16). 

Any racially-oriented affirmative action pro- A female well-trained in the virtues of wifely 
gram conferring educational or other benefits by skills and motherly duties will find herself pre
law necessarily pared for busi
violates this per It is one thing to train women for dominion, it is ness far more 
se rule. See, quite another to train her for military service. than if the fam-
e.g., City of ily responsibili-
Richmond v. ties are ne-
J.A. Croson glected. Like-
Co., 488 U.S. 469, 520-28 (1989) (Scalia, J., wise, a male trained to be a husband and a father 
concurring). will fmd himself better prepared for business, 

But there is no per se rule outlawing sex classi- and better prepared to foster and protect his wife 
fications. If the purpose of a law is to foster and in developing her skills in the fulfillment of the 
to protect the family order, then discriminations dominion mandate. 
based upon sex are permissible, and in some Separate educational facilities for males and 
cases, mandatory. females, therefore, does not reflect a policy that 

Education is inextricably linked to the family. denigrates the female and consigns her to a life 
Parents are ordained and commanded of God to only in the home, thereby denying her equal op
teach their children to fear God and to obey His portunity with males to exercise dominion. 
commandments (Gen. 18:19; Deut. 6:6, 7; Eph. 
6:4). And the fear of God is the beginning of 
knowledge and of wisdom (Prov. 1:7; 9: 1 0). 

"Biblical education, being family-centered and 
emphasizing the responsibility of parents and 
children," writes R. J. Rushdoony, "was pro
ductive of responsible people." R.J. Rushdoony, 
Institutes of Biblical Law 183 (1973). One of the 
central purposes of education, then, is to offer in
struction in the principles of a sound family or
der. Without such instruction, men and women 
lose their way and the social order breaks down. 
Id. at 184. 

While not mandatory, it would be permissible 
for the civil ruler to provide for schools com
posed of all males or all females. Such a 
sex-specifc system could be conducive to the 
training of males and females for their different 
roles within the family, the male as spiritual head 
and provider (Gen. 2: 15; Eph. 5:23) and the fe
male as a skilled helpmeet (Gen. 2: 18; Prov. 
31:27). 

MILITARY SERVICE 
It is one thing to train women for dominion, it 

is quite another to train her for military service. 
The dominion mandate does not authorize man, 
either male or female, to exercise dominion over 
another human being, much less to wage war 
against him. Rather, the dominion authority ex
tends only to the earth and the living creatures 
which do not bear the image of the Creator 
(Gen. 1:26, 28). 

Whatever authority that a man has over fellow 
human beings must arise from another source. 
One source is consent or covenant. This is what 
gives rise to the family and civil orders, the for
mer generated by the marriage covenant of a 
man and a woman and the latter created by the 
civil covenant between the people and the civil 
rulers. 

Once a family or civil polity is formed, the 
question arises whether the family or nation may 
be defended from aggression, especially when it 



The Forecast - June 1, 1994 

comes from the outside. As for the family, there 
is no Biblical evidence that that covenant gives 
rise to authority to defend against aggression, 
either internal or external (See Gen. 4:15, 
23-24). 
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vided for males only, as has been the tradition at 
The Citadel and the Virginia Military Institute to 
this day and as was the tradition in the United 
States military academies until recently. 

Once the civil covenant was authorized, how- CONCLUSION 
ever, there appears to be authority for the head of There are ominous signs, however, that the 
a household to defend his family against outside courts are moving to the "unisex worldview" 
aggression (Gen. 14: 13-20). And there is no feared by the attorney defending The Citadel. 
question that the civil ruler has authority to de- The Supreme Court of Hawaii has ruled that 
fend against such aggression, both internal and the State of Hawaii must demonstrate to the court 
external (Gen. Many women are physically and emotionally capable of that it has a 
9:6; Rom. 13:4). being trained for war, even more so than some men. But a "compelling 

The very pur- woman's capability for war is not the measuring rod for state interest" to 
pose _of the mili- detenninin her eli "bility. prohibit two 
tary 1s to defend g gt males or two fe-
the nation from her external enemies. Proper males from entering into the state-recognized 
military training necessarily includes instruction marriage covenant. Baehr v. Lewin, 1993 WL 
in warfare, including the killing of human beings 142682 (1993). 
of an enemy nation. And the United States Supreme Court, on April 

Many women are physically and emotionally 19, 1994, extended yet another precedent govern
capable of being trained for war, even more so ing race discrimination to sex. J.E.B. v. Alabama 
than some men. But a woman's capability for ex rei. T.B., 62 LW 4219 (1994) This latest 
war is not the measuring rod for determining her foray in constitutional jurisprudence prompted 
eligibility. Justice Antonio Scalia to write in dissent: 

Only the males were counted in Israel to deter- Today's opinion is an inspiring demonstration 
mine the number of persons available for war of how thoroughly up-to-date and right-thinking 
(Numb. 1:2-3). The females were not numbered we Justices are in matters pertaining to the 
because God had determined that warfare was not sexes ... and how sternly we disapprove the male 
a proper role for the female. This principle is chauvinist attitudes of our predecessors. Id. at 
best illustrated in the account of Deborah, the 4228. 
sixth judge of Israel. And, as if to warn of more to come, Justice 

Of all the judges of Israel, before the establish- Scalia concluded his dissent with this 
ment of the king, only Deborah did not lead the observation: 
army into battle. She did not do so, because it In order ... not to eliminate any real denial of 
would have dishonored the males for a female to equal protection, but simply to pay conspicuous 
go to war to defend the nation (Judges 4:9). obeisance to the equality of the sexes, the Court 

As a giver of life (I Cor. 11: 12), a woman imperils a practice that has been considered an 
should be protected from having to take life, essential part of fair jury trial since the dawn of 
even when the taking is for the purpose of pro- the common law. The Constitution of the United 
tecting life. After all, the very first woman was States neither requires nor pennits this vandaliz
named Eve, implying that she was the mother of ing of our people's traditions. Id. at 4230. 
all living beings and "the mother of the promised The American people recently defeated the 
Seed who would give life to the human race now Equal Rights Amendment to the United States 
subjected to death." The New International Die- Constitution. By doing so, they sent a message 
tionary of the Bible 329 (J. Douglas, revision ed. to their legislators and judges that the 11 unisex 
1987). worldview" does not belong in the nation's civil 

Military training, therefore, ought to be pro- covenant. D 
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THE ESTABliSHMENT CLAUSE: 
NO PREFERENCE? 

In 1946, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that 
the Establishment Clause of the First Amend
ment incorporated the doctrine of "separation of 
church and state." Everson v. Board of Educa
tion, 330 U. S. 1 (1946). In Everson, the Court 
embraced for the first time the notion that the Es
tablishment Clause required the State and the Na
tional governments to be neutral about religion. 

This doctrine of religious neutrality impacted 
most dramatically upon public education. Two 
years after Everson, the Court began to erect a 
wall between education and religion, by banning 
religious education from the premises of the pub
lic schools. McCollwn v. Board of Education, 
333 U.S. 203 (1948). By 1987, the Court had 
raised this wall to ban classroom prayer and Bi
ble reading from the public schools, to secularize 
the nation's educational curriculum, and to pro
hibit any significant tax support for religious 
education in private schools. Wallace v. Jaffree, 
472 U.S. 38 (1985); Edwards v. Aguillard, 482 
U.S. 578 (1987); Grand Rapids School District 
v. Ball, 473 U.S. 373 (1985). 

These and other rulings virtually eliminated re
ligion from the formulation and implementation 
of state educational policy. And, if extended to 
other areas of public policy - such as abortion, 
the wall of separation threatened to eliminate re
ligion as an effective factor in the formulation of 
public policy generally. See, e.g., Harris v. 
McRae, 448 U.S. 297 (1980). 

So, in the early 1980's, the Court's conserva
tive critics launched a counter-offensive. On the 
academic front, Professor Robert L. Cord pub
lished his critique of the wall of separation of 
church and state. 

After a careful study of the writings and ac
tions of Madison and Jefferson, Cord concluded 
that the original intent of the framers of the First 
Amendment's Establishment Clause was "in
tended to prevent the establishment of a national 
church or religion, or the giving of any religious 
sect or denomination preferred status." R. Cord, 
Separation of Church and State 15 (1982). 
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This "no preference" principle was picked up 
by Justice William Rehnquist in his dissenting 
opinion in Wallace v. Jaffree, supra, 472 U.S. at 
91-114. With Justice Rehnquist's elevation to the 
chief justiceship, there was great hope that he 
would lead the Court back to this original posi
tion. See R. Cord, "Church-State Separation: 
Restoring the 'No Preference' Doctrine to the 
First Amendment," reprinted in Restoring the 
Constitution 295-328 (H. House, ed. (1987). 

The Cord/Rehnquist thesis rests, first of all, 
upon the initial wording of James Madison's pro
posal to the First Congress which put together the 
Bill of Rights. That language read as follows: 

The civil rights of none shall be abridged on 
account of religious belief or worship, nor shall 
any national religion be established, nor shall the 
full and euqal rights of conscience be in any man
ner, or on any pretext, irifringed. Sources of Our 
Liberties 422 (Perry, ed. 1972). 

Even though the text of this original proposal 
was drastically altered, Cord and Rehnquist con
tended that the textual changes did not change the 
original intent of Madison and his colleagues. 
Because no statements could be found in the leg
islative record explaining the change of text, both 
Cord and Rehnquist assumed that the textual 
changes were not substantive. Therefore, they 
rested their case for the "no preference" principle 
upon statements made in support of the original 
proposal. Cord, supra, at 3-15; Wallace v. Jaf
free, supra, 472 U.S. at 92-98. 

Both Cord and Rehnquist offered further sup
port for their view by citing a number of acts of 
the early Congresses and of the Presidents from 
Washington through Madison. They attributed 
special significance to the national policy that ap
propriated tax money to support the religious 
education of the Indian tribes, especially because 
Thomas Jefferson concurred in that policy by 
signing various treaties containing such financial 
support. Cord, supra, at 17-82; Wallace v. Jqf
free, supra, 472 U.S. at 100-104. 

Finally, they rested their case on the commen
taries of Joseph Story and Thomas Cooley, two 
great 19th century expositors of the constitution. 
Story's view was the most compelling: 

The real object of the [First] [A]mendtnent 
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was ... to exclude all rivalry among Christian 
sects, and to prevent any national ecclesiastical 
establishment which should give to a hierarchy 
the exclusive patronage of the national govern
ment. 2 J. Story Commentaries on the Constitu
tion of the United States 632 (5th ed. 1891). 

Resting on all of these nontextual sources, 
Cord and Rehnquist concluded that the Court's 
neutrality doctrine was mistaken and that the 
wall that the Court had erected to separate relig
ion from public policy was in error: 

It would seem from this evidence that the Es
tablishment Clause... had acquired a 
well-accepted meaning: It forbade establishment 
of a national religion, and forbade preference 
among religious sects and denominations .... The 
Establishment Clause did not require govenunent 
neutrality between religion and irreligion nor did 
it prohibit the Federal Government from provid
ing nondiscriminatory aid to religion. There is 
simply no historial foundation for the proposition 
that the Framers intended to build the "wall of 
separation" that was constitutionalized in Ever
son. Wallace v. Jajfree, supra, 472 at 106. 

The root difficulty with the Cord/Rehnquist 
thesis lies with their presupposition that the tex
tual change from Madison's original proposal 
was of no substantive significance. 

In his concurring opinion in Lee v. Weisman, 
120 L. Ed. 2d 467, 495 (1992), Justice David 
Souter proves otherwise. First, he documents 
that Congress considered several textual versions 
of an establishment clause. Some of these, in
cluding Madison's original proposal, would 
clearly or arguably have endorsed the "no prefer
ence" principle. But the final text was derived, 
not from the Madison proposal, but from one in
troduced by Fisher Ames of Massachusetts. 

The Ames proposal read, in pertinent part, as 
follows: "Congress shall make no law establish
ing Religion." The House adopted this language 
and sent it to the Senate. In doing so, it specfi
cally rejected language that read "that no religion 
shall be established by law." By rejecting the 
latter, "which arguably ensured only that 'no re
ligion' enjoyed an official preference over oth
ers" the House "deliberately chose instead a pro
hibition extending to laws establishing 'religion' 
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in general." /d. at 497-98. 
The Senate considered a number of Establish

ment clause texts, one of which clearly endorsed 
the no preference principle. Finally, it adopted 
the final House text, only to reject it in favor of a 
very narrow one prohibiting any law "establish
ing articles of faith or a mode of worship." This 
was unacceptable to the House and it called for a 
joint conference committee. The House confer
ees prevailed upon the Senate to adopt the text 
that now appears in the First Amendment. Id. 

"What is remarkable," Justice Souter wrote, 
"is that, unlike the earliest House drafts or the fi
nal Senate proposal, the prevailing language is 
not limited to laws respectiing an establishment 
of 'a religion,' 'a national religion,' 'one relig
ious sect,' or specific 'articles of faith.' The Fra
mers repeatedly considered and deliberately re
jected such narrow language and instead extended 
their prohibition to state support for 'religion' in 
general." /d. 

Souter completed his textual critique by point
ing out that several state constitutions, in exis
tence at the time that the Bill of Rights was being 
considered, had adopted a nonpreferential policy 
without disestablishing religion. But the lan
guage chosen by Congress did not track those 
state documents. Rather, the text tracked that of 
Jefferson's Virginia Statute for Religious Free
dom which condemned all establishments "how
ever nonpreferentialist." Id. at 498-99. 

To go beyond the constitutional text in search 
of an original intent, as the Cord/Rehnquist thesis 
requires, is to elevate the statements of a few 
over the language of the constitution, itself. This 
is especially impermissible when the statements 
contradict the text which requires one to conclude 
"that the Framers were extraordinarily bad draf
ters - that they believed one thing but adopted 
language that said something substantially differ
ent, and that they did so after repeatedly attend
ing to the choice of language." Laycock, "'Non
preferential' Aid to Religion" 27 Wm. & Mary L. 
Rev. 875, 882-83 (1986). 

Rejection of the no preference principle, how
ever, does not mean that one must endorse the 
modem view that the Establishment Clause re
quires the government to be religiously neutral. CJ 
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DRUGGING AMERICA 
By Marilyn J. Titus 

Five years ago I met an elderly woman who 
wasn't feeling well. She looked fine but spent 
most of the day reclined on her couch. 

Six months ago I again came in the presence of 
this woman. Now she looked like she was wast
mg away. She was in bed (no longer using the 
couch) with a container by her head should her 
stomach send up its contents. The container held 
mostly phlegm. Constantly clearing her throat, 
she may have felt like vomiting but did not. 

Talking to her husband I discovered that her 
symptoms were much like mine ten years ago. 
The miserable feeling, pain, loss of memory, and 
loss of some ability to walk. I spent four years 
going to doctors of various kinds seeking a diag
nosis and healing. 

Like this elderly woman, I was told there was 
nothing wrong with me. I remember a doctor 
telling me I needed sleeping pills at night and 
then "uppers" to get me going in the morning. 

Then my husband read a newspaper article that 
described my symptoms and stated the problem. 
I was excited to have this break-through and 
called a doctor for an appointment. This time, 
however, I knew what I wanted tested. By a 
simple urinalysis it was confirmed and I was suc
cessfully treated. 

It all began after I had a lot of antibiotics. We 
then moved to a rental house that needed to be 
sprayed heavily for fleas. The elderly woman 
had been exposed to a fungicide sprayed not just 
under her house but inside as well. 

Overlooked, or ignored, by all the doctors who 
examined me was a heavy white coating on my 
tongue and a sore mouth. It was the same with 
my elderly friend. A painful stomach, lack of 
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desire to eat because of bloating, but a craving 
for sweets. 

Concerned for her I told her husband that she 
might be suffering from an intestinal yeast imbal
ance and that he should ask her doctor for a sim
ple test regarding that possibility. Then I gave 
him the name of medicine that clears it up, so 
that he could advise her doctor about it. 

I was surprised and saddened when the hus
band reported to me that her doctor refused to 
listen to him. In fact, he forbade the man to even 
say the name of the medicine to him. 

A few days later the woman was so sick she 
was insisting on another doctor appointment. 
When they came home her husband rushed to the 
phone to call the doctor. "Is this tranquilizer to 
be taken with water or with food?" 

My quiet time reading today was John 5. 
When Jesus saw the man with an infirmity who 
could not do what was necessary to be healed, he 
asked him one question and then healed him. He 
could have ignored him or put the burden onto 
someone else to care for him. But he didn't. He 
cared. He inquired. He listened. He performed. 
And, the man was healed. 

Do the doctors of today care for their patients? 
Do they inquire and listen? If not, then they cer
tainly can't perform. 

Tranquilizers are a miserable substitute for 
good health. If I would have settled for tranquil
izers, I would not be able to write today. I 
would certainly not be able to operate my own 
business as a real estate broker. I would not be 
able to assist my husband or help my children or 
play with my grandchildren. 

This elderly woman has less of a chance of get
ting well on tranquilizers than did the man who 
could not move quickly enough to be the first in 
the healing water. If this is true, then who is it 
that benefits from this treatment?D 
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