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THE PRINCE OF PEACE 

Jimmy Carter 
spoke 

sympathetically 
Monday of Serb 

feelings that 
their reputation 

has suffered 
because of 

unfair media 
coverage. "It 
may be that 

today is one of 
the rare chances 
to let the world 
know the truth 
and explain the 
commitment of 

the Serbs to 
peace." 

For unto us a child is born, 
unto us a son is given; and the 
government shall be upon his 
shoulder; and his name shall 
be called Wonderful, Coun
sellor, The mighty God, The 
everlasting Father, the Prince 
of Peace. Isaiah 9:6. 

Take heed that no man de
ceive you. For many shall 
come in my name, saying, I am 
Christ; and shall deceive 
many. And ye shall hear of 
wars and rumours of wars: 
see that ye be not troubled:for 
all these things must come to 
pass, but the end is not yet. 
Matthew 24:4-5. 

W ith the fall of 
communism m 
the fonner Yugo

slavia, war is raging in the 
Balkans, threatening to engulf 
all of Europe. Sarajevo, the 
capital city ofBosnia and Her
zegovina, once again occu
pies center stage on the 
European continent. For it 
was on June28, 1914-in Sara
jevo - that Franz Ferdinand, 
Archduke of the Austro-Hun
garian Monarchy, was assas
sinated by a Serb nationalist, 
triggering World War I. B. 
Tuchman, The Guns of August 

91 (1962). 
80 years ago, the European 

nations were quick to wage 
war. In the 1990's, these same 
nations yearn for peace, 
choosing the U.N. to bring the 
Bosnian Muslims, Serbs, and 
Croats to the peace table. 

But peace has eluded them. 
Even with NATO airstrikes, 
the U.N. cannot stop the war. 
As Newsweek has reported it, 
the warring factions in Bosnia 
have made the United Nations 
eat "crow": 

Serbs held hundreds of 
peacekeepers as actual or vir
tual hostages, even forcing 
three U.N. military observers 
to lie down on a runway at a 
Serb airbase to deter NATO 
bombing. When Secretary
General Boutros Boutros
Ghali visited Sarajevo to 
remonstrate with the warring 
parties, the Bosnian Serb 
leader, Radovan Karadzic, 
refused to come to the airport 
to talk with him. Jeered by 
Bosnian crowds, Boutros
Ghali went away muttering 
about pulling out the 
peacekeepers. '"We Are All 
Accomplices,"' Newsweek 
42-44 (Dec. 12, 1994). 

To back up this U.N. 
threat, President Clinton of-

fered to send in American 
troops to help evacuate the 
peacekeepers. The Bosnian 
Serbs counterattacked with 
their own initiative, inviting 
the peripatetic peacemaker, 
Jimmy Carter, to mediate yet 
another cease-fire. 

Lurking in the back
ground, however, were 
Robert Dole and Newt Gin
grich, the new GOP power 
brokers, calling for a more 
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war-like policy in the Bal
kans. In early December, Dole 
trekked to Europe, "urging the 
arming of Bosnian Mus
lims ... tweak[ing] the NATO 
brass and needl[ing] [Eng
land's] Prime Minister John 
Major." Fineman, "Dole's 
Virtual Presidency," 
Newsweek 36 (Dec. 12, 1994). 

More to the chagrin of the 
U.N. and its American allies, 
however, was the unleashing 
of their long-time nemesis, 
Jesse Helms, the senior sena
tor from North Carolina who 
is slated to be the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Com
mittee in the 1 04th Congress. 

Senator Helms, unlike Ma
jority Leader Dole and 
Speaker-elect Gingrich, did 
not jump on the intervention
ist wagon. To the contrary, he 
called for a "complete re
evaluation of the U.S./U.N. 
relationship" and for the plac
ing of "NA TO ... on the front 
burner instead of (being) 
tucked away in some dusty 
file cabinet in the bureauc
racy." (Remarks by Senator 
Helms on Nov. 9, 1994.) 

Helms insisted that these 
and other foreign policy mat
ters be assessed by the single 
principle: What is in the best 
interest of the United States 
and the American people. 

This standard is anathe
matic to the one-worlders, 
both Democrat and Republi
can, both foreign and domes
tic. And so is Senator Helms, 
who is painted by the media as 
an isolationist throw-back to 
the era of Republican opposi
tion to Woodrow Wilson's 
League ofNations. 

But Republican opposition 
to Wilson's vision of the 
League as a permanent com-

mitment to help keep the 
peace was hardly the product 
of an isolationist spirit. As 
historian Paul Johnson has 
written, Henry Cabot Lodge, 
the Republican leader of the 
Senate, rejected Wilson's 
League because he believed in 
"mutual accommodation of 
vital [national] interests," not 
in a "universal system, to 
which all powers (including 

can troops "as the vanguard of 
an international effort to save 
Somalia from itself." The Vir
ginian-Pilot AS (Dec. 7, 
1994). 

Two years later, the Asso
ciated Press reported that 
U.N. peacekeepers were 
"hunkered behind stone walls 
and stacks ofsandbags ... pack
ing for the final retreat from 
Somalia and its clan feuds." 

The human heart is the starting 
point of all matters pertaining to 
war. Marechal de Saxe- Reveries 

on the Art of War (1732) 

Germany) belonged, irrespec
tive of their record, and which 
guaranteed all frontiers, irre
spective of their merits .... " 
Johnson, Modern Times 31-
33 (1983). 

After World War II, how
ever, American and European 
opposition crumbled and the 
U. N. was birthed. For fifty 
years the U.N. labored under 
the handicap of the Cold War. 
Finally, with the collapse of 
the Soviet Union, the U. N. 
staked its claim as power bro
ker of world peace and de
mocracy. Not only did it make 
its move into Bosnia and Her
zegovina, but it launched, 
with much fanfare, a rescue of 
the hapless African nation of 
Somalia. 

Ironically, it was a Repub
lican president, George Bush, 
who took the first step toward 
merging U.S. foreign policy 
into that of the U.N. In the 
waning months of his lost 
presidency, Bush sent Ameri-

Months earlier, President 
Clinton had been forced to re
move American troops by 
public outrage over the drag
ging of a dead G .I. in the 
streets of Mogadishu. 

Now Somalia is once again 
on the brink of civil war and 
without a government. U.N. 
officials are still claiming vic
tory: 

We did create the condi
tions of peace and security to 
a degree that the Somalis 
could have negotiated among 
themselves and formed a gov
ernment. The fact that they 
didn't is their fault. I d. 

The problem of peace and 
democratic rule appears even 
more intractable in the Bal
kans, yet the U.N. and its sup
porters have not given up on 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Senator Helms is right. It 
is "imperative" to conduct a 
"complete re-evaluation of 
the U.S./U.N. relation
ship ... [that] is costing the 
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American taxpayers billions 
of dollars." And there is no 
better place to begin than to 
tap into the wisdom of the na
tion's Founders. 

In Federalist No. 2, John 
Jay reminds us that God, in 
His Providence, saw fit to 
bring the United States of 
America into being: 

Providence has been 
pleased to give this one con
nected country to one united 
people - a people descended 
from the same ancestors, 
speaking the same language, 
professing the same religion, 
attached to the same princi
ples of government .. .. This 
country and this people seem 
to have been made for each 
other, and it appears as if it 
was the design of Provi
dence .... 

That design has been, since 
the fall of the tower of Babel, 
for God to raise up inde
pendent nations, determining 
their times and their bounda
ries (Acts 17:26). And for 
what purpose? In a letter writ
ten in 1818, Jay explained: 

The depravity which man
kind inherited from their first 
parents, introduced wicked
ness into the world. That 
wickedness rendered human 
government necessary to re
strain violence and injustice 
resultingfrom it. To facilitate 
the establishment and admini
stration of government, the 
human race became, in the 
course of Providence, divided 
into separate and distinct na
tions. Every nation instituted 
a government, with authority 
to protect it against domestic 
and foreign aggressions. Let
ter to John Murray dated April 
15, 1818 reprinted in Cousins' 
In God We Trust 370 (1958). 
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It is the duty of every na
tion, then, to protect her peo
ples from enemies, domestic 
and foreign (Rom. 13:4). 
From this Biblical premise, 
Jay concluded Federalist No. 
2 with the observation that 
Congress, from the time of the 
Declaration of Independence, 
to the Constitutional Conven
tion, had as its purpose "to 
preserve and perpetuate" the 
Union so as to further "the 
prosperity of America." 

To that end, Jay defended 
the lodging of the power over 
foreign affairs in the national 
government in order to pro
tect the American people 
"against the dangers from for
eign arms and influence" with 
special emphasis upon secur
ing the people "against hos
tilities from abroad." 
Federalist Nos. 3 & 4. 

The best security, in Jay's 
opinion, was for the United 

States to "observe the laws of 
nations" in its relations to all 
nations. Those laws, Jay con
tinued, limited America to the 
use of armed force only when 
there was "just cause of war" 
against another nation: 

The law of all the nations 
prescribed the conduct which 
they were to observe towards 
each other, and allowed war 
to be waged by an innocent 
against an offending nation, 
when rendered just and neces
sary by unprovoked, atro
cious, and unredressed 
injuries. Letter to John Mur
ray in Cousins, In God We 
Trust370-71 (1958). 

In other words, America's 
Founders knew that the Law 
forbade a nation to use its 
armed force to spread peace 
and democracy around the 
world. Taking up arms against 
another country was a matter 
of last resort, and only to be 

done in defense of the nation. 
The issue was not, how

ever, just a matter of law. It 
was also a matter of prophecy. 
Admitting that "even just war 
is attended with evils," Jay 
forecast a brighter future: 

I... believe, and have per
fect faith in the prophecy, that 
the time will come when "the 
nations will beat their swords 
into plough-shares, and their 
spears into pruning-hooks; 
when nation shall not lift up 
sword against nation, neither 
shall they learn war any 
more." Id at 372. 

But he did not trust man
kind to bring this about. 
Rather, the time of universal 
peace was in the hands of Al
mighty God: 

Literally no created being 
can either accelerate or re
tard its arrival. It will not ar
rive sooner or later than the 
appointed time .... 
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But whatever may be the 
time or the means adopted by 
Providence for the abolition 
of war, I think we may, with
out presumption, conclude 
that mankind must be pre
pared and fitted for the recep
tion, enjoyment, and pre
servation of universal peace, 
before they will be blessed 
with it. Id 

What Jay said 177 years 
ago about the unpreparedness 
of men for peace is just as true 
today. The wicked have not 
ceased from "troubling" (Job 
3: 17). And they will not cease 
until the return of the Prince 
of Peace as King ofKings and 
Lord ofLords (Micah 4:1-5 ; I 
Tim. 6:14-15). 

It is this reality that shaped 
American foreign policy in 
the founding era. And it is 
this reality that must reshape 
it at the close of the Twentieth 
Century. ~;:, 

LETTER TO JOHN MURRAY FROM 
JOHN JAY (APRIL 15, 1818) 

John Jay - Co
author of The Fed
eralist Papers and 
first Chief Justice 

of the United 
States. 

I n my letter to you of the 
16th October last, I 
hinted that I might... 

write ... on the question , 
whether war of every descrip
tion is forbidden by the gos
pel. 

I will now add some re
marks to those which were in
serted in my answer to your 
first letter. In that answer, the 
lawfulness of war, in certain 
cases, was inferred from those 
Divine positive institutions 
which authorized and regu
lated it. For although those in
stitutions were not dictated by 

the moral law, yet they cannot 
be understood to authorize 
what the moral law forbids . 

The moral or natural law 
was given by the Sovereign of 
the universe to all mankind; 
with them it was co-eval, and 
with them it will be co-exis
tent. Being founded by infi
nite wisdom and goodness on 
essential right, which never 
varies, it cart require no 
amendment or alteration. Di
vine positive ordinances and 
institutions, on the other hand, 
being founded on expediency, 
which is not always perpetual 

or immutable, admit of, and 
have received, alteration and 
limitation in sundry instances. 

There were several Divine 
positive ordinances and insti
tutions at very early periods. 
Some of them were of limited 
obligation, as circumcision; 
others of them were of univer
sal obligation, as the Sabbath, 
marriage, sacrifices, the par
ticular punishment for mur
der. 

The Lord of the Sabbath 
caused the day to be changed. 
The ordinances of Moses suf
fered the Israelites to exercise 
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more than the original liberty 
allowed to marriage, but our 
Saviour repealed that indul
gence. When sacrifices had 
answered their purpose as 
types of the great Sacrifice, 
etc., they ceased. The punish
ment for murder has under
gone no alteration, either by 
Moses or by Christ. 

I advert to this distinction 
between the moral law and 
positive institutions, because 
it enables us to distinguish the 
reasonings which apply to the 
one, from those which apply 
only to the other-ordinances 
being mutable, but the moral 
law always the same. To this 
you observe, by way of objec
tion, that the law was given by 
Moses, but that grace and 
truth came by Jesus Christ; 
and hence that, as it relates to 
the moral law, a more perfect 
system is enjoined than was 
required under the law, which 
admitted of an eye for an eye, 
a tooth for a tooth, tolerating 
a spirit of retaliation. And fur
ther, that, if the moral law was 
the same now that it was be
fore the flood, we must call in 
question those precepts of the 
gospel which prohibit some 
things allowed of and prac
ticed by the patriarchs. 

It is true that the law was 
given by Moses, not however 
in his individual or private ca
pacity, but as the agent or in
strument, and by the authority 
of the Almighty. The law de
manded exact obedience, and 
proclaimed: "Cursed is every 
one that continueth not in all 
things which are written in the 
book of the law to do them." 
The law was inexorable, and 
by requiring perfect obedi
ence, under a penalty so inevi
table and dreadful, operated 

as a schoolmaster to bring us 
to Christ for mercy. 

Mercy, and grace, and fa
vor did come by Jesus Christ; 
and also that truth which veri
fied the promises and predic
tions concerning him, and 
which exposed and corrected 
the various errors which had 
been imbibed respecting the 
Supreme Being, his attributes, 

[one] tittle of the law to fail. 
This certainly amounts to a 
full approbation of it. Even 
after the resurrection of our 
Lord, and after the descent of 
the Holy Spirit, and after the 
miraculous conversion of 
Paul, and after the direct reve
lation of the Christian dispen
sation to him, he pronounced 
this memorable encomium on 

The right to wage just and 
necessary war is admitted, 
and not abolished, by the 

gospel. 

laws, and dispensations. Un
inspired commentators have 
dishonored the law, by ascrib
ing to it, in certain cases, a 
sense and meaning which it 
did not authorize, and which 
our Saviour rejected and re
proved. 

The inspired prophets, on 
the contrary, express the most 
exalted ideas of the law. They 
declare that the Jaw of the 
Lord is perfect; that the stat
utes of the Lord are right; and 
that the commandment of the 
Lord is pure; that God would 
magnify the law and make it 
honorable, etc. 

Our Saviour himself as
sures us that he came not to 
destroy the law and the proph
ets, but to fulfill; that whoever 
shall do and teach the com
mandments, shall be called 
great in the kingdom of 
heaven; that it is easier for 
heaven and earth to pass, than 

the Jaw, viz.: "The law is holy, 
and the commandments holy, 
just, and good." 

It is true that one of the 
positive ordinances of Moses, 
to which you allude, did or
dain retaliation or, in other 
words, a tooth for a tooth. But 
we are to recollect that it was 
ordained, not as a rule to regu
late the conduct of private in
dividuals towards each other, 
but as a legal penalty or pun
ishment for certain offenses. 
Retaliation is also manifest in 
the punishment prescribed for 
murder-life for life. Legal 
punishments are adjusted and 
inflicted by the law and mag
istrate, and not by unauthor
ized individuals. These and 
all other positive Jaws or ordi
nances established by Divine 
direction, must of necessity be 
consistent with the moral law. 
It certainly was not the design 
of the law or ordinance in 
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question, to encourage a spirit 
of personal or private re
venge. On the contrary, there 
are express injunctions in the 
law of Moses which inculcate 
a very different spirit; such as 
these: "Thou shalt not 
avenge, nor bear any grudge 
against the children of thy 
people; but thou shalt Jove thy 
neighbor as thyself." .... 

That the patriarchs some
times violated the moral law, 
is a position not to be dis
puted. They were men, and 
subject to the frailties of our 
fallen nature. But I do not 
know nor believe, that any of 
them violated the moral Jaw 
by the authority or with the 
approbation of the Almighty. 
I can fmd no instance of it in 
the Bible. Nor do I know of 
any action done according to 
the moral law, that is censured 
or forbidden by the gospel. 
On the contrary, it appears to 
me that the gospel strongly 
enforces the whole moral law, 
and clears it from the vain tra
ditions and absurd comments 
which had obscured and mis
applied certain parts of it. 

As, therefore, Divine ordi
nances did authorize just war, 
as those ordinances were nec
essarily consistent with the 
moral law, and as the moral 
law is incorporated in the 
Christian dispensation, I think 
it follows that the right to 
wage just and necessary war is 
admitted, and not abolished, 
by the gospel. 

You seem to doubt 
whether there ever was a just 
war, and that it would puzzle 
even Solomon to fmd one. 

Had such a doubt been 
proposed to Solomon an an
swer to it would probably 
have been suggested to him by 
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a very memorable and inter
esting war which occurred in 
his day. I allude to the war in 
which his brother Absalom on 
the one side, and his father 
David on the other, were the 
belligerent parties. That war 
was caused by, and proceeded 
from, "the lusts" of Absalom, 
and was horribly wicked. But 
the war waged against him by 
David was not caused by, nor 
did proceed from, "the lusts" 
of David, but was right, just, 
and necessary. Had David 
submitted to be dethroned by 
his detestable son, he would, 
in my opinion, have violated 
his moral duty and betrayed 
his official trust. 

Although just war is not 
forbidden by the gospel in ex
press terms, yet you think an 
implied prohibition of all war, 
without exception, is deduc
ible from the answer of our 
Lord to Pilate, viz.: "If my 
kingdom were of this world, 
then would my servants 
fight," etc. 

At the conclusion of the 
Last Supper, our Lord said to 
his disciples: "He that hath no 
sword, let him now sell his 
garment and buy one." They 
answered: "Lord, here are two 
swords." He replied: "It is 
enough." 

It is not to be presumed 
that our Lord would have or
dered swords to be provided, 
but for some purpose for 
which a sword was requisite; 
nor that he would have been 
satisfied with two if more had 
been necessary. 

Whatever may have been 
the purposes for which 
swords were ordered, it is cer
tain that the use of one of 
those swords soon caused an 
event which confirmed the 

subsequent defense of our 
Lord before Pilate, and also 
produced other important re
sults. When the officers and 
their band arrived, with 
swords and with staves, to 
take Jesus, they who were 
about him saw what would 
follow. "They said unto him: 
Lord, shall we smite with the 
sword?" It does not appear 

that any of the eleven disci
ples who were with him, ex
cept one, made the least 
attempt to defend him. But 
Peter, probably inferring from 
the order for swords, that they 
were now to be used, pro
ceeded to "smite a servant of 
the high-priest, and cut off his 
right ear." Jesus (perhaps, 
among other reasons, to abate 
inducements to prosecute Pe
ter for that violent attack) 
healed the ear. He ordered 
Peter to put his sword into its 
sheath, and gave two reasons 
for it. The first related to him
self, and amounted to this, that 
he would make no opposition, 

saying: "The cup which my 
Father hath given me, shall I 
not drink?" The second re
lated to Peter, viz., they who 
take the sword, shall perish by 
the sword; doubtless meaning 
that they who take and use a 
sword, as Peter had done, 
without lawful authority, and 
against lawful authority, m
cur the penalty and risk of per-

ishing by the sword. This 
meaning seems to be at
tached to those words by the 
occasion and circumstances 
which prompted them. If un
derstood in their unlimited 
latitude, they would contra
dict the experience and testi
mony of all ages, it being 
manifest that many military 
men die peaceably in their 
beds. 

.. .. Had the gospel regarded 
war as being in every case sin
ful, it seems strange that the 
apostle Paul should have been 
so unguarded as, in teaching 
the importance of faith, to use 
an argument which clearly 
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proves the lawfulness of war, 
VIZ.: 

"That it was through faith 
that Gideon, David, and oth
ers waxed valiant in fight and 
turned to flight the armies of 
the aliens" .... 

The gospel appears to me 
to consider the servants of 
Christ as having two capaci
ties of characters, with corre
spondent duties to sustain and 
fulfill. 

Being subjects of his spiri
tual kingdom, they are bound 
in that capacity to fight, pur
suant to his orders, with spiri
tual weapons against his and 
their spiritual enemies. 

Being also subjects and 
partakers in the rights and in
terests of a temporal or 
worldly state or kingdom, 
they are in that capacity bound 
whenever lawfully required, 
to fight with weapons in just 
and necessary war, against the 
worldly enemies of that state 
or kingdom. 

... The depravity which 
mankind inherited from their 
first parents, introduced wick
edness into the world. That 
wickedness rendered human 
government necessary to re
strain the violence and injus
tice resulting from it. To 
facilitate the establishment 
and administration of govern
ment, the human race, in the 
course of Providence, divided 
into separate and distinct na
tions. Every nation instituted 
government, with authority 
and power to protect it against 
domestice and foreign aggres
Sion. Each government pro
vided for the internal peace 
and security of the nation, by 
laws for punishing their of
fending subjects. The law of 
all the nations prescribed the 
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conduct which they were to 
observe towards each other, 
and allowed war to be waged 
by an innocent against an of
fending nation, when ren
dered just and necessary by 
unprovoked, atrocious, and 
unredressed injuries. 

Thus two kinds of justifi
able warfare arose; one 
against domestic malefactors; 
the other against foreign ag
gressors. The first being 
regulated by the law of the 
land; the second by the law of 
nations; and both consistently 
with the moral law. 

As to the first species of 
warfare, ... the gospel is ex
plicit. It commands us to 
obey the higher powers or 
ruler. It reminds us that "he 
beareth not the sword in 
vain"; that "he is the minister 
of God, and a revenger to exe
cute wrath upon him that 
doeth evil." Now, if he is not 
to bear the sword in vain, it 
follows that he is to use it to 
execute wrath on evil-doers, 
and consequently to draw 
blood and to kill on proper 

occasions. 
As to the second species of 

warfare, it certainly is as rea
sonable and as right that ana
tion be secure against 
injustice, disorder, and rapine 
from without as from within; 
and therefore it is the right and 
duty of the government or 
ruler to use force and the 
sword to protect and maintain 
the rights ofhis people against 
evil-doers of another nation. 
The reason and necessity of 
using force and the sword be
ing the same in both cases, the 
right or the law must be the 
same also. 

We are commanded to 
render to our government, to 
our Caesar, "the things that 
are Caesar's," that is, the 
things which belong to him, 
and not the things which do 
not belong to him. And surely 
this command cannot be con
strued to intend or imply that 
we ought to render to theCae
sar of another nation more 
than belongs to him. 

In case some powerful 
Caesar should demand of us to 

receive and obey a king of his 
nomination, and unite with 
him in all his wars, or that he 
would commence hostilities 
against us, what answer 
would it be proper for us to 
give such a demand? In my 
opinion, we ought to refuse, 
and vigorously defend our in
dependence by arms. To what 
other expedient could we 
have recourse? I cannot think 
that the gospel authorizes or 
encourages us, on such an oc
casion, to abstain from resis
tance, and to expect miracles 
to deliver us .... 

It is true that even just war 
is attended with evils, and so 
likewise is the administration 
of government and of justice; 
but is that a good reason for 
abolishing either of them? 
They are means by which 
greater evils are averted .... 

I nevertheless believe, and 
have perfect faith in the 
prophecy, that the time will 
come when "the nations will 
beat their swords into plough
shares, and their spears into 
pruning-hooks; when nation 
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shall not lift up sword against 
nation, neither shall they learn 
war any more." .... 

But whatever may be the 
time or the means adopted by 
Providence for the abolition 
of war, I think we may, with
out presumption, conclude 
that mankind must be pre
pared and fitted for the recep
tion, enjoyment, and pre
servation of universal perma
nent peace, before they will be 
blessed with it. Are they as 
yet fitted for it? Certainly not. 
Even if it was practicable, 
would it be wise to disarm the 
good before "the wicked 
cease from troubling?" By 
what other means than arms 
and military force can unof
fending rulers and nations 
protect their rights against un
provoked aggressions from 
within and from without? 
Are there any other means to 
which they could recur, and 
on the efficacy of which they 
could rely? To this question I 
have not as yet heard, nor 
seen, a direct and precise an
swer.... li'' 

The Death Penalty - American 
Style 

A review of John 
Grisham's The 

Chamber. 

For 23 consecutive 
weeks now, John 
Grisham's new novel, 

The Chamber, has appeared 
on the New York Times Best 
Seller List. His fifth novel, 
The Chamber chronicles the 
story of the final month in a 
condemned murderer's life. 

The convict is not a run-of
the-mill killer. As a member 
of the Ku Klux Klan, he had 
aided and abetted the bomb-

ing of the office of a Jewish 
civil rights lawyer in Missis
sippi in the 1960's, resulting 
in the deaths of the lawyer's 
twin five-year old boys. The 
lawyer survived, but lost both 
legs from the knees down. 

Twice tried in the 1960's, 
the condemned man escaped 
conviction,when the juries 
failed to return a verdict. Fol
lowing the second hung jury, 
the victim's family pressed 

for a third trial to no avail. 
The father of the dead boys 
committed suicide; and the 
mother went back to Mem
phis to live with her family. 

By the late 1970's, the po
litical climate in Mississippi 
changed. A young district at
torney with political ambi
tions resurrected the case. 
This time the jury found the 
Klansman guilty of capital 
murder and sentenced him to 
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death. 
All of this is laid out in the 

first 22 pages to set the stage 
for the 464 pages that follow. 
Grisham's pen is not there for 
the victims and their family, 
but for the convicted mur
derer, Sam Cayhall, and his 
family, especially his lawyer
grandson, Adam Hall. 

Grisham gives them both 
human dimension, evoking in 
the reader care and compas
sion for them. Except for 
brief references to the vic
tims' mother and a glimpse of 
their grandfather, Grisham 
seals them from view, thereby 
insuring that the reader has 
almost no emotional response 
to the victims' family as the 
execution date draws near. 

Masterfully, Grisham suc
ceeds in creating in the reader 
a feel for the public response 
to a murder dimmed by the 
long delay - commonly more 
than a decade - between con
viction and execution. Vic
tims' families and their 
supporters are hard pressed to 
arouse public sympathy for 
the long lost loved one. The 
condemned man is a living 
human being facing death 
now. 

There is no question, in 
Grisham's novel and in real 
life, that this problem is one 
created by lawyers and 
judges. Even though the Su
preme Court has ruled that the 
death penalty is constitu
tional, it has invited attorneys 
for the condemned to take ad
vantage of a veritable laby
rinth of appeals and 
post-conviction challenges to 
make sure that no mistake has 
been made. 

Even when the courts fi
nally grow tired of a particular 
case, a resourceful lawyer can 

tie a number of judges and 
their clerks up in knots. Thus, 
Grisham packs into four 
weeks eight separate proceed
ings on two different claims in 
four different courts, turning 
the lawyers for the State and 
the prison officials responsi
ble for the execution into 
nervous wrecks. 

Given such pressure, it is 
not surprising that Grisham's 

But even this man waffles, 
distinguishing between "the 
cold-blooded killers ... [who] 
should be gassed quickly" and 
"those who simply made a 
mistake and would never 
dream of shedding more 
blood." Executing anyone in 
the latter group, in the guard's 
opinion "served no [societal] 
purpose" (p. 112). 

Grisham's prison employ-

Grisham's prison employees shed their 
misgivings and doubts about the death 

penalty with the convenient excuse that 
they are ''just doing their job" 

career civil servants - the ones 
with the responsibility of car
rying out the executions -
"hate" the death penalty . 
Life would be so much easier 
if the warden and his assis
tants did not have to cock one 
ear to the telephone while 
strapping the condemned man 
in the chair in the gas cham
ber. 

Such inconveniences 
would be more tolerable, if 
Grisham's prison officials re
ally believed in the death pen
alty. With one exception, 
they do not. The prison law
yer, for example, tells Cay
hall's grandson-lawyer, that 
he opposes the death penalty 
"most of the time" (p.67). 
The warden finds the reasons 
for the death penalty "sterile" 
(p. 85). 

The exception is a prison 
guard who, although he 
"hated executions .. . believed 
in the death penalty because 
he was a religious man, and 
when God said an eye for an 
eye, then God meant it." 

ees shed their misgivings and 
doubts about the death pen
alty with the convenient ex
cuse that they are "just doing 
their job" (pp. 70-71 ). 

One has to get outside the 
prison - to the lawyers in the 
offices of the governor and 
attorney general - to find 
strong support for capital pun
ishment. Even there , 
Grisham introduces the reader 
to just one, and he is a carica
ture nicknamed "Dr. Death." 

The Attorney General and 
the Governor - the latter 
providentially the one who 
successfully prosecuted Cay
hall - support the penalty only 
because it is perceived to be to 
their political advantage (pp. 
144, 417-19). To men like 
these the death penalty is jus
tified because "the people" 
demand it (p. 99) or because 
the victims' families require it 
(p. 430). 

In contrast, Grisham's 
death penalty opponents 
come to their position out of 
personal moral conviction . 
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Moreover, they are consis
tent, opposing the death pen
alty in all cases. 

This point is hammered 
home throughout the novel. 
All ofCayhall's defense attor
neys - from the Jewish law 
firm in Chicago to the dedi
cated Black public interest 
lawyer in Jackson- stand four 
square against Cayhall' s rac
ist hate-filled life and persona. 
Yet all are willing to make 
personal, economic, and pro
fessional sacrifices to save 
him from the gas chamber 
(pp. 364, 428). 

This point is clinched 
through the grandson-lawyer. 
Repelled by his grandfather's 
Klan legacy, the young man 
nevertheless volunteers to 
wage a last hour fight to keep 
the old man alive . What 
drives him from the beginning 
and sustains him to the end is 
his unalterable opposition to 
the death penalty (pp. 27, 
481 ). His conviction never 
wanes, but grows deeper, 
leading him to decide to leave 
his promising and lucrative 
career as a Chicago lawyer to 
engage full-time in "death 
penalty litigation" (p. 485). 

Given such a self-sacrific
ing "cloud of witnesses," 
Grisham does not have to 
spell out any reasons for op
posing the death penalty . 
They are self-evident. The 
grandson-lawyer settles the 
matter with the moral pro
nouncement that executing a 
convicted murderer is "mur
der" (p. 429). And Grisham's 
prison chaplain adds: "Kill
ing is always wrong" (p. 404). 

According to a Time maga
zine book review, Grisham 
confessed on National Public 
Radio that, before he wrote 
The Chamber he was "a 
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strong advocate of the death 
penalty, but that he is now 
troubled and undecided." The 
reviewer expressed hope that 
the book would have the same 
impact on its readers, con
vincing many that "killing is a 
shameful, demeaning re
sponse to evil." Time (June 
20, 1994). 

But this is not the testi
mony of Grisham's protago
nist in the novel. Condemned 
to death, Sam Cayhall is intro
duced as a hardened and bitter 
man. Four weeks later and 
minutes away from the gas 
chamber, he is a man set free 
from the guilt and hatred that 
had held him in bondage for 
most of his seventy years. 
What happened? 

The change was a gradual 
one, beginning with the reali
zation that his grandson cared 
for him, not as a lawyer for a 
client, but as a grandson for a 

grandfather. Slowly through 
the persistent questioning of 
the grandson, probing his 
past, and finally through the 
gentle prodding of the prison 
chaplain, Sam confessed to 
having participated in two 
lynchings and another mur
der. And he takes full respon
sibility for the death ofthe two 
Jewish boys, even though he 
had no idea that the bomb had 
been timed by an accomplice 
to go off when people would 
be in the lawyer's office. 

Then, just before heading 
into the Isolation Room, his 
last stop before the gas cham
ber, Sam confesses Christ as 
his personal savior (p. 468). 
With so little time to bear wit
ness that his confession is real, 
Grisham gives him two tests 
and Sam passes them both. 

First, Sam is insulted in the 
Isolation Room by a prison 
official for whom Sam har-

bored a deep hatred. Just two 
hours before, Sam had con
fessed this hatred to the chap
lain: 

You know, preacher, my 
heart has been touched these 
past few days in ways I never 
dreamed possible. But, for 
the life of me, I hate that jerk 
out there. And I can't over
come it. 

After confessing Christ, 
Sam handles the insult with 
gentleness and compassion, 
yet with words that conveyed 
genuine truth (p. 470). 

Second, Sam fmally tells 
his grandson why he had not 
told him earlier that he had an 
accomplice in the bombing of 
the lawyer's office. It was, in 
part, to protect the grandson 
from the killer who was prob
ably in the crowd outside the 
prison walls waiting for the 
execution to take place. The 
grandson protested: 

8 

You're dying for someone 
else's crime. 

No. I could've saved those 
little boys. And God knows 
that I've killed my share of 
people. I deserve this, Adam. 

No one deserves this. 
It is far better than living. 

If they took me back to my cell 
right now and told me I'd stay 
there until I died, you know 
what I would do? 

What? 
I'd kill myself 
Had Sam Cayhall never 

faced the death penalty he 
would, no doubt, have 
avoided these confessions and 
disregarded Christ. But the 
death penalty fulfilled its 
Godly purpose, restoring Sam 
Cayhall to human dignity 
(Gen.9:6) and bringing him to 
Christ (Gal. 3:24). 6'·~ 

CHRISTIANS AND JOURNALISM 

Many writers, for 
example, believe 

they are ''journal
ists" just because 

they "write. " 

by Clifford W. Kelly* 

Beware of the scribes who 
like to walk around in long 
robes, and like respected 
greetings in the market 
places. Mark 12:38. 

I n November 1992, a very 
special convention took 
place in Washington, 

D.C. at the Washington Na
tional Cathedral. Touted as 
the "First National Confer
ence of Christian Journalists," 
between 60 and 70 Christian 
journalism professionals met 
to wrestle with a central ques
tion: What are Christian jour-

nalists? 
The first issue is in many 

ways the simplest: What is a 
journalist? As simplistic as 
the question may appear, it is 
of vital importance. Much 
confusion exists about what a 
journalist really is, and there
fore, what he is expected to do 
in and for a society. Many 
writers, for example, believe 
they are "journalists" just be
cause they "write." If that 
were so, my six year old 
daughter, Bohemian poets, 
obscure playrights, and kiss 'n 
tell books by fallen politi
cians' confidants would qual
ify. 

* Professor of Political Communication, Regent University 

University of Texas jour
nalism professor and author, 
Marvin Olasky, defmes jour
nalism more carefully as "in
formation and analysis 
concerning recent events, 
published in multiple copies 
or disseminated beyond the 
immediate reach of the 
speaker's voice ." Olasky, 
Central Ideas in the Develop
ment of American Journalism 
5 (1991). 

A journalist serves not 
only as reporter of important 
news events to the culture, but 
more importantly, as inter
preter (or critical analyst) of 
the culture. This means that it 
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is the journalist who quite lit
erally serves as mediator be
tween what happens in the 
world, and how the populace 
as a whole comes to under
stand it. Thus, the journalist 
holds enormous power over 
others' daily lives, in that he 
claims to tell others what is 
real, what is important and 
what is right. 

A second question is 
tougher: What is ·a Christian 
journalist? The answer is 
found largely in what a jour
nalist knows, and second, 
what he does with what he 
knows. 

As for know ledge, a Chris
tian journalist must truly 
know God. This must begin 
with the journalist's coming 
into an intimate and saving 
knowledge of God through 
his Son, the Lord Jesus Christ. 
He must have a living testi
mony (Romans 1 0:9). 

A Christainjournalistmust 
also know God's Law. That 
is, he must study hard the 
Scriptures to show himself 
"approved to God as a work
man who does not need to be 
ashamed, handling accurately 
the word of truth" (I Tim. 
2:15). Not unlike the ancient 
Hebrew scribes (from gram
mateus) who were profes
sional writers "well versed in 
the Law," the Christian jour
nalist must be a true student of 
the Scriptures, and record and 
report from the perspective of 
Scripture to the culture of the 
day. Cf. Zodhiates, The He
brew-Greek Study Bible 1818 
(1990). 

Yet, this is still not enough. 
A Christian journalist must 
know God's world from 
God's worldview, for "the 
earth is the Lord's and. all it 

contains, the world, and all 
those who dwell in it" (Ps. 
24:1 ). Thus, the Christian 
journalist must apply Biblical 
understanding to all aspects of 
God's created order, includ
ing the Church, the family, 
law, government, media, art, 
economics, science, and espe
cially history. 

As for what a journalist 

does, for him to be truly 
Christian he must know what 
his proper call and function in 
society is. Journalist Wesley 
Pippert writes: 

The job of the journalist is 
to pursue and publish the 
truth· no more, and certainly 
no less. Pippert, An Ethics of 
News 3 ( 1989) (Emphasis 
added.) 

What is truth? As I para
phrased Pippert in my Wash
ington address: 

Truth is objective, truth is 
factual, truth is ems:1h [in the 
Hebrew]. .. It is trustworthy, 
implies certainty, depend
ability, faithfulness.. . It 
matches reality .. . [T}ruth 
contains the core, the essence, 
the nub, the heart of the mat
ter .. . Truth is simple and clear, 
and tied to justice and peace .. . 

[T]ruth emancipates and is 
responsible. Cf Id at 10-14. 

Jesus said, "If you abide in 
my word, then you are truly 
disciples of Mine; and you 
shall know the truth and the 
truth shall make you free." 
John 8:31-32. Jesus, Himself, 
is not only the truth (John 
14:6), but manifested Himself 
unto the world as "the light of 

men" (John 1:4). He came as 
a light that "shines in the dark
ness" (John 1 :5) in order to (1) 
expose evil (which hates the 
light) and (2) manifest truth 
(which loves the light) and 
which is "always wrought in 
God" (See John 3: 19-21). 

As the journalist consis
tently reports the truth, he per
forms a vitally important 
social and historic function: 
he brings light to the present 
darkness. Marvin Olasky lik
ens this role to what he calls 
corruption story journalism. 
Olasky, Central Ideas, at 9. 

The Christian journalist, 
then, must expose evildoers, 
especially those in high places 
who violate the public trust. 
At the same time, the Chris
tian journalist must commend 
truth where it may be found in 
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the culture- a problem ofBib
lical proportion, since so 
many journalists today have 
forgotten both God and truth. 
Cf. Efron, The News Twisters 
(1971 ); Rothman, et al, The 
Media Elite (1986). 

But the task is possible, un
der the guidance of the Holy 
Spirit. While one may not be 
able to communicate an infal
lible report as Luke did under 
the inspiration of the Holy 
Spirit, a Christian journalist 
must adopt the methodology 
that Luke did in the writing of 
the gospel: 

Inasmuch as many have 
undertaken to compile an ac
count of the things accom
plished among us, just as 
those who from the beginning 
were eyewitnesses and ser
vants of the word have handed 
them down to us, it seemed 
fitting for me as well, having 
investigated everything care
fully from the beginning, to 
write it out for you in consecu
tive order, most excellent 
Theophilus; so that you might 
know the exact truth about the 
things you have been taught. 
Luke 1:1-4. 

Careful attention to the de
tails of truth is made possible 
because God has "given order, 
purpose, and meaning to real
ity." To this Creator and His 
reality, a journalist is called to 
be "truthful, fair, objective, 
and informed." Kelly, Task 
Force on the News Media: A 
Preliminary Proposal 3 1 
(1989). 

What kind of reports does 
such a journalist produce? As 
I spoke to the Washington 
conference in November 
1992, he presents "a report 
which adequately agrees with 
final reality." Not the perfect 
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rendering of reality, or an ab
solutely true report, but as at
torney Kerry Morgan has 
written, the truth made known 
sufficiently to render the re
port truthful in its substance 
and effect, which is to bring 
life to the audience. Morgan, 
Twelve Essays Exploring 
Communication and Journal-

ism from a Biblical Perspec
tive 16 (1991). Cf. John 14:6. 

If the New Barbarians are 
invading everywhere {as 
theologian Carl Henry has 
warned in Twilight of a Great 
Civilization (1988)}, then the 
demand for truly Christian 
journalists is great, indeed. 
And who will hear their re-

ports and heed their message 
(Cf. Is. 53: 1)? While only 
brave and humble hearts can 
bear such news, that is no rea
son for Christians to avoid the 
journalist's task. 

If Christians fail, God, 
Himself will judge the church 
in order to restore truth (I Pet. 
4:17). The question is when 
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He comes will He fmd faith 
among us (Luke 18:8)? May 
those in the church who are 
called to journalism work 
hard while it is still day to 
ensure that He will (John 
(9:4). t;'' 

ORPHANAGES WITH A 
TWIST 

While on "Meet 
the Press", the in

domitable Speaker
to-be, Newt 

Gingrich, sug
gested that the 
White House 

should rent Holly
wood's sappy idyll 

of orphanages, 
"Boys' Town". 

By Tegen J. Titus 

0 f all the issues ban
died about after the 
Republican land

slide, the return of the orphan
age is quickly proving itself to 
be one of the most hotly con
tested. It has already produced 
one of the most memorable 
exchanges since the nation's 
lurch from the left. While on 
"Meet the Press", the indomi
table Speaker-to-be, Newt 
Gingrich, suggested that the 
White House should rent Hol
lywood's sappy idyll of or
phanages, "Boys' Town". To 
which, George Stephanopou
los promptly shot back "We'll 
mail all the Republican mem
bers [of Congress] a copy of 
Oliver Twist." Newsweek, p. 
30 (Dec. 12, 1994). 

This fracas over fictional 
fantasia reveals many things. 
First, our leaders in govern
ment are even more removed 
from reality than we had pre
viously been led to believe. 
And second, Dickens' works 
and his criticisms of Victorian 
Age English society are more 
important than either Gin
grich or Stephanopoulos 

thinks. 
The problem of the or

phaned child is anything but 
imagined. "There are nearly 
500,000 kids .... in [Amer
ica's] child-welfare system" 
today that are being bounced 
through the various govern
ment departments installed to 
"care" for them, 75% of 
whom are in foster homes. 
Newsweek (Dec. 12, 1994). 
And the numbers are rapidly 
growing. 

The social workers within 
the system will at least ac
knowledge that there are 
problems with the present 
policies, but they balk at the 
suggestion for any major 
overhaul. 

Some call for a more Dra
conian set of rules concerning 
parental child custody. Dy
anne Greer, a deputy Mari
copa County attorney and a 
critic of the foster-care sys
tem, says, "What is needed is 
to get tougher on abusive and 
neglectful parents - some
thing akin to one strike and 
you're out.'" The Phoenix 
Gazette (AprilS, 1994). 

This strikes the more lib
eral wing of the group as be-

ing too punitive. "It isn't that 
the foster-care system fails to 
work, [says] Pat Jenson, pro
gram manager for the Arizona 
Foster Care Board. It's that 
society has failed to support it. 
The Phoenix Gazette (April 8, 
1994) . In other words, 
"gimme some more dough." 

Whatever their differ
ences, however, they all ap
pear to agree with Hillary 
Clinton that a return to the 
orphanage is "absurd ." 
David Fuks, a Portland ad
ministrator for the Children's 
Services Division of Oregon 
is typical: "The old-style or
phanage is dead and gone and 
should remain that way." The 
Oregonian (August 4, 1991 ). 

But the critics outside the 
system are not so sure that this 
would be enough. 

They point out that the ap
parent goal of the current fos
ter-care system is to return the 
child to their biological par
ents at any cost, and this cost 
is in most cases the children 
themselves. In one particu
larly gloomy illustration they 
recall a recent case in Minne
sota. Two brothers from Min
neapolis, ages 7 and 8, were' 
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put through 27 placements -
with relatives, foster parents, 
emergency shelters and their 
own parents - and still had no 
permanent place to live. St. 
Paul Pioneer Press Dispatc, 
(September 4, 1990). 

While an extreme case, 
the persistant absence of sta
bility and permanency in the 
foster-care system has led 
some to advocate the return of 
the orphanage. Philadelphia 
judge Lois Forer, one of the 
first people to suggest the 
idea, explained why: 

When I was sitting on the 
bench and I would see chil
dren who had been really tor
tured or mutilated by their 
parents, I would send the 
abuser to prison and the child 
would go back to the very 
home where the mother did 
not protect him. What of
fended me most was when you 
had a father raping his 
daughters and [the social 
workers J told me, 'Send the 
family for therapy, keep the 
family together! ' I say that is 
not a family. Id 

Is it any wonder, then, that 
when a homeless runaway 
street-kid, after being offered 
by Monte) Williams to be 
placed in an upscale home for 
parentless teens during his 
show this December, de
clined, saying, "No. After 
that, where will I have to go?" 

Arguably, one of the lead
ing causes of this mess is the 
restrictions put on adoption. 
When parents neglect and/or 
abuse their children, the big 
push is for the biological par
ent to retain custody. This is 
so, in most part, because there 
is a huge shortage of couples 
eligible to adopt them. 
' Why the shortage? Adop-

tion agencies thrive in Amer
ica, and childless couples are 
reported to spend tens of thou
sands in order to adopt a child. 
There is certainly a "market" 
for these children. Why can 't 
these parentless children be 
united with these childless 
couples? 

The answer is race. Ac
cording to the St. Paul Pio
neer Press Dispatch, the 

adopted, and otherwise could 
be adopted, cannot be 
adopted. And in consequence 
they ricochet around the so
cial system like pin balls, just 
as the two boys in Minnesota 
did. Needless to say, with 
their "culture" hardly intact. 

Unwittingly, Mr. Steph
anopoulos invoked Charles 
Dickens to defend all this. 
Had he applied the lamp of 

Children ricochet 
around the social sys

tem like pinballs... with 
their "culture" hardly 

intact. 

majority of the children in the 
system are black, and the so
cial agencies, in their inesti
mable wisdom, have declared 
that black children can only be 
adopted by black families. 
When asked for the reason, 
the usual answer is: "Well, so 
that the children's 'culture' 
might not be corrupted." 
(This rationale does not, how
ever, extend to Asians and 
rarely extends to Hispanic 
children. However, it does ex
tend to native Americans. 
Ironically, a similar sort of 
rule concerning inter-racial 
dating at ultra-conservative 
Christian college Bob Jones 
University was the reason it 
had its tax exemption re
voked.) 

As a result, huge numbers 
of children that should be 

Dickens' works to the current 
foster care system, he would 
have found striking similari
ties between it and the orphan
age/workhouse of Oliver 
Twist. 

First, a system of compen
sation subsidized the orphan
age director, Mrs. Mann, in 
Oliver Twist in much the same 
way as "trained" foster par
ents are supported in America 
today. "Sevenpenny
halfpenny's worth per week" 
was what Mrs. Mann received 
per "small head" in Dickens ' 
tale, "enough to overload his 
stomach, and make it uncom
fortable." Likewise, foster 
parents receive anywhere be
tween $300.00 and $800.00 
per month for each child. Ba
sically enough to feed and 
clothe the little tot. 

II 

This sort of funding invites 
the abuser. Dickens' Mrs. 
Mann "knew what was good 
for children; and she had a 
very accurate perception of 
what was good for herself. So, 
she appropriated the greater 
part of the weekly stipend to 
her own use, and consigned 
the rising [orphans] to even a 
shorter allowance." So today, 
many children are similarly 
deprived by their foster par
ents who pocket the resulting 
extra cash. As in Oliver's or
phanage, too many times 
these abuses result in tragedy 
and death. 

Second, the housing of 
Oliver emerged from a tan
gled and intricate web of so
cial agencies: 

[After Oliver was born he] 
was duly reported by the 
workhouse authorities to the 
parish authorities. The parish 
authorities inquired with dig
nity of the workhouse authori
ties, whether there was no 
female then domiciled in 'the 
house' who was in a situation 
to impart to Oliver, the conso
lation and nourishment of 
which he stood in need The 
workhouse authorities replied 
with humility, that there was 
not. Upon this, the parish 
authorities magnaminously 
and humanely resolved, that 
he should be 'farmed', or in 
other words, that he should be 
dispatched to a branch work
house. 

All while the then infant 
Oliver was fighting for his 
young life. One does not need 
a masters degree in social 
work from Berkeley to recog
nize a description of Ameri
can beuracratic red tape when 
one sees it. 

Dickens' solution to the or-
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phanage problem consisted of 
one word. Adoption. 

Throughout his works, the 
heroes and heroines are the 
adoptive parents. From Mr. 
Brownlow in Oliver Twist, to 
the good-hearted Joe Gargery 
and well-meaning but inept 
Provis in Great Expectations, 
to David Copperfield's gruff 
but kind aunt, Miss Betsy, 
Dickens points out that the 
only time the orphan or un
wanted child obtained happi
ness (and a home) was when 
they came in contact with peo
ple who took them in for the 
right reason. Love. No seven
pence-halfpenny nor $800.00 
per month required. 

All this does not mean that 
the Republican members of 
Congress should toss their 
newly acquired copies of 
Oliver Twist into their guilded 
congressional wastebaskets. 
No, not only should they 
heartily encourage young 
George S. in any activity (like 
distributing Victorian Age 
English literature to elected 
representatives) that keeps 
him away from shaping pub
lic policy, but Republicans 
could learn many valuable 
lessons from reading Dickens 
as well. 

The initial question to be 
addressed is what kind of or
phanages are the Republicans 
proposing? Are they modeled 
after Newt's Blockbuster 
oldie, "Boys' Town"? An 
ideal charitably-run institu
tion installed by people who 
truly care for the child in 
need? Or are they the govern
ment funded "charities" that 
were indicted throughout 
Oliver Twist and other Dick
ens classics. 

It appears to be the latter. 

Gingrich's "newly announced 
welfare-reform bill would al
low (but not direct) state gov
ernments to use federal funds 
to establish-orphanages if they 
chose." Newsweek p.30 (Dec. 
12, 1994). 

This new American hybrid 
of the orphanage is a far cry 
from the religiously run or
phanage in "Boys' Town." It 
is, however, an exact copy of 

ing" Mrs. Jellby compeled 
their respective families into 
supporting various "charita
ble" causes. This method of 
"involuntary giving" caused 
all their family members to 
not only be extremely miser
able, but also made them de
spise the very "charity" in 
which they were being forced 
to be a member. 

Dickens' lesson was sim-

Dickens' lesson was simple. 
Charities are best left to the 

charitable individual. 

England ' s state supported 
parishes in Oliver Twist- with 
one exception. The new form 
is vastly more expensive. 

"Residential care ... can 
cost as much as $20,000 to 
$48,000 a year per child com
pared with a maximum of $4, 
680 paid by DCFS per child to 
foster parents per year," says 
the Chicago Sun Times in a 
February 13, 1994 article on 
orphanages. But as with any 
new government institution, 
too much is never enough. 
"Get yourself out of that little 
pool of money and get into 
that big pool of money or this 
society is going down the 
tubes," says orphanage propo
nent, David H. Olson. The 
Oregonian (August 4, 1991). 

State supported "charity" 
is exactly what Dickens de
spised. In fact, he did not limit 
his critique simply to orphan
ages. Some of his most 
memorable villains appeared 
in his novel Bleak House, in 
which the self-righteous Mrs. 
Pardiggle and "high-think-

ple. Charities are best left to 
the charitable individual. 

The second question raised 
by the Republican plan is: 
Who will be housed in these 
orphanages and for how long? 
Will the children be held only 
until suitable parents are 
found for them, or will they be 
housed in the orphanage until 
they come of age? 

As for who, not only would 
the orphan in the classic sense 
of the word (parentless) and 
the modem-day orphan (the 
child from an abusive or ne
glectful family) be sent to 
these new institutions, but 
Gingrich would add an en
tirely new class: The child of 
the single parent (i.e. mother). 

Republicans... want girls 
who get pregnant to give up 
their infants for adoption. 
Most simply 'don't know how 
to be good mothers, ' says 
Charles Murray of the Ameri
can Enterprise Institute. 'A 
great many of them have no 
business being mothers and 
their feelings don't count as 
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much as the welfare of the 
child. '"Newsweek p.32 (Dec. 
12, 1994). 

Tell that to the mother of 
the child. Patricia James, an 
18-year-old mother who lives 
in a group home in New York 
City with her 2-year-old 
daughter Del-Sha, when 
asked whether she would give 
up her child, said, "Del-Sha is 
my shadow. She' s all I've got 
- I don ' t have nobody." /d. 
Quite a low price levied on 
family ties considering it is 
coming from the party of 
''family values. " 

As for how long, unless 
adoption policies are changed 
significantly, the answer is 
until the orphaned child be
comes an adult. After all, 
68% of single mothers are 
black (Jd. at 41) and, if black 
children can only be adopted 
by black couples, the chances 
for many to be adopted are 
greatly reduced. So, like 
Oliver, off to the orphanage 
you go! 

To discover what Dickens 
said about this issue, George 
S. should load his Congres
sional Bookmobile with 
Dickens' David Copperfield 
and his later work, Great Ex
pectations. 

Dickens recognized that 
there was much more to life 
than money. When David 
Copperfield's Aunt Betsey 
proclaimed to be destitute, 
did David tum tail and run 
because she could no longer 
provide for him? Absolutely 
not. He offered, instead, his 
meager earnings to bolster the 
affairs of his family. Never 
mind that his education or fu
ture might suffer. He recog
nized his duty to the people he 
loved. 



The Forecast- January 1995 

Had David done other
wise, he may have ended up 
like Pip in Great Expecta
tions. Pip, the star of the 
novel, abandons the true love 
of his adoptive father, the 
good-hearted Joe Gargery, for 
the false hope of becoming a 
gentleman. He doggedly pur
sues his hollow, worldly goals 
of society to win the love of 
the brutally cold but exquisite 
Estella. In the end, as his 
world comes crashing down, 
Pip discovers that the only 
thing he can count on is the 
love of his family. 

And if Republicans have 
not yet had their fill of Oliver, 
Pip, and their like, they can 
tum to Dickens' novel Bleak 
House for his Victorian Age 
lesson on the plight of single 
mothers. Here they would en
counter the indescribable an
guish of Mrs. Deadlock, 
forced to give up her daugh
ter, Esther, simply because 
she was born illegitimate. Es
ther, in tum, spent her child
hood with an abusive foster 

parent rather than her own 
mother because it was deter
mined to be in her (and her 
mother's) best interest. Mur
phy Brown's dilemna paled in 
comparison. 

So Republicans, by ex
huming the "best interest of 
the child" argument, are fall
ing into that same trap liberals 
have been mired in for years, 
equating a well-provided but 
loveless home with a love
filled but destitute family. 

So how can we solve this 
national dilemma? An obvi
ous first step is to dissolve the 
racist practice that denies to 
native American and black 
children loving adoptive 
families. If such practices had 
been in effect twenty-five 
years ago, my own family 
would have consisted of one 
less member. The younger of 
my two elder brothers is a na
tive American from the Alas
kan Tlingit tribe. Not only 
would current policies have 
prevented him from obtaining 
a loving permanent home 

(with all the benefits that go 
with it), but I would have been 
denied my childhood play
mate, best friend, and brother. 
All so that social workers 
could proudly proclaim the 
preservation ofhis "culture". 

Isn't it just like big govern
ment to decide what is more 
valuable to the individual than 
the individual himself. 

The second thing that we 
should do is remove the gov
ernment (if not all at least the 
Federal) from the business of 
charity. How many times do 
we have to experience the de
bacles in various areas of our 
society when government 
shoves its snout into places 
where it was not intended. 
Would we do the same for 
orphanages that which we 
have done for mass transit? As 
in that industrial marvel, Am
trak? How can we expect the 
same government who cannot 
even deliver a I ounce letter to 
a home in a timely fashion, to 
provide an orphaned teen with 
an address in order that he can 
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receive any of that two-week 
old mail? Perhaps FedEx can 
open an adoption agency. 

Last, we should allow the 
orphanage to return only in its 
truely pure form . The church
run institution which exists to 
provide a home for children 
solely out oflove. As Dickens 
pointed out so often, when 
you add extraneous motives, 
such as government subsi
dized jobs, in a charity, you 
only invite people who would 
not otherwise give of their 
time. The narrow escape of 
Oliver from the chimney 
sweep, Mr. Gamfield (who 
tried to adopt him in order that 
he could pay off his debt with 
the 5 pound reward) is a good 
illustration. 

So perhaps while Newt re
moves that Nike from his 
mouth for conjuring up im
ages of "Boys' Town" , 
George can run out and buy 
the entire collection of Char
les Dickens in order that they 
can sit down and read them 
together. ~' 

THE ESTABLISHMENT CLAUSE: 

Even the "Chris
tian Right" has 

failed to restore 
the Bible and the 

laws of God to the 
political and pub
lic policy arenas. 

PUBLIC POLICY 
(Conclusion of a four-part 

essay) 

T he role that the Chris
tian religion once 
played in the formu

lation of public policy in 
America has been all but for
gotten. Today, hardly anyone 
in public life relies on the Bi
ble to justify any policy 
choice. Very few even refer 
to the nation's charter, the 

Declaration of Independence, 
as the source of civil law and 
liberty. That document's en
dorsement of the "laws of na
ture and of nature's God," of 
God-given rights, and of 
God' s sovereignty has been 
drowned in a sea of evolution
ary humanism. 

Even the "Christian Right" 
has failed to restore the Bible 
and the laws of God to the 
political and public policy 

arenas. This is so because the 
leaders of the new Christian 
conservative movement do 
not have a theologically based 
political and legal philosophy 
to apply to the issues of public 
policy. Consequently, they 
have accepted the legal and 
political turf given to them by 
their opposition and the rules 
established by that opposition 
for determining who occupies 
the contested ground. 
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The battle over school 
prayer is illustrative. A few 
years back, prayer opponents 
took their court offensive 
from the public school class
room (where for two decades 
they had been consistently 
victorious) to the graduation 
ceremony. In 1992, they came 
away with yet another victory 
when the U.S.Supreme Court 
struck down, by a vote of 5-4, 
clergy-led prayer at gradu
ation exercises. Lee v. Weis
man, 505 U.S. ----, 120 L. Ed. 
2d 467 (1992). 

Following the Weisman 
defeat, prayer proponents 
seized upon language in the 
court's several opinions that 
appeared to permit student
led voluntary prayer. Armed 
with this language, they 
launched a nationwide cam
paign not only to defend such 
prayer at graduation time, but 
to establish in the fall of each 
year voluntary prayer around 
the flag pole on school 
grounds. 

Now, with the Republican 
take-over of the House of 
Representatives and the Sen
ate, prayer proponents are 
hoping to enshrine their vol
untary student-led prayer 
movement into the constitu
tion. By doing so, they risk 
legitimating their opponents' 
position, namely, that official 
prayer, including that offered 
by chaplains paid out of pub
lic funds, is a violation of the 
Establishment Clause. 

More significantly, they 
risk legitimating tax-sup
ported public schools, the 
constitutionality of which has 
never been challenged much 
less sustained. In addition, 
they leave untouched court 
precedents that require the re-

moval of all vestiges of a re
ligious worldview from the 
public school classroom. 

Of what significance is a 
constitutional right for indi
vidual students or groups of 
students to pray - at the begin
ning of the day or at the end of 
twelve years of education -
when students are taught in 
their history and government 
classes as if God does not ex-

Moses and the Ten Com
mandments appearing on the 
wall directly behind the Penn
sylvania Supreme Court in the 
main Capitol Building in Har
risburg. 

But, if the Ten Command
ments are an unconstitutional 
establishm;!nt of religion, 
when posted on a public 
school classroom wall {as the 
Supreme Court concluded in 

What is needed in this bat
tle is a new strategy. A 
strategy that rests upon 

the constitutional text and 
its historic meaning. 

ist and the Bible is irrelevant? 
Will not God and His Law 
continue to play, at best, a 
symbolic role in the prepara
tion of America's public 
school children for citizen
ship? And will not the priva
tization of religion in 
American life continue 
apace? 

By continuing to 
strengthen the idea that God 
and the Scriptures belong in 
the home and the church, and 
only on the fringes of public 
life, the school prayer amend
ment will reinforce the ongo
ing efforts to remove even the 
symbols of religion that re
main in the public square. 

To date, no serious court 
challenge has been waged 
against the placing of "In God 
We Trust" on America's 
"money." Or to remove "un
der God" from the flag salute. 
Or to remove the mural of 

Stonev. Graham, 449 U.S. 39 
(1980)}, then the precedent is 
already in place to justify their 
removal from the courthouse 
wall. 

What is needed in this bat
tle is a new strategy. A strat
egy that rests upon the 
constitutional text and its his
toric meaning. 

Since Everson v. Board of 
Education, 330 U.S. 1 (1946), 
the United States Supreme 
Court has claimed that the 
meaning of the religion 
clauses is that which was es
tablished in Article I, Section 
16 of the 1776 Virginia Con
stitution, as applied by James 
Madison and Thomas Jeffer
son in the battle over state tax 
support for Christian teachers 
in Virginia. 

Neither Madison nor Jef
ferson claimed that the NoEs
tablishment principle was 
violated because the proposal 
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to support Christian education 
failed some kind of religious 
neutrality test. To the con
trary, both resisted state-sup
ported education because 
matters of"opinion" belonged 
exclusively to God, outside 
the jurisdiction of the state. 
See Titus, "No Taxation or 
Subsidization: Two Indis
pensable Principles of Free
dom of Religion," 22 Cumb. 
L. Rev. 505 (1991-92). 

The true Madison/Jeffer
son legacy is not religious 
neutrality in law and politics, 
but a legal and political sepa
ration of the jurisdiction of the 
church and of the state. That 
jurisdictional distinction, in 
tum, rests upon an assessment 
of the nature of the duty as 
determined by the laws of 
God. 

If a duty is, by nature, en
forcible by "force or violence" 
- such as the duty to protect 
the sanctity of human life -
then the state has jurisdiction. 
It could - indeed, it must -
adopt the Biblical defmition 
of murder and, upon convic
tion, impose the penalty of 
death, as prescribed by the 
laws of God. See John Jay's 
Letter to John Martin re
printed on pp. 3-6 supra. 

If, on the other hand, the 
duty is, by nature only enfor
cible by "reason or convic
tion" -such as education- then 
the state has no jurisdiction. 
Any violation ofthe duty is, as 
Madison put it in his 1785 Me
morial and Remonstrance, 
"an offense against God, not 
against man: To God, there
fore, not to man, must an ac
count of it be rendered." f'·' 
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The Lighter Side 

Attorney and Client 

Mr. Vholes is a very respectable man. He has not a 
large business, but he is a very respectable man. He is 
allowed by the greater attorneys who have made good 
fortunes, or are making them, to be a most respectable 
man. He never misses a chance in his practice; which is a 
mark of respectability. He never takes any pleasure; which 
is another mark of respectability. He is reserved and 
serious; which is another mark of respectability. His di
gestion is impaired, which is highly respectable. And he is 
making hay of the grass which is flesh, for his three 
daughters. And his father is dependent on him in the Vale 
of Taunton. 

The one great principle of the English law is, to make 
business for itself There is no other principle distinctly, 
certainly, and consistently maintained through all its nar
row turnings. Viewed by this light it becomes a coherent 
scheme, and not the monstrous maze the laity are apt to 
think it. Let them but once clearly perceive that its grand 
principle is to make business for itself at their expense, and 
surely they will cease to grumble. 

But, not perceiving this quite plainly - only seeing it by 
halves in a confused way - the laity sometimes suffer in 
peace and pocket, with a bad grace, and do grumble very 
much. .. . 

So in familiar conversation, private authorities no less 
disinterested will remark that they don't know what this 
age is coming to; that we are plunging down precipices; 
that now here is something else gone; that these changes 
are death to people like Vholes: a man of undoubted 
respectability, with a father in steps more in this direction, 
say they, and what is to become ofVholes'sfather? Is he 
to perish? And of Vholes 's daughters? Are they to be 
shirt-makers, or governesses? As though, Mr. Vholes and 
his relations being minor cannibal chiefs, and it being 
proposed to abolish cannibalism, indignant champions 
were to put the case thus: Make man-eating unlawful, and 
you starve the Vholeses! 

Charles Dickens in Bleak House, Chapter 39 

But [the three little pig's] idyll was soon shattered one 
day, along came a big, bad wolf with expansionist ideas. 
He saw the pigs and grew very hungry, in both a physical 
and an ideological sense. When the pigs saw the wolf, they 
ran into the house of straw. The wolf ran up to the house 
and banged on the door, shouting, "Little pigs, little pigs, 
let me in!" 

The pigs shouted back, "Your gunboat tactics hold no 
fear for pigs defending their homes and culture. " 

But the wolf wasn't to be denied what he thought was 
his manifest destiny. So he huffed and puffed and blew 
down the house of straw. The frightened pigs ran to the 
house of sticks, with the wolf in hot pursuit. Where the 
house of straw had stood, other wolves bought up the land 
and started a banana plantation. ... 

At the house of bricks, the wolf again banged on the 
door and shouted, "Little pigs, little pigs, let me in!" 

This time in response, the pigs sang songs of solidarity 
and wrote letters of protest to the United Nations. 

By now the wolf was getting angry at the pigs' refusal 
to see the situation from the carnivore's point of view. So 
he huffed and puffed, and huffed and puffed, then grabbed 
his chest and fell over dead from a massive heart attack 
brought on from eating too many fatty foods. 

"The Three Little Pigs" as told by James Finn Garner 
in his book Politically Correct Fairy Tales. 
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SHOES 
by Marilyn J. Titus 

I t was the Sunday before 
Christmas when I looked 
down at my red and white 

shoes. The leather was beau
tifully done. The red was 

punched with regular tiny 
holes letting the white shine 
through. The stitching looked 
perfect around the intricate 
designs. The toes were fash
ionably pointed. 

But my feet were hurting. 
Noting this I began to re

member another pair of shoes. 
Many years ago I owned a 
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brown pair. They were not 
pretty or fashionable, but they 
will always be my favorite 
pair of shoes. They were the 
only shoes that were shaped to 
fit my feet. The rounded point 
was on the inside rather than 
the middle and it gently 
curved to allow room for all of 
my toes. These shoes were as 
comfortable as a pair of snug
gly socks, yet they were real 
shoes. 

It's hard- almost impossi
ble to fmd shoes like my fa
vorite pair. They don't exist 
in any of the stores I know 
about. I believe that ifl really 
set my heart to it, I could have 
some like them again. But 
how hard it would be to obtain 
them? How much would they 
cost? How long would it 
take? And, what would peo
ple think of my new shoes? 

All of this made me think 
of our lives . Aren't these the 
same questions people ask 
when they consider living a 
righteous life? How hard 
would it be to obtain it? How 
much would it cost me? How 
long would it take? And, 
what would people think of 

my new life? 
We were created to fit into 

a design crafted by God. His 
design fits us perfectly. A 
righteous life is actually the 
"best fit." It allows for 
healthy growth, true comfort, 
and future ability to function. 

But so many people choose 
to be fashionable. It looks 
"good." It's quick and easy. 
It's available everywhere and 
seems to cost less. 

The problem is that sooner 
or later it will hurt. Our lives, 
like our feet that grow to con
form to the fashionable shoes, 
become distorted. With joints 
pushed out of place and toes 
curled up, bunions grow, cal
ouses appear, and aching be
gins. Compensating for the 
aching feet causes leg pain, 
back pain, and headaches. 
Years later a foot doctor is 
consulted. "Will surgery 
solve the problem?" 

It is no wonder that Jesus 
said, "Suffer the little children 
tocomeuntome." Howmuch 
better to start walking with the 
Lord as a child than to wait 
until we are in a sorry mess 
from our fashionable lives. 
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