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“Sins of the  Flesh”

As a co u n se lo r and chap la in , I 
w as pleased to  see an in fo rm a tive  
a rtic le  on c le rg y  sexual m isc o n ­
d u c t in y o u r  N ovem ber-D ecem ber 
1993 Issue. How ever, one aspect 
o f a u th o r J. B rent W a lke r’s 
pe rspective  alarm ed me: the 
sugg es tio n  th a t those  w ho  have 
su ffe red  ch ildho od  sexual abuse 
shou ld  no t be h ired fo r  m in is te ria l 
and coun se lin g  po s itio ns . I 
realize th a t W a lke r was speaking 
fro m  s ta tis tics . It Is tru e  th a t the 
greate r percentage o f abusive 
ad u lts  w ere abused ch ild ren . 
H owever, w hen th a t s ta tis tic  
s tands a lone as a de te rm in e r o f 
c le rg y  fitne ss , the fo rm e r v ic tim  
is fo reve r branded as unredeem - 
ab ly  w arped.

The s ta tis tic  fa ils  to  take in to  
accoun t the large percentage o f 
sexual abuse v ic t im s  w ho  go on 
to  lead healthy lives a fte r 
receiv ing com p e te n t counse ling .
It a lso fa ils  to  take In to accoun t 
the fa c t th a t those w ho  tend to  
en ter the he lp ing pro fess ions  
such as soc ia l w ork , pastora l 
counse ling , psycho the rapy, and 
m in is try , have a g rea te r like lihood  
o f com ing  fro m  a background o f 
som e fo rm  o f abuse. Those fie lds  
conta in  the h ighest percentage o f 
“w ounded  peop le” w ho  have 
recovered and becom e healers to  
o the r w ounded people.
NAME W ITHHELD 
G rantsv ille , Utah

J. B rent W alke r suggests  th a t 
“ v ica riou s  lia b ility ”  shou ld  no t be 
applied to  a church  w hose 
m in is te r has engaged In sexual

m iscon duc t w ith  a pa rish ioner.
He com p la ins  th a t cou rts  are 
“ rev is ing  tra d itio n a l legal 
d o c trin e s" and th a t “ tra d itio n a lly ” 
such cond uc t w as “ p ro p e rly ” 
considered ou ts ide  the scope of 
em ploym en t.

C ourts are no t rev is ing  legal 
doc trines  in th is  area. Instead, 
o u r courts  have acqu ired  a be tte r 
understand ing o f the m in is te r’s 
job , and are co rre c tly  app ly ing  
tra d itio n a l legal do c trine s  to  the 
facts . Courts understand th a t the 
m in is te r ’s du ties include 
counse ling , and th a t p ro fess ion a l­
ly com peten t counse ling  requires 
the m aintenance o f clear 
boundaries. M in is te rs  w ho b lu r 
the boundaries are no t do ing th e ir 
jo bs  co rre c tly— any m ore than a 
de livery  person w ho  drives w h ile  
in tox ica ted  is do ing his o r her job 
c o rrec tly .

The church gives the m in is te r 
a po s itio n  o f tru s t and au tho rity , 
enab ling him  o r her to  do good o r 
ill. The church is happy to  take 
c re d it when the m in is te r does 
good, yet seeks to  hide when the 
m in is te r does ill. One could 
understand such behavio r by 
com m erc ia l en terp rises. D on ’t 
we expect be tte r fro m  ou r 
churches?

How  refresh ing it w ou ld  be if 
o u r churches w ou ld  step fo rw a rd  
to  take respo ns ib ility  fo r  harm 
caused by an e rra n t m in is te r. 
Instead, thanks to  the type o f 
th ink in g  exem plified by Mr.
W alker, they have to  be dragged, 
k ick ing  and scream ing, to  the bar 
o f pub lic  accoun tab ility .
DAVID A. SUMMERS, A tto rney  
Edm onds, W ashing ton

“ Bumper S tic ker Theology”

As a lo n g -tim e  reader o f 
L ibe rty, I w as d isappo in ted  and 
h o rrified  th a t you w o u ld  a llow  the 
de ic ide charge aga inst the Jews 
to  be p rin ted  in y o u r m agazine.

In h is a rtic le  on chu rch -s ta te  
separation (N ovem ber-D ecem ber 
1993), Brian Jones w rite s  th a t 
“ Jesus w as k illed  w hen the 
re lig ious  pow er o f H is day, 
un iting  w ith  the state, hung H im  
on a c ro ss .”

Th is  canard o rig in a te d  in the 
New Testam ent itse lf. It asserts  
th a t the S anhedrin  m et to  
condem n Jesus. That is  no t 
poss ib le  fo r  the  fo llo w in g  reason: 
If the Last S upper w as a Passover 
seder, then the Sanhedrin  w ou ld  
have m et on a Jew ish  festiva l, 
som e th ing  it w ou ld  no t do except 
to  save a life . Therefore, if the 
S anhedrin  d id m eet in connection  
w ith  Jesus, it w ou ld  have been to  
fin d  a w ay to  save H im  and no t to  
condem n H im to  death.

The libel o f de ic ide resu lted in 
the pe rsecu tion  o f Jew s by 
C hris tians  fo r  cen tu rie s  and laid 
the cu ltu ra l g ro u n d w o rk  fo r  the 
H olocaust. That th is  h is to rica l, 
re lig ious , and m ora l ou trage is

COV ER I L L U S T R A T I O N  B Y J I M  OWE N S
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ni', h t .

repeated in the pages o f L ib e rty  is 
s icken ing .
RABBI ROBERT MARCUS 
Farm ingdale Jew ish  Center 
Farm ingdale , New Y ork

[Jesus H im s e lf is recorded in 
the N ew  Testam ent as saying  
that the ch ief priests and scribes  
would condem n H im  to death  
and that the G entiles w ould k ill 
H im  (M atth ew  20:18, 19). Does 
that m ake the N ew  Testam ent 
both an ti-S em itic  and an ti- 
G entile? (S ee also “Is  the New  
Testam ent A nti-Sem itic? , ” 
M arch-A pril 1992  L iberty)— Ed.]

It is like ly  th a t M r. Jones ' 
a rtic le  w ou ld  have been read 
fu rth e r than the f irs t  paragraph if 
he had acknow ledged pu rchas ing  
an A m erican -m ade  au tom ob ile . 
M ICHAEL D. COFFEY, A tto rne y  
M ento r, Ohio

[Touché.— Ed.]

“ The Origin of L ife”
A t the  heart o f George T. 

Ja vo r’s a rtic le  in y o u r S ep tem ber- 
O ctober 1993 issue lies a logical 
fa llacy , w h ich , fa r fro m  s u p p o rt­
ing the a u th o r ’s conc lu s io n , 
ac tua lly  serves to  d is c re d it it.

Th is  conc lu s io n , presented at 
the  end o f th e  a rtic le , c la im s  
“ C reation . . .  is . . .  th e  on ly  
log ica l ch o ice ” as an explanation 
o f the o rig in  o f the f irs t  se lf- 
rep rod uc ing  m ateria l, liv in g  cells.

In s u p p o rt o f th is  conc lu s io n , 
Javo r advances case a fte r case to  
show  th a t all c u rre n t s c ie n tific  
accoun ts  based on re g u la r natura l 
law  and reason ing  are easily  
challenged and unre liab le .

The tro u b le  w ith  th is  line o f 
a ttack is s im p le . In a reasoned 
d iscou rse , a conc lu s io n  is no t 
lent s u p p o rt by m eans o f casting 
do u b t on o ther, opposite  
conc lu s io ns . Positive su p p o rt fo r  
the conc lu s io n  in qu es tion— in 
th is  case the no tion  o f C reation—  
is inescapab ly  necessary. Th is  
the a u tho r fa ils  to  provide, 
p resenting  his preferred 
conc lu s io n  com p le te ly  bare o f 
any pos itive  supp o rt, such as 
w ou ld  be fu rn ishe d  by evidence, 
reasoning, o r be tte r ye t som e 
c om b in a tio n  o f the tw o .

Sad ly enough, people w ho 
dem and a h igh s tandard of 
in te llec tua l in teg rity  in a rg um en­
ta tio n  are offended and d isc o u r­
aged fro m  an openm inded 
cons id e ra tion  o f the C reation 
hypo thes is  when it is presented in 
a m anner th a t contravenes the

princ ip les  o f reasoned in qu iry . 
Labeling the suspect reasoning as 
the on ly  “ lo g ic a l”  cho ice  in th is  
con tex t makes the p rob lem  
w orse , no t be tte r.

L ib e rty, you can do be tte r! 
M AR SH ALL CASON 
G uerneville , C a lifo rn ia

“ Is C linton God’s Man in 
the W hite House?”

I have se ldom  seen a m ore 
v itr io lic  response than th a t to  
W illia m  G. J o h n ss o n ’s a rtic le  in 
y o u r J u ly -A u g u s t 1993 issue. 
Those le tte rs  s u re ly  d id  no t com e 
fro m  C hris tians?  If they  d id , you 
cou ld  have fo o le d  me!
GOMER E. EVANS 
Holly, M ich igan

“ Animal Sacrifices:
A Hands Off Reply”

Y our response to  Sal G iovanis 
(N ovem ber-D ecem ber 1993, 
p .3), is  illog ica l. It is no t w ha t

happens to  the an im al (death) 
th a t is o f concern  to  the  hum an 
w h o  k ills  it, it is w ha t happens to  
the hum an. C hris t cam e to  do 
away w ith  an im al sacrifice .

Y ou r log ic  w ou ld  mean th a t it 
m akes no d iffe rence  w he the r a 
s o ld ie r is  k illed  by a bu lle t o r 
po ison  gas. It m akes no 
d iffe rence  to  the  so ld ie r k illed , bu t 
it does make a d iffe rence to  the 
k ille r. I do no t be lieve God 
com m an ds  th a t man shall no t k ill,
I believe God com m an ds  th a t 
m an sha ll n o t m urder.

The S uprem e C ou rt is 
d e fic ie n t in legal a b ility  and 
devo id  o f com m on  sense. 
O’C onnor, Thom as, and G insburg 
cou ld  no t make a liv ing  in the 
p riva te  p ractice  o f law. I w ou ld  
n o t quote  the C ourt, any law yer 
know s th a t it has degenerated in 
the last 15 years to  a po litica l 
o rgan th a t m irro rs  the  ideas o f 
s oc ia lism  and lesb ians. It is fa r 
rem oved fro m  w h a t the Founding 
Fathers envis ioned it w ou ld  be.

You did a grea t d isse rv ice  to  
Sal G iovan is. The sacrifice  o f 
an im a ls  is an ab om ina tio n . Can 
you im ag ine Jesus cu ttin g  the 
th ro a t o f a ch icken fo r  re lig ious  
pu rposes?

I am a rancher and a law yer 
and have k illed  m any an im als .
Yet, I never k illed  an an im al I 
d id n ’t  eat o r th a t w as fo o d  fo r  
som eone else. I w o u ld  no t k ill an 
an im al to  please o r w o rs h ip  God. 
No one bu t a cruel fo o l w ou ld  do 
th a t, and no one bu t a fo o l w ou ld  
sanc tion  it.
T E R R Y W . BRADLEY 
C leburne, Texas

D E C L A R A T I O N  O F  P R I N C I P L E S

The God-given right of religious liberty is best exer­
cised when church and state are separate.

Government is God’s agency to protect individual 
rights and to conduct civil affairs; in exercising these 
responsibilities, officials are entitled to respect and 
cooperation.

Religious liberty entails freedom of conscience: to 
worship or not to worship; to profess, practice and 
promulgate religious beliefs or to change them. In 
exercising these rights, however, one must respect the 
equivalent rights of all others.

Attempts to unite church and state are opposed to 
the interests of each, subversive of hum an rights and 
potentially persecuting in character; to oppose union, 
lawfully and honorably, is not only the citizen’s duty 
but the essence of the Golden Rule-to treat others as 
one wishes to be treated.

L I B E R T Y  M A R C H / A P R I L  1 9 9 4  3



I A M B S  » P E X T A M E T E R S

P o l it ic a l  c o r r e c t n e s s  in

THE GIRL SCOUTS: To expand 
m em b ersh ip , th e  G irl S couts  now  
a llo w s  s u b s titu te  w o rd s  fo r  God 
in its  p ledge. S couts  can in se rt 
the  name o f th e ir  persona l d iv ine 
be ing, c rea to r, s p ir it  gu ide , or 
w ha tever, in the s lo t once 
exc lus ive ly  reserved fo r  the 
Jude o -C h ris tian  D eity. “ On m y 
h o n o r,”  the  p ledge goes, “ I w ill 
t ry  to  serve [p ick  one: God, A llah, 
Jehovah, BabaluAye, S ri K rishna, 
Buddha, the  D ivine  Essence, Sun 
M yung M oon, Odin, M other 
Goddess, Gaia, George Burns, 
Paga Legba, none o r all o f the 
above], and m y co u n try , to  help 
people at all tim e s , and to  live by 
the  G irl S cou t la w ." Is th is  
p lu ra lis m  o r po ly the ism ?

T h e  JOYS OF DEMOCRACY:
A m e rica ’s Founders w ro te  the 
C on s titu tion  as a b u ffe r aga inst 
unbrid le d  dem ocracy . We shou ld  
be glad they  d id . A cco rd in g  to  a 
recent po ll, one th ird  o f all 
A m ericans  d o n ’t  know  w ha t the 
B ill o f R igh ts  is. W h a t’s w o rse  is 
th a t ha lf o f those w h o  do know  
w ou ld  vote to  scrap it  in o rd e r to  
a llo w  g o ve rnm en t g rea te r leeway 
in so lv in g  p ro b le m s fro m  AIDS to 
v io le n t c rim e . Of course , if th a t 
d o esn ’t  prove e ffective, th e re ’s 
a lw ays V la d im ir  Zh irin ovsky .

T h e  JOYS OF DEMOCRACY 
(PART TW O): M ore than a 
ce n tu ry  and a ha lf ago A lexis  de 
T ocquev ille  w arned th a t “ if  the 
free  in s titu t io n s  o f A m erica  are

destroyed, th a t event may be 
a ttribu te d  to  the om n ipo tence  o f 
the m a jo r ity .”  The fra m ers  o f the 
C on s titu tion , aware o f the 
dangers o f m a jo rita rian ism , 
es tab lished an independent 
federa l ju d ic ia ry  th a t w ou ld , 
ideally, upho ld  the Bill o f R ights 
and th u s  p ro te c t the  m in o rity  
fro m  the ty ra n n y  o f the m a jo rity . 
“ The very  pu rpose  o f the Bill of 
R ig h ts ,”  w ro te  Jus tice  R obert 
Jackson, “w as to  w ith d ra w  
certa in  sub jec ts  fro m  the 
v ic iss itu d e s  o f po lit ica l c o n tro ­
versy, to  place th em  beyond the 
reach o f m a jo ritie s  and o ffic ia ls .” 
Thus, how  iro n ic  th a t C ongress 
and the  executive branch— the 
m o st m a jo rita rian  parts  o f ou r 
g o ve rnm en t and the ones 
s upp osed ly  the least sensitive  to 
m in o r ity  rig h ts  (a fte r a ll, how  
m any m a jo r e lec tions  have tu rned  
on the Lakota S ioux vo te ? )— had 
to  pass the R e lig ious  Freedom 
R estora tion  A c t (see p. 10) in 
o rd e r to  p ro te c t re lig ious

freedom , w h ich  the Suprem e 
C ou rt (the branch th a t is 
supposed to  guard th a t freedom ) 
em ascu lated in Sm ith. Le t’s hear 
it fo r  the m ob!

M i s s i s s i p p i  b u r n in g :  w he n
W in g fie ld  High S choo l p rinc ipa l 
B ishop Knox w as suspended 
w ith o u t pay fo r  a llow ing  students 
to  say a 21 -w o rd  p rayer over the 
in te rcom , m any M iss iss ipp ians  
haven’t  been so ag ita ted since 
fe dera lly  en forced in teg ra tion . 
“ W hen you get a man fire d  fo r  
a llow ing  schoo l p ra ye r,”  said 
Bobby C lanton, p res iden t o f a 
local conservative  g roup , “ people 
wake up to  the fa c t th a t th is  is 
ju s t pla in w ron g  and w e ’ re not 
go ing to  take it a n ym ore .”  In 
pro tes t, thousands  o f students 
have w alked o u t o f c lass and w ith  
th e ir  parents have gathered at

large ra llies  be fore the  state 
cap ito l. Several M iss iss ip p i 
po lit ic ian s  have in trod uced  b ills  
in to  the state house th a t su p p o rt 
leg is la ted schoo l prayer. If 
passed, these b ills  w ill no do ub t 
lead to  litig a tio n , especia lly  in 
lig h t o f va rio us  U.S. Suprem e 
C ourt ru ling s  th a t have fo und  
leg is la ted schoo l prayer 
u n co n s titu tio n a l. Facing 
every th ing  fro m  crack  to  
condom s, fro m  handguns to  
H eather Has Two M om m ies, 
s tud en ts  in Am erican pu b lic  
schoo ls  shou ld  no do u b t be 
p raying , bu t one has to  question  
the sp ir itua l depth o f those  w ho 
w an t laws to  ge t them  to  do it.

P o l l u t e d  r i v e r :  Heart
P hoen ix ’s response to  her son 
R ive r’s drug overdose ou ts ide  a 
H o llyw ood n igh tc lub  last year is 
as sym p to m a tic  o f o u r age’s ills  
as w as his death. H eart hopes 
th a t R iver’s overdose w ill “ focus  
the a tten tion  o f the w o rld  on how  
pa in fu lly  the s p ir its  o f th is  
genera tion  are being w o rn  dow n. 
They are g ro w ing  up w ith  po llu ted  
a ir, to x ic  earth and fo o d , and 
undrinkab le  w ater. We are 
destro y ing  o u r fo res ts , the ozone 
layer is being depleted, and AIDS 
and o the r diseases are ep idem ic. 
D rug abuse is s ym p to m a tic  o f an 
un fee ling , m a te ria lis tic , success- 
o rien ta ted  w o rld  in w h ich  the 
fe e lings  o f young people are no t 
seen as Im p o rta n t.” W ith  all due 
respect to  the bereaved m o the r, 
w ha t h is death shou ld  rea lly  focus  
the a tten tio n  o f the w o rld  on are 
the consequences o f a soc ie ty  in 
w h ich  m ora l abso lu tes  are 
trashed, in w h ich  people w o n 't 
take re sp o n s ib ility  fo r  th e ir

I L L U S T R A T I O N  BY RAY D R I V E R
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ac tio ns , and in w h ich  the fa m ily  
u n it has been to rn  apart. These 
are the fa c to rs  invo lved in his 
death— no t fru s tra tio n  over acid 
rain.

(  RUSADE: In the keynote 
speech at the Focus on the Fam ily 
b u ild in g  ded ica tion  last year, 
C hris tian  a u th o r C huck Colson 
gave a po w erfu l ho m ily  on 
A m e rica ’s m ora l decline . “ W hen 
fe a r beg ins to  becom e pe rvas ive ,”  
he said, “ som eone w ill com e 
a long on a w h ite  horse and say 
‘ I'll b ring  you o rd e r.’ T h a t’s w ha t 
happened to  the G erm ans in the 
1930s, w hen H itle r was im ­
m ensely  popu lar. He sa id , ‘ I ’ ll 
b ring  o rd e r to  s o c ie ty .’ Five m ore 
years o f chaos in A m erica , and 
som eone on a w h ite  horse w ill 
o ffe r to  b ring  o rd e r o u t o f ou r 
chaos. If th a t happens, the resu lt 
w ill be ty ra n n y .”  W ell said , and 
we agree. Yet one w o n d e rs  if 
C olson has ever cons ide red  tha t 
the one rid ing  on the w h ite  horse 
m ig h t have a Bible in one hand 
and a c ro ss  in the o ther.

F u n d a m e n t a l  r is e :  For years 
scho la rs  assum ed th a t the po s t­
in d u s tr ia l revo lu tion  w o rld , awash 
in s c ie n tific  p rogress , w ou ld  
g radua lly  evolve away fro m  
re lig ion  and re lig iou s  fa na tic ism . 
Secular ra tion a lism  w ou ld  be the 
o ve rrid in g  W eltanschauung o f 
hum an ity , w h ile  re lig iou s  dogm a 
w ou ld  s lo w ly  d iss ipa te . W ell, the 
scho la rs  have been w ron g . 
R e lig ious  fu n d a m e n ta lis m — be it 
M u s lim  in Iran, H indu in India, o r 
C hris tian  in A m erica— is

resurgent. “ No one ever fo resaw  
th is  a fe w  years ag o ,”  said 
h is to rian  M artin  M arty , w ho  has 
been d irec tin g  the m onum enta l 
funda m e n ta lism  p ro jec t sp o n ­
sored by the N ational Academ y o f 
A rts  and Sciences. “ It w ill 
inev itab ly  take dow n a lo t o f 
th in g s  in its  pa th .”  A ccord ing  to  
M arty , th is  fu nda m e n ta lis t 
resurgence has com e as a 
backlash to  an overw he lm ing  tide 
o f secu la rism  th a t threatened 
re lig iou s  iden tities  and belie fs.
“ W e un de res tim a te d ,”  said M arty, 
“ the a ttachm ent people have to  
re lig ion . W hen you need an 
explana tion fo r w h a t’s go ing 
w ron g , o r need a m o tiva tion  fo r 
w ha t you hope goes righ t, 
no th ing  beats ca lling  y o u r cause 
G od’s cause.”

F e t a l  MATTERS: Tabita B ricci 
gave b irth  to  an apparently  
healthy boy (see p. 27 ), even 
th oug h  do c to rs  w arned th a t the 
ch ild  w ou ld  die o r be severely 
b ra in -dam aged un less the w om an 
un de rw e n t a cesarean. In an 
a tte m p t to  fo rce  the opera tion, 
the coun ty  had h ired a “ c o u rt- 
appo in ted  law yer fo r  the fe tu s ,” a 
novel idea in a na tion th a t has 
deem ed abo rtion  a c ons titu tiona l 
r ig h t. Despite the best e ffo rts  o f 
the coun ty, no c o u rt— inc lud ing  
the  U.S. Suprem e C ourt— w ou ld  
fo rce  Tabita , aga inst her re lig ious  
ob je c tions , to  undergo the 
op era tion . In te re s ting ly  enough, 
it w as the  Am erican C ivil L iberties 
U nion— the a n tic h ris t itse lf— w ho 
defended th is  Pentecosta l’s 
re lig iou s  r ig h t no t to  have the 
cesarean.

W h a t ’s t h e i r  n e x t  s te p ?
MICKEY MOUSE EARS? In its
a ttem p t to  keep a p o rtra it o f 
Jesus on the  w a ll, B loom ingda le  
H igh S choo l (see L ib e rty, J u ly - 
A ug us t 1993) f i rs t  agreed to  
cove r up the pa in ting  un til a 
h igher c o u rt ru led on its 
c o n s titu tio n a lity . Next o ffic ia ls  
w ere to ld  they  cou ld  unco ve r it if 
s im ila r-s ized  p o rtra its  o f “ o the r 
h is to rica l f ig u re s ” w ere placed up 
there  as w ell. So, next to  Jesus, 
the Son o f God, w en t Abraham  
Linco ln  and Dr. M a rtin  Lu ther 
K ing, J r.. S choo l o ffic ia ls  then 
posted a d isc la im e r th a t the 
po rtra its  were p riva te ly  funded 
and d id n ’t  s ig n ify  an endo rsem en t 
o f re lig ion . N everthe less, U.S. 
d is tr ic t c o u rt ju dg e  Benjam in 
G ibson ruled, and r ig h tly  so, the 
p ic tu re  o f C h ris t u n co n s titu tio n a l. 
Th is  case exem p lifies  how  fa r 
people, in o rd e r to  sa tis fy  
E s tab lishm ent Clause res tr ic tio n s , 
w ill w a te r dow n th e ir  m o s t sacred 
belie fs. Or maybe th e y  a ren ’t  so 
sacred a fte r all.

R e l ig io u s  l ib e r t y  in  t h e

NEW RUSSIA: Despite all the 
jokes abou t g iv ing  A laska back to  
Russia now  th a t V la d im ir 
Z h ir in o vs k y ’s L ibera l D em ocra tic  
Party d id  so w e ll in the pa rlia ­
m enta ry  e lec tions , one pa rticu la r 
aspect o f the vo te  is n ’t  a jo k ing  
m atte r. A cco rd in g  to  a rep o rt by 
News N e tw o rk  In te rnationa l 
(N N I), th oug h  the Russian vo te rs  
approved a new  co n s titu tio n  w ith  
s trong  re lig iou s  libe rty  p ro v i­
s ions, they  a lso  “ elected a 
s ig n ifica n t nu m b er o f po lit ic ian s  
w ho  m ay no t be w illin g  to  en force

th ose  p ro v is io n s .” A na to ly  
Pche lin tsev, d ire c to r o f the 
In s titu te  on R elig ion and Law, 
to ld  NNI th a t “ having fre edo m  of 
conscience in the c o n s titu tio n  is 
one th in g , bu t in p ractice  it is 
an o th e r.”  Pche lin tsev  said th a t 
he fears  th a t na tio na lis ts  and 
C om m u n is ts  in the  new  Parlia­
m ent w ill t ry  to  change the laws 
on re lig ion  in w ays th a t w ou ld  
h ind e r fre edo m  fo r  P ro tes tan ts , 
o th e r n o n -O rtho do x  churches, 
and fo re ig n  m iss ionaries . “ They 
tr ie d  it last s u m m e r,”  he said. 
“ They w ill t r y  it aga in .”  M ean­
w h ile  Boris  Y e lts in , w ho  w orked 
as a ba rr ie r aga inst the change 
last year, m ig h t now — because of 
na tio na lis t p ressure— make 
concess ions  th a t w ou ld  hu rt 
re lig iou s  m in o ritie s  and m is s io n ­
aries.

Moving?

P le a s e  n o t ify  us 4  w e e k s  in  a d v a n c e

Name

Address (new, if fo r  change o f address)

City

State Zip

To subscribe to  Liberty check rate below and fill 
in you r name and address above. Payment m ust 
accom pany order.

□  1 year $6.95

Mail to :
Liberty subscrip tions, 55 West Oak Ridge Drive, 
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740.

ATTACH LABEL HERE fo r  address change or 
inquiry. If m oving, lis t new address above.
Note: you r subscrip tion expiration date (issue, 
year) is given at upper righ t o f label. Example: 
0392L1 would end w ith  th ird  (M ay-June) issue 
of 1994.
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The Night They Raided Sambino’s

B Y K E R M I T  N E T T E B U R G

S ' A  sychic Night at Sambino’s just wasn’t
I  ■  ■  in the cards.

■  v J  For a while every palm seemed to 
B  hold money, then police raided the

respectable M ichigan restauran t,
#  and now the crystal ball— and maybe soon the 

bank account— is blank. The restaurant owners 
claim loss of business and reputation, and the 
psychics say their religious rights have been vio­
lated. W hat’s behind the amazing case of a city 
turning thum bs down on reading palms face up?

In April 1993 Sambino’s, a family Italian res­
taurant on Capitol Avenue in southwest Battle 
Creek, started Psychic Night to spice up the 
regular W ednesday night fare. Wednesdays 
were slow, and owners Jane and Lee Wilkinson 
figured psychic readings might predict future 
profits. The “good clean” entertainment would 
fit the restaurant’s family image.

“I saw other restaurants doing it with tre­
mendous results,” says Jane. “So we decided to 
give it a try.”

Sambino’s psychics weren’t the garden vari­
ety who read palms in the front rooms of houses 
in rundown sections of town. This is high-tech 
cult religion, with one psychic who uses a laptop 
com puter to generate astrological charts.

So every W ednesday evening at 
Sambino’s customers signed up to see Kermit Netteburg,
a psychic. While they waited in the Ph.D., teaches
clean, well-lighted restaurant, patrons communication at
dined on pasta, seafood, chicken, and Andrews University
self-serve salad from the salad bar rest- in Berrien Springs,
ing under a stained-glass overhang in Michigan.

the middle of the room. W hen their name was 
called, customers headed for the psychic’s ta­
bles, located in a dark corner of the restaurant 
between the kitchen door and the salad bar. For 
a $7 “donation,” they got a 12-minute reading.

Psychic Night exceeded all the Wilkinsons’ 
dreams. Wednesday became the restaurant’s 
m ost popular night. More than 100 diners 
jam m ed the restau ran t. The W ilkinsons 
thought all the cards were coming up aces.

So many aces, in fact, that the Wilkinsons 
hired Bill Loftus to line up the psychics. Loftus, 
a retiree from Florida, had once tried to start an 
all-psychic radio station. W hen that project 
failed because of lack of advertisers, he began 
coordinating psychics at restaurants around 
southern Michigan. Loftus credits psychic phe­
nomena with healing an intestinal disease that 
could have otherwise cost him his colon. Be­
cause he’s a true believer, he charges restaurants 
only $25 a night per psychic.

“Sure, we use it for entertainment,” said Lee, 
“but we believe it’s a public service.”

The Wilkinsons have sought psychic advice 
themselves. Jane Wilkinson went to a psychic 
for the first time several years ago. Surrounded 
by an incessant cloud of cigarette smoke, she 

said psychics have told her things 
about herself she had never realized. 
“I find it remarkable that they could 
tell me exactly how I am,” she says, 
lifting her hands, covered with rings, 
into the air. “You have an opportuni­
ty to help yourself because they give

A L L  P H O T O S  B Y  A U T H O R
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Above: Bose Smith reading 
tarot cards at another 
restaurant: “When you’re 
working with police you’re a 
psychic. Otherwise, you're 
a fortuneteller.”

you insights into your life. Psychic reading isn’t 
so much about reading the future as it is about 
reading yourself. It offers you the chance for 
self-improvement because it tells you so much 
about yourself.”

Lee, also surrounded by cigarette smoke, 
compares Psychic Night at Sambino’s to the 
evangelistic work of Christian churches. “It’s 
not any different than having a missionary in 
Africa.”

Lee draws on his Catholic background to 
explain the religious nature of psychic readings. 
“It’s like the virgin Mary and Catholics— like 
saying a Hail Mary. She is a m edium .”

Jane and Lee, married 15 years, have been in 
the restaurant business since 1986. Previously 
Lee was an accountant and Jane a computer 
operator. While working as an accountant, Lee 
had a customer who wanted to sell his restau­
rants. Lee bought him out. Today the W ilkin­
sons own nine restaurants in five states.

W ith Psychic Night, Sambino’s was doing 
well. Business at the restaurant looked even 
better when the July 14 Battle Creek Enquirer 
ran a full-page feature called “Psychics Serve Up 
Readings at Restaurant.” W ritten by Lifestyle 
editor Leslie Rardin, the article quoted several 
psychics and restaurant patrons about the good 
things that happened on Psychic Night. “Cus­
tomers can dine and converse,” wrote Rardin, 
“then take a look into the future for desert.” 

One of the psychics, however, should have 
warned the Wilkinsons that the article was also a 
bad omen. Battle Creek city attorney Clyde 
Robinson explains, “We have a city ordinance 
that says you can’t do fortunetelling for rem u­
neration or profit.” The ordinance (General 
Offense Code 660.02), based on a state statute, 
dates back to 1913, when the major concern was 
Gypsies. The Battle Creek ordinance outlaws 
“pretending for money or gain to predict future 
events by cards, tokens, trances . . .  “

Deborah Owens, the Battle Creek city clerk, 
read the article and called Robinson’s office to 
ask if he was planning to prosecute Sambino’s 
for breaking the ordinance. Robinson said 
someone needed to call the police and complain 
that the ordinance was being broken.

Owens did. Every year she turns down about 
five fortunetellers who want to set up a business 
in Battle Creek. “You have to treat everyone 
fairly. I just couldn’t ignore this. I would be 
doing an injustice.”

A police detective visited Sambino’s on July 
15. He showed the Wilkinsons the ordinance 
and warned that Psychic Night was illegal. They
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Sambino’s: Business 
hasn’t been the same 
since the police busted 
Psychic Night.

didn’t believe him. First, they said psychics are 
not fortunetellers. “Calling a psychic a fortune­
teller,” says Jane, “is like calling a doctor a 
quack.” Second, the Wilkinsons argued that the 
psychics at their restaurant weren’t being paid 
for checking palms and crystal balls— or hard 
drives. Instead they accepted whatever dona­
tions people gave. The Wilkinsons also rem ind­
ed the detective that the police department em­
ployed a psychic to help them solve tough 
crimes. Just a week earlier a psychic had helped 
police in another Michigan city locate the body 
o f a 3-year-old girl.

This point especially galls Rose Smith, a psy­
chic who was reading tarot cards every Wednes­
day night at Sambino’s. “When you’re working 
with the police, you’re a psychic,” says Rose, 
who looks like the woman everyone wants for a 
grandmother. “Otherwise, you’re a fortunetell- 
er.

The detective said none of these facts m at­
tered. If the practice didn’t stop, police would 
raid the restaurant. The Wilkinsons didn’t 
think they were doing anything wrong— and 
they didn’t believe police would raid them. 
They put a sign on the marquee outside the 
restaurant: “Psychic Night Wednesday night.”

Thanks to the newspaper article and the m ar­
quee, a huge crowd appeared the next W ednes­
day night. One hundred eighty-seven people 
signed up. Seven psychics read palms and tarot 
cards and gazed into crystal balls and laptop 
computer screens. One even used a duck lamp 
to “see” the future. The crowds were so great 
that people were forced to wait in the lobby. The 
police came about 8:00 p.m.

Five squad cars, lights blazing, assumed as­
sault positions at the front of the restaurant. 
Two plainclothes detectives and four uniformed 
officers burst through the open front door. 
They confiscated donations given the psychics, 
taking tarot cards and crystal balls.

“It looked like a drug raid,” said Greg Cosby, 
an Indianapolis businessman in the restaurant 
that evening.

Police warned patrons that they’d return in 
30 minutes to arrest anyone who remained. 
About 150 of the customers immediately left. 
The police never returned, but neither has Psy­
chic Night— or the Wednesday night crowd! 
Sambino’s hasn’t been full since.

Several police snidely suggested that the psy­
chics should have known the place would be 
raided. Smith said she knew. “I read Jane’s tarot
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Lee, also surrounded by cigarette smoke, compares 

Psychic Night at Sambino’s to the evangelistic 

work of Christian churches. “It’s not any different 

than having a missionary in Africa.”

cards the week before the raid, and I told her that 
some legal problem loomed in her future.”

And Battle Creek might have a few too. The 
Wilkinsons sued the city, asking the court to 
overturn the ordinance as well as award them 
damages for the lost business and the stain on 
their reputation. Lee claims that he lost $5,000 
the week after the raid because people stayed 
away. The suit also claims that the ordinance 
violates the free speech and religion rights of 
both the psychics and the Wilkinsons.

“W e’re not trying to prohibit any person who 
believes in this from doing it,” says city attorney 
Robinson. “It’s not prohibited if they do it for 
free. The donation doesn’t change the fact that 
there is remuneration. If someone offers a prize 
for a donation, the state law says it’s a lottery just 
as surely as if they charged for the ticket.” 

Robinson notes that hiring Loftus to broker 
the hiring of psychics makes this “seem like a 
business promotion for a midweek crowd.”

The Wilkinsons say it’s more than that just 
business. “This has turned into a moral and 
religious issue. If the psychics have a talent, they 
have a God-given right to practice this.”

The argument has its weaknesses. Con artists 
may have a real talent at swindling people; few 
people defend their God-given right to practice 
swindling.

Images like con artists concern the W ilkin­
sons. “We’re on the verge of starting a spiritual­
ist church to combat this preception,” Lee said.

The Divine Light spiritualist congregation in 
nearby Grand Rapids, Michigan, provides a ha­
ven for several psychics.

“A true psychic never brings evil,” Jane add­
ed. “We have never had a psychic come in and 
tell people something bad. Their place is to help 
people.” She added that a true psychic wouldn’t 
even foretell something like a death in the fami­
ly, because it is bad news.

In any event, the case of Psychic Night at 
Sambino’s could open a sticky area in religious 
freedom issues: defining a religion. A group that

helps people? A belief in some form of divinity? 
An ability to see the future?

The courts have tried to ignore the question: 
what is a religion? They have also strenuously 
avoided deciding whether a religion is true. Fifty 
years ago the Supreme Court, in a decision over­
turning a law that hurt an unpopular religion 
( West Virginia v. Barnette, 1943), said, “If there 
is any fixed star in our constitutional system, it’s 
that no official, high or petty, can prescribe what 
is orthodox in politics, nationalism, religion, or 
other matters o f opinion.”

When cult leaders were charged with using 
the mails to defraud people with claims that they 
could supernaturally heal disease, a lower court 
judge instructed the jury that it needed to decide 
not if the claims were true, but only if the defen­
dants believed that they were. The U.S. Supreme 
Court ( United States v. Ballard, 1944) agreed, 
saying that even if the religious views of the 
defendants “might seem incredible, if not pre­
posterous, to most people,” that was of no con­
cern to the court. On the other hand, the Su­
preme Court warned (Cantwell v. Connecticut, 
1940) that “nothing we have said is intended 
even remotely to imply that, under the cloak of 
religion, persons may, with impunity, commit 
frauds upon the public.”

Whatever the legal issues, the Wilkinsons 
now face the more mundane problem of financ­
es. “I think that it’s unrealistic to say long-term 
how much damage the raid has caused,” says 
Lee. “If people feel that they can return without 
police raiding the place, it will go back to nor­
mal.”

Meanwhile, Michigan state representative 
Richard Allen is trying to repeal the Michigan 
statute that resembles Battle Creek’s ordinance. 
“Times have changed,” he said. “The law is 
really out of date with the 1990s.”

Until then, Sambino’s now serves its chicken 
parmesan with thyme but no tarot cards, and the 
Wilkinsons haven’t heard anyone tell them  what 
the future holds. [C]
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What 
Americans 

Won 
With the

R E L I G I O U S  F R E E D O M  R E S T O R  A T I O N  A C T
/  /  ■  s this Religious Freedom Restoration 
I I  ■  Act really that significant? Will it 

make that big a difference? Every 
IjPj time you lawyers start to explain 

I what it’s all about, you lose me in 
your legalese.”

The question came from a friend who sup­
ports religious liberty but has become dubious 
of the sometimes sensational rhetoric of its de­
fenders.

How’s this for significant? Congress reversed 
the effect of a U.S. Supreme Court decision (it 
doesn’t do that very often) and for the first time 
did so because of a decision that reduced reli­
gious freedom. It took a three-year campaign by 
a coalition of religious and civil rights groups, 
including everybody from Jerry Falwell to the 
ACLU, to get the job done!

Unfortunately, the Religious Freedom Resto­
ration Act (RFRA) is so technical that it’s hard to 
explain without a lot of legalese. But the answer 
to her other question is yes, it will make a differ­
ence!

If a Seventh-day Adventist applies to take a 
master plumber examination given only on Sat­
urday, his Sabbath, he can require the state 
agency involved to prove that it would be a 
major hardship for it to give the exam on anoth­
er day. Before RFRA, he could not do that.

If a prisoner, for religious reasons, avoids 
certain foods, he can now require the state to 
either give him an alternative diet or show why it 
can’t. Before RFRA, his case would have been 
addressed under a standard that gave all the 
advantage to the state and none to him .1

If a teenager is killed in an automobile wreck, 
his parents can protest, on religious grounds, the 
state’s right to force an autopsy. In one such 
instance before RFRA, a federal judge told the 
parents that although he personally considered 
the autopsy unjust, he was required to deny their 
claim.2

Yes, RFRA will make a difference in these and 
countless other situations. To understand why, 
you have to get a bit technical.

The U.S. Supreme Court establishes not only 
the meaning of the Constitution but also the 
rules under which it approaches cases involving 
constitutional provisions. Over the years the 
Court has decided that in claims involving gov­
ernm ental actions that burden fundamental 
freedoms, government should be required to 
justify its action by a high standard of proof.3 
Such cases are said to be given “strict scrutiny,” 
meaning that government m ust show that its 
action was necessitated by a “compelling public 
interest” that couldn’t be met by any “less in tru­
sive m eans.”4 O ther cases, involving lesser 
claims, are reviewed under a much more lenient 
standard: the challenged action will be upheld if 
it bears a “rational relationship” to a “legitimate 
governmental interest.”5 Because a m odern 
government is assumed to have a legitimate in­
terest in practically anything, government usu­
ally wins under that test. Obviously, the test 
applied by the Court may by itself determine the 
outcome of the case.

Which test is applied to cases involving reli­
gious freedoms? For the past several decades, 
strict scrutiny. When that happened, govern­
ment didn’t often win. But in 1990 the Supreme 
Court ruled, in Em ploym ent Division v. Smith,6 
that strict scrutiny would be applied only if the 
challenged action was intended to burden reli­
gion or was an application for exemption in a 
situation where exemption could be granted for 
a variety of reasons. If government uninten­
tionally makes the practice of your religion 
more difficult and doesn’t allow any exceptions, 
you lose.

Put another way, the Court said that no reli­
gious exemption was constitutionally mandated 
from laws that are facially neutral and generally 
applicable. Unfortunately, some of the worst
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episodes of religious persecution in American 
history involved just that type of law. Miners- 
ville School District v. Gobitis1 involved Jeho­
vah’s Witnesses’ objection to a facially neutral, 
generally applicable law requiring all public 
school students to salute the flag. The Supreme 
Court’s ruling that no religious exemption was 
required set off a nationwide outburst of vio­
lence against Jehovah’s Witnesses. It was also 
the precedent relied on by Justice Antonin Sca- 
lia, who wrote the majority opinion, to justify 
the Court’s rationale in Smith. Curiously, Jus­
tice Scalia neglected to mention that Gobitis was 
overruled just three years later in West Virginia 
v. Barnette.8

Smith  was not followed by the physical vio­
lence that followed Gobitis, but violence to reli­
gious freedom has been done in dozens of cases 
in which courts were forced to follow the Su­
preme Court precedent. One example: M inne­
sota v. Hershberger1 involved a law requiring 
slow-moving vehicles to display a bright orange 
triangle. The Amish protested that their reli­
gious belief forbade the use of bright colors, but 
offered to use a silver reflector that was just as 
visible as the orange marker. Lower courts ap­
plied the strict scrutiny standard and found that 
while a compelling public interest in highway 
safety justified the requirement that Amish bug­
gies have safety markers, the silver reflector was 
a less intrusive alternative that the state must 
allow. The Supreme Court sent that ruling back 
for reconsideration in light of Smith. Minnesota 
could give relief to the Amish, but was not con­
stitutionally required to do so.

Justice Scalia, in Smith, advised religious 
groups to look to the legislature for further pro­
tection, and that’s exactly what they did. The 
result o f their effort was passage of RFRA, 
signed into law by President Clinton on No­
vember 16, 1993.

RFRA restores the protection of religious 
freedom to its pre-Smith  position. It may do 
even more. In several cases before Smith, the 
Court declined to apply strict scrutiny to reli­
gious claims, specifically those involving pris­
oners10 and members of the military.11 It stated 
that greater deference was due the authorities in 
those situations. Under RFRA, courts will now 
be required to apply strict scrutiny to those cases 
as well. Religion-based claims by Native Amer­
icans also did not often fare well before Smith. 
They too should be a major beneficiary of 
RFRA. The Court has described compelling in­
terests as being “of the highest order.” It has 
used superlatives like param ount and gravest,

explaining that use of such interests to burden 
religion must involve “only the gravest abuses, 
endangering paramount interests.”12 This high­
er standard should lead to a very different result 
when substituted for rational relationship.

In the litigation thus spawned, some defen­
dant will almost surely challenge the constitu­
tionality of the Religious Freedom Restoration 
Act. Did Congress have the authority to remedy 
what it perceived to be a judicial blunder?

The source of congressional authority for 
RFRA Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment, 
which gives Congress the power “to enforce, by 
appropriate legislation, the provisions of this 
article.” The scope of Section 5 power was artic­
ulated a century ago in Ex Parte Virginia:'3 
“Whatever legislation is appropriate, that is 
adapted to carry out the objects the am end­
ments have in view, whatever tends to enforce 
submission to the prohibitions they contain, 
and to secure to all persons the enjoyment of 
civil and equal protection of the laws against 
State denial or invasion, if not prohibited, is 
brought within the domain of congressional 
power.”

That ruling was used by the Court in South 
Carolina v. Katzenbach14 to uphold Congress’s 
enforcem ent pow er under the Fourteen th  
Amendment. In that case the Court upheld a 
ban of literacy tests under the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965, even though the Court had held that 
such testing did not violate the Fourteenth 
Amendment. Because the power to enforce the 
Fourteenth Amendment includes the power to 
enforce the First Amendment, Congress argu­
ably had full authority to enact RFRA. That 
Congress may provide statutory protection for 
constitutional rights that the Court is unwilling 
to protect on its own authority was affirmed by 
the Court as recently as 1990.15

There could, however, be a catch: note that 
Ex Parte Virginia gave Congress authority to 
enforce constitutional freedoms un/ess prohibit­
ed by some other constitutional provision. Per­
haps the only serious challenge to the Act would 
be a reading of the Establishment Clause broad 
enough to characterize RFRA as an unaccept­
able effort by government to aid religion.

In late 1993 the Court granted review to a 
group of cases that invite it to reconsider the 
meaning of the antiestablishment provision of 
the First Amendment.16 The Court will hear 
those cases in early 1994, and could use them to 
alter or reject outright the understanding of that 
clause in use since Lemon v. Kurtzman.'7 Yet 
even if a new analytic framework is adopted, the
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President Clinton Signing RFRA. Rob

Amish buggy with required orange reflector. After RFRA, the silver reflector 
might come back.

recent direction of the Court has been to widen 
the scope of acceptable governmental aid to reli­
gion. Therefore an Establishment Clause chal­
lenge to RFRA is unlikely to succeed.

The Act has made governmental efforts to 
resist accommodating religious conduct vastly 
more difficult. Defenders of religious freedom 
have been given a fine new tool. The results will 
in all likelihood be salutary. Yet Smith  is still the 
law of the land. RFRA does not reverse Sm ith ; 
that is beyond the power of Congress. The Act 
merely establishes a new right of action.

RFRA may also make the reversal of Smith  
even more difficult. Courts will base a decision 
on constitutional guarantees only if no statutory 
protection is available. Thus even if a plaintiff 
files an action under both RFRA and the Free 
Exercise Clause, a court will reach the constitu­
tional argument only if RFRA does not offer the 
desired relief. And if the religious claim does not 
prevail under RFRA, it will not under the Free 
Exercise Clause using strict scrutiny or any other 
imaginable standard either. Thus the Act may 
eliminate the practical possibility of reversing 
Smith.

Yet that problem too might be avoided if 
RFRA is amended. Imagine that, because of the 
increased volume of such litigation, the Act is 
amended so as not to apply to prisoners’ rights. 
Lawyers representing prisoners would then base 
claims on the Free Exercise Clause and invite the 
Court, after a change in personnel indicates the 
possible success of such an appeal, to revisit and 
reconsider Smith. Such a scenario, of course, is 
speculative.

Though she still doesn’t understand all the 
technicalities, my friend now understands this: 
the Religious Freedom Restoration Act has re­
stored necessary protection to the keystone in 
the arch of hum an freedoms.

' T.v
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N e w  R i g h t

W R O N G S

A Pastoral Warning About A Present Danger 
Greater Than “The Old Threat o f Communism”

B Y  R O B E R T  H.  M E N E I L L Y

Robert H. M eneilly is 
p a sto ra l the Village 
Presbyterian Church in 
Prairie Village, Kansas.

eligion can be the greatest thing on earth or the 
worst. It can be the greatest healing therapy in 
society or its greatest health hazard. It can be a 
democratic republic’s greatest good or its worst 
threat.

Look at the hot spots of the earth today: 
religious extremists are lighting fuses in N orth­
ern Ireland, Israel, Bosnia, and the U.S.A, and 
fomenting all kinds of “culture wars.” Religion 
can breed harassment, bigotry, prejudice, intol­
erance, and deception.

We have only to look back to Jesus’ day. His 
greatest problems were not with the atheists or 
agnostics but with religious extremists. When 
religionists think they have all the answers and 
that everyone should be compelled to live by 
their beliefs— because they have an “exclusive” 
on righteousness—you have the worst dangers 
knocking at your door.

Religion is peculiar. When it is not in ear­
nest, it doesn’t hurt anyone; but it doesn’t do 
any good either. When it is in earnest, it is a 
most powerful force for good or evil. If religion 
can persuade someone that an idea is the will of 
God, that person, not wanting to displease God, 
may feel compelled to act on it.

We Christians must admit that our religion 
has propagated, in the name of Jesus, devilish 
acts, bloody wars, awful persecutions, hate 
crimes, and political chaos. We have seen lead­
ers of Operation Rescue harassing neighbors

and demonstrating at women’s clinics in most 
detestable and criminal ways— in the name of 
Jesus! The hate that certain extreme elements of 
the Christian community have cultivated to ­
ward neighbors of a homosexual orientation 
resembles the environment of hell. It causes the 
community to wonder if they have ever heard of 
the first and second greatest commandments of 
God.

One of the not-so-obvious Christian reli­
gious movements in our country is the Religious 
Right, or the New Right. So many good and 
well-meaning people are being drawn in and are 
supporting its agenda, without considering the 
ultimate consequences. The movement is led by 
charismatic leaders, like Pat Robertson, James 
Dobson, Tim LaHaye, and Jerry Falwell. Their 
message sounds good, righteous, and Christian 
on the surface. What unthinking person can 
listen to clean-shaven, well-dressed, and patri­
otic-sounding Pat Robertson talk about his 
Christian Coalition and not think, This is exactly 
what this co un try needs—  This is good old Ameri­
can patriotism? The thousands of good Chris­
tians who gather to hear James Dobson present 
his Focus on the Family crusade may think, Wow, 
that’s the greatest, and every American should  
hear and heed. “Discipline our kids, don’t spare 
the rod and spoil the child; indoctrinate them 
with our exclusive doctrines; make divorce im ­
possible; don’t teach about sex until kids are

I L L U S T R A T I O N  B Y  M A R C I E  W O L F - H U B B A R O
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more mature and can understand it; don’t per­
mit the teaching of sexuality to youth in public 
school, because it will end up making them 
prematurely curious, and that leads to promis­
cuity.” Preaching “Mom at home in the kitchen 
and Dad bringing home all the bacon” ortho­
doxy appears to be a commendable mission. 
But it is a mission that is out to get the state to 
legislate what Dobson’s religion can’t seem to 
do. Any religion that needs the government to 
support and subsidize it doesn’t deserve to sur­
vive. It is not the state’s business to carry out the 
churches’ ministries!

The Religious Right’s mission is twofold. 
First, it seeks to gain control of the Republican 
Party apparatus at the state and local levels, with 
the eventual goal o f claiming control of the 
Republican National Committee itself. Its sec­
ond objective is to win for its candidates election 
to hundreds, even thousands, of lower-level 
public offices. Once elected, they can begin to 
implement Robertson’s Christian Coalition ex­
tremist views, and from there, they can seek 
higher offices. They have put out a detailed 
manual, spelling out how to get in and m anipu­
late the democratic political process. They seem 
to think that any means justify their ends. They 
campaign quietly within the safety of their own 
church communities. They are referred to as 
“stealth” candidates. They have been concen­
trating on school boards throughout the coun­
try. No one hears of them, except their own 
church sponsors, and with the low turnout of 
voters for school board elections, they are sud­
denly seen for the first time after being elected.

To be sure, any person should be free to run 
for an office, whatever his or her political party 
or religious affiliation. But stealth candidates, 
who conceal their ultimate purpose until elect­
ed, are dangerous for local communities and the 
nation.

Once in office, these New Right folks “come 
out of their closets.” They begin pushing their 
agenda on our schools, ranging from censorship 
of selected novels and textbooks to the teaching 
of creationism, gutting sex education programs, 
and putting an end to school breakfast pro­
grams for the needy and day care for children of 
working parent families— on the grounds that 
such programs undercut the family. Children 
should eat at home with their parents even when 
there may be no parents there— or no food. The 
Religious R ight’s general agenda includes, 
among other things, antipornography. What 
sane person does not detest child pornography? 
Yet people buy into the general agenda on the

basis that any antipornography program is wor­
thy of support. They are against any woman 
having a say about what goes on in her own body 
and insist that abortions, performed for any rea­
son, should be judged as “m urder in the first 
degree.” In turn, single-issue antiabortion folks 
may jum p on their bandwagon. However, many 
pro-lifers will not have anything to do with Rob­
ertson’s Christian Coalition. And a majority of 
conservative citizens do not want to be equated 
with the Religious Right. The Religious Right 
also opposes the Equal Rights Amendment and 
would deprive those who are not their kind of 
people of certain inalienable rights guaranteed 
by our Constitution.

Those of the Religious Right are determined 
to get their prayers and their Bible reading back 
into the public schools, by hook or by crook. 
They are big on censorship of books, including 
any fantasy yarns involving witches— even those 
in the long tradition of children’s literature, 
such as Snow White, and Hansel and Gretel. 
They claim that these lead to devil worship and 
witchcraft.

The newest code words of the New Right, 
used to hook those who might not hear them 
otherwise, are the environment, the deficit, and 
the economy. Because there is hardly one among 
us who is not interested in these issues, some of 
the finest o f persons are hooked into the New 
Right’s agenda based on a single concern.

The Religious Right extremists always refer to 
the United States as a “Christian nation.” This 
always appeals to the white Anglo-Saxon Protes­
tant! But look at history honestly. The idea that 
the United States should be officially Christian 
was explicitly rejected by James Madison, one of 
the primary designers of our Constitution, and 
the other framers, who insisted on a system of 
separation of church and state that guarantees 
religious freedom  for all individuals and 
groups— Christian and non-Christian alike. 
The “Christian nation” concept has never been 
endorsed by the Supreme Court as officially 
binding judicial policy. “Christian nation,” like 
“family values,” have been code words for an 
evangelical socioreligious perspective and have 
been used to marginalize, if not blackball, non­
conformists.

America has always been a pluralistic country 
of all nationalities and religions. We used to 
pride ourselves in being “the melting pot of the 
w orld ,” and considered our diversity our 
strength and uniqueness. The genius of our 
American system is that in religious matters the 
government remains neutral. This allows all
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citizens to practice their religious faiths freely 
and not impose them on government.

The Religious Right employs the expression 
“Christian nation,” referring to their desire to 
see the national laws reflect the narrow sectarian 
principles that they themselves hold— not just 
saying that a majority of Americans identify 
with Christian denominations. These misguid­
ed religionists and patriots are trying to say that 
only persons with the correct religious views are 
real Americans and should hold public offices. 
The historic position of this nation is that the 
government as a legal organization is indepen­
dent of all religions. Our Constitution specifi­
cally provides that “Congress shall make no law 
respecting an establishment of religion, or p ro­
hibiting the free exercise thereof.” In the words 
of Thomas Jefferson, the First Amendment was 
intended to “erect a wall of separation between 
church and state.” A person’s right to freedom 
of belief is to be beyond the reach of government 
and majoritarian rule.

The Religious Right extremists have been 
conniving in every political way to get state- 
mandated prayer and Bible reading back into 
the public school, ever since the 1963 Supreme 
Court decision declared it to be unconstitution­
al. That old tradition clearly promoted a generic 
form of Protestantism, without any concern for 
our Roman Catholic, M ormon, Jewish, U nitar­
ian, or Muslim neighbors. The Pennsylvania 
law that was challenged by the Supreme Court 
was explicit: “At least 10 verses from the Holy 
Bible shall be read, without comment, at the 
opening of each school day.”

Actually, voluntary prayer in public schools 
has always been legal. Children are perfectly free 
to say grace over lunch and read the Bible in 
their free time. We need to resist government- 
prescribed prayer program s in our public 
schools. That 1963 Supreme Court put the re­
sponsibility back upon parents, where it be­
longs, giving fathers and mothers the right to 
determine what religious exercises are taught. A 
religion, even Christianity, that must depend 
upon the state to do what it cannot do is not 
worthy of existence.

If we continue to let the historic wall between 
church and state erode, religion will suffer more 
than the state. The new Religious Right extrem­
ists want nothing less than to force American 
society to enact into law their exclusive religious 
views, and thereby impose them on everyone. 
But ours is a constitutional republic made up of 
many different religions— in which every indi­
vidual’s rights are guaranteed and all voices are

heard. The Religious Right seeks a theocracy 
that legislates and enforces their particular vi­
sion of God’s law.

This New Right confronts us with a threat far 
greater than the old threat of Communism. 
W hen the state and the church would become 
entwined, it is religion that will be the loser.

I tremble for my country when I hear zealous 
religionists plaguing good neighbors and wom­
en’s health clinics in the name of Jesus, who said, 
“A new com m andm ent I give unto you, that ye 
love one another; as I have loved you” (John 
13:34). I tremble for our nation when I hear 
extremists discredit our public school system, 
the only truly ecumenical program left in our 
community. The public schools take the poor 
and the handicapped, the abused and foster chil­
dren, the Christian and the Muslim, the Roman 
Catholic and the Jew. They do more of the 
Lord’s work every day than most other institu­
tions.

Americans need to be rem inded that no 
group, religious or secular, can insist upon m a­
jority rule. One does not keep the Ten Com ­
mandments by any majority rule! The Bill of 
Rights aims precisely to protect the religious 
freedom, rights, and sensibilities of the minority 
against the whims of the majority. The protec­
tio n  afforded individuals un d er the First 
Amendment is not subject to majority rule. 
Government agencies do not have liberty to pro­
mote the religious perspective of any group— 
majority or minority.

It may sound judgmental for one religionist 
to warn people about the threat of differing 
religionists. I pray that what I do is discernment 
in love, not judgment in any hate. We must not 
ignore the Pat Robertsons, James Dobsons, and 
Tim LaHayes. It is our Christian commission to 
put in a good word for Jesus Christ, our Saviour 
and Lord. We are to share our faith in Jerusa­
lem, Judea, and to the ends of the earth— but not 
at the expense of another faith. To love our 
neighbors as ourselves requires tolerance, but it 
also requires looking out for the best ultimate 
welfare of both state and church. It means being 
humble, not self-righteous.

Evangelical writer Charles Colson said that 
the role of the church is not to win political 
battles or even make people happy; it is to make 
people holy.

Rather than playing at politics, Christians 
should obey Christ’s command to “love thy 
neighbour as thyself’ (Matthew 19:19). When 
we abide by these words, we will do best by our 
religion and our country. B
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Hius Sailli The

Is tax exemption a means to control the church? 
Evidently the government thinks so.

BY D A N I E L  J .  L I T T L E

efore the 1992 presidential election, our church 
took out a full page ad in USA TODAY and the 
Washington Times. The ad—which reiterated 
candidate Bill Clinton’s intentions to support 
homosexuality, federally funded abortion, and 
tax dollars to purchase condoms for public 
school students—was reproduced in more than 
160 local newspapers across the nation. “God 
forbid that we sell out our most sacred beliefs in 
a vain hope of financial gain,” we warned. “How 
can we expect God to bless our economy if we 
plunge down a path of immorality?” We asked, 
“How then can we vote for Bill Clinton?”

We wanted to awaken Christians to the dan­
gers of voting for a man willing to abandon the 
immutable laws of God. Expressing apprecia­
tion, hundreds of Christians across the country 
helped offset the nearly $50,000 cost. Others, 
however, said they were ashamed that we had 
dragged the name of Christ into the filth of 
politics. Apparently, once a moral issue— such 
as homosexuality or abortion— becomes en­
meshed in political policy, it mystically becomes 
“off- limits” to the church.

The 1RS seems to feel the same way. After we 
placed the ad, our church immediately received 
a request from the 1RS for a mountain of infor­
mation about The Church at Pierce Creek. A 
civil liberties watchdog group, Americans Unit­
ed for Separation of Church and State, had com­
plained to the 1RS of our “egregious offense.” In 
response, the 1RS notified us that 
they needed the information to see 
if we had transgressed a legal pro­
hibition. In simple terms, our tax 
exempt status was in jeopardy.

Is tax exemption a means to control the 
church? Evidently the government thinks so. 
Lately it appears that legislation and the courts 
are being used to remove the church and her 
thorny morals from the public forum. And 
nowhere is this effort more evident than in the 
laws regulating tax exempt corporations and 
their 501(c)(3) status.

W hen the IRS wrote to Pierce Creek, it said: 
“The Establishment Clause prohibits govern­
ment sponsorship of religion. Central to this 
prohibition are the concepts of government 
neutrality and the separation between church 
and state. The Supreme Court has held that the 
Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment is 
an absolute prohibition against the regulation of 
religious beliefs. The First Amendment pro­
vides substantial protection for lawful conduct 
grounded on religious beliefs. However, the 
government may limit religiously motivated 
conduct when the limitation is essential to ac­
complish an overriding governmental interest.” 

In response, we gave the IRS a few biblical 
reasons for our actions and identified ourselves 
as a church under New Testament and biblical 
law. We did not supply them with information 
about our donors, turn  over our checkbooks, 
bank statements, notes, memorandums, con­
tracts, invoices, receipts, letters, or the files of 
our paid bills for the last several years, as they 
had requested.

Instead, I wrote back and asked, 
“If a church is recognized as being 
tax exempt, does this mean that the 
church can no longer use its funds 
to warn other Christians of per-

Daniel J. Little is the 
pastor of The Church at 
Pierce Creek in 
Binghamton, NewYork.

L I B E R T Y  M A R C H / A P R I L  1 9 9 4  1 9



w■  ■  hose 

permission and 

authority do we 

seek before we 

give a prophetic 

warning to a 

rebellious house? 

Do we go to the 

IRS or the Word 

of God?

The Church at Pierce Creek: Its tax exemption is now in jeopardy.

ceived dangers if those dangers are in some way 
connected to anything political?” Does tax ex­
emption mean that a church may not issue 
warning from the pulpit, over the public air­
ways, or by means o f the printed word?

“Am I correct in my perception of what you 
are saying?” I continued. “Stated more specifi­
cally my question is this: Because the 1RS recog­
nizes us as being tax exempt, can the 1RS now 
say to our church ‘You cannot 
communicate warnings to the 
church at large about the dan­
gers of abandoning the estab­
lished moral law of the Holy 
Bible’? Are you saying that be­
cause the ab an d o n m en t of 
these biblically  established 
moral laws is now political pol­
icy that these moral issues have 
been lifted out of the church’s 
domain?”

These vital considerations 
go to the heart of the matter of 
C h ris t’s lo rd sh ip  over the 
church. W hose perm ission 
and authority do we seek before we give a pro­
phetic warning to a rebellious house? Do we go 
to the 1RS or the W ord of God? Unfortunately, 
by their meticulous compliance with govern­
ment restrictions, many pastors, church boards, 
and Christian leaders seem to lean more toward 
the 1RS.

That so many Christian friends voiced fear 
that our ad violated the law uncovers the pre­

vailing opinion among believers that where the 
government says the church cannot speak, it 
must be silent. Not totally silent, to be sure, but 
only when government says that it has “an over­
riding governmental interest” to keep it silent. 
O f course, only the government (and the courts) 
can know when government interests actually 
do override the church’s prophetic role, and as a 
power-hungry government finds more need to 

control the church, that line 
will be redrawn and enforced 
by the threat of losing tax ex­
empt status.

The church has apparently 
forgotten that tax exemption 
(more correctly called tax im ­
munity) did not come as a priv­
ilege from a benevolent gov­
e rnm en t. At o u r n a tio n ’s 
founding it was understood 
that government had no right 
to tax the church, because to do 
so was to  pu t governm ent 
squarely into the religion busi­
ness. That the church was not 

to be under the government’s thum b was uni­
versally understood by our Founders, and for 
years that understanding has prevailed.

Jefferson held this belief when he wrote to the 
Danbury Baptist Church, in which he used the 
now ubiquitous phrase “a wall of separation be­
tween church and state.” The Danbury church 
had heard a rum or that the federal government 
was going to endorse a certain Christian sect

Pastor Daniel Little: “ If we will 
befaithfultoourcalfwe  
cannot remainsilent.”
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BY T H O M A S  W E T M O R E

T he ta x  la w  th a t has c o n fro n te d  P a s to r D an ie l L itt le  and The 
C h u rch  a t P ie rce  C reek w as  enacted  by C on g re ss  in  1954 , 
w ith  m in o r  m o d if ic a tio n  in  1 9 8 7 . The ru le  Is s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  

and n a rro w , a ffe c tin g  all e x e m p t o rg a n iz a tio n s  d e sc rib e d  in  sec ­
t io n  5 0 1 (c ) (3 )  o f th e  In te rn a l R evenue Code. In o rd e r to  be 
a c co rd e d  ta x -e x e m p t s ta tu s , o rg a n iz a tio n s  d e sc rib e d  in  se c tio n  
5 0 1 (c ) (3 )  m u s t “ n o t p a rtic ip a te  in , o r  in te rve n e  In ( In c lu d in g  the  
p u b lis h in g  o r  d is tr ib u t in g  o f s ta te m e n ts ), any  p o lit ic a l c a m p a ig n  
on be h a lf o f (o r  In o p p o s it io n  to )  any  ca n d id a te  fo r  p u b lic  o f f ic e .”

T h o u g h  th e  line  has been b lu rre d  by s o m e w h a t In c o n s is te n t 
and c o n fu s in g  in te rp re ta tio n  by th e  IRS and th e  c o u rts , i t ’s n o t 
s u rp r is in g  th a t a w id e ly  c ircu la te d  a d v e rtis e m e n t a tta c k in g  a p o lit ­
ica l c a n d id a te — s u ch  as th e  one s p o n s o re d  by th e  C h u rch  a t P ie rce 
C reek— w o u ld  a ro u s e  th e  IRS.

The d is t in c t io n  be tw een  m o s t ta x  e x e m p t o rg a n iz a tio n s  and 
p o lit ic a l o rg a n iz a tio n s  is re a so n a b ly  c lea r. A p o lit ic a l o rg a n iza tio n  
has th e  p u rp o s e  o f s u p p o rt in g  th e  e le c tio n  o f a p o lit ic a l ca n d id a te  
and is  s u b je c t to  ce rta in  ta xe s  u n d e r s e c tio n  5 2 7  o f th e  In te rn a l 
R evenue C ode. An o rg a n iza tio n  e x e m p t fro m  in co m e  ta x  u n d e r 
s e c tio n  501 (c ) y e t e n ga g in g  in p o lit ic a l a c tiv ity  w il l a lso  be s u b je c t 
to  th is  ta x  and p o s s ib ly  to  fu r th e r  pe na ltie s  and even lo ss  o f ta x  
e x e m p t s ta tu s . If an o rg a n iz a tio n , In c lu d in g  a c h u rc h , ac ts  like  a 
p o lit ic a l o rg a n iz a tio n — it w il l be tre a te d  like  one.

T a x -e x e m p t o rg a n iza tio n s , in c lu d in g  c h u rc h e s , are n o t p ro h ib ­
ited  f ro m  e d u c a tin g , in fo rm in g , and p e rsu a d in g  c itiz e n s  on p e r t i­
ne n t m o ra l and s o c ia l is su es . If done  a g a in s t th e  b a ck d ro p  o f a 
p o lit ic a l c a m p a ig n , e x tra  care  m u s t be ta ke n  to  e n su re  th a t n o th in g  
c o u ld  be ta ke n  as an e n d o rs e m e n t o f, o r  a tta c k  ag a in s t, a c a n d i­
da te . O nce th a t line  is  c ro ss e d , th e  c o n s titu t io n a l q u e s tio n  o f ta x  
e x e m p tio n s  can g e t s tic k y .

T h ere  is , a rg u a b ly , no c o n s titu t io n a l p ro te c tio n  fo r  ta x  e x e m p t 
s ta tu s , e x ce p t p e rha ps  fo r  c h u rc h e s . M a ny  be lieve  th a t th is  s ta tu s  
is a m a tte r  o f le g is la tiv e  g race  based on so u n d  p u b lic  p o lic y  and 
th e  A m e ric a n  tra d it io n  o f e n c o u ra g in g  a c t iv it ie s  th a t se rve  b road 
p u b lic  in te re s ts ; o th e rs  see it  as a r ig h t. W h a te ve r o n e ’s p o s it io n , 
th e  te rm s  and c o n d it io n s  o f ta x  e x e m p tio n  are n o t in c o n s is te n t 
w ith  th e  F irs t A m e n d m e n t. Even th o u g h  th e  F irs t A m e n d m e n t m ay 
n o t m a n d a te  th a t re lig io n  be fre e  fro m  ta x a tio n , e x e m p tio n  a vo ids  
e xce ss ive  e n ta n g le m e n t m o re  s u c c e s s fu lly  th a n  w o u ld  ta xa tio n .

In th e  en d , ta x  e x e m p tio n  fo r  c h u rc h e s  can be a p o w e rfu l m eans 
o f m a in ta in in g  c h u rc h -s ta te  s e p a ra tio n . The e x e m p tio n  p ro te c ts  
c h u rc h e s  f ro m  exce ss ive  g o v e rn m e n t in tru s io n , w h ile  it  keeps 
c h u rc h e s  o u t o f b la ta n t p a rtis a n  p o lit ic s . I t ’s a tw o -w a y  s tre e t, and 
it bears  a s im ila r i ty  to  th e  w o rd s  o f th e  Lo rd  H im se lf: “ R ender 
th e re fo re  u n to  Caesar th e  th in g s  w h ic h  are C aesar’s; and u n to  God 
th e  th in g s  th a t are G o d ’s ” (M a tth e w  2 2 :2 1 ).

(not theirs) as the official church of America. 
Jefferson replied to the concerned congregation 
that there was a constitutional wall (the Estab­
lishment Clause) prohibiting any such endorse­
ment.

The wall he envisioned kept government out 
of church business. W hat is becoming increas­
ingly obvious, however, is that not only the gov­
ernment but Christians themselves are acting on 
the assumption that the church’s remaining 
freedom from control hangs by a thread. One 
word too many on the wrong topic, and the 
thread breaks— leaving the church without its 
tax exempt status and out of business. If tax 
exemption has degenerated to this precarious 
position, then we have already put the govern­
ment where Jefferson said it could not go— into 
the church business.

Unfortunately, I believe that federal and state 
legislation has so invaded liberty on every front 
that we are now realizing Jefferson’s fear of “the 
tyranny of legislatures.”

The Scriptures say, “And have no fellowship 
with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather 
reprove them ” (Ephesians 5:11). Here is the 
only authority the confessing church needs to 
notify the whole world or a single man of the 
dangers of abandoning God’s laws.

Those, however, who boldly proclaim God’s 
laws become branded as a thorn, and sooner or 
later that thorn must be removed. But before a 
society can remove this thorn it must first isolate 
and poke fun at it. Label it “the Religious Right” 
or “radical Fundamentalists.” Show how obso­
lete and silly—even dangerous— these people 
are. The media and entertainment industry 
does this regularly.

But if we will be faithful to our call, we can not 
remain silent. We must present the righteous­
ness requirements of God’s laws to a culture that 
is perishing without them. If by speaking to the 
issues of the day we break the thread that keeps 
us tax exempt—let it be broken! We must not 
hide God’s truth from public view and then 
suddenly stand up when everything falls to say 
we had the answer all along but couldn’t speak 
for fear of losing a few dollars. We dare not put 
cash above our calling, or money above our 
morals.

Far from being quiet, the church needs to 
speak more clearly than ever, for when every­
thing that can be shaken has been shaken, it will 
be the confessing church that is left standing 
upon the foundation of God’s law, and a ruined 
society will need the answers we have faithfully 
held out, even when no one listened. 0

Thomas Wetmore Is a tax lawyer in Silver Spring, Maryland.
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M y N e i gh b or ' s Cob
Ruminations on Religious Freedom in America

B Y  R A Y M O N D  R E C C H I
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y neighbor’s God is extremely angry 
because children don’t pray in school. 

My God couldn’t care less.
My neighbor’s God tells him he has 

to choose between being a good citizen 
and being a good Christian. As a good 
Christian, it is not enough that he 
practice his religion at home and in 
church. He must force it into schools, 

public meetings, athletic events, and the halls of 
government.

Another of my neighbors has no God. He 
wants religion swept from every nook and cran­
ny of public life.

My God and I are stuck in the middle. He 
regards the actions of my two neighbors as 
flagrant manipulation of the free will He gave to 
all humanity. My God is satisfied if I live by the 
Golden Rule— practicing my religion and al­
lowing others to practice theirs. He likes the 
idea that here in the United States everyone has 
not only freedom of religion but freedom from 
religion.

But my neighbors continue to argue— on 
radio talk shows, in letters to newspapers, in 
voting booths, on the floor of legislative bodies, 
and, worst of all, in courtrooms.

My God is not amused by the constant bick­
ering between those who believe there should 
never be any mention of Him or any religion on 
government property and those who would 
make us begin and end every day and every 
function during that day with prayer.

O f course, those who carry the standard on 
both sides claim the moral high ground. Their 
actions, however, indicate that they are more 
interested in winning the argument than being 
truly moral. The motivations on both sides 
appear to be spite and pettiness, not principle.

With a bit of logic, common sense, and toler­
ance, we could settle the question easily and 
amicably. Each side could have half a loaf as 
they continue to haggle over crumbs.

In June the United States Supreme Court 
ruled in Lamb’s Chapel v. Center Moriches Union

Free School District that religious groups can 
meet on public school property after school 
hours if other groups are allowed the same priv­
ilege.

That sounds reasonable. So why did it go to 
court? Spite. Pettiness. Not content to be left 
alone with their beliefs— or lack of them— one 
group sought to keep others from having a pri­
vate meeting on public property.

I believe, and the Court agrees, that if some 
members of the community want to use those 
buildings for meetings after hours, they should 
be allowed to do so. No one is forced to join 
those groups or attend the meetings. The roof of 
the school will not collapse simply because the 
group has a religious purpose. As long as all 
groups have equal access to the property, allow­
ing such meetings does not constitute govern­
ment endorsement of a particular religion, or 
even of religion in general.

But some could not accept that common- 
sense approach because the battle has become 
too bitter for either side to give an inch.

In Jones v. Clear Creek Independent School 
District the Supreme Court let stand an appeals 
court ruling that allows prayers at public school 
graduation ceremonies in Louisiana, Mississip­
pi, and Texas as long as a majority of students 
want prayers. By ignoring the case, the Court 
also disregarded the Constitution.

Although our government is based on major­
ity rule, in some areas— religion in particular—  
individuals are free to seek their own paths as 
long as they do not infringe on the rights of 
others. Being aware of government-sanctioned 
religious persecution in other countries, our 
Founders purposely chose to deny the majority 
the right to decide what national, state, county, 
or city religion should be.

Because our religious rights include an indi­
vidual’s right to choose no religion at all, the 
answer to the graduation prayer controversy 
should be simple. Government should not al­
low religion of any kind to be a part o f govern­
ment-sponsored functions— from a city com-
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If we aren’t 
allowed to 
establish an 
official national 
religion by 
majority vote, 
students should 
not be allowed to 
have an official 
graduation 
prayer—even by 
majority vote.

mission meeting to a public school football 
game. By allowing prayers, the government 
sanctions religion, which it is expressly forbid­
den to do.

If we aren’t allowed to establish an official 
national religion by majority vote, students 
should not be allowed to have an official gradu­
ation prayer—even by majority vote. By allow­
ing it, we disregard the rights of those who don’t 
want the prayer, because their beliefs are not the 
most popular. This discrimination is exactly 
what our Founders sought to avoid: the persecu­
tion and/or alienation of those whose beliefs do 
not conform to the majority.

But what about those who want to pray? 
They can. No one is prevented from praying 
silently. Even they admit that their God can hear 
their silent thoughts as clearly as if they were

shouting. No law prohibits prayer at home, at 
church, when one is alone or with friends and 
family, or silently at a graduation ceremony. 
That is the beauty of separation of church and 
state.

The price for that freedom is that no one— 
even by majority vote— can force religion into 
anyone else’s life, particularly at a government- 
sponsored function. This principle is the only 
way to protect the rights of everyone to wor­
ship— or not worship— as they please.

My God believes that principle is a marvelous 
idea. O f course, He was the one who thought of 
it.

My neighbor’s God believes that fighting 
those who are different is more im portant than 
principle. But then, my neighbor’s God isn’t as 
smart as mine. 0

I L L U S T R A T I O N  8 Y  K E V I N  C H A D W I C K
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P r o t es

B Y C H R I S  W O E H R

our hours north of Mexico City, a group of 

evangelical Christians are forced 

to meet secretly because town officials

have made it clear: Protestants are 

not welcome.

Over the past 30 years, in the 

southern Mexican state of 

Chiapas, more than 23,000 Protestants 

from indigenous communities have 

been forced into internal exile because 

of clashes with local authorities. The 

reason: Protestants are not welcome.

(Continued on page 26)

Chris Woehr is executive editor of Network News 
International in Santa Ana, California. Other NNt 
correspondents also contributed to this article.
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Ar e Not Welcome

p m c m a s  

y a  a u e

G r f t ic is

Clockwise from top:
Sign at the entrance of Xochinanacatlan (Puebla 

State) reads: “ Notice. Protestants are prohibited from 
entering as this is a Catholic village. Thank You.”

A member of the evangelical community of San 
Miguel Mitontic, with child, who sought refuge in the 
neighboring Christian village of Betania (Bethany).

San Miguel Mitontic’s Catholic church where ancient 
Chamula religious rites dating back to the days of the 
Mayan empire are still openly performed.

The charred home of a believer who was forced to 
leave town during the March 1987 uprising against 
evengelicals in the community. Other villagers have 
appropriated the surrounding farmland.



On June 27, 1993, 140 worshipers attending 
the San Nicolas Guadalupe Baptist Church in 
Mexico state were stoned by a mob o f400. Doz­
ens of fleeing men, women, and children were 
wounded. Eleven vehicles belonging to church 
members were burned, and the church de­
stroyed. According to Domingo Lopez, head of 
the Council o f Indian Representatives of the 
High Country in Chiapas, 40 evangelicals have 
been persecuted since a new mayor took over 
the government of the Indian municipality of 
San Juan Chamula.

Attorney and Presbyterian pastor Abdias 
Tovilla says that leaders of the Chamula Tribe 
are now pressuring individual evangelical fami­

lies to leave their com­
munities, rather than 
expelling large num ­
bers of believers at one 
tim e. The In d ian  
leaders adopted this 
tactic, hoping it would 
attract less attention 
than would mass ex­
pulsions.

On August 6, five 
Presbyterian families 
were expelled from  
the San Juan Chamula 
community of Arden- 
za Uno. Juan and Sal­
vador Patishtan, two 
b ro th e rs , said  the 
mayor warned that if 
they  re tu rn e d  they 
would be beaten and 
killed. Two weeks lat­

er the five families attempted to return to their 
homes but were discovered by sentries posted 
on the outskirts of their village. The families 
were beaten and taken to the San Juan Chamula 
jail, where they were held overnight and then 
released.

In June 1992, after months of pressure and 
harassment by local officials to rid the town of 
Protestants, hired killers gunned down Presby­
terian lay preacher Melecio Gomez of the Chia­
pas community of Saltillo. Melecio’s body was 
riddled with 38 bullets and hacked to pieces with 
machetes, as two of his five children watched. 
The alleged killers, all identified by eyewitness­
es, have yet to be apprehended.

In response, a conference on persecution in 
Mexico, sponsored by Open Doors W ith Broth­
er Andrew— a global organization that supports 
and encourages Christians under duress— was

held at the Korean Friendship Center in Oaxaca, 
August 1993. At this meeting Abdias Tovilla 
expressed grave concern that “a new page” has 
been turned in the persecution of Protestants in 
Chiapas. “The expulsions are real and contro­
versial,” he said. “We are seeing a different and 
more ruthless approach to the presence of Prot­
estants in Chiapas.”

The persecution continues even though the 
Mexican government, in 1992, made significant 
and positive revisions to the constitution, which 
allow for greater religious freedom. These revi­
sions affirmed, among other things, that all reli­
gions are equal before the law.

Mexican president Carlos Salinas de Gortari 
is currently espousing free expression of faith 
through the theme “plurality, singularity, and 
liberty.”

W hatever the presidential utterances may be, 
how the law is interpreted at ground level is 
largely dependent on local authorities. Far from 
the centers of political power, municipal leaders 
often take the law into their own hands, and 
state officials speak of constitutional law and 
traditional law in one breath.

The harassment, intimidation, forced exile, 
illegal detention, and subtle discrimination are 
explained in terms of indigenous tradition. 
Community members who convert to Protes­
tantism are reluctant to take part in community 
festivals, which often involve heavy financial 
outlays, the purchase of icons for the local Cath­
olic church, and consumption of large quanti­
ties of alcohol.

Although characterized as a largely Catholic- 
Protestant conflict, in reality, Catholicism in 
these isolated communities is really Christopa- 
ganism. As such, one cannot say that the aggres­
sion is officially endorsed by Mexico’s Roman 
Catholic hierarchy.

But at the parish level, Catholics appear to 
take their cues from the rhetoric of the Catholic 
hierarchy, beginning with the Vatican represen­
tative to Mexico, Girolamo Prigione, who, in 
one scathing attack, said, “Sects, like flies, 
should be chased out.”

The rapid growth of Protestantism in Mexico 
is causing a significant dem ographic shift. 
W ithin the next 20 years Catholicism might no 
longer be the dominant religious force it has 
been for centuries. Nor will officials look the 
other way when members of a large voting bloc 
are denied justice under the law. Thus, no m at­
ter how strongly the “Protestants are not wel­
come” sentiment remains, with each passing 
year it’s going to be harder to enforce. B

Although 

characterized as a  

largely Catholic- 

P rotestant conflict, 

in reality, 

Catholicism  in 

these isolated  

com m unities is 

really

Christopaganism.
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But something has to be left to God.—
Robert Frost*

B Y  D A N I E L  J .  D R A Z E N

abita Bricci, alias M other Doe, gave birth to a 
boy on December 29, 1993, at 6:45 p.m. The 
birth was remarkable because it raised serious 
questions about medicine and the First Amend­
ment, and threatened to make allies of long­
standing enemies.

It began at St. Joseph’s Hospital in Chicago, 
where 22-year-old Tabita Bricci’s pregnancy 
was being supervised. The doctors determined 
that the fetus— 36 1/2 weeks old—was getting 
insufficient oxygen via the placenta, and feared 
the baby would be born severely retarded if it 
survived at all. Knowing the fetus would be via­
ble outside the womb, the doctors wanted to 
perform a cesarean section.

Mrs. Bricci, however, opposed the surgery on 
religious grounds, insisting that her fundamen­
talist Christian faith demanded she not deliver 
the child ahead of its time. She would trust God 
with the outcome.

Bricci’s doctors contacted the Cook County 
state’s attorney’s office, which then filed a peti­
tion with Cook County Juvenile Court, alleging 
child neglect of the fetus by Mrs. Bricci [simply 
named in the petition “Mother Doe.”] The 
doctors asked the court to order Bricci to under­
go a C section— even though it might violate her 
religious convictions— for the benefit (if not the 
survival) o f “Baby Boy Doe.” While the court 
acknowledged that “broad powers [for the state] 
to protect the fetus” existed, Cook County Juve­
nile Court judge Gary Brownfield declared that 
a fetus is not a juvenile and refused the request.

This case was not the first time hospitals in 
the U nited States had sought, through the

courts, to force a cesarean section. Since 1980 
about a half-dozen court-ordered cesareans 
have been performed at Rush-Presbyterian-St. 
Luke’s Medical Center in Chicago. But accord­
ing to Max Douglas Brown, general counsel at 
Rush-Presybeterian, this case was different.

“Now, under this ruling, courts apparently 
no longer recognize that a viable fetus. . .  has any 
rights as a person .. . .  If the holding in this case 
prevails, how can the criminal, the drug-addict­
ed mother, or the negligent doctor be held re­
sponsible for injuries to a thing which has no 
value, is not a person, and has no rights?”1

“It’s time this issue was resolved,” Brown 
said, “so we have a clear idea of how to handle 
these situations. W hat are the relative rights of 
the mother and a viable fetus?”2

Under normal circumstances, the state’s at­
torney’s office might not have pushed so hard, 
but it believed it had to do something because 
1993 had been a bad year for children in Chica­
go.

A 3-year-old boy had been returned to the 
custody of his natural mother, despite child wel­
fare caseworkers’ and relatives’ protests that the 
mother was not a sound parent. A short time 
later the mother killed the boy by hanging him.

On Thanksgiving Day 5-year-old Clifford 
Triplett was brought to a hospital emergency 
room weighing only 18 pounds, dehydrated, 
and slipping in and out of consciousness. His 
body was covered with whip marks, burns, and 
bruises. On a day given to dietary excesses, the 
story made headlines. The police arrested the 
mother and her live-in boyfriend for felony
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child cruelty. Three caseworkers from the Illi­
nois Department of Children and Family Ser­
vices, who had let Clifford’s case fall through the 
bureaucratic cracks, were disciplined.3

W ith this heightened awareness of child 
abuse, it wasn’t surprising that Tabita Bricci’s 
case caught the public’s attention. Nor was it a 
surprise when Cook County public guardian 
Patrick M urphy took up the case after Judge 
Brownfield ruled against the Cook County 
state’s attorney’s office. M urphy became the 
fetus’s court-appointed guardian. He stated 
that he wanted the courts to balance Tabita 
Bricci’s freedom, religion, and privacy rights 
against the fetus’s right to live. In appeal papers 
filed with the Illinois Supreme Court he struck a 
more urgent tone: “Because of the m other’s de­
cision, however well intentioned, Baby Boy Doe 
will either die or suffer severe mental retarda­
tion.”4 It was too late for one 3-year-old boy, 
and it had almost been too late for Clifford 
Triplett, but Patrick Murphy was going to see to 
it that one life would be spared.

According to legal experts, well-established 
legal doctrines should have allowed Tabita Bric­
ci to refuse the procedure without controversy.

First, a person deemed “competent”— capa­
ble of evaluating the risks and alternatives of a 
medical treatment or procedure— has the right 
to choose whether to accept or refuse such treat­
ment. This issue of competence would take a 
nasty turn  as the case progressed.

Second, the courts cannot force someone to 
undergo any medical procedure for the benefit 
of another person. This was the subject o f a 
high-profile court case in Illinois in 1990. The 
Illinois Supreme Court ruled that the half-sib- 
lings of a boy dying from leukemia could not be 
forced to undergo blood screening to see if they 
would be possible marrow donors.

Finally, enforcement of a court-ordered op­
eration as requested for Bricci would be diffi­
cult. Unless the patient were in confinement, 
there is the prospect (as one judge put it) of the 
state strapping women down to the operating 
table. The American Medical Association, for 
example, has found court intervention in such 
medical decisions inappropriate because, ad­
mittedly, women facing such decisions might 
simply refuse treatment.5

Tabita Bricci made that decision. She re­
moved herself from the care of the doctors at St. 
Joseph’s Hospital.

If this case were simply a story of medical 
decision-making, it might not have rated na­
tionwide coverage. Once Tabita Bricci invoked

her First Amendment rights and refused the 
procedure on religious grounds, however, that 
unleashed a media feeding frenzy. One op-ed 
piece on the controversy carried the title “The 
Collision of Religion and Medicine.” Yet the 
media coverage of the case served neither medi­
cine nor religion very well.

“Nowhere has anyone given thorough, re­
spectful, or balanced attention to identifying, 
clarifying, or explaining the context or content 
of the Does’ [i.e., the Briccis’] religious beliefs,” 
said Lawrence J. O ’Connell and M. Therese Ly- 
saught, of the Park Ridge Center for the Study of 
Health, Faith, and Ethics. The center, which 
publishes Second Opinion, a journal dealing with 
medical ethics, found that while religious issues 
were at the heart of the case, questions of religion 
were not adequately addressed.

“The Does’ religious beliefs have either been 
ignored, mentioned and dropped, distorted or 
misrepresented, belittled or ridiculed,” they 
said. They took exception with Patrick M ur­
phy’s characterization of Mrs. Bricci’s beliefs as 
“prim itive” and one newspaper colum nist’s 
simple dismissal of her beliefs using “that help­
ful, reasonable adjective, ‘nutty.’”6

Even more chilling was the position of the 
state’s attorney’s office, as stated in papers filed 
with the court, that Mrs. Bricci’s beliefs should 
be considered “grounds for incompetence.”7 In 
other words, the state was arguing that someone 
who holds religious beliefs that might lie outside 
the mainstream of religious thought and prac­
tice does not know how to act in their own best 
interests. It meant that the courts would “decide 
what is religiously acceptable and medically re­
sponsible.”8

Tabita Bricci was represented by the Illinois 
public defender’s office. Assisting was the local 
chapter of the American Civil Liberties Union. 
The ACLU had been called in by the public 
defender’s office because of the First Amend­
ment implications of the case. “We were some­
what taken aback by [the state’s] characteriza­
tion of the Briccis’ religious beliefs,” said Colleen 
Connell of the Chicago ACLU. Those beliefs 
were “characterized by the office of the public 
guardian as ‘primitive’ and akin to hum an sacri­
fice.” The case, according to Connell, was being 
“prosecuted with a tremendous am ount of zeal,” 
as well as “misunderstanding and a lack of ap­
preciation for religious diversity in this coun­
try.” Connell also called the state’s attorney’s 
questioning of Mrs. Bricci’s competence to 
make medical decisions because of her religious 
beliefs “chilling” and “the height of arrogance.”9
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For years the ACLU has been taking lumps 
from fundamentalists for allegedly working to 
undermine religious values in furtherance of 
“secular hum anism .” Yet it was the ACLU, the 
bete noire of the Religious Right, who was de­
fending the religious beliefs of M other Doe.

The ACLU’s involvement may have been one 
reason Chicago’s pro-life community was con­
spicuously absent. They may have wanted to 
defend Tabita Bricci’s religious rights, but not if 
it meant sharing a podium with the ACLU. An­
other reason for their silence would have been 
sheer embarrassment. Opposition to abortion 
has long been driven by religious motives, and 
an irony of the case that caught the media’s 
attention was the fact that religion was being 
invoked in making a decision that could, if the 

doctors were right, result 
in the death of an infant. 
Paige C unningham , of 
A m ericans U nited  for 
Life, took the court to 
task and ended up sound­
ing like a liberal chil- 
d ren ’s-rights advocate: 
“This tw isted rhetoric  
[Judge Brownfield’s deci­
sion] promotes the con­
cept that there are classes 
superior and inferior to 
one another and that a 
m o th er has ‘p ro p e rty  
rights’ to do as she pleases 
with her child.”10

The Briccis’ religious 
beliefs were not analyzed during the controver­
sy. There is no biblical equivalent of “Thou shalt 
not perform a C section.” Yet according to 
Nicolae Garneata, the Briccis’ pastor, Ecclesi­
astes 11:5, “As thou knowest not what is the way 
of the spirit, nor how the bones do grow in the 
womb of her that is with child: even so thou 
knowest not the works of God who maketh all,” 
with its implication that human understanding 
is eclipsed by the providence of God, played a 
part in Bricci’s decision-making.

Garneata, pastor of Gethsemane Romanian 
Church, said the Briccis believed that God 
would oversee the pregnancy and deliver the 
child. Garneata also stressed that the Briccis’ 
position was not denominational policy or a 
matter of church doctrine: the Briccis made the 
decision on their own.11

Patrick M urphy zealously took the case to the 
court of appeals, the state supreme court, and 
the U.S. Supreme Court. All declined to hear

O /y  he case o f Baby Boy Doe 
has raised serious 
questions about the legal 
status o f a fetus, and a 
state’s ability to judge a 
person’s competence to 
make medical decisions.

M urphy’s appeal. A “disappointed” M urphy 
hoped that the fetus would be born “healthy and 
not retarded.”12 Paige Cunningham, speaking 
in more grandiose terms, said, “Baby Doe’s only 
chance now of living a normal, healthy life is a 
miracle.”13

That “miracle” occurred December 29, when 
Tabita Bricci gave birth to Kallian. Though 
suffering from low birth weight— 4 pounds 12 
ounces— doctors said the child appeared not to 
have suffered the massive retardation that Bric­
ci’s doctors at St. Joseph’s Hospital had feared.

The child was born at Northwestern Univer­
sity Medical Center in Chicago, with surgical 
and anesthesia personnel on hand, in case an 
emergency C section was necessary. The Briccis’ 
religious beliefs do not condemn cesarean sec­
tions outright, in all circumstances. They ob­
jected to what they believed to be premature 
hum an intervention in a God-directed process. 
This aspect of their story, certainly more ratio­
nal than “nutty,” did not surface until after the 
birth.

Tabita Bricci and Kallian will probably now 
fade into obscurity. Yet the case of Baby Boy Doe 
has raised serious questions about the legal sta­
tus of a fetus, and a state’s ability to judge a 
person’s competence to make medical deci­
sions. These questions were not directly ad­
dressed or definitively answered in this case. 
Perhaps all one can do now take Tabita Bricci’s 
actions as an example that there will be times 
when the only thing to do is trust in divine 
providence.

After all, something has to be left to God. E

*From the poem “Good-Bye and Keep Cold.”
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D E 0 IV 1 0 L « 1. 1 C A L E i c o n
“No country can be free without 
religion. " — Lord Acton

“Politics in the name of God is of
y - - - ^  the tfev//. R einho ld N iebuhr

hen asked w ha t the B ritish  fin d s  in the B ible his d iv ine 
go ve rnm en t cou ld  do to  help its  m an ifes to  fo r po litica l re con stru c- 
c itizens understand the m ean ing tio n . So does Je rry  Falwell. 
o f life, H aro ld M a cm illan  To assert th a t no abso lutes 
responded, “ I’m on ly  the prim e  ex is t is, essentia lly , to  asse rt an 
m in is te r. Ta lk to  the a rchb ishop  abso lute. N ietzsche’s be llow ings  
o f C an te rb ury .”  aside, abso lutes ex is t, even m ora l 

A m erica  has no a rchb ishop  o f ones. People, th oug h , are 
C an terbury, bu t it has everyone sub jec tive , and so Pat Buchanan’s 
fro m  Pat R obertson to  H illa ry  m ora l abso lutes d iffe r fro m  Jane 
C lin ton  bem oan ing o u r m ora l and Fonda’s. “There is no conceivable 
s p ir itu a l decrep itude . W hen even w a y ,”  w ro te  W illia m  R ehnqu ist, 
N orm an Lear ca lls  fo r  a red isco v- “ in w h ich  1 can log ica lly  
ery  o f the “ sacred ,” A m e rica ’s dem onstra te  to  you th a t the 
eth ica l despera tion  m u s t be ju d g m e n ts  o f m y conscience are 
in d ispu tab ly  consp icu ous . s u p e rio r to  the ju d g m e n ts  o f you r 

In N ichom acheanE thics, conscience, and v ice ve rsa .” Of 
A ris to tle  argued th a t m o ra lity  course , R ehnqu is t ju s t happens 
depends upon law, a concep t to  be ¿•/'/¿’/ ju s t ic e  o f the United 
horrendous\m  those  acc lim ated States Suprem e C ourt, w h ich  
to  the “ You can ’t  leg is la te  m eans he can (w ith  fo u r  o ther 
m o ra lity "  m axim . But m o ra lity  is vo tes) en force his log ica lly  
a lw ays leg is la ted . O pera tion undem onstra tab le  m ora l 
Rescue’s Randall Te rry  w ou ld  ju s t ju d g m e n ts  on the  rest o f us. 
take it fu r th e r  than w o u ld  M TV ’s And th a t’s the rub. It’s one 
Beavis and B utt-head. th in g  fo r  an ind iv idua l to  live in a 

M o ra lity , o f course , im p lies  persona l m ora l vacuum , lost in 
re lig ion , p ro b le m a tic  enough in a the em p ty  spaces o f a M ark 
p lu ra lis tic  socie ty , bu t sp rin k le  in R othko pa in ting . But socie ty , to  
the E stab lishm ent Clause as w e ll, surv ive , m u st have a m ora l base, 
and we arrive  at A m e rica ’s The essence o f A m e rica ’s ethical 
“ cu ltu re  w a r.”  d ilem m a is, W ho determ ines th a t 

O nly re lig ion , m used George base?
W ash ing ton , cou ld  s u p p ly  “ th a t The m a jo rity?  That p rospect 
v irtu e  o f m o ra lity .” Yet one 
pe rso n ’s “ v irtu e  o f m o ra lity ”  is
fo r  ano ther ne ithe r v ir tu o u s  n o r />(]// 0 O t  
m ora l. L ibe ra tion  theo log ian  (_  |c. 
Gustavo G utierrez, fo r  exam ple, 1̂

was scary enough fo r  the 
Founders to  etch ou t a C on s titu ­
tio n  designed to  p ro tec t personal 
rig h ts  fro m  “ the evil gen ius o f 
de m o cra cy .”

The co u rts?  Please. T ry ing  to 
make sense o f the log ic  and 
d irec tio n  o f re lig ion  clause 
ju risp rud ence  is like s im u lta ­
neously  tra ck ing  the m ass and 
ve lo c ity  o f suba tom ic  pa rtic les: 
acco rd ing  to  H e isenberg ’s 
unce rta in ty  p rinc ip le , it can’t  be 
done.

U ltim ate ly , the issue is 
po lit ic s . I t ’s easier to  w rite  laws 
In books than upon hearts. T h a t’s 
w hy  the New C hris tian  R igh t is 
m ore preoccup ied w ith  w inn in g  
e lec tions  than sou ls . M ig h t 
doesn ’t  make rig h t; it ju s t makes 
pu b lic  po licy , good o r bad.

If A m e rica ’s m ora l dem ise 
is n ’t  s topped in d iv id ua lly , it w ill 
be co llec tive ly ; If we can ’t  co n tro l 
ourse lves, som eone else w ill 
co n tro l us instead; if  the  c le rgy  
can ’t  tu rn  the nation around , the 
po lit ic ian s  w ill try ; and if 
dem ocracy  can’t  ha lt o u r dem ise, 
ty ra n n y  w ill— w h ich  w ou ld  be a 
m ora l disaster.

Of course , th a t’s on ly  an 
op in ion .
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od offers to every mind its choice between truth and 

repose. Take which you please; you can never have both. 

Between these, as a pendulum, man oscillates. He in 

whom the love of repose predominates will accept the first 

creed, the first philosophy, the first political party he 

meets—most likely his father’s. He gets rest, commodity, 

and reputation; but he shuts the door of truth. He in 

whom the love of truth predominates will keep himself 

aloof from all moorings, and afloat. He will abstain from 

dogmatism, and recognize all the opposite negations 

between which, as walls, his being is swung. He submits to 

the inconveniences of suspense and imperfect opinion, 

but he is a candidate for truth, as the other is not, and 

respects the highest law of his being.

— Ralph Waldo Emerson 
American essayist, poet, Unitarian minister 

( 1 8 0 3 - 1 8 8 2 ) .


