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ver the past year, new fights have broken out in states across the 
nation about Bible courses in public schools. Competing "Bible 
bills" have popped up in various state legislatures, with Republicans 

and Democrats vying to see who can thump the Bible the loudest. 
First prize goes to Georgia Republicans. In March 2006 the Georgia 

legislature voted 151-7 in the House and 50-1 in the Senate for the 
first-in-the-nation "Bible bill," calling for Bible electives to be taught in 
Georgia's high schools. 

Although Georgia schools were already free to offer 
Bible electives, the bill provides state funding 
and curriculum to encourage widespread 
adoption of Bible courses. Similar legis-
lation has been proposed in Alabama, 
Tennessee, and Missouri; proponents 
promise more states to come. 

If these efforts were only about 
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Bible literacy, this flurry of Bible bills might pass unnoticed. After all, there is 
no constitutional barrier to teaching about the Bible in public schools. The 
Supreme Court has ruled against state-sponsored devotional Bible reading, 
but the Court has never banned the Bible from the curriculum. In Abington 
v. Schempp (1963), Justice Tom C. Clark wrote for the Court: 

"It certainly may be said that the Bible is worthy of study for its literary 
and historic qualities. Nothing we have said here indicates that such study 
of the Bible or of religion, when presented objectively as part of a secular 

program of education, may not be effected consistently with the First 
Amendment:' 

Dr. Charles C. Haynes is senior scholar at the Freedom Forum 
First Amendment Center, Arlington, Virginia. He is the author 

of many works, including Religion in American History: 
What to Teach and How. E 
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As any educator will tell you, study about the Bible in 
courses such as literature and history is an essential part of 
a good education. Without some knowledge of the Bible, 
students can't grasp much of what they see in museums, 
read in literature, or encounter in history and current events. 
Moreover, without biblical literacy students will have little 
understanding of the great religious and ethical ideas that 
have shaped much of Western civilization. 

Unfortunately, however, the spate of Bible bills in Georgia 
and other states appear to be less about education and more 
about partisan politics and stealth attempts to promote one 
religious view of the Bible in public schools. 

Playing Politics With the Bible 
The first of these Bible bills appeared in Alabama, where 

Democrats in the legislature proposed electives that would 
use a textbook, The Bible and Its Influence, published by the 
Bible Literacy Project in 2005. Because the textbook has broad 
support from Jews and Christians, was reviewed by 41 scholars 
(disclosure: I was among the reviewers), and successfully field-
tested, the Democrats saw this as a golden opportunity to do 
something both religion-friendly and constitutional. 

Not surprisingly, Alabama Republicans were not about 
to let Democrats steal their biblical thunder. Although in the 
minority, GOP lawmakers have thus far managed to block 
passage of the Democrats' bill. 

Georgia was a different story. Once again, Democrats 
went first, proposing Bible electives using 

The Bible and Its Influence. Once again, 
Republicans 

fought back, 

accusing Democrats 
of "trying to put a 
wolf in sheep's cloth- 

ing." Since the GOP controls 
both houses, they scuttled the Democratic bill and passed 
their alternative. 

Beyond the fact that they were put forward by Democrats, 
why did Republicans in Alabama and Georgia reject the orig-
inal Bible bills? It turns out that the dispute is about much  

more than partisan jockeying over which party is more on 
God's side. It's really about how public schools should treat 
the Bible in the classroom. 

Democrats in both states had no sooner proposed The Bible 
and Its Influence when supporters of an alternative approach 
from a group called the National Council on Bible Curriculum 
in Public Schools mobili7Pd to defeat it with a political two-step: 
First, discredit the textbook in the Democratic bill. Then, get 
Republicans to endorse an alternative approach that just hap-
pens to reflect the National Council's own curriculum. 

National Council advisory board member and promi-
nent evangelical minister D. James Kennedy labeled the 
textbook "anti-biblical" and claimed that it was supported 
by the American Civil Liberties Union (kiss of death) and 
the Council on Islamic Education. In truth, The Bible and 
Its Influence has been praised by many Jewish, Catholic, and 
Protestant leaders, including evangelicals such as Chuck 
Colson. Neither the ACLU nor the CIE has endorsed it. But 
the smear campaign worked. 

Competing Approaches to Bible Electives 
What many religious leaders and scholars like about The 

Bible and Its Influence is that it puts the Bible in historical 
context, exposes students to how Jews and Christians under-
stand the Bible in various ways, and illustrates how the Bible 
has shaped history, literature, and the arts. Contrary to the 
false claims made by the National Council, students using 
the textbook are required to read the Bible itself. But teach-
ers and students are given sound scholarship and historical 
context for understanding the Bible. 

If any textbook can provide a safe approach for public 
schools seeking to create a 
Bible elective, this may be 
it. Why? Because it is writ-
ten to conform to constitu-
tional and educational stan-
dards laid out in "The Bible 
and Public Schools: A First 
Amendment Guide," written 
and endorsed by a wide range 
of national organizations 
ranging from the National 
Association of Evangelicals 
and the Christian Legal 
Society to People for the 
American Way Foundation 

and the American Jewish Congress. (The guide is available at 
www.firstamendmentcenter.org) 

The National Council's curriculum, by contrast, doesn't 
have a student textbook (the Bible, they say, is the textbook). It is 
instead a lengthy workbook for the teacher that, in places, treats 
the Bible like a history book. The vast majority of secondary 
resources recommended for classroom use are from an evan-
gelical Christian perspective. 

According to a report issued by the Texas Freedom 
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is an essential part of a 

good education. 
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Network, written by biblical scholar Mark Chancey of 
Southern Methodist University, the National Council's cur- 
riculum "advocates a narrow sectarian perspective taught 
with materials plagued by shoddy research, blatant errors 
and discredited or poorly cited sources." (The full report is 
available at www.tfn.org) 

The Georgia legislation doesn't mention the National 
Council by name, but GOP lawmakers have cited the Council's 
"successful approach." And the 
language of the bill reflects the 
National Council's materials 
by mandating the Bible as the 
textbook, calling for teaching 
"the history recorded there; 
and listing topics to be studied 
that are consistent with the 
Council's curriculum. 

Although the National 
Council claims that its mate-
rials have been successfully 
adopted in hundreds of 
school districts (they won't 
reveal where), I have gotten 
calls from communities in 
several states where the approach taken in the Council's cur-
riculum has sparked controversy and threats of lawsuits. 

Beyond the Conflict 
The political fight over Bible electives is just the latest 

chapter in a long history of conflict over the Bible in public 
education. No sooner had "common schools" opened their 
doors in the nineteenth century than a bitter struggle broke 
out between Protestants and Catholics over whose version of 
the Bible would be read each morning. Lawsuits in the mid-
twentieth century led to Supreme Court decisions striking 
down devotional Bible-reading by school officials. And now 
in the twenty-first century, school officials are faced with 
new battles over Bible courses. 

Getting beyond the confusion and conflict about the 
Bible and public schools would be good for education, but 
it won't be easy. According to a study commissioned by the 
Bible Literacy Project (BLP) in 2005, most students in public 
schools don't know much about the Bible—and most teach-
ers are hesitant to teach about it. 

True, most students polled could identify Moses correctly 
(72 percent) and knew about Adam and Eve (90 percent). 
But when probed for a more substantive knowledge of the 
Bible, such as David's actions in the books of Samuel or what 
happened at the wedding of Cana as described in the New 
Testament, a large majority didn't know. 

But does this matter? Apart from religious arguments 
for knowing the Bible (which aren't the business of public 
schools), what are the educational reasons for taking the 
Bible more seriously in the curriculum? 

If you ask the nation's top English teachers, they will tell  

you. \Forty of the 41 teachers surveyed for the BLP study 
believe that knowledge of the Bible is essential. "It's impossible 
to understand Western literature without it," said one teacher. 
Not to mention much of Western art, music, and history. 

The teachers agreed that lack of biblical literacy puts stu-
dents at a distinct academic disadvantage. Consider this: One 
preparation guide for the advanced-placement literature and 
composition exam lists more than 100 allusions students 

should know—and more 
than 60 percent of them 
are biblical references. The 
list includes everything from Abraham and Isaac to "through a 
glass darkly." 

In spite of the clear academic need, most high schools (58 
percent) have little or no teaching about Bible literature in 
their English courses. As for actual Bible literature courses, 
all four private schools surveyed have such courses, but only 
two of the public schools have electives in the Bible as litera-
ture. (For more information about the survey and the Bible 
Literacy Project, see www.bibleliteracy.org) 

To bridge this literacy gap, we don't need legislation, 
especially when inspired by religious agendas. What we do 
need are high academic standards for classroom materials 
and adequate teacher preparation for anyone assigned to 
teach about the Bible in a public school. 

The Bible Literacy Project is good news for schools that 
want to include more study about the Bible without violat-
ing the First Amendment. The Bible and Its Influence, with 
the teacher guide and online university-based teacher train-
ing program, is designed to be one way to provide a constitu-
tional and academic safe harbor for teaching about the Bible 
in a public school classroom. 

Whether or not it's a good idea to offer a Bible elective and 
just how much students need to learn about the Bible in litera-
ture and history are issues for educators and school boards to 
decide. But any school district that contemplates adding a Bible 
course—in Georgia or anywhere else—can avoid a fight only 
by first understanding and applying the religious liberty prin-
ciples of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 

To bridge this 
literacy gap, we 

don't need legislation, 
especially when 

inspired by 
religious agendas. 
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n March 28,2006, a court in Hamburg, 
Germany, sentenced a 43-year-old 
father to a week in jail because his 
three older children, aged 10, 12, and 
14, have not attended school for four 

years. Instead, he has taught them at home. If, 
despite the jail term, he still boycotts the state 
school, his wife also faces incarceration and the 
threat of having their six children apprehended 
and made wards of the state. 

It is not that Andre R. and his wife, Frauke, 
do not believe in education. After all, Andre is a 
licensed teacher who substitutes regularly once 
a week at a public school. But as fundamentalist 
Christians, the couple was concerned about the 
negative influences their children were exposed 
to in the school system. They saw marital break-
ups and the erosion of families. They believed 
that the sex education offered in schools 
encouraged students in sexual experimentation, 
and they wanted to protect their daughters from 
that. So Andre decided to take charge of their 
education at home. He claims that one does not 
have to be particularly skilled to do a better job 
than the public school system. 

There is only one problem. While the judge 
agreed that the school system is flawed, nine to 
ten years of public schooling is compulsory in 

By 	 Germany, and noncompliance is punishable by 
ELFRIEDE VOLK law. Yet it is estimated that 3,000 German children  

my daughter and son-in-law could also face jail, 
because my daughter, an award-winning human-
ities teacher, educates their three children herself. 
But fortunately the Canadian government rec-
ognizes home schooling as a viable option. In 
the United States this system of education has 
become so popular that 2 million children now 
receive their instruction at home. Many claim 
that home schooling, which allows for individual 
attention and flexibility, produces superior scho-
lastic results as well as giving the opportunity to 
instill higher moral values. When tested at the 
end of grade 2, my grandson's scores were what 
would have been expected for students finish-
ing grade 6. In addition, all three youngsters are 
enrolled in and excel in music, sports, and gym-
nastics programs that they would not have time 
for if they attended regular school. 

Home schooling can offer other benefits, 
allowing children to experience history-making 
events firsthand, rather than reading about them 
or watching them on TV. When Canada's gov-
ernor-general Michaelle Jean visited Vancouver 
recently, my daughter took her children and a 
vanload of other homeschooled youngsters to 
city hall, where they could sit in on her meeting 
with Vancouver's mayor Sam Sullivan. Afterward, 
Michaelle Jean delighted the children by coming 
over and shaking hands with them. This is some-
thing they will never forget. 

EDUCA1101 
do not attend school but receive their education 
at home from parents anxious to instill biblical 
standards of morality in their offspring. For this 
they face hefty fines. Andre himself was fined 
1,500 Euros in February when he first appeared 
before the court. Unable to pay, he accepted his 
subsequent prison sentence stoically. 

"Even Paul was imprisoned for his beliefs;' 
he commented, deeming the time in prison a 
small sacrifice to make for his children. 

If the same education laws applied in Canada, 

In Hamburg, Andre R. also provided educa-
tional enrichment for his children in addition 
to teaching them the three R's and practical life 
skills. Once a week he took his older daughters 
to didactic lectures at the local university. For 
this he has been rewarded with a jail term and a 
criminal record. 	 lc 

Elfriede Volk is a freelance writer living in 
Summerland, British Columbia, Canada. 
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My wife and I had just bought an aging Toyota in fairly good 
working order, for a reasonable price. After our busy week of 
car hunting and a full work schedule, we decided to unwind 
over lunch that Friday afternoon at a new Korean restaurant in ...h.  town. For a while we were the only customers there, but as we 

finished our meal two men came in for a take-out order. While they were waiting, we paid our bill, and 
I said to our friendly waitress, "The Lord bless you." One of the men, with puzzlement in his voice, said 
in a question of surprise, "You're Christians?" To my positive reply, he said, "Well, praise the Lord!" 

Brian Jones, a minister of religion as well as a much published author, writes from Chloe, West Virginia. 



An Unsought Dialog 
But his eyes showed that he was perturbed and doubtful. 

Not able to linger, my wife and I got into our car—the only 
one parked in front of the restaurant, and started to drive 
away. Out came the man who had accosted me moments 
before. He motioned for me to crank down my window. 
After making a little small talk about the restaurant, he got 
to his point. "You say you're Christians. How come you have 
that bumper sticker on the back of your car saying 'Separate 
Church and State'? That view doesn't fit the gospel very well:'  
It seemed hard for him to suppress his irritation. 

"Well, friend; I replied, "I'm not ashamed of the idea on 
that bumper sticker. But the fact is, I've just bought this car, 
with the sticker already applied. I was quite amazed, too, when 
I first saw it, especially because the previous owner of the car 
works for a charitable organization whose sponsoring church 
promotes union of church and state. So I asked her why she 
had this bumper sticker, just as you are now asking me. 

"She answered, 'I'm 45 years old, and until last year I never 
had a bumper sticker on my car. But one Sunday the minister 
at my church heavily blasted certain religious groups and 
talked about the need for Christian politicians and activists 
to rise up against heretical sects and ungodly people who 
don't live as Christians. This intolerance really upset me. I 
felt it was time to take a stand for my beliefs. Mandatory, 
"believe or burn"religion is wrong—so, to express my pro-
test, I bought this bumper sticker: 

"I understand this woman's point of view. One doesn't 
have to be an antagonist toward Christianity or any religion 
to believe in separation of church and state. In fact, that 
principle is conducive to the healthy development and pres-
ervation of true religion, which always has a way of outliving 
the false, without coercive action or governmental support?' 

At Theological Cross-Swords 
My interlocutor wasn't convinced. He continued to glare 

at me and said, "Well, the Soviet Union had separation of 
church and state in their constitution, and look at what they 
did to Christians?' 

"It was Communism's purpose to annihilate the church 
by the power of the state," I replied. "True separation of 
church and state means the noninterference of government 
with religion and vice versa. Human history is also stained 
with a long record of brutalities performed by churches 
through the arm of the state. It isn't separation of church 
and state that leads to intolerance, but rather the dominion 
of one over the other or the joint action of both over the 
individual conscience. Such actions bring forth intolerable 
conditions that no genuinely spiritual person can approve?' 

Somehow I don't think these answers satisfied my ques-
tioner, but I have thought quite a bit about our conversation 
since. I've especially wondered why the world's most reli-
gious Man, who did more than anyone else to revive interest 
in spiritual life and the welfare of society, was an adamant 
advocate for the separation of church and state—and that  

when church and state were almost everywhere united, as 
they had been from time immemorial. When Jesus was on 
earth the Hebrew nation operated under a kind of muted 
"theocracy" (or, more precisely, ecclesiocracy) that was 
nonetheless humiliatingly subordinate to the government 
of Rome. Imperial Rome deified its emperors and never 
thought outside the bounds of cemented union between 
religion and government. 

What Was Jesus' View? 
So why would Jesus of Nazareth propagate ideas so anti-

thetical to the established wisdom of His age? Let's look at a 
summary of His position on church and state: 

1. Government and religion have their separate spheres of 
action and authority. See Matthew 22:21 and Mark 12:14-17. 

2. The church should not be subject to state taxation, but 
it is not to militantly oppose abuses in this line (Matthew 
17:24-27). 

3. The church is not to use force against any other reli-
gious groups or persons whose practice and beliefs differ 
from its own (Luke 9:49-56). It is noteworthy that Christ 
made no concession to the bigotry and misbegotten views of 
His apostles in order to retain their favor. Nor did He avoid 
controversy when moral issues had to be clarified in order to 
lay a right foundation for the church against which the gates 
of hell would not prevail. Christ did not conduct a political 
campaign, but pursued a royal mission for the rebirth of the 
human spirit, an undertaking that would never have been 
advanced by harsh, repressive, or dictatorial measures. God's 
all-pervasive attribute is love, not intimidation through His 
omnipotence (Luke10:5- 11 ). 

4. The church is to bear persecution, but never to inflict 
it (Matthew 20:20-28; Mark 10:28-31; Luke 17:1, 2; John 
18:10, 11, 36). 

5. The kingdom of God is not of this world, but its prin-
ciples are to be preached to all the world for a witness to all 
nations, in order that people may be saved from sin, person-
ally and individually, but never by political or ecclesiastical 
fiat (John 18:36; Matthew 24:14; 25:31-46; 21:28-32). 

6. All earthly nations without exception will ultimately 
prove antagonistic to the true gospel (Matthew 24:9; Mark 
13:9-13). 

Why would someone who was supremely desirous of 
making people religious and drawing the whole world to 
Himself (Matthew 24:14; John 10:16; 12:32) be so scrupu-
lously protective of everyone's individual right to choose 
whom to worship and serve or even to decline worshipping 
anyone at all? Evidently Jesus understood something about 
people that they don't understand about themselves. Unless 
worship springs from a heart of responsive love to God—
"we love Him because He first loved us"—then it is no more 
than a hollow form at best, and at worst, it is a vehicle for the 
pious unleashing of human prejudice and coercive control. 

The whole idea of religious liberty is not natural to man. 
It comes to us from the Founding Father of liberty, who said, 
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"And you shall know the truth and the truth shall make you 
free. If the Son therefore shall make you free you shall be free 
indeed" (John 8:32, 36, cf. John 14:6; 2 Corinthians 3:17). 

Can Liberty Turn Us Into Libertines? 
But didn't Jesus realize that a morally unregenerate soci-

ety would interpret liberty, especially in religious things, as 
license? Certainly He knew (John 8:12-31; 
Matthew 13:18-30, 37-43). He knows the 
hearts of all perfectly. And that is just 
the point. He purposes 
that none should be 
obliged to worship Him 
except by the constraint 
of informed, appreciative 
love (Luke 17:11-21; John 
4:23, 24). True religion is an 
internal affair of the heart. 
Its effects naturally translate 
themselves into action—the 
action of redeeming, reconciling 
love, not of punitive force that says, 
"Believe as I do; worship as I do, 
or suffer holy wrath at my hands." 
Such a policy stems from the 
spirit of Adam and Eve's first son, 
Cain, who killed his brother over 
their two contrasting modes of 
worship. Abel's worship was in 
compliance with God's specified 
instructions; Cain's was not. 
Cain was a "heretic." But if Abel 
had killed Cain in the name of 
fidelity to God's truth, then he 
would have been a murderer. 
It is possible to be right in 
doctrinal understanding but 
wrong in spirit. 

So How Do the 
Issues Get Settled? 

Ultimately, God will settle 
all accounts. He Himself will deal with the spiritually 
disobedient (Luke 12:41-48; 18:1-14). But until then, He 
offers us every gracious and sincerely loving inducement to 
know and worship Him on His own terms—terms of pure 
wisdom, justice, and love that work together kindly and con-
structively for the salvation of all. 

Meanwhile Jesus warns us against the snarling watch-
dog religion that spies faults in other men while remaining 
blind to its own (Matthew 7:4, 5). For with what judgment 
we judge, we shall be judged, and with what measure we 
mete, it shall be measured to us again (see verses 1 and 2 of 
the same chapter). 

In the future all who love God will be under a pure the- 

ocracy, according to Revelation 21 and 22. There will be no 
distinction then between church and state, for God Himself 
shall visibly rule and reign over all this earth, as He presently 
does over the rest of the universe. All subjects in His king-
dom will be cheerfully devoted worshippers of God, who 
have responded favorably to His truth from willing hearts. 

Before His kingdom is visibly established here, how-
ever, no nation, no 
church is so trustwor-
thy as to be commis-

. sioned by the 
Lord to usher 
in His reign 
of righteous-
ness, especially 
not with cha-
ins, stakes, flails, 
interdicts, or any 
pain-inflicting, 
liberty-curtailing 
device. It's just 
because man is so 
intolerant of dis-
sent in religious 
questions, especially 
those that he under-
stands the least, that 
Jesus advocated sep-
aration of church and 
state. After all, Jews 
and Gentiles joined in 
an ecumenical entente 
to oppose His doctrine 
of religious liberty, con-
struing it as a threat to 
the status quo of their 
divergent orthodoxies. 
They clasped hands to 
accuse, torment, and kill 
the Creator of soul lib-
erty, which they had so 
recklessly misused to their 
own eventual ruin. 

Redux 
I flash back to the sight of that angry, accusing face, 

worn by a man scandalized at the thought of keeping 
church and state separate. I wonder if this man was con- 
cerned whether he was served by Buddhists in that Korean 
restaurant, and what he should do about it if they were? I 
admit, I don't yet know what their religion is, but they are 
very gracious, and their cooking is excellent. I would like 
to talk to them about Jesus someday. But I won't despise or 
boycott them if they don't believe what I have to offer. Nor 
would I consign them to any holy inquisition of pastors, 
priests, or prosecutors for correction. 
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The middle years of this decade, 2005-2007, see the 
350th anniversary of three very significant episodes 
in the history of political and religious liberty: 

• The English intervention in the Principality of Savoy-
Piedmont (the forerunner of modern Italy) to halt perse-
cution of the Waldenses—arguably the first humanitarian 
intervention in history; 
• The readmission of the Jews into England after nearly four 
centuries in which their presence had been illegal; and 
• The rule of the Major-Generals in England—the only time 
in history that an English-speaking people has been gov-
erned by an out-and-out military dictatorship. 
These episodes are of more than merely historical interest, for 
they illustrate a tendency that is still alive and well today. 

All three not only roughly coincided; they also are linked 
by one man whose life both well illustrates this tendency and 
helped to shape its legacy in North America: Oliver Cromwell, 
still British history's most controversial figure. Logically, it 
might seem that the same man should not be responsible 
both for two of the outstanding examples of state interven-
tion on behalf of religious liberty and for the imposition of 
an authoritarian government that aimed as much at moral as 
political reform. But there is no contradiction or schizophre- 

nia involved here—Cromwell's actions were entirely consis-
tent for someone with his worldview. And that view, repressed 
in England after Cromwell's death, survives and influences 
American politics and debates over religious liberty today. 

The first part of this article examines the first two of 
these significant episodes—those of the Waldenses and the 
Jews—and highlights the significant points. The second part 
considers the third episode—that of the Major-Generals—
and shows how Cromwell's authoritarian and libertarian 
sides can be reconciled. Cromwell combined conflicting 
aims: freeing all people who believed in God as revealed in 
the Bible to worship Him as they saw fit, and freeing all the 
people of his country from arbitrary government, but also 
imposing on all the people godly standards of living. These 
aims were in tension and led both to toleration and to some-
thing at times approaching tyranny; but his concept of how 
polity, society, and church should function was transmitted 
after his death to the British colonies in North America and 
continues to be a force in American politics. 

Professor D. J. B. Trim teaches history at Newbold College, 
Bracknell, Berkshire, near London, England. 

TOLERANT INHERITANCE OF AMERICA'S 

OLIVER 
CROMWELL 

By D. J. B. TRIM 
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What was Cromwell's situation in the mid- to late-
1650s? His outstanding skills as a leader of men and a 
military commander had been instrumental in the success 
of Parliament over King Charles I in the English Civil Wars 
(1642-1648). When the wars were over, the fervently Puritan 
Cromwell forged an alliance between the army and radical 
members of the House of Commons, which in 1649 abol-
ished both the House of Lords and the monarchy, executed 
the king, and established a republic—the  

could not agree, and so, in late 1653 it too was dissolved, and 
the Commonwealth became a "Protectorate," taking its title 
from the installation of the commander-in-chief of the army, 
Cromwell, as head of state with the title "Lord Protector." 
Cromwell was moved throughout not by personal ambition 
but by his firm conviction that Providence had chosen him 
to do the Lord's work in England and the world. 

Two of the key episodes in the history of liberty in which 
he was about to take part are easy for us to admire today. The 
first has a particular resonance for evangelical Protestants: 
Cromwell's intervention in the domestic politics of Savoy-
Piedmont to save the Waldenses. 

The Waldenses originated in the late twelfth century, 

Above: Wreath-laying dignitaries with the wreath and 
heather from the Waldensian valleys. Left: Dignitaries lay the 
wreath and heather at the foot of Cromwell's statue outside 
the Houses of Parliament. 

Commonwealth. Yes, a lifetime before the 
American Republican experiment England briefly became 
a republic! Four years later, after commanding the army in 
a series of military campaigns that extended the republic 
over the whole of the British Isles, and having become the 
dominant figure in the government of the Commonwealth, 
Cromwell became dissatisfied by the reluctance of the House 
of Commons to introduce a series of constitutional, reli-
gious, and legal reforms aimed at creating what he regarded 
as a more just and more godly society. So, in April 1653, 
with the army's support, he forcibly dissolved the House of 
Commons, replacing it with an assembly whose members 
were nominated by "godly" congregations across the country: 
"the parliament of saints," as it was known. But its members  

named after a French merchant, Peter Waldo (or Valdes), 
who began to read the Bible for himself and, appalled by 

the corruption that he perceived in the medieval church, 
renounced his wealth and began a movement of reform. 
Persecution drove the followers of Waldo/Valdes into the 
remote Alpine mountain valleys of what today is south-
eastern France/northwestern Italy. Here, the Waldenses (the 
name by which they were and still are most frequently 
known in England) or Vaudois (as the name evolved in local 
usage) found shelter and made their permanent home. They 
continued in existence, despite periodic persecutions, into 
the sixteenth century, when they were discovered by the 
Protestant Reformers. 

By this time, while some Vaudois were to be found in 
southern France, most lived in the lands ruled by the Duke 
of Savoy, whose small sovereign principality, spanning parts 
of modern-day Italy, France, and Switzerland, included 
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A delegation of Waldensian church members, some 
in traditional dress, travelled especially from Italy. 

the region of Piedmont, by which name the duchy was 
sometimes called. The House of Savoy was gradually able 
to extend its territories until, by the nineteenth century, 
it was the leading independent Italian state, and thus the 
descendants of the early-modern Dukes of Savoy became the 
first Kings of modern, unified Italy. The Dukes were firmly 
Roman Catholic, but as rulers of a small state perched pre-
cariously between larger, warring neighbors, were rarely able 
to mount internal campaigns against dissidents. 

The Waldenses gradually adopted the doctrines, and 
merged into the mainstream, of the Protestant Reformation; 
indeed, those living in the south of France were absorbed into 
the Calvinist French Huguenots, but those in Savoy remained 

separate and, as one historian comments, evolved into "the 
modern Waldensian Church:" It is impossible to overstate 
the admiration the Protestant Reformers felt for the Vaudois, 
who had courageously (and almost uniquely) maintained 
the primacy of Scripture (studied by all believers, in their 
own tongue) over canon law and tradition for four centuries. 
Protestants regarded the medieval Vaudois as an alternative 
tradition to that of Rome, potentially connecting the early 
church and Luther. The primacy ascribed to the Waldenses 
made the latter iconic figures for Protestants, whether of 
Lutheran, Calvinist, or other persuasion, and this Protestant 
veneration of the Vaudois was to be crucial in their survival. 

In 1561 they had been formally granted free exercise 
of religion in certain districts of Piedmont, but in practice 
many Waldenses lived outside these, their presence accepted 
partly for fear of the strength of the Huguenots across the  

border. A century later, however, the Huguenots had lost 
their political power and with the conclusion of the Thirty 
Years' War the House of Savoy was free to wage war inside its 
territories. In 1655 all those living outside those mountain 
valleys granted freedom of worship in 1561 were ordered to 
move to those valleys on pain of death. But little time was 
given for this major movement to take place, and that April 
thousands of the Vaudois were massacred in what became 
known as "Bloody Easter:' Further, it became clear that 
the troops would move next against the valleys previously 
excepted under the terms of the 1561 edict. 

England was shocked when the news from Savoy-Piedmont 
arrived, foreshadowing as it did the final extermination of the 
Waldenses. Such a fate could not be allowed to befall those who 
had been, as it was thought, Protestants before the Reformation. 
Cromwell promptly declared May 30 a day of "national humili-
ation," prayer, and fasting, and launched a public appeal for 
funds to aid the decimated Waldensian communities, to which 
he donated £2,000 from his own purse (more than US$260,000 
in current values). But he did not merely act to help the sur-
vivors of the massacres, for he was well aware that they, too, 
might be put to the sword in due course. 

He therefore also took political action. Cromwell appealed 
to all the Protestant states, urging them to intervene. His for-
eign secretary, the great poet John Milton, drafted the official 
letters and then composed his own personal, passionate 
rejection of religious massacre and plea for divine justice, in 
language that is still extraordinarily moving: 

"Avenge, 0 Lord, thy slaughtered saints, whose bones 
Lie scattered on the Alpine mountains cold,... 
Forget not: in thy book record their groans 
Who were thy sheep and in their ancient fold 
Slain by the bloody Piemontese that rolled 
Mother with infant down the rocks."2  

Cromwell meanwhile set an example to Protestant 
Christendom (and, dare it be said, to later generations of 
Western statesmen confronted with "ethnic [or religious] 
cleansing," whether in Bosnia or the Sudan). He dispatched 
an extraordinary ambassador to the Savoyard court at Turin 
and ordered the English fleet then in the Mediterranean to 
act against the commerce and coast of Savoy if the embassy 
was rebuffed. The dispatch of the fleet also had implications 
for the government of France—a Catholic state, but which 
at this time still permitted (very limited) liberty of worship 
to its Huguenot minority and which exercised considerable 
influence over its much smaller neighbor. France desired an 
alliance with Britain against Spain, but Cromwell's ambas- 
sador, Samuel Morland, stopped in Paris en route to Turin 
and made it plain that no British military aid would be forth- 
coming unless the persecution of the Vaudois was halted. He 
hinted that if it were not, the English fleet might act against 
French maritime trade. France duly swung its weight behind 
the British demands, and when Morland arrived in Turin, 

Continued on page 22 
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By EDWIN COOK 

loos 
Pluralism 

On the eve of October 12, 539 B.C. 
(Tishri 16), the inhabitants of Babylon 
rested in ease and security. It was a grand 
city not far down the river Euphrates from 
the site of present-day Baghdad. In the 
festal hall of King Nabonidus' summer 
palace, his son, Belshazzar, who had been 
appointed as prince regent, passed the early 
hours of the night with gaiety, laughter, 
and mirth.' Although under siege by the 
Medo-Persian forces, Babylon's inhabitants 
trusted in the impregnable series of walls 
that surrounded the city.' 



Cyrus was viewed with great favor 
by the people whom he conquered, 
principally due to his respect toward 
their religious beliefs and practices. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Amid the nightlong festivities, however, 
other individuals, discontented with King 
Nabonidus' religious policies, were conspiring 
his overthrow. On learning of the coalition of 
Median and Persian forces, King Nabonidus 
commanded that all idols of local deities be 
brought from throughout the empire and 
placed in Babylon. By so doing, he hoped to 
secure the blessings of the gods and to ensure 
their intervention for the overthrow of the 
Medo-Persian forces. However, he did not 
find ready allies in the priests at Babylon, who 
felt he had acted with impunity regarding 
local cultic practices. In addition, they felt he 
was introducing heretical practices by elevat-
ing the moon god, Sin, above the traditional 
Babylonian deity, Marduk. By disregarding 
his subjects' wishes, especially those of their 

religious leaders, Nabonidus aroused their 
discontent and paved the way for the pre-
cipitous fall of Babylon that night to Medo-
Persian forces. As the book of Daniel in the 
Bible says, "That very night Balshazzar, king 
of the Chaldeans, was slain. And Darius the 
Mede received the kingdom" (Daniel 5: 30, 
31, NKJV). 

Against this historical backdrop, the Persian 
ruler Cyrus drew favor among conquered peo-
ples by his practice of allowing religious plural-
ism to thrive within the empire. But who was 
this Cyrus, the Persian king who was instru-
mental in the fall of Babylon? What political 
and religious policies did he espouse and advo-
cate that contributed to his success as a ruler? 
To fully appreciate his then-novel concepts, it 
helps to take a brief historical review of Cyrus 
and the Medo-Persian Empire he ruled.  

The Origins of Cyrus, the Shepherd 
of the Lord 

The Holy Bible says that the Lord God 
designated Cyrus as His appointed agent to 
release His people from Babylonian captivity 
and to restore the Jewish temple at Jerusalem. 
He declared through the prophet Isaiah, "That 
saith of Cyrus, He is my shepherd, and shall per-
form all my pleasure: even saying to Jerusalem, 
Thou shalt be built, and to the temple, Thy 
foundations shall be laid."' H.W. F. Saggs pro-
vides a brief historical account of the beginning 
of the Persian tribes from which Cyrus came: 
"The Persians were originally one of the migra-
tory Indo-Aryan tribes, who had ultimately 
settled in Elam. Their royal family was founded 
in the middle of the seventh century, after 
Ashurbanipal had knocked out the old Elamite 

dynasty, by Achaemenes (Hahmanish), 
whose son took the title of 'King of 
Anshan': Anshan was originally one 
of the princedoms of the kingdom 
of Elam, and the new title connoted 
kingship over that ancient land. The 
rising power of the kingdom of Persia 
led the Median king Astyages to give 
a daughter in marriage to Cambyses 
I, the third king of Anshan, and from 
this marriage Cyrus was born."' 

The Rule of Cyrus 
Once Cyrus had overthrown the 

Median ruler Astyages, he was able to 
unite the Median and Persian peoples 
through tactful diplomatic policies 
that were noted for religious tolera-

tion.' Ironically, it was the united efforts of 
Nabonidus and Cyrus in 553 B.C. that defeated 
the Medes.6  Cyrus rapidly became a powerful 
force among the peoples of Mesopotamia.' After 
defeating three principal armies, he marched to 
Babylon and easily conquered it.' 

Interestingly, one of the central factors that 
aided Cyrus in the overthrow of Babylon was his 
pro-Persian propaganda.' He "repeatedly insisted 
that Nabonidus tried to alter traditional religious 
beliefs by replacing Marduk with Sin, who now 
became the supreme god of Babylonia.?"0  As a 
solution to this "heresy" of Nabonidus," Cyrus 
claimed that he had been sent to Babylon to 
restore the worship of Marduk,' an act that gained 
him much favor and support of Babylonian citi-
zens." Other actions of Cyrus, such as his policy 
of clemency toward Croessus of Lydia and his 
policy of religious toleration toward the Greek 
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oracles in Asia Minor, gained him even greater 
popularity and earned him the willing submis-
sion of those people that he conquered." Of 
significant note to religion-state relations, one of 
the first acts that Cyrus did as the new ruler over 
Babylon was to send back to their respective cities 
each of the statues that Nabonidus had brought 
to the temple at Babylon." Thus, Cyrus was 
viewed with great favor by the people whom he 
conquered, principally due to his respect toward 
their religious beliefs and practices. 

Even more significant was the fact that Cyrus 
not only granted religious toleration, but he 
"protected and encouraged religious diversity." 
He even went as far as to pay from the state 
treasury for the rebuilding of temples and the 
restoration of religious services." 

In addition to his policy of religious tolera-
tion, Cyrus was noted for qualities of cooperation 
and accommodation in his diplomatic decisions, 
even those that were nonreligious." For such 
reasons, the Persian government was referred to 
as "tolerant?' Another innovation of Cyrus's gov-
ernment was to adopt the religious customs and 
practices of the people whom he had conquered. 
For example, in Babylon, Cyrus proclaimed him-
self king as the chosen of Marduk.'9  Moreover, 
Cyrus even allowed this policy of toleration to 
guide in his treatment of the deposed rulers 
that he conquered, such as sparing the life of 
Nabonidus at the fall of Babylon." 

Of significant note to religion-state relations, 
no mention is made "of terrorizing massacres, 
enslavement, or relocation of the population of 
the conquered territories; nor do we encounter any 
cases of religious persecution.'21  Masroori argues 
that Cyrus's religious policy" was an attempt "to 
rule by propaganda," rather than by terror as 
the Assyrian kings had done, and that it was "a 
calculated design based on political goals?' Thus, 
Paul-Alain Beaulieu correctly states: "The policy 
of religious toleration employed by Cyrus may cor-
rectly be identified as a political tool that he used to 
facilitate the unification of a diverse body of people 
located within the boundaries of his empire."23  

From the perspective of religion-state rela- 
tions, Cyrus Masroori makes the most significant 
statement regarding the reign of King Cyrus: 
"With regard to Lydia, it has been suggested that 
indeed Cyrus may have established some con-
tact with the priests of the temples of Apollo in 
Miletus and Delphi, and obtained their support 
for his rule over the Greek city-states of Asia 
Minor. There is also some evidence that Cyrus 
capitalized on religious conflicts in Babylon,  

united himself with the priests of Marduk, and 
with their support, conquered the city. In addi-
tion, it has been argued that prior to his invasion 
of the city, Cyrus had sent some of his agents to 
the Jewish community of Babylon to acquire 
their support.:'24  Thus, this information helps 
to clearly establish the political motivation that 
prompted Cyrus to utilize religious practices and 
theological beliefs to achieve his ambitious goals. 

The Rule of Cambyses 
Cambyses II was the son and successor of 

Cyrus. In general, his reign can be described 
as that of his father. He sought the favor of the 
Egyptians by sacrificing to their gods and even 
taking an Egyptian title as their king. He granted 
authority to the Egyptian priest Uzahor to 
restore the temple revenues and thus sanctioned 
their native religion." 

Later in his reign, he demonstrated a policy 
of intolerance and even destruction of Egyptian 
temples." Gray offers this explanation for such 
rare action by Cyrus's son: "Herodotus attributes 
this later conduct to a mental breakdown of 
Cambyses, and some, accepting this, have traced 
the madness to the hardships and ill-successes of 
the Ethiopian campaign. Possibly it was due to 
political plots in which priests and officials of the 
temples were conspicuously involved." 27  

After Cambyses' death, an impostor, claim-
ing to have been the brother of Cambyses, 
reigned for a few months. During his short 
reign, he destroyed several temples, which were 
later restored. He was later killed by Darius, who 
became the next Medo-Persian ruler." One of 
the first acts that Darius I ordered to be done 
was the restoration of these temples." 

Darius's reign is slightly different from that 
of Cyrus and Cambyses. While he continued the 
policy of religious toleration initiated by Cyrus, 
he was barbaric in dealing with kings of those 
countries that revolted against Medo-Persian 
rule." As Cyrus had done, Darius also engaged 
in the rebuilding of temples. He also provided 
for the cost of sacrifices offered daily for the 
lifetime of the king and his sons. 

Tolerance and Plurality 
From a political perspective, the religious 

policy initiated by Cyrus was, with the excep-
tion of Esarhaddon's example,31  an innovative 
method of securing the support of conquered 
lands and of uniting them together. This policy 
of toleration that he initiated was generally fol-
lowed by his successors. 
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From a religious perspective, Cyrus intro-
duced the novel concept of religious tolerance 
and plurality" among societies and nations 
where religious intolerance was an accepted 
norm. Although motivated by political reasons, 
these concepts formed the guiding principles that 
marked the Medo-Persian Empire in its relation 
to the nations it conquered. Through such far-
sighted wisdom, Cyrus achieved political unity of 
diverse people groups that established his empire 
upon enduring foundations. By recognizing and 
respecting an area cherished by most groups 
of people—their religious beliefs—Cyrus dem-
onstrated a political approach characterized by 
historians as unique and innovative. 

Furthermore, the historical record of his reign, 
especially in relation to the Jewish nation, affords 
profitable lessons to modern religion-state schol-
ars. The Jewish prophet Isaiah recorded how the 
Lord (Jehovah or YHWH) regarded Cyrus—"he 
is my shepherd, and shall perform all my pleasure" 
(Isaiah 44:28)—including not only the deliver-
ance of the Jewish nation from Babylonian captiv-
ity, but also the restoration of the Jewish temple 
in Jerusalem. From this perspective, several chal-
lenging conclusions are posited toward a narrow 
Judeo-Christian political stance. To begin, Cyrus 
was a heathen king (from the perspective of not 
being Jewish) who did not acknowledge the Lord 
as his god, yet the Lord used him to accomplish 
His purposes for His people. One must conclude 
that the Lord is not limited to a Judeo-Christian 
politic to achieve His sovereign will on earth. He 
works through the political structures of nations, 
whether Judeo-Christian, heathen, or secularly 
neutral to fulfill His objectives. While this conclu-
sion does not militate against a Judeo-Christian 
politic, it certainly argues against the singular view 
of an established one. Thus, the view that political 
structures must be Judeo-Christian in order to 
honor the Lord and facilitate the accomplishment 
of His purposes is untenable. To the contrary, 
Cyrus's historical record of religio-political views 
and actions strongly supports the principle of a 
pluralistic society being the most peaceful type of 
body politic for all religious groups. 

Second, since the Lord designated Cyrus as 
"My shepherd," and since history records Cyrus 
as practicing religious toleration and fostering 
religious plurality, this seems to indicate how the 
Lord regards such practices. In religious matters, 
He does not coerce the consciences of subjects 
through their rulers, nor of citizens through their 
duly elected civic representatives. This view is 
reiterated in the New Testament in Romans 13:1- 

8, where the apostle Paul admonishes Christians 
to be subject to "the powers that be" because the 
civil rulers have been ordained by God to main-
tain order in society, without involving them-
selves in the religious sphere of their subjects." 

Third, based on Cyrus's policy of accommo-
dating the religious beliefs of each people group he 
conquered by promoting their religious practices, 
the question is raised: To what extent should gov-
ernment be involved in religion? Some of Cyrus's 
actions of using state/government funds to pro-
mote various religious groups through building 
and restoring temples seem to parallel the argu-
ments of those advocating "positive neutrality" 
(also known as "equal treatment," or government 
support of all religions) in American society today. 
What validation, if any, is there in this approach to 
religion-state relations? From the historical record, 
it becomes evident that Cyrus used "equal treat-
ment" strictly as a political tool to further his own 
ambitious ends. Taking into consideration that 
the Medo-Persian Empire had no constitutional 
guidelines forbidding such practices, this policy 
served to bring political cohesion to his empire. 
The conclusion one seems to draw on this point 
is that the Lord allowed this policy of government 
support of religion ("equal treatment") solely for 
the sake of reestablishing His people, the Jewish 
nation, in their homeland, but He does not advo-
cate this policy as His preferred method since New 
Testament teachings do not validate government 
support of a Judeo-Christian body politic. Thus, 
we must enquire into the motivation of political 
or religious groups advocating "equal treatment" 
today in American society. Since Cyrus used this 
method strictly for political reasons, do those who 
advocate its use today probably have the same 
political motivations? 

In summary, since the Lord endorsed Cyrus 
as His shepherd, the biblical and historical 
record indicates: 

1. The Lord is not limited to a Judeo-
Christian political structure to accomplish His 
purposes on earth. He works through secular 
and heathen governments to achieve His sover-
eign will among earth's inhabitants. 

2. The Lord is well-pleased and supportive 
of those governments that allow for freedom 
from religious persecution, even if they don't 
acknowledge Him. 

3. Those governments granting religious free-
dom should not misconstrue the Lord's endorse-
ment of Cyrus as His intention that government 
should proactively aid and support religion. Both 
the biblical and historical record indicate that the 
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Lord designated Cyrus as His shepherd for the sake 
of freeing Israel from Babylonian captivity, of allow-
ing them to reestablish the city of Jerusalem, and of 
aiding them in rebuilding the temple. Cyrus did this 
for the Israelites, as well as for numerous other reli-
gious groups, strictly for political reasons. To mis-
interpret his actions as endorsement of religion as 
such is to err from the historical and biblical record. 

4. Those governments that are established 
upon the principles of religious plu- 
rality and freedom provide the most 
stable political structure that promotes 
peace among their citizenry. 
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Governments that are established upon the 
principles of religious plurality and freedom 

provide the most stable political structure 
that promotes peace among their citizenry. 
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the government capitulated to Cromwell's demands. 
The House of Savoy not only halted the massacres; it was 

also compelled to conclude a formal treaty between Duke and 
Protector that guaranteed to Savoy's "heretical" minority the free 
exercise of their faith. Morland then distributed to the poorest of 
the Vaudois the money raised by popular donation in response 
to Cromwell's appeal; it totaled a remarkable £39,000—
equal at today's prices to more than US$5,000,000. The 
Waldenses had been spared and provided with a basis 
for rebuilding their lives. Across Europe, Cromwell was 
regarded as the savior of the Vaudois, a point of view 
shared by the modern Waldense community, which 
regards his intervention as one of the most significant 
events of their long history. It was not, alas, the last time 
the Vaudois were to be vigorously persecuted, but at no 
other time was there such danger that they might be 
entirely exterminated. 

The 350th anniversary of Cromwell's intervention 
was marked by a special service of thanksgiving in 
London, organized jointly by the modern Waldense 
community in Italy, the English Committee of the 
Waldensian Church Mission, and the Cromwell 
Association. The prayers were led by Pastor Claudio 
Pasquet, traditional hymns were sung by the Youth 
Choir of the churches of Val Pellice (one of the 
traditional Vaudois valleys), and the Italian state, 
the successor to Savoy-Piedmont, was represented 
by Senator Lucio Malan—appropriately himself a 
Waldense and, like Pastor Pasquet, descended from 
those slaughtered in the "Bloody Easter" of 1655. It 
was fitting that the service concluded with them lay-
ing bouquets of heather, picked on the slopes of Val 
Pellice, underneath the statue of Cromwell outside 
the British Houses of Parliament. 

What is there to learn from the events of 1655? I put this 
question to Senator Malan after the service of commemo-
ration, and he felt it showed that "the precious and fragile 
values of our open, tolerant democratic society must never 
be taken for granted?' But what do the events tell us about 
Cromwell and his values? 

Cromwellian Britain intervened in Savoy even though 
special foreign embassies were expensive to mount, and fleets 
expensive to maintain in foreign waters. Although force was not 
ultimately used, Cromwell seriously contemplated ordering the 
bombardment of Nice (then part of Savoy, not France). He had 
no economic incentives to act, for British commerce with Savoy 
was of minimal importance; the region was also strategically 
unimportant, for Cromwell's foreign policy objectives focused 
on the Low Countries and the West Indies. He put preserving 
the Vaudois ahead of the valuable prospect of an alliance with 
France. And he was to do so again, for when a treaty was con-
cluded with France, soon after, the price for British military aid  

against Spain was much greater rights for the Huguenots. 
There were no benefits for Cromwell's government or for 

Britain more generally to be gained by Cromwell's actions on 
behalf of endangered minorities. His intervention in Savoy 
was altruistic and motivated by genuine concern for those 
who, in Milton's vision, "kept thy truth so pure of old, when 
all our fathers worshipped stocks and stones."' 

It was arguably the first humanitarian intervention. It 
certainly demonstrates the depth of Cromwell's concern for 

the preservation of religious liberty. 
However, given that this was the seventeenth century, we 

would be justified in asking, liberty for whom? Was it only 
for Protestants threatened by Catholics, such as the Vaudois 
and Huguenots? Soon after, Cromwell was to demonstrate a 
much more generous spirit. 

In 1290 King Edward I, distraught with grief at the death 
of his beloved wife and believing malicious stories that Jews 
had helped encompass her death, had expelled all of England's 
Jews and made it a crime for any Jew thereafter to live in 
England. From the late sixteenth century there were Jews living 
in London, but they were careful to hide their identity. 

In September 1655 a group of Jews from Amsterdam, led 
by a Portuguese émigré rabbi, printer and scholar, Menassah 
Ben Israel, applied to the Council of State for readmission to 
England. They had good grounds to hope they would be suc-
cessful. The merchants of the city of London, looking to exploit 
more effectively trade with North America and Asia, were keen 
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to allow English residence to members of the Jewish community 
of Amsterdam, for they had unparalleled contacts, skills, and 
experience of doing business in both the West and East Indies. 
In addition, they could provide access to the immensely wealthy 
Dutch commercial networks, which could finance larger and 
therefore more profitable mercantile ventures. 

In addition to these economic factors, however, there 
were also eschatological considerations. Many Baptists and 
Puritans interpreted biblical prophecies to mean that the 
conversion of the Jews must precede the millennium, which 
would itself precede the second coming of Christ. It was 
widely believed that to readmit the Jews into England would 
expedite their reconversion; there were even some English 
exegetes who felt biblical prophecies identified 1656 as the 
year the Jews would be won to Christ. The Jews had end-
time prophecies of their own, of an era of universal peace in 
which the Jews were restored to Palestine, ruling a renewed 
kingdom of Israel: a Jewish parallel to the Christian millen-
nium. But, it was believed, before this could happen, the Jews 
must be scattered "to the end of the earth," as prophesied by 
Moses (Deuteronomy 28:64)—and Menasseh Ben Israel had 
identified England as "the end of the earth:' 

There were thus various currents, within both England 
and the Jewish community in the Netherlands, which came 
together in 1655; they were incorporated into a formal peti-
tion, requesting citizenship, freedom of worship, discrete 
burial grounds, freedom to do business, and repeal of all laws 
against Jews. However, there was still a deep and ingrained 
anti-Semitic prejudice in England to overcome. 

Cromwell himself met with Jewish representatives—a 
significant gesture—and called a "conference" of clergy-
men and lawyers at which all the arguments for and against 
the Jewish petition would be debated. The general tenor of 
the conference, held in December 1655, was negative, but 
Cromwell's secretary of state so steered the meetings that no 
formal refusal was issued, and Cromwell himself chaired the 
final session, in which he voiced his dissatisfaction with the 
arguments against readmission. This was partly because he 
hoped that readmitting the Jews would expose them to the 
gospel—not an example of genuinely pluralist views! But he 
also attacked the prejudice of some participants, mocking the 
characterization of Jews as "the meanest and most despised 
of all people [ ...] contemptible and despised:'" Observing 
that he and the council would have to steer their own course, 
he then called the proceedings to a halt. 

Legal opinion had meanwhile been received that, because 
the law prohibiting a Jewish presence in England had been 
imposed by a king and England was now a republic, there 
was actually no existing legal impediment to Jews residing in 
England. And on this basis, Jews indeed began once more to 
emigrate and to live openly in England. 

Thus, although there was never actually a de jure decision 
formally readmitting the Jews, there was a clear de facto deci- 
sion to accept a Jewish presence. Historians debate the nature 
and significance of Cromwell's role in this process, but it is  

important to note that it was his government that decided 
not to prosecute (or persecute!) any Jews who did return, 
and even if he merely accepted the suggestions of others, 
nothing could have happened had he himself been unwilling 
to accept a change in the status quo. 

In any case, Cromwell went further. He intervened per-
sonally to protect Jewish merchants from legal harassment 
on religious grounds.' In addition, although the council 
had opposed allowing public worship, in 1656 the Protector 
expressly permitted them to "meet in [their] private houses 
for devotion,"6  putting the informal practice of recent years 
on a formal basis and allowing London's Jews as much as 
they were permitted in Amsterdam. Moreover, by the end 
of the 1650s a synagogue and cemetery were allowed to the 
Jewish community, and it is surely significant that this fol-
lowed a direct appeal to the Lord Protector. He may not have 
taken the initiative in this notable step, but he could have 
prevented it and did not. 

All in all, then, while some scholars have overstated 
Cromwell's significance in readmitting Jews to England (and 
others have understated it) and while Cromwell's actions 
stemmed partly from the hope that the Jews would become 
Protestants, they nevertheless were very significant in the 
history of relations between different ethnicities as well as 
different faiths. They demonstrate openness to people sig-
nificantly different from himself that remains far from com-
mon among zealous Christians. 

These two episodes demonstrate superbly Cromwell's 
belief in religious liberty and his willingness to accept minor-
ity groups, in an age when Protestant and Catholic alike 
believed that, without ethnic and confessional uniformity, 
communities would collapse into chaos. As will be seen in 
the second part of this article, Cromwell's clear-cut com-
mitment to liberty—liberty of conscience and liberty of 
worship—was one of the chief themes of his government as 
Lord Protector. However, the third of the episodes, whose 
350th anniversary has recently been marked, is less attractive 
to the twenty-first-century mind—and, given what we seem 
to have established about Cromwell's character, not a little 
perplexing. For it involved the imposition of authoritarian 
military government on the British Isles. 

Part 2 will continue in the Jan./Feb. issue. 

' Peter Biller, "Medieval Waldensians' Construction of the Past," Proceedings 
of the Huguenot Society of Great Britain and Ireland, 25 (1989-95): p. 41. 

John Milton, "On the Late Massacre in Piemont kid" (1655), lines 1-2, 
5-8. 
' Ibid., lines 3, 4. 

' Quoted in Edgar Samuel, "Oliver Cromwell and the Readmission of the 
Jews to England in 1656," in At the End of the Earth: Essays on the History of 
the Jews in England and Portugal (London: Jewish Historical Society, 2004), 
p. 187. 
5  Calendar of State Papers, Domestic Series, 1655-6, ed. Mary Anne Everett 
Green (London: Longmans, 1882), p. 16 (vol. ci no. 118), 294 (vol. cxxvi 
no. 105). 
6  Ibid., p. 237 (vol. cm  no. 58). 
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ous accomodation 

By 
DD R. MCFARLAND 

Todd Sturgill with, from 
the left, attorney Charle 
Kester, who handled 
the case in Arkansas, 
and Mitchell Tyner and 
Todd McFarland, from 
the office of General 
Counsel, Seventh-day 
Adventist Church. 

As
a trial lawyer, there is nothing quite like the sheer panic of the 
interval between getting the call from the judge's chambers that the 

jury has a verdict and then hearing it read aloud in court. Friday, 
June 30, 2006, was no exception. The jury had been deliberating on the 
case since early Thursday afternoon. Todd Sturgill had sued UPS under 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 because UPS had failed to accom-
modate his religious beliefs as a Seventh-day Adventist and had fired him 
when he refused to work on Friday evening, his Sabbath. Now five days of 
trial and deliberations and nearly a year and a half of litigation was about 
be decided. 

The events leading up to this verdict started back on December 17, 
2004, when Sturgill was fired after returning to the warehouse with 35 
packages; an hour's worth of work. Todd had converted to Adventism 
the prior May. Since July he had been telling UPS that he could not work 
past sundown on Friday. Despite this, the Monday following his return-
ing the 35 packages he was fired for "job abandonment"—after 19 years 
with the company. 

Todd had first started studying about Adventists and the Sabbath in 
April of 2004 when he attended an evangelistic seminar at the Springdale 
Seventh-day Adventist Church in northwest Arkansas. After church 
doctrinal studies he and his family were baptized on May 20 of that 
year. As a Seventh-day Adventist, one of the central tenets of his faith is 
observance of the biblical Sabbath, which includes cessation of work 
(Exodus 20:8-11). The Sabbath is celebrated from sundown Friday until 
sundown Saturday (Leviticus 23:32). 

In July of 2004 Todd first realized that there might be a conflict 
between his job as a package car driver for UPS (the delivery drivers 
you see driving the trucks around town) and his faith. He realized that 
as summer turned to fall and winter and the sun set earlier, he would 
not have as long to deliver his packages on Friday. Further, the time 
between Thanksgiving and Christmas is UPS's "peak season," when 
UPS's volume increases. 

Todd's wife was employed by Wal-Mart, and initially she had prob-
lems getting off work for Sabbath. The evangelist who studied with them 
gave her a form letter to send to Wal-Mart asking for accommodation, 
and Wal-Mart granted her request. Encouraged by this, Todd modified 
her letter to fit his situation and sent it to UPS. 

He did not hear anything for several weeks. In September he fol-
lowed up with another letter, but still did not get a response. The sun 
was starting to set sooner, and peak season was approaching. Todd asked 
his boss about the status of his request, and he was told he would check 
and get back to him. Later he called Todd into his office and asked the 
union steward to come also. The manager told Todd he had received a 
fax from UPS human resources and then read from it. It said the only 
accommodation UPS would give him was for Todd to wait for another 
job opening at UPS that did not pose a conflict and then bid on that 
job: in the meantime Todd would be expected to work the hours UPS 
wanted him to. When Todd asked for a copy of the fax his manager was 
reading from, he responded, "UPS does not pay me to make copies." 

Todd R. McFarland is associate general counsel for the Seventh-day Adventist 
Church. He writes from Silver Spring, Maryland. Much of his work is taken up 
defending religious accommodation cases like that of Todd Sturgill. Usually they 
do not share a first name! 
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Despite the hostile response from the UPS 
corporate office and the manager, Todd's 
immediate supervisor worked with him so he 
could get off by sundown up until December 
17. Todd had made arrangements that if he 
could get past the peak season when UPS sup-
posedly did not allow employees to take time 
off, he would be able to take vacation time 
until spring to avoid any conflict. After that 

he would have until next peak sea-
son to bid on a 

ages and keep his job, or bring them back and 
lose it? He told the manager he was going to 
do what he had been telling UPS since July; he 
would not work, past sundown. 

For Todd, this presented a stark choice: his 
job or his faith. It was a decision he had already 
made in his mind. Consistent with what he 
had been telling UPS since his original request 
in July, he returned to the UPS center with 35 
packages, an hour's worth of work, and checked 
out at 5:03 p.m. Sundown was at 5:04 p.m. 

The following Monday when Todd arrived 
at work he was told to see the manager. 

The manager and the union stew-
ard were present. Todd 

was being fired for 
"job aban- 

 

Todd Sturgill and his wife Judi. 
Family and faith have sustained 
Todd in his appeal for religious 
accomodation. 

 

different job at 
UPS that would 
not require him 

to work on Friday night. With 
nearly 20 years in the company he felt he 
would have the seniority to get such a job. 

December 17 was a crucial day for Todd; 
it was the last Friday during the peak season 
Todd was concerned about. The next Friday 
was December 24, which is a light day for UPS. 
If he got past that Friday his Sabbath conflict 
with UPS would be eliminated, and he would 
not have to deal with the issue again. 

The problem, though, was that Todd had a 
lot of packages to deliver that day. In fact, as he 
would learn during the trial, he had on average 
100 more packages than all of the other UPS 
drivers less senior than he, far more than the 
35 he would bring back that evening. 

Todd called his immediate supervisor that 
Friday and was told no help was available that 
day and that he should call the manager, the 
one who was not paid to make copies. When 
he called, the manager asked him what he was 
going to do. Was he going to deliver the pack- 

donment," for bringing back an hour's worth 
of work after nearly 20 years at UPS. He would 
file a grievance with the union, but after UPS 
made false representations to the grievance 
board, Todd's termination was upheld. 

Todd quickly discovered that in northwest 
Arkansas it was next to impossible to find a job 
paying what he had made at UPS. He ended 
up working as a mortgage broker for a third 
of the salary he had made at UPS and with no 
benefits. He was forced to radically scale back 
his lifestyle, cash in his pension, and put his 
house on the market. 

During the trial Todd argued that there 
were several ways UPS could have accommo-
dated him so that he would never have had to 
bring back packages. UPS could have let him 
use an "option day" and simply not have come 
to work that day. UPS could have also given 
him less work so he would have been able to 
deliver all of his packages or transferred pack-
ages to another driver. All of these were things 
UPS did on a routine basis for employees for 
such things as going to Little League games, 
birthday parties, etc. In fact on the day UPS 
fired Todd Sturgill, they let other people off 
work completely with no explanation at all. 
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However, when it was for a religious reason, 
UPS was unwilling to do it. 

The reason UPS gave for not doing for 
Todd what it did for other employees was that 
they claimed Todd wanted a hard-and-fast 
"guarantee" from UPS that he would not have 
to work past sundown. The reality was that 
Todd wanted UPS to help him out only dur-
ing peak season, and only this peak. The only 
person who ever talked about a "guarantee" 
was UPS. 

The reason Todd did not need such a guar-
antee was that after the holidays were over he 
would be able to use his time off to accom-
modate himself. This would tie him over until 
he could transfer to another job at UPS that 
would always get him off well before sundown. 
Put another way, if UPS had not fired Todd 
on December 17 he would have been able to 
accommodate himself and would not have 

needed 
UPS's help ever 

again in the future. UPS 
was unwilling to do that and instead fired a 
nearly 20-year employee that its own manage-
ment described as a "hard" and "good" worker; 
such was the hostility of this multibillion dol-
lar company to its employee's desire to follow 
his conscience. To fully understand UPS's 
hostility to any religious accommodation, it 
is important to know that had Todd called 
to UPS that day and simply said, "I am not 
coming into work" he would have gotten an 
unexcused absence. Under the progressive dis-
cipline process he could have collected up to 
five of those (he had none when he was fired) 
before he would have even been given a formal 
warning. Because Todd tried to work with UPS 
and do his job, he was fired, even though if he 
had just not shown up he wouldn't have even 
been formally disciplined. 

All of this was presented to the jury and 
now it was in their hands and they had reached 
a verdict. The jury filed into the courtroom 
looking somber. The foreman handed the ver-
dict forms to the clerk. She read through them 
to make sure that they were filled out correctly. 
She then handed the forms to the judge, who 
read them and then handed them back to the 
clerk to read out loud. 

The jury found in favor of Todd Sturgill 
on his claim that UPS failed to accommodate 
his religious belief. They awarded him every 
penny he asked for. They also awarded puni-
tive damages to Sturgill in an amount double 
what he asked in compensatory damages. The 
jury did rule in favor of UPS on what is known 
as the "termination" claim. Essentially the jury 
decided that UPS did not fire Sturgill because 
he was an Adventist, only because he brought 
packages back. 

Todd Sturgill still has a long road ahead of 
him, and his case is the exception. UPS will 
appeal this case, and it will probably take close 
to a year for the appeal to be resolved. While 
we are confident that Todd will prevail on 
appeal, the appeal is just more time when he is 
forced to live on a third of his salary and with-
out benefits. UPS does not want to give him 

his job back despite the jury verdict. As 
of press time we are awaiting the court's 

ruling on our motion to reinstate Sturgill. 

Need for Congressional Fix 
Most employees who are fired are not as 

fortunate as Sturgill. Had he lived in a dif-
ferent part of the country, the courts there 
have interpreted the law in such a way that he 
would have probably lost. Further, because of 
the ambiguities of the law, other courts rule 
against employees on a routine basis. 

This case is a perfect example of why 
Title VII needs to be fixed by Congress. UPS 
argued before the trial that they were not 
required to pay "one nickel" to accommodate 
Todd Sturgill. Nineteen years working for a 
company, and it is not willing to spend five 
cents to accommodate its employees' religious 
conviction! 

Currently pending in Congress is the 
Workplace Religious Freedom Act (WRFA). 
This law would bring Title VII into line 
with other discrimination statutes and require 
employers to actually try to accommodate 
their employees and not let them fend for 
themselves. 

While Todd Sturgill has prevailed to this 
point, Congress needs to make it clear to 
employers what their duties are. If WRFA 
were the law of the land, it would have been 
clearer to UPS that they needed to work with 
Sturgill; and both Sturgill and UPS would 
have been better off. Todd would still have his 
job, and UPS would have avoided a lawsuit 
and retained a veteran employee. 
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LETTERS 

Another Catholic 
Dissent 
I recently read "A 
Catholic Dissent," 
by Katherine M. 

Knight, and from my perspective, 
I am relieved that it was offered 
as an opinion, but am distressed 
that Liberty would publish such a 
misleading and error-filled article, 
even if it is an opinion. 

The Catholic Church is a sacra-
mental church, meaning that we 
find the true presence of Jesus 
Christ in the sacraments of the 
church. This is not an opinion; it 
is the immutable truth given by 
Christ in Scripture and passed on 
through the tradition of the church 
to this day. To deny this is to be 
a dissenter, and to act and teach 
against this would make one a 
heretic. Dissension, therefore, 
by this definition isn't found in 
the simple questioning of why 
things are done the way they are. 
Rather, knowledge is the result of 
questioning, which then advances 
the mutual understanding of both 
parties. 

Case in point. Despite Katherine 
Knight's claim that "there are no 
valid reasons for preventing either 
marriage in the priesthood or 
women in the priesthood" there 
are, which if some research had 
been attempted, would show the 
reasons that the Catholic Church 
does what it does. 

For some 1,100 years the 
Catholic Church had a married 
clergy despite the fact that Saint 
Paul (1 Corinthians 7:25-35) advo-
cated a celibate clergy to imitate 
the chaste life of Jesus and to give 
greater attentiveness to the people 
whom they serve. Even though he 
acknowledged a married clergy, 
and mentions that the apostles 
were married, Scripture advocates 
celibacy as a reflection of the  

heavenly kingdom, where there is 
no marriage (Luke 20:36). 

As I mentioned previously, the 
Catholic Church is a sacramental 
church, and as such, to maintain 
the validity of the sacraments, the 
church is obligated to maintain 
them as Christ established them 
in Scripture. Jesus was male, the 
apostles were male, and it was no 
mistake that Jesus chose them to 
be His first priests and bishops. 

The Catholic Church feels that 
in order to validly continue to 
celebrate the sacraments, we do 
not have the power or author-
ity to change what Christ has 
established. To impose our will 
on something that is seen as 
mandated by God seeks to cre-
ate a human church rather than 
a divinely inspired church, and 
thus purports to create God in 
our image. Is not a matter of 
power. No man has the right to be 
ordained to the priesthood, as it 
is seen as a calling and gift from 
God. It is not a matter of equality. 
The vocation of women in the life 
of the church is equally valuable, 
though different, just as men and 
women think, act, and react dif-
ferently from one another. An all-
male priesthood is validly main-
tained in this manner, because it 
was in this fashion that it has been 
established by Christ. 

In regard to the footnote 
added by your editor, the Catholic 
Church isn't so much concerned 
with trying to force its opinion on 
politicians, but is more concerned 
with trying to get these people in 
political office to live the faith they 
profess. Truth is not an item to be 
voted on by committee, and so 
to profess a belief in Jesus Christ 
and to acknowledge His truth and 
then to act in opposition to them 
is rank hypocrisy. To intimate that 
the Catholic Church is seeking civil  

authority is not correct. But to say 
that no other church is seeking to 
touch the conscience of its politi-
cal leaders is to simply recognize 
that the Catholic Church is the last 
moral voice in the world, and as 
such, its voice needs to be heard 
over the deafening roar of secular-
ism that seeks the destruction of 
all Christian values. 
FATHER JOHN GRACEY 
Bishop, California 

Liberty is happy to print this let-
ter of clarification by Father John 
Gracey. Indeed, the Catholic Church 
has every right to hold the posi-
tions it does. We had hoped that 
the opinion piece would be seen 
as the internal debate it was, since 
the author is a Catholic. This letter 
does underscore the fact that a real 
source of authority to Catholics is 
tradition as well as biblical refer-
ence. Actually, the Bible tells us 
to call no man father except your 
Father in heaven. But as an objec-
tive matter of how the Roman 
Catholic relates to current society, 
we must agree with the author's 
concluding point that it is an admi-
rable "moral voice to the world"—
albeit compromised by some 
church practices and, of course, 
not "the last moral voice." This 
magazine depends on a chorus of 
religious entities and freedom-lov-
ing individuals to keep crying out 
for religious freedom.—Editor. 

More on Moore 
"State Acknow-ledgement of 

God" (July/August 2006 Liberty) 
Alan Reinach argues that "Roy 
Moore is at heart a modern 
Puritan who rejects the American 
experiment in religious freedom. 
The logic of requiring the state 
to observe the obligations of the 
first commandment is that the 
state must also, therefore, faith- 

fully uphold the second, third, and 
fourth commandments, as well." 

This assertion that Judge Moore 
"rejects the American experiment" 
and the subsequent non sequitur 
goes far beyond Judge Moore's 
contention that America should 
acknowledge the origin of our 
laws and our morality (i.e., the 
Judeo-Christian God). It makes me 
wonder if Mr. Reinach has actually 
read So Help Me God. 

Judge Moore thinks, as do I, 
that a federal judge has no juris-
diction or authority concerning 
what is or is not on view in an 
Alabama courthouse. The language 
of the First Amendment is unam-
biguous: Congress [that is, the 
federal government] shall make no 
law respecting an establishment 
of religion, or prohibiting the free 
exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; 
or the right of the people peace-
ably to assemble, and to petition 
the Government for a redress of 
grievances. There is only one pre-
scribed method for changing the 
Constitution; to do otherwise is, 
well, unconstitutional. 

Judge Moore had no power to 
violate the First Amendment even 
if he had wanted to. And I don't 
think he has any interest in estab-
lishing a theocracy. Most evangeli-
cal Christians think the worst thing 
to happen in the history of church 
is Constantine's edict establish-
ing Christianity the religion of the 
empire. Rather than perfecting the 
government, that act corrupted 
the faith. 

If we held the exercise clause 
in the same esteem as we do the 
freedom of the press clause, and 
applied the law with the same 
rigor, we might have the Ten 
Commandments emblazoned 
on the wall behind the bench of 
the Supreme Court or a depic- 
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DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES 

The God-given right of religious liberty is best exercised 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 human 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. 

tion of Moses with the Ten 
Commandments in stone on the 
front facade of the Capitol or a 
picture of the Ten Commandments 
in the rotunda of the Library of 
Congress! 
RALPH E. HATCHER, M.D. 
rhatcher@butler.edu  

See our article on Incorporation 
and Religious Freedom in the Sept/ 
Oct. 2005 issue of Liberty.—Editor. 

Simple or Not 
So Simple 
The situation as 
outlined in the 
article "Science 
or Religion?" 
(Liberty, May/ 

June 2006) is a simple one to 
solve. As in geometry, an indirect 
proof can be used to show the 
credibility of intelligent design. 
To do this, all we have to do is 
assume that the opposite is true 
(that evolution is credible), then 
we seek to see if there are flaws 
in this assumption. Obviously, 
with the evolutionary hypothesis 
(and it is classified as a hypoth-
esis in their own words) of the 
Phylogenetic Tree and, as the 
article pointed out, the profoundly 
different fossils found in Cambrian 
rocks, we can conclude that the 
theory of evolution has credible 
challenges to its legitimacy. 
BRADLEY SICA 
Canton, Maine 

porter of religious 
freedom, civil liberties, and the 
separation of church and state. I feel 
compelled to respond to an article in 

the January/February 2006 edition, 
written by Bruce Cameron. 

Labor unions have histori-
cally represented the interests of 
workers and working families in 
general, alongside persons of faith. 
Organizations such as Interfaith 
Worker Justice, Jobs and Justice, 
the coalition of Black Trade 
Unionist, ACORN, and the A. Philip 
Randolph Institute, just to name 
a few, are organizations whose 
premise is to resist social injustice. 
As one reporter said, "Christian 
beliefs in aiding the poor and 
Bible verses that call for remedy-
ing injustice have often propelled 
ministers and congregations to the 
front lines of labor battles..." 

Mr. Cameron provides a few 
examples of workers who have 
been abused by unions during 
organizing campaigns. Recall that 
a majority of employers threaten, 
coerce, and abuse workers during 
these campaigns. There are bad 
actors on both sides of this issue, 
but the reality is that unions help 
workers, and are not the "sharks" 
depicted by Mr. Cameron, but rather 
the sole enemy of the National Right 
to Work organization. 

Finally, Mr. Cameron leaves 
the reader with the impres-
sion that picket line violence, or 
other violence associated with 
"legitimate union objectives" goes 
unpunished, citing the Enmons 
case. This is also an inaccurate 
recitation of the law. The Enmons 
case simply stands for the propo-
sition that individuals cannot be 
prosecuted under the Hobbs Act 
(prosecuting crimes of extortion); 
rather, a union has a right to dis-
rupt the business of the employer 
by lawfully striking for higher 
wages. Acts of violence occurring 
during a lawful strike and resulting 
in damage to persons or property 
are punishable under state law or 

other federal laws; see for example 
U.S. v. Lowe. 

Labor brought forth issues such 
as social security, minimum wage, 
maximum hours before overtime 
pay was required, pushed forth 
legislation to address racial and 
sexual discrimination, discrimina-
tion against those with disabilities, 
safety and health, and more 
recently, unpaid leave for families 
with serious health conditions. 

When we talk about basic 
fundamental rights, don't blame 
the unions for the elimination of 
such rights. Unions battle for liv- 
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ing wages, for safe workplaces, 
for freedom from life-threatening 
dangers, and security in our retire-
ment. Unions have taken up the 
battle to ensure access to decent 
medical care despite efforts by 
corporate America to eliminate 
safety requirements, medical ben-
efits, and pensions. Listen to the 
objective words of workers and 
champion the cause against injus-
tice—something that Mr. Cameron 
has failed to do when he calls 
upon Mike Tyson to enter the ring. 
JOAN G. HILL 
Murfreesboro, Tennessee 
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Behind the lectern and the 
platform seating area of the little 
Seventh-day Adventist church in 
Debary, Florida, is a quite striking 
stained glass window. I had seen 
it once or twice before, but had 
never really looked at it till that 
afternoon memorial service four 
days after my father's death. 

My task was to present a family 
summary of his life. What can you 
say about a lifetime that will fit 
nicely into a few minutes? 

I kept turning back toward the 
window behind me, and each 
time it spoke to me of my father 
and his life. After all, it had not 
been so many months since he 
had shown me through the new 
church, the construction of which 
had consumed so much of his 
energy. There were many details 
of the structure that bore the very 
personal imprint of his direction. 

The church sign facing the 
street shows three angels, 
designed to remind all passersby 
of the messages in Revelation, 
chapter 14. I knew that my father 
was not backward about explain-
ing their significance. Proof of 

that was in the wonderful article 
the editors of the local paper put 
together on his death, without any 
reference to the family. The article 
told how in his regular visits to the 
editors my father had explained 
the meaning of the angels and the 
Advent hope that they proclaimed. 

Inside, the church is airy and 
light. Hanging from the ceiling 
are a number of Tiffany shades. 
My father pointed them out as 
his special choice—in fact he had 
donated them to the church. And 
in spite of his red/green colorblind 
vision they are a feature of the 
interior. 

But the stained-glass window 
was what he spent the most time 
talking about. He told about dis-
covering the artisan who crafted it. 
He explained why they had chosen 
the scene portrayed. He waxed 
eloquent on the effect when the 
light shines through it. 

And as I paused momentarily in 
my presentation, I thought about 
the drama of the past few days. 

Only a few weeks have passed 
since I wrote the last editorial and 
this one. Some readers might 
remember that last time I used as 
an opening illustration my father's 
remembrance of international con-
tacts which included many from 

the Muslim world. I was able to 
take a proof of that last editorial to 
the hospital and share it with him 
the day before he died. It surprised 
me how engaged he was as I read 
it. He made several suggestions 
for change and I was able to incor-
porate them into the final version. 

But he wanted a bit more. It 
was good, he said. But maybe it 
didn't go far enough. "You need to 
present Christ," he said. 

I did give him the standard view 
of how Liberty is defending the 
right of all to believe or disbelieve, 
and that we need to be careful not 
to offend and impose a particular 
view. I can't say he was over-
convinced. "You need to present 
Christ," he said. 

Many decades ago I discovered 
a book by Stanley Jones, a pioneer 
Christian missionary to India. For 
years Jones endured ridicule and, 
worse, silence as he attempted 
to introduce Hindus and some 
Muslims to Christianity. His efforts 
seemed futile and at one point he 
suffered a nervous breakdown and 
returned for a time to England. He 
persisted and back in India con- 
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tinued to hold public discussions 
of faith. 

The turning point came in a dis-
cussion with a Brahman leader. "I 
don't care for your faith," the man 
said. "I don't care for the Christ 
of your creeds and doctrines. He 
has no relevance here." Stanley 
Jones then proceeded to present 
the Christ of the Indian Road, as 
his book was titled. He sketched 
in the figure dressed as a holy 
man, wandering the dusty roads of 
India, caring for the poor, bringing 
comfort, healing, and hope. 

"Ah," said the Brahman, "I think 
I could love and serve the Christ 
of the Indian Road." It was the 

beginning of a powerful witness to 
Christ in India. 

Our last issue of Liberty con-
tained some very graphic images 
of civil strife that derive from 
religious antagonism. The Western 
world is ready to react violently 
to what it sees as a global threat 
from, variously, Islamofascism, 
Islamic fundamentalism, Islamic 
extremism or global jihad. Within 
the United States Christian activ-
ism is ready to storm society and 
purge schools, government, judi-
ciary of infidels. Oh, what violence 
has been done in the name of reli-
gion in the past, and what readi-
ness we see in our world today to 
repeat the past! 

Again I looked back to the 
stained-glass window in that little 
church. I knew the scene from an 

illustration in a book my father 
loved to read. It was The Desire of 
Ages—a narrative history of the 
life of Jesus Christ. On occasion it 
moved him to tears as he read it 
to our family. The illustration was 
Christ on His knees in the Garden 
of Gethsemane, the night before 
religious men, including one of 
His own followers, declared Him 
heretic and worthy of death. In 
the garden He prayed that God's 
will would be done among men; 
and that He would be able to see 
the moment through. He was 
wrestling through the very estab-
lishment of His kingdom—the one 
He could tell the Roman governor 
Pontius Pilate was "not of this 
world." 

"Present Christ" seems to me 
to contain an antidote for most of 
the religious violence that lurks 
so often in our present state. 
We surely need doctrines and 
facts and the other trappings of 
faith—but these are not faith. I 
believe that Christianity would 
better flourish and less offend 
other belief systems if there were 
more Christ in what we shared. 
Christ did not impose—He was. 
Perhaps we need to look into 
the pictures of our various faith 
figures more often and work more 
to exemplify them. I write that as 
one who believes Jesus to be the 
Son of God—but I am convinced 
that a Buddhist who seeks to 
find the man Buddha among the 
added trappings of tradition will 
find a good beginning to true 
enlightenment, and that a Muslim 
who is similarly willing to peel 
away the sharia and accretation 
within the ummah will likely find a 
Muhammad truly seeking the will 

of Allah. I am not into compara-
tive religions at all; but we all have 
spiritual yearnings, and they are all 
too easily turned aside to religios-
ity. We need faith and charity. 

There are some of my col-
leagues in the religious liberty 
work who think it a denial of 
religious liberty principles to pre-
sent faith. I hope they are wrong. 
Because I know that we are seeing 
what the poet Matthew Arnold, in 
"Dover Beach," called the sea of 
faith receding to "a dull retreating 
roar." Defending religious liberty 
must involve seeking the return of 
faith—for all; and without compul-
sion by individual, church, or state 
power. 

Lincoln E. Steed 
Editor, 
Liberty Magazine 

Please address letters to the editor to 
Lincoln.Steed@nad.adventistorg 

Correction: Last month's editorial 
referred to the coming of the Fifth 
Imam. It should have been the 
Twelfth Imam. 
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CHRISTIANITY: 

Religious belief is a fine guide 
around which a person might organize 
his own life, but an awful instrument around 
which to organize someone else's life.  

-RICHARD D. MOHR, 

"A More Perfect Union." 

(&cipt•oci 
Zn  ejtgton 

"Therefore all things whatsoever ye 
would that men should do to you, do 
ye even so to them:'—mATTHEw 7:12. 

"Not one of you is a believer until ht 
loves for his brother what he loves fo: 
himself."—FOURTH HADITH OF AN-NAWAWI 13. 

glINDUISM: 

"This is the sum of duty: do naught 
unto others which would cause you 
pain if done to you:1—MAHABHARATA 5:1517. 

"A state that is not pleasing or deligh 
ful to me, how could. I inflict that up,  
another?"—SAMYUTTA NIICAYA V. 353. 
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