Should Christians Respect
Obama?

Mar. 9, 2010

The email below titled “Should Christians Respect Obama?” was
forwarded to me. Perhaps you’ve seen it too. (I have formatted
the spacing to fit below; however, all emphases—bolds,
italics, exclamation marks, words in all caps—are original.)

Dr. David Barton is more of a historian than a Biblical
speaker, but very famous for his knowledge of historical
facts as well as Biblical truths.

Dr. David Barton — on Obama

Respect the Office? Yes. Respect the Man in the Office? No,
I am sorry to say. I have noted that many elected officials,
both Democrats and Republicans, called upon America to unite
behind Obama. Well, I want to make it clear to all who will
listen that I AM NOT uniting behind Obama !

I will respect the Office which he holds, and I will
acknowledge his abilities as an orator and wordsmith and
pray for him, BUT that is it. I have begun today to see what
I can do to make sure that he is a one-term President !

Why am I doing this ? It is because:

— I do not share Obama’s vision or value system for America
— I do not share his Abortion beliefs;

— I do not share his radical Marxist’'s concept of re-
distributing wealth;

— I do not share his stated views on raising taxes on those
who make $150,000+ (the ceiling has been changed three times
since August);

— I do not share his view that America is Arrogant;

— I do not share his view that America 1s not a Christian
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Nation;

— I do not share his view that the military should be
reduced by 25%;

— I do not share his view of amnesty and giving more to
illegals than our American Citizens who need help;

— I do not share his views on homosexuality and his
definition of marriage;

— I do not share his views that Radical Islam is our friend
and Israel 1is our enemy who should give up any land;

— I do not share his spiritual beliefs (at least the ones he
has made public);

— I do not share his beliefs on how to re-work the
healthcare system in America ;

— I do not share his Strategic views of the Middle East ;
and

— I certainly do not share his plan to sit down with
terrorist regimes such as Iran .

Bottom line: my America is vastly different from Obama’s,
and I have a higher obligation to my Country and my GOD to
do what is Right ! For eight (8) years, the Liberals in our
Society, led by numerous entertainers who would have no
platform and no real credibility but for their celebrity
status, have attacked President Bush, his family, and his
spiritual beliefs !

They have not moved toward the center in their beliefs and
their philosophies, and they never came together nor
compromised their personal beliefs for the betterment of our
Country ! They have portrayed my America as a land where
everything is tolerated except being intolerant ! They have
been a vocal and irreverent minority for years ! They have
mocked and attacked the very core values so important to the
founding and growth of our Country ! They have made every
effort to remove the name of GOD or Jesus Christ from our
Society ! They have challenged capital punishment, the right
to bear firearms, and the most basic principles of our



criminal code ! They have attacked one of the most
fundamental of all Freedoms, the right of free speech !

Unite behind Obama? Never ! ! |

I am sure many of you who read this think that I am going
overboard, but I refuse to retreat one more inch in favor of
those whom I believe are the embodiment of Evil! PRESIDENT
BUSH made many mistakes during his Presidency, and I am not
sure how history will judge him. However, I believe that he
weighed his decisions in light of the long established
Judeo-Christian principles of our Founding Fathers!!!
Majority rules in America , and I will honor the concept;
however, I will fight with all of my power to be a voice in

opposition to Obama and his “goals for America .” I am going
to be a thorn in the side of those who, if left unchecked,
will destroy our Country ! ! Any more compromise 1is more

defeat ! I pray that the results of this election will wake
up many who have sat on the sidelines and allowed the
Socialist-Marxist anti-GOD crowd to slowly change so much of
what has been good in America !

“Error of Opinion may be tolerated where Reason is left free
to combat it.” — Thomas Jefferson

GOD bless you and GOD bless our Country ! ! !

(Please, please, please, pass this on if you agree.)

Thanks for your time, be safe. “In GOD We Trust”

“If we ever forget that we’re one nation under GOD, then we
will be a nation gone under.” — Ronald Reagan

I WANT THE AMERICA I GREW UP IN BACK....

In GOD We Trust.....

Respectfully, I disagree. The person who wrote this email
didn’t say how to respect the office without respecting the
person holding it. It may be possible to do so; however, I
believe it is more important to respect people than positions.
It sounds very noble to say, “I respect the office but not the
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man.” It’'s like saying, “I respect my boss’'s position of
authority over me, but I don’t respect my boss.” But in my
experience, this attitude makes it very difficult to “do
everything without complaining or arguing.” That habit derives
only from love. And love is expressed by subordinates to their
authorities largely through respect (Eph 5:21-6:8; note
especially 5:33 and 6:5).

It is possible not to respect the positions the President
holds and still respect the President as an Image-bearing
human creation if nothing else. But this kind of generosity
which derives from thinking Christianly (a Christian
worldview) is not expressed in this email. The tone of this
email conveys contempt, not respect. I'm particularly unnerved
by the way the term “embodiment of Evil” was tossed out there.
Calling liberals Satan incarnate is sensationalist at best and
certainly doesn’t portray the high view of human dignity that
Christianity gives us.

A few other side notes to consider when viewing email forwards
like this one:

e It is highly unlikely that a PhD wrote an email in such
broad strokes with such inflammatory language, not to
mention so many exclamation points. (In fact, I would be
cautious of anything with this many exclamation marks,
whether it claims to be from a PhD or not because when every
sentence is exclaiming, that'’s a sign that the email is not
trying to get you to think about the topic, but is only
interested in goading an inordinately emotional reaction
from you (as opposed to an emotionally passionate response
tempered with thought-full-ness).)

* From Dad: “Dr. Barton’'s website does not have a record of
this document — so, I doubt that it is from him. I sent an
e-mail inquiry to wallbuilders.com asking them to comment on
its authenticity.” Thanks Dad!
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e Thirdly, there are at least three of the President’s
views/positions that have been distorted and intentionally
misrepresented in this email. Email forwards are notorious
for this, and there is very little that is less Christian
than bearing false witness.

e Finally, I just want to comment that it is okay for
Christians to disagree about most of the items in that list.
This email implies that a Christian nation (whatever that
means anyway) would resemble the exact set of beliefs behind
this email; it implies that any good Christian would agree
with this email wholesale.

So, should Christians respect President Obama? We, more than
anyone, should-especially if you dislike him and/or disagree
with his basic platforms. It is easy to love people we like:
people who are like us, people with whom we agree. But Christ
demands we love those who are irritating to us.

But I say to you, love your enemies and pray for those who
persecute you, so that you may be sons of your Father who 1is
in heaven; for He causes His sun to rise on the evil and the
good, and sends rain on the righteous and the unrighteous. For
if you love those who love you, what reward do you have? Do
not even the tax collectors do the same? If you greet only
your brothers, what more are you doing than others? Do not
even the Gentiles do the same? Therefore you are to be
perfect, as your heavenly Father is perfect.

This blog post originally appeared at
reneamac.com/2010/03/09/respect-obama/
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Hail the Conquering
Graduates!

June 10, 2009

I was asked to put together a few resources for the high
school grads at church. I thought I’'d share the wealth with
the World Wide Web.

Below you’ll find helpful and hopefully meaningful resources
to guide you as you embark on adulthood. I especially
recommend the two blogs. The most valuable resource of all,
though, 1is people. Get involved in your own way on campus and
in a local church. But don’t just hang out with people your
own age—that’ll make you boring. Be sure to introduce yourself
to your professors and tell them thank you (will likely turn
that B+ into an A). I've been teaching and learning from
college students for a really long time. So I know quite a bit
about college stuff; and a decent amount about life stuff
too—you can always ask me anything. The whole world is before
you; but you never have to face it, with all its joys and
hardships, alone.

Many congratulations and blessings.
Renea
Bookmark This

GoCollege.com

Here you’ll find really good tips for getting the most out of
the really (sometimes really, really) expensive education
you're getting. Classroom lectures, writing assignments, and
even exams can be a lot different in college than they were in
high school. The tips on this website can help make the
transition smoother.
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Biblos.com

Biblos.com 1is this great website I’'ve only recently
discovered. It’s a one-stop-shop for all your bible study
tools including concordances, commentaries, maps, pictures,
devotions, and of course the Bible itself in several different
translations and languages.

EveryStudent.com

I'm really pumped about this website. It’s a place where no
question about God or life is out of bounds. When your friends
have questions about God and Christianity, or when you have
questions yourself, this website can help. In college you’ll
do a lot of exploring, discovering, and learning about
yourself: what you think about God, Christianity, the way the
world is, the way it should be. This website is designed to
guide you on that journey. Be sure to check out Life Issues,
which touches on topics such as sex, beauty, racism, and
shame.

Probe.org

Curious about Genesis and evolution? Need help answering the
tough questions your friends have about Christianity? Whether
you want to learn more about your friend’s religion, are
struggling with questions like — Why do bad things happen to
good people? — or you need a credible source for the paper
you're writing, Probe.org is an excellent resource that can
help you think through some really tough topics.

Blogs

Living Spirituality

Living Spirituality offers helpful, encouraging, and even
sometimes convicting devotionals. It also provides a weekly
discussion about real life stuff. These discussions are
helpful as we try to live like Jesus in our everyday lives.
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Surviving College Life

Surviving College Life is a really cool blog that’s incredibly
comprehensive. Not only will it be helpful as you prepare to
arrive on campus. This will be something you’ll find useful
throughout your college years as you move from dorms to
apartments, friendships to romances, and from major to major.
The above link is a list of all the posts divided by topic. So
whether you’re looking for time management tips, study aids,
roommate advice, financial aid resources, or fitness facts,
Surviving College Life can help give you a heads up and point
you in a good direction.

Book Buzz

“Do not conform any longer to the pattern of this world, but
be transformed by the renewing of your mind.” Romans 12:2

This brief list of books includes stuff I read in college that
was really important to my Christian walk, as well as a few
books I wish I had read in college. They’re books I hope you
will find helpful as you journey with Jesus and strive to
think christianly. (Don’t worry; they’re not just “smart
people” books. Most of these are very easy to read.)

Don’t Waste Your Life

" YOUR LIFE

] T e e
P

—John Piper

When Christ gave us real life, he gave our lives meaning and
purpose. Don’t Waste Your Life is about living on purpose a
life passionate for God and people.
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The Sacred Romance: Drawing Closer to the Heart
of God

rHE SAcRED
RoMANECE

—Brent Curtis & John Eldredge

This is not a girly book; don’t let the title fool you. The
Sacred Romance was a really important book for me when I was
in college. It helped me understand the big picture of the
Bible: the story of God and the story of my own life. It
helped me understand the difference between living by the
rules and living spiritually.

Welcome to College: A Christ-follower’s Guide
for the Journey

—Jonathan Morrow

Welcome to College includes chapters on the problem of evil
and suffering, Christology, ethics and much more. You will
also find a broad collection of practical topics: health, sex
and dating, finances, Internet use, alcohol. This book



provides unique and much—-needed help for navigating the
head—spinning newness of college life.

Eat This Book: The Art of Spiritual Reading

EAT
T Ih}
BQOK

EUGENE H.
Ao

—Eugene Peterson

This is a really helpful book about how to read and interpret
and understand the Bible, how to let the Scriptures nourish
and feed us, how to live the Scriptures as they are the Living
Words of God.

Real Sex: The Naked Truth about Chastity

—Lauren F. Winner

Winner talks about sex in a realistic way. She sorts through
the confusing messages we hear about sex from both the world
and the church, and helps us think about sex and romantic love
within the big picture of God’s story. Real Sex provides
biblical and practical guidance for unmarried Christians who



desire to honor God with their sexuality and dating
relationships.

Messy Spirituality: God’s Annoying Love for
Imperfect People

michael vaconelli
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— Mike Yaconelli

This small book says big things about what being a Christian
looks like. It reminds us that we’re all human in need of
God’s grace; that there’s no such thing as the ideal
Christian—-there’s no one-size-fits-all pattern of
spirituality.

The Green Letters

—Miles J. Stanford

The Green Letters is about spiritual growth. It’'s one of those
books you can pick and choose what you want to read by
scanning over the Table of Contents; that is, the chapters
don’t necessarily have to be read in order. This book will
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challenge you to live less selfishly, or we could say, less as
a self-follower and more as a Christ-follower.

5 Paths to the Love of Your Life: Defining Your
Dating Style

—Alex Chediak

There are basically five different approaches to romantic love
from the Christian perspective. This book gives you an
overview of these five views, their advantages and
disadvantages, and the logic and Scripture behind them. So you
can decide for yourself which path you relate to most, which
enables you to be intentional about biblical, christianly
romance.

CORMELIUS PLANTINGA, |k

Not the Way It’s Supposed to Be: A Breviary of
Sin

A Brmin of Sin

‘ .
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—Cornelius Plantinga Jr.

What is sin? What are the effects of sin? How do we think and



talk about sin (if at all)? How do we deal with sin? These are
some of the questions discussed in this small, but impactful
book on sin. You'd think a book all about sin would be
depressing, but Plantinga understands that sin is only the
distortion of something originally good; and that though
things aren’t the way they’re supposed to be now, they will be
one day soon when Christ returns.

This blog post originally appeared at
reneamac.com/2009/06/10/hail-the-conquering-graduates/

American Education: The
Hundred Years War

On its surface, the process of educating our children appears
to be fairly straightforward. First, you must determine what
kind of person you want to produce at the end of their formal
schooling. In other words, decide what it means to be an
educated person. Then, you establish what knowledge and
attitudes will accomplish this goal. Next, hire an
administrator who has the ability to pull together all the
necessary components; someone who knows the best,
scientifically verified, teaching techniques and the best
optimum environment for implementation. Finally, give the
principal or headmaster the authority to hire gifted teachers
who can successfully do the job or to fire teachers who
cannot. There’s only one problem with this simple formula:
educators disagree on how to complete every one of these
steps. To make matters worse, education is one of the most
expensive responsibilities that our government fulfills.

In the last forty years, spending in the U.S. on K-12
education has more than doubled. In 1970 it was $221 billion;
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by 2008 it rose to $556 billion in constant dollars.{1} During
that forty year period, enrollment has changed very little,
rising from about fifty—-one million to fifty—three million
students. So essentially, spending today is twice the amount
we spent in 1970 on about the same number of students.
Naturally, one would expect to see significant gains 1in
learning for that money. However according to the National
Assessment of Educational Progress Scores, not much has
changed. For the last forty years scores have remained flat.
Reading scores for seventeen-year—olds have remained at 285
out of 500, and mathematics scores went from 300 to 306, a
minor improvement.{2}

Many argue that the reason we are not making progress in our
schools is that we are using the wrong playbook. Because our
educational leaders have bought into a philosophy of education
based on a faulty view of human nature, they have endorsed
techniques in the classroom that have marginal impact at best.
This situation has not gone on without being contested.
Historians of education point to a struggle going back to the
beginning of the twentieth century between two factions that
have very different ideas about what it means to be human and
what the goal of education should be. Most Americans would be
surprised to learn that there has been a century-long struggle
between two distinct ways of thinking about how to educate our
children.

In what follows we will look at the opposing worldviews of
these two education camps and consider how their struggles
have impacted our children. Join us as we look at the effect
of what might be called the Hundred Years War in American
education.

Progressive Orthodoxy

Education historian Diane Ravitch argues that at the end of
the nineteenth century, America was facing two possible



educational paths. One path led to an academic curriculum
consisting of history, literature, science and mathematics,
language, and the arts for all high school students. The other
path endorsed a vocational emphasis for most, and an academic
training only for a few.

Criticism of the academic curriculum came from pragmatic
business leaders and faculty members of our newly formed
colleges of education that had recently sprung up across the
nation. These so-—called “progressive” educators felt that
schools should be focused on the needs of society and students
rather than centered on the traditional content of an academic
curriculum. This emphasis on making school more practical and
student—-centered reflects the thoughts and writings of Jean
Jacques Rousseau. Rousseau is considered by many to be one of
the most influential thinkers on educational philosophy in
Western culture. His book Emile, written in 1762, offered an
extremely child-centered educational method in response to the
traditional content—focused curriculum of the day.

Rousseau’s educational methods sprung from his faith in a
particular worldview. One critical aspect of this worldview is
that Rousseau believed that humans are “good” and that they
naturally worship their Creator.{3} He also argued that all we
need to know about God can be learned from nature; any other
source, including the Bible, would be seeking man’s opinion
and authority which always turns out to be destructive.
Rousseau thanked God for making him free, good, and happy like
God himself.{4} Regarding education, it’s not surprising that
Rousseau valued freedom above all else. He wrote, “The truly
free man wants only what he can do and does what he pleases.
That is my fundamental maxim. It need only be applied to
childhood for the rules of education to flow from it.”{5}

The result of Rousseau’s worldview is predictable. The child,
rather than his teacher, knows best how to learn and what to
learn. This student—centered approach leads Rousseau to a
strong opinion about books and reading. He brags that, “At



twelve, Emile will hardly know what a book is.” He adds, “I
hate books, they only teach one to talk about what one does
not know.”{6} His Emile will learn from life itself but only
when the need for such learning comes from within.

For Rousseau, natural man is always superior to civil man and
love of oneself is always good. This focus on freedom and
student centered learning would influence educators for
centuries and would find a warm reception in the minds of
American educators in the progressive education movement.

Rousseau’s Disciples

It's ironic that the most prestigious college of education in
America, Teachers College at Columbia University, began as the
Kitchen Garden Association in 1880 with the goal of training
young girls to work as cooks and housemaids. Later, carpentry
was added to attract boys and, as a result, the name was
changed to the Industrial Education Association. In 1887 it
was renamed the New York College for the Training of Teachers,
and five years later just Teachers College. The opening of
Teachers College marked the birth of the progressive education
movement in America.

If Teachers College was the birthplace of progressive
education, John Dewey was its father. Dewey was probably the
most influential of all American philosophers and had an
immense effect on how we think about education as a nation. He
saw schools as a tool for social reform, and the goal of this
reform was to replace Christianity with a new secular religion
of democracy. To accomplish this goal, schools should turn
from the traditional curriculum that encouraged abstract
thinking and handing down the best ideas of Western
Civilization, and instead base their activities on the needs
and experiences of children in the home and community.
Children should study problems and processes that mean
something to them. Shop work, sewing, and cooking were a



greater need than ancient languages, mathematics, history, or
theology. As a result, books were downplayed and projects
centering on vocational training become the mainstay of many
public schools.

While Dewey saw the value of maintaining some of the
traditional academic content, some of his disciples worked to
have it removed completely. William Heard Kilpatrick took the
mantle of leadership for the progressive education movement
from Dewey as an immensely popular professor at Teachers
College. His 1925 book Foundations of Method described an
educational philosophy that, to this day, still controls much
of American education. It argued that we should simply teach
children—to be child-centered, not subject-centered-because
knowledge is changing so quickly and today’s subjects will be
of no use tomorrow. It celebrated whole-language over phonics
and critical thinking over rote learning, tests, and even
report cards. His first opportunity to design an experimental
class resulted in no set curriculum, no assigned reading, math
or spelling work, and no tests.

Augustine and the Academic Tradition

For the last hundred years, the progressive education movement
has promoted a child—centered curriculum as a necessary remedy
against a dying books—and-content-centered form of schooling.
This old order was often referred to as a “liberal education”
or possibly the “academic tradition.” Which worldview
undergirds this academic tradition in schooling?

Progressives and traditionalists have very different views of
human nature. Rousseau and the progressives argue that humans
are created happy, free, and good while traditionalists see
things more like the fourth century Christian Augustine of
Hippo. Augustine believed that all humans are born with a sin
nature and a tendency to do evil. There is a famous passage in
his Confessions in which he describes an incident in his youth



where he and his friends stole and destroyed fruit from a
nearby orchard because, as he writes, “I became evil for no
reason. The only motive I had for this wickedness was the
wickedness itself. It was disgusting, but I loved it."”{7}

Augustine believed that wisdom did not come from within our
fallen natures, but came from God and knowledge of his word.
He argued that “we should be led by the fear of God to seek
the knowledge of His will . . . it is necessary to have our
hearts subdued by piety, and not run in the face of Holy
Scripture.”{8} While Augustine depended on God as a source for
wisdom, he acknowledged that teachers need to use good methods
if they are going to shape the minds and hearts of their
students. He asked the rhetorical question, Should the wicked
“tell their falsehoods briefly, clearly and plausibly, while
the latter [believers] tell the truth in such a way that it is
tedious to listen to, hard to understand, and . . . not easy
to believe it?”{9}

Augustine and those who followed in his tradition down though
the centuries believed that children must be trained in the
beliefs and disciplines that made for a civilized society. Not
just any information or content would do. A truly educated
person would receive a foundation of theological training that
would inform all the other disciplines. The first universities
in the eleventh and twelfth centuries continued to see
theology as the queen of the sciences. Although theology was
still center stage through the Renaissance and the
Reformation, it was removed from its throne during the
Enlightenment in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

The progressive education movement’s efforts to reduce the
influence of Christianity on schooling in America have been
successful. During the 1960s and 70s the Supreme Court issued
ruling after ruling that resulted in the secularization of our
public schools. Parents would have to look elsewhere to have
their children instructed in a Christian environment.



Why Does This Matter?

Even the progressive education leader John Dewey understood
the need to transmit the best of one’s culture to the next
generation through the process of education. He wrote, “Unless
pains are taken to see that genuine and thorough transmission
takes place, the most civilized group will relapse into
barbarism and then into savagery.”{10} Dewey and his disciples
planned to use this transmission process to change our culture
dramatically.

Dewey’s goal was to change the worldview upon which
educational philosophy in America was grounded. He was
convinced that the only intellectually responsible philosophy
was a naturalistic one. This meant that education, ethics,
politics, and life itself should be devoid of any hope in, or
influence from, supernatural beliefs. As a result, he worked
to replace America’'s faith in Christianity with faith in
democracy, which he referred to as a religious belief.
Revelation and religious authority would be replaced with the
scientific method and this new faith in democracy.

Dewey was instrumental in breaking the connection to our past
as a society. His followers took his lead, offering an even
more radical break from the academic tradition. For instance
William Heard Kilpatrick, a mathematician, argued that
mathematics is “harmful” for ordinary 1living, and that
dancing, dramatics, and doll playing offered more potential
for educational growth.{11}

At the end of WWII, progressive ideology reigned supreme 1in
American education. But even though the battle over
educational philosophy had been won, its implementation would
constantly be challenged. The Russian satellite Sputnik in the
1950s caused a temporary panic and a short lived re—emphasis
on science and mathematics. But by then, the enrollment in
science had already declined precipitously. For instance,
fewer than five percent of high school students took physics



in 1955, down from nearly twenty percent in 1900.{12}

By the late sixties, only the lucky few who scored well on IQ
tests received an academic high school curriculum, and our
universities had begun to give in to student demands for
relevancy by gutting the required curriculum and adding less
challenging, highly politicized programs like women’s studies,
Black studies, and peace studies. To some, it appeared as if
adult supervision had disappeared from our university
campuses.

In recent decades, parents have resorted to homeschooling and
private schools in search of rigorous academics for their
children. Others have pushed for charter schools and voucher
programs to re—inject greater rigor in the public schools. But
it appears that the hundred years war over educational
philosophy will continue well into the future.
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Capitalism and Socialism

Kerby Anderson writes that recent polls show the a mere
majority of Americans believe in capitalism. And those under
the age of 30 are essentially evenly divided about capitalism
and socialism. Is there a war on capitalism? And are there
answers to the typical criticisms of capitalism?

Poll About Capitalism

Americans traditionally have supported capitalism over
socialism, but there is growing evidence that might be
changing. The latest Rasmussen poll showed that a mere
majority of Americans (fifty-three percent) say capitalism 1is
better than socialism.{1l} And one in five (twenty percent) say
that socialism is better than capitalism. America may not be
ready to reject capitalism for socialism, but this poll does
show less enthusiasm than in the past.

Age is a significant component. If you look at
adults under the age of thirty in the poll, you find they are
essentially evenly divided. More than a third of young people
(thirty-seven percent) prefer capitalism, another third
(thirty-three percent) embrace socialism, and the rest (thirty
percent) are undecided.

What are we to make of this? First, the terms capitalism and
socialism weren’t defined in the poll. I suspect that if the
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pollsters explained the various tenets of socialism that the
percentages would change. Defining capitalism would also be
important since many would not necessary associate it with a
free market but instead might have visions of an evil, greedy
capitalist. After all, that is how many businessmen are
portrayed in the media.

How should we define capitalism and socialism? Here are some
brief definitions of these two economic systems. Capitalism is
an economic system in which there is private property and the
means of production are privately owned. In capitalism, there
is a limited role for government. Socialism is an economic
system in which there is public or state ownership of the
means of production and the primary focus is on providing an
equality of outcomes. In socialism, the state is all-important
and involved in central planning.

Another question surfacing from the Rasmussen poll concerns
those under the age of thirty. They are probably the least
likely to associate socialism with Soviet-style repression.
Instead, they may have in their minds the current government
push toward European socialism and find that more attractive.
Also, they are less likely to have “skin in the game.” When
you ask investors this same question about capitalism and
socialism, they favored capitalism by a five-to-one margin.

Political affiliation is another determinant of support for
capitalism. Republicans favor capitalism over socialism by an
eleven-to-one margin. By contrast, Democrats are more closely
divided. They barely favor capitalism (thirty-nine percent)
over socialism (thirty percent).

In what follows I'll look at the debate between capitalism and
socialism and provide a biblical critique.{2}



The War Over Capitalism

I noted that fifty-three percent of Americans say capitalism
is better than socialism. While that is a majority, it is a
mere majority and hardly a strong endorsement of free market
economics.

We might wonder if the percentages of support for these
economic systems might change if different words were used. A
survey taken in 2007 came to a different conclusion. The Pew
Research Center asked people if they were better off “in a
free market economy even though there may be severe ups and
downs from time to time.” In that case seventy percent agreed,
versus twenty percent who disagreed.{3} This might suggest
that Americans like terms like “free market” more than
“capitalism.”

These polls illustrate that we are in the midst of a cultural
conflict over capitalism. That is the conclusion of Arthur
Brooks. His op-ed in The Wall Street Journal argues that “The
Real Culture War is Over Capitalism.”{4} He notes that
President Obama’s tax plan will increase the percentage of
American adults who pay no federal income tax from forty
percent to forty-nine percent (and another eleven percent will
pay less than five percent of their income in tax). This has
the potential to change attitudes about taxes since half of
America won’t be paying taxes.

Brookes says, “To put a modern twist on the old axiom, a man
who is not a socialist at 20 has no heart; a man who is still
a socialist at 40 either has no head, or pays no taxes. Social
Democrats are working to create a society where the majority
are net recipients of the ‘sharing economy.’ They are fighting
a culture war of attrition with economic tools.”{5}
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For the love of money is a root of all

sorts of evil.—1 Tim, 610, NASE

These various polls, as well as
the current debate about the role of government in the
economy, illustrate why we need to educate adults and young
people about economics and the free market system (in my book,
Making The Most of Your Money in Tough Times, I devote a
number of chapters to economics and economic systems). How can
we use biblical principles to evaluate economic systems like
capitalism and socialism? The Bible does not endorse a
particular system, but it does have key principles about human
nature, private property rights, and the role of government.
These can be used to evaluate economic systems.

The Bible warns us about the effects of sinful behavior in the
world. Therefore, we should be concerned about any system that
would concentrate economic power and thereby unleash the
ravages of sinful behavior on the society. We should reject
socialism and state-controlled economies that would
concentrate power in the hands of a few sinful individuals.
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Economic Criticisms of Capitalism

People often reject the idea of capitalism because they
believe one of the economic criticisms of capitalism. Here are
two of these criticisms.

The first economic criticism is that capitalism leads to
monopolies. These develop for two reasons: too little
government, and too much government. Monopolies have occurred
in the past because government has not been willing to
exercise its God-given authority. Government finally stepped
in and broke up the big trusts that were not allowing the free
enterprise system to function correctly.

But in recent decades, the reason for monopolies has often
been too much government. Many of the largest monopolies today
are government-sanctioned or -sponsored monopolies that
prevent true competition from taking place. The solution 1is
for government to allow a freer market where competition can
take place.

Let me add that many people often call markets with limited
competition “monopolies” when the term is not appropriate. For
example, the major car companies may seem like a monopolies or
oligopolies until you realize that in the market of consumer
durables the true market is the entire western world.

The second criticism of capitalism is that it leads to
pollution. In a capitalistic system, pollutants are considered
externalities. The producer will incur costs that are external
to the firm so often there is no incentive to clean up the
pollution. Instead, it is dumped into areas held in common
such as the air or water.

The solution in this case is governmental regulation. But this
need not be a justification for building a massive
bureaucracy. We need to find creative ways to direct self-
interest so that people work towards the common good.



Sometimes when speaking on the topic of government and the
environment, I use a thought experiment. Most communities use
the water supply from a river and dump treated waste back into
the water to flow downstream. Often there is a tendency to cut
corners and leave the waste treatment problem for those
downstream. But imagine if you required that the water intake
pipe be downstream and the waste pipe be upstream. If you did
require this (and this is only a thought experiment) you would
instantly guarantee that you would have less of a problem with
water pollution. Why? It is now in the self-interest of the
community to clean the wastewater being pumped back into the
river.

We can acknowledge that although there are some valid economic
criticisms of capitalism, these can be controlled by limited
governmental control. And when capitalism 1is wisely
controlled, it generates significant economic prosperity and
economic freedom for its citizens.

Moral Criticism of Capitalism

Another reason people often reject the idea of capitalism 1is
because they believe it is immoral.

One of the moral arguments against capitalism involves the
issue of greed. And this 1is why many Christians feel
ambivalent towards the free enterprise system. After all, some
critics of capitalism contend that this economic system makes
people greedy.

To answer this question we need to resolve the following
question: Does capitalism make people greedy or do we already
have greedy people who use the economic freedom of the
capitalistic system to achieve their ends? In light of the
biblical description of human nature, the latter seems more
likely.

Because people are sinful and selfish, some are going to use



the capitalist system to feed their greed. But that is not so
much a criticism of capitalism as it is a realization of the
human condition. The goal of capitalism is not to change
people but to protect us from human sinfulness.

Capitalism is a system in which bad people can do the least
harm, and good people have the freedom to do good works.
Capitalism works well if you have completely moral
individuals. But it also functions adequately when you have
selfish and greedy people.

Important to this discussion is the realization that there is
a difference between self-interest and selfishness. All people
have self-interests that can operate in ways that are not
selfish. For example, it is in my self-interest to get a job
and earn an income so that I can support my family. I can do
that in ways that are not selfish.

Capitalism was founded on the observation that all of us have
self-interest. Rather than trying to change that, economists
saw that self-interest could be the motor of the capitalist
system.

By contrast, other economic systems like socialism ignore the
biblical definitions of human nature. Thus, they allow
economic power to be centralized and concentrate power in the
hands of a few greedy people. Those who complain of the
influence major corporations have on our lives should consider
the socialist alternative of how a few governmental
bureaucrats control every aspect of their lives.

Greed certainly occurs in the capitalist system. But it does
not surface just in this economic system. It is part of our
sinfulness. Capitalism may have its flaws as an economic
system, but it can be controlled to give us a great deal of
economic prosperity and economic freedom.



Capitalism and the Zero-Sum Myth

There is a myth that is often at the very foundation of many
of the criticisms of capitalism. We can call it the zero-sum
myth. By zero-sum, I mean that one person wins and another
person loses. Most competitive games are zero-sum games. One
team or person wins; the other loses.

In most cases, the free market can be a win-win scenario
rather than a win-lose scenario. In his book, Money, Greed,
and God, Jay Richards uses a fun example from his childhood to
illustrate this point.{6}

In the sixth grade, his teacher had them play the “trading
game.” She passed out little gifts to all of the students: a
ten-pack of Doublemint gum, a paddleboard with a rubber ball,
a Bugs Bunny picture frame, an egg of Silly Putty, a set of
Barbie trading cards, etc.

She then asked the students to rate how much they liked their
gift on a scale from one to ten. Then she compiled the score
and put it on the board. Then she divided the class into five
groups of five students and told them they could trade their
gift with anyone in the group. Jay traded the Barbie trading
cards he had with a girl in his group who had the paddleboard.

Then the teacher asked them to rate how much they liked their
gifts. And she put that number on the board. The total score
went up.

Then she told the students they could trade with anyone in the
room. Now they had twenty-four possible trading partners
rather than just the four in their group. The trading really
began to take off. Once again, the teacher asked them to rate
their gifts. When she put the number on the board, the total
score went up again.

Almost everyone ended up with a toy he or she liked more than
when the trading began. In fact, the only individual scores



that did not go up were from students who really liked the
gift they received initially from the teacher.

The students that day learned some valuable lessons about a
free economy. When people are free to trade, they can add
value to the traded item even though it remained physically
unchanged. And they saw the value of having more trading
partners (in this case twenty-four rather than four). Most of
all, they learned that the free exchange can be a win-win
proposition.

We can certainly admit that sometimes capitalism is not a win-
win proposition. When there are limited resources and an
individual or corporation is able to manipulate the political
system in their favor, it is a win for the manipulator but a
loss for Americans who did not have such political access.
However, that is not a flaw in capitalism, but what results
when government is corrupt or is corrupted by those who
manipulate the system

Notes

1. “Just 53% Say Capitalism Better Than Socialism,” Rasmussen
Reports, 9 April 2009.

2. If you would like more information about this topic or
would like to order my book, Making the Most of Your Money 1in
Tough Times, visit our website store at www.probe.org for more
information.

3. “World Publics Welcome Global Trade — But Not Immigration,”
Pew Research Center, 4 October 2007.

4. Arthur Brooks, “The Real Culture War is Over Capitalism,”
The Wall Street Journal, 30 April 2009.

5. Ibid.

6. Jay Richards, Money, Greed, and God (NY: Harper One, 2009),
60-61.
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Health Care Concern:
Government Utilitarianism &
the Hippocratic Oath

Written by Heather Zeiger

The government doesn’t take the Hippocratic Oath, but maybe it
should.

As I was researching for this article, I easily found the over
2,000-page House bill on health care (H.R. 3962), and
downloaded it over our high—-speed Internet connection without
a problem. I glanced at the Table of Contents, made some
notes, and tried to go back to the previous page when my
browser came crashing down. It could be that the size of the
file gave Firefox some problems. Actually, it was fine at
first, but when I realized that this monster was too
cumbersome, I tried to get back to a page that was easier to
navigate only to find that going back within this huge bill is
not as easy as downloading it.

If I can use my experience in retrieving this bulky bill as
being symbolic of anything, it would be that if passed, we
will find the changes to our health care system confusing and
unwieldy. And like my problems with trying to go back to an
easier page, once we've realized what we’ve gotten ourselves
into, it may not be easy to undo what has been done. There are
many areas of concern in this legislation that raise ethical
red flags, but I want to address a very fundamental issue in
health care—that of authority and accountability.

The health care reform bill that has been passed by the House
and its Senate counterpart (deliberations began November 30),
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both bring to light several key bioethical issues: government
funding for abortion, defining end-of-life care, who makes
rationing decisions, and our obligation to the weak and
infirm, to name a few. Many aspects of our lives can fall
under the umbrella of health care, so this bill has the
potential to affect almost every aspect of society. Another
contentious (and constitutionally questionable) feature of
the bill is the government requirement that everyone purchase
health insurance, which marks the first time in history that
the federal government has required everyone in society to
enter a particular marketplace (car insurance is state—, not
federally regulated).

I want to address the nature of health care specifically.
Generally, the person administering health care is dealing
with someone who finds themselves in a vulnerable state. That
is why people, Christian or not, resonate with the idea that
doctors take an oath to “Do No Harm.” The essence of the
Hippocratic Oath, even before it was Christianized, is that of
a covenantal relationship between the physician, the patient,
and God (or, in 400 BC, the Greek gods){l}. This recognition
of a deep obligation of the physician to the patient in his or
her time of vulnerability has been a vocational standard for
the industry for centuries. Granted, after the 1950's these
standards began to change into something far more utilitarian
and consumer—driven and the Oath is rarely recited at medical
graduations anymore. Nonetheless, doctors and patients today
still operate under the assumptions of the Hippocratic Oath
that the doctor is to “do no harm.”

But back to the point of the recently passed House bill and
the ongoing debate on the Senate bill . If both of these bills
pass and are approved by President Obama in their current
form, the government is going to exercise a large amount of
fiscal and, therefore, regulatory control over the health
industry. The Hippocratic Oath was a vocational agreement, but
now the government 1is in the position of holding an



individual’s health in its hands. The government makes no such
promise to “do no harm” to the individual patient.

In actuality, the very idea of health care for all represents
a distinct and debatable worldview. The language being used to
argue these bills represents, at best, an attempt to do the
greatest good for the greatest number of people. It no longer
speaks on an individual level, but on a societal level. And
while individual doctors agree to avoid harming patients, the
government views its job as seeking what is best for society
at large. That is a very different commitment at a fundamental
level. In the United States, the governmental commitment 1is
contractual, {2} while in the Hippocratic tradition, the
doctor-patient relationship is covenantal. (See the wording
for the Oath of Office and the Hippocratic Oath, below.)

Doing what seems best for society on the whole is fine when we
are talking about national security and protecting our
borders, or when we are talking about how best to implement
and regulate interstate commerce, or even in creating boards
that enforce common standards for pharmaceuticals, such as the
FDA. This protects society, and protects the individuals
within that society. But when it comes to an individual making
a decision for his personal health or for his dependents, what
is best for society as a whole is not the appropriate ethic.
This is called utilitarianism, which is generally defined as
an ethic that prioritizes “the greatest good for the greatest
number of people.”{3}

Utilitarianism has a limited place, but seeking the greatest
good for society should not be the highest calling. This view
elevates society and social good to a higher level than the
individual, meaning that what is best for the greatest number
of people, or society as an aggregate, may be at the expense
of certain individuals. However, medicine deals with helping
the weak, the infirm, and the vulnerable, which concerns the
individual. Hence, the covenantal nature of the doctor/patient
relationship. This care for the individual springs from the



idea that all people are made in the image of God. Therefore
we cannot value some individuals more than others, even if we
(fellow human beings) deem them more or less useful to
society.

As Dr. Kathy McReynolds, a bioethicist and professor at Biola
University and public policy director for the Christian
Institute on Disability says about the health care bill, “I am
concerned that decisions regarding patient care will be made
by someone other than the patient and physician working
together. A disinterested politician is not going to have a
connection to that patient or be able to identify intrinsic
factors about that person’s disability.”{4}

Link: Senate Healthcare bill: help.senate.gov/BAI09A84 xml.pdf

House Bill: The bill, the Affordable Health Care for America
Act—H.R. 3962

www . pbs.org/wgbh/nova/doctors/oath_classical.html

I swear by Apollo Physician and Asclepius and Hygieia and
Panaceia and all the gods and goddesses, making them my
witnesses, that I will fulfill according to my ability and
judgment this oath and this covenant:

To hold him who has taught me this art as equal to my parents
and to live my life in partnership with him, and if he is in
need of money to give him a share of mine, and to regard his
offspring as equal to my brothers in male lineage and to teach
them this art—if they desire to learn it-without fee and
covenant; to give a share of precepts and oral instruction and
all the other learning to my sons and to the sons of him who
has instructed me and to pupils who have signed the covenant
and have taken an oath according to the medical law, but no
one else.

I will apply dietetic measures for the benefit of the sick
according to my ability and judgment; I will keep them from
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harm and injustice.

I will neither give a deadly drug to anybody who asked for it,
nor will I make a suggestion to this effect. Similarly I will
not give to a woman an abortive remedy. In purity and holiness
I will guard my life and my art.

I will not use the knife, not even on sufferers from stone,
but will withdraw in favor of such men as are engaged in this
work.

Whatever houses I may visit, I will come for the benefit of
the sick, remaining free of all intentional injustice, of all
mischief and in particular of sexual relations with both
female and male persons, be they free or slaves.

What I may see or hear in the course of the treatment or even
outside of the treatment in regard to the life of men, which
on no account one must spread abroad, I will keep to myself,
holding such things shameful to be spoken about.

If I fulfill this oath and do not violate it, may it be
granted to me to enjoy life and art, being honored with fame
among all men for all time to come; if I transgress it and
swear falsely, may the opposite of all this be my lot.

Importantly, the major feature of the traditional version of
the Hippocratic Oath is that the doctor recognizes that he is
dealing with a patient at a vulnerable time and will do
everything with the patient’s best interest in mind. He enters
into a covenantal agreement between himself, the patient, and
the deity.{5}

Oath of Office:

www.Senate.gov/artandhistory/history/common/briefing/0ath Offi
ce.htm

I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will support and defend
the Constitution of the United States against all enemies,


http://www.senate.gov/artandhistory/history/common/briefing/Oath_Office.htm
http://www.senate.gov/artandhistory/history/common/briefing/Oath_Office.htm

foreign and domestic; that I will bear true faith and
allegiance to the same; that I take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion; and that
I will well and faithfully discharge the duties of the office
on which I am about to enter: So help me God.

The distinguishing feature of the Oath of Office is that of
protection of those principles found in the Constitution of
the United States. While this may protect the citizens of the
U.S., this is not a personal obligation towards an individual
with the individual’s best interest in mind. In this sense it
is a contractual relationship between the citizens of the U.S.
and their representatives or armed forces.

Notes

1. Cameron, Nigel M. de S., The New Medicine: Life and Death
after Hippocrates, 1991, Crossway Books, Wheaton, IL.

2. For some foundational philosophy on Political Theory, see
the works of Jean-Jacques Rousseau (The Social Contract), John
Locke, and Thomas Hobbes (Leviathan).

3. For an interesting look at the history of utilitarianism,
see the Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy on “John Stuart
Mill,” www.iep.utm.edu/milljs/#SSH2d.ii; also, Kerby Anderson,
Christian Ethics in Plain Language, Nashville, TN, 2005,
Thomas Nelson, Inc., pps. 15-17.

4. Joni and Friends,
www.joniandfriendsnews.com/docs/091125 healthcare.pdf

5. Translation from the Greek by Ludwig Edelstein. From The
Hippocratic Oath: Text, Translation, and Interpretation, by
Ludwig Edelstein. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1943.
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Welcome to College: Great
Worldview Gift for Graduates

The world is changing so quickly it’s hard to keep up.
Christians who take the Scriptures seriously as a guide for
life and knowing God usually agree that we’re sliding down a
very slippery slope morally and spiritually. Non-biblical
worldviews not only abound but gain star status.
Christ—followers can easily feel overwhelmed, wondering how to
make a difference. Nowhere 1is this cultural decay more
manifest than on college campuses.

For years, my wife and I have seized the small window of
opportunity of choosing a gift for a college-bound graduate.
We realize this represents one good chance to help shape a
still-moldable life and, by extension, potentially touch the
culture for Christ. ‘Tis the season of graduation right now
and I invite you to consider following suit.

Our habit is to give college-bound graduates J. Budiszewski’s
excellent How to Stay Christian in College: An Interactive
Guide to Keeping the Faith. I recently discovered a book by a
new graduate that I'm adding to our graduation gift bag. It'’s
a helpful-older—brother styled “guide for the journey” by a
young man who has obviously been trained by some of the
sharpest minds in contemporary Christian worldview thinking
and apologetics.

If Probe ever hired someone to write an organizational
brochure, it might be Jonathan Morrow. His book, Welcome to
College: A Christ-Follower’s Guide for the Journey, contains
one of the most succinct rationales for what we do—-Christian
apologetics, that is, a defense of the faith-of anything I've
read. Morrow’s gift for profound insight coupled with brevity
is keen. He shows a sweeping knowledge, yet he includes just
enough material for busy students. “I have tried to keep the
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chapters short and sweet since this won’t be the only thing
you’'ll be reading this semester,” Morrow writes.

Morrow’s experience as a recent college graduate and his
unself-conscious approach should resonate with younger
readers. I would have wanted to write this book when my street
credibility with young readers was potentially higher, but I
was nowhere near his level of maturity, awareness or
comprehension in my 20s!

Of course, some would say Morrow’s work is simply a Cliff’s
Notes version of all he’s been taught at Biola University,
Talbot School of Theology, and through apparent involvement
with Campus Crusade for Christ. There is little or no truly
original thinking here, perhaps. So be it.

Sure, this material is generally sprinkled throughout any
well-read Christians’ bookshelves, expounded profusely by the
authors Morrow draws upon. But that’s the genius of his book
for today’s graduate: a young yet well-schooled voice covering
the gamut of worldview and personal life issues in brief,
accessible terms.

The young man or woman being pummeled by secular
professors—many of whose worldviews and intentions are in
direct opposition to their Christian faith—need help now. This
book makes that possible.

Welcome to College isn’'t filled with abstractions about
controversial Bible passages or archaeological discoveries,
interesting as that might be. Again, one strength of Welcome
to College 1is 1ts scope. Mixed in with the basic
faith—-defending ammunition 1like the problem of evil and
suffering, Christology, ethics and so on, students will find a
broad collection of pragmatic topics: health, sex and dating,
finances, Internet use, alcohol, even a chapter on dealing
with the death of a loved one. This provides unique and
much—needed help for navigating the head-spinning new freedoms



of college life.

Not content to simply write a how—to—get—by manual, Morrow
challenges students to consider the privilege of a college
education and “spend it ‘Christianly’.” He discusses questions
like:

* How can you discover what you are supposed to do with your
life?

* How do you share your faith in a hostile environment?

* How do you manage your time so that you can study and have
fun?

e Is all truth relative?

» Are there good reasons to be a Christian?

* How should you think about dating and sex as a
Christian?{1}

Since the book offers in its beginning chapters a treatment of
three major worldviews, I could have been reading one of our
Probe Student Mind Games graduates. One of the first sessions
in Probe’s basic student curriculum contains a session on
theism, naturalism (with a sub-section on postmodernism), and
pantheism. Morrow uses a nearly identical breakdown of
worldviews: scientific naturalism, postmodernism and Christian
theism.

As Morrow directly points out, these three systems of thought
predominate at the root level for people of all cultures. You
base your beliefs on one or more of these, knowingly or not.
Great similarity between a new book and a worldview
apologetics curriculum like Probe’s may be unsurprising. How
many variations on basic themes could there be? Yet it 1is
striking as a compact manifesto for what Morrow, his alma
mater, Probe, and a growing host of authors and organizations
are seeking to do, which is to help people think biblically.

The fundamental importance of another theme appears, as it
should, in the book’'s opening pages as well. College kids need
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to enter post—secondary classrooms with eyes wide open, being
aware that the world at large (and academia in particular)
scoffs at the idea of religion as possessing absolute,
universal truth. Nancy Pearcey’s treatment of what she calls
the fact / value split in contemporary culture has become a
go—to concept of culturally aware apologetics.{2} It also
informs Morrow’s book. This “two-realm theory of truth” places
religious claims into an upper story of noncognitive,
nonrational values. They supposedly offer the individual some
personal meaning but hold no truth-telling power over anything
or for anyone else. “True for you but not for me” is the
slogan. This “upstairs” portion of 1ife 1is just
opinions—private, personal preferences not fit for the public
sphere.

In contrast, the supposed lower story is made up of rational,
verifiable, scientific claims that are binding on everyone.
This 1is not opinion; it'’s truth by gosh. On this view, the
only possible source of real knowledge is verifiable science.
One professor in New York told his class that anyone who
believed in the supernatural was “an idiot.” That'’s why such
war stories involving unwitting Christian students getting
broadsided by scoffing professors abound. Academic authorities
simply pronounce knowledge unattainable outside of the
scientific method.

But understanding the anatomy of this view and its faulty
presuppositions equips believing students to challenge
prevailing campus biases. Though Morrow offers only a passing
understanding, any student interested in pursuing further help
will find direction here.

One example of Morrow’s agility with big, tough ideas is this
statement rounding out his brief discussion of one major
worldview: “Postmodernism is a fundamental redefinition of
truth, language and reality.” Elsewhere he writes:

If the Christian worldview best answers the most profound of



human questions (e.g., where we came from, who we are, how we
should live, why the world is such a mess, and what our
ultimate destiny is, to name a few) then it is true for more
than just two hours on a Sunday morning.{3}

That'’s just good writing!

Given its forty—two chapters, I only sampled the book. But
that’s in keeping with the reality of any busy, overwhelmed
new (or not so new) college reader. Its usefulness lies
partially in its accessibility as a reference. If questions
arise in class or due to new life experiences, undergrads
(others, too) can crack the book and get a quick, cogent,
biblical viewpoint on it.

Chapter titles like “Ladies: Pursue the Real Beauty” may pull
readers in before felt needs drive them there. Many others
like “Discovering the Will of God,” “Ethics in a Brave New
World” or “Science Rules!” lend themselves to future thumbing
on an as—needed basis. The Big Ideas chapter summations will
serve as a useful preview, refresher, and set of talking
points for young faith—defenders.

One surprising thought I had while reading the chapter
entitled “Getting Theological: Knowing and Loving God” was its
value as an evangelistic tool. If I met an average inquirer or
skeptic who is unaware of the unified biblical metanarrative
(big story) of Christianity-asking, What is it you Christians
really believe?-I'd hand them Welcome to College bookmarked
here. Morrow gives the doctrinal summary of the story, anyway.
Here once again, clarity and brevity meets with completeness
and orthodoxy.

Kudos to Morrow and his editors, not to mention all the fine
teachers whose wisdom permeates the pages: Dallas Willard and
William Lane Craig, Craig Hazen and Nancy Pearcey and many
others. Simply refer to the endnotes and Further Reading
sections at each chapters’ end for a collection of apologetics



resources for the ages.

And don’t forget to consider adding this book to your gift
list for graduates and students at all levels. You may help a
young person to understand Morrow’s charge that:

God has already defined reality, it 1is our job to respond
thoughtfully and engage it appropriately. Don’t buy into the
lie that you need to keep your Christian faith to yourself.
It is personal, but not private. As a college student you
have the opportunity to establish the biblical habit of
living an integrated life for God’s glory. In other words,
think Christianly!{4}

Notes

1. Jonathan Morrow, Welcome to College: A Christ-Followers
Guide for the Journey (Kregel, Grand Rapids, MI, 2008), Amazon
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20ff.

3. Morrow, Amazon Kindle version locations 197-201.

4. Ibid, 222-226.
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A President’s Educational
Choice

An Important Choice

With each presidential election Americans are called to


https://probe.org/a-presidents-educational-choice/
https://probe.org/a-presidents-educational-choice/

reflect upon public policy, ranging from military funding to
education reform. Once the new president is chosen, everyone
looks for evidence that he will move the federal bureaucracy
in a direction favorable to their own agenda.

When it comes to education, President Obama has been difficult
to figure out. In early speeches he seemed to favor dramatic
reform. During the campaign he said:

We need a new vision for a 21st century education — one where
we aren’t just supporting existing schools, but spurring
innovation; where we’re not just investing more money, but
demanding more reform; where parents take responsibility for
their children’s success; where our schools and government
are accountable for results; where we’re recruiting,
retaining, and rewarding an army of new teachers, and
students are excited to learn because they’re attending
schools of the future; and where we expect all our children
not only to graduate high school, but to graduate college and

get a good paying job.{1l}

Later, Obama appeared to move closer to those who already hold
sway over how our schools operate, especially the teachers
unions. An indication of this trend was the sound of relief
voiced by Marty Hittelman, president of the California
Federation of Teachers, who said, “It’s such a clear change
from what we’ve had. . . . Someone who'’s friendly to labor.

Someone who wants to work with teachers.”{2} Obama has
also signaled encouragement to the unions by appointing a
teacher-friendly Stanford University professor to lead his
education transition team.

But sometimes personal action speaks louder than political
appointments. Our new president has decided to send his two
children, Malia Anne and Natasha, to a well known private
school in Washington, D.C. The Obama children will attend
Sidwell Friends School, a private Quaker affiliated school



that charges $29,000 a year per student. Some are criticizing
the Obama family for not supporting the local public schools.
As a supporter of educational freedom, and choice, I
personally have no problem with the president choosing the
best educational setting for his children. I would do the
same.

What interests me is what this choice says about President
Obama’s thoughts regarding educational excellence. Sidwell
Friends School violates key principles that the teachers
unions and other public school supporters tell us are
necessary elements for excellent schools, programs and
policies that reformers insist taxpayers should be providing
for every student in America.

Ensuring an adequate education for all of our children 1is a
matter of justice that Christians should be concerned about.
In what follows I will look at these so-called educational
necessities the teachers unions and other public school
supporters demand.

What Sidwell Needs

President Obama’s decision to place his daughters in Sidwell
reveals something about what he thinks it takes to provide a
superior education. Choosing this expensive private school
raises interesting questions about President Obama’s support
of what might be called the “common wisdom” that public school
leaders and teachers unions tell us 1is necessary for good
schools.

Much of the following was brought to my attention by Mike
Antonucci who writes a monthly newsletter for those who are
concerned about education in America and particularly the role
that the unions play in shaping it. Antonucci points out six
areas in which the Sidwell School might be seen as deficient
by our leading reformers and especially by the teachers



unions.

According to the National Education Association, the largest
teachers union in the country, the first deficiency at Sidwell
is obvious. On its web site the NEA argues that “the
attainment and exercise of collective bargaining rights are
essential to the promotion of education employee and student
needs in society.”{3} In other words, the school simply must
be unionized. How can Sidwell School hope to effectively
educate students without a collective bargaining agreement? It
boggles the mind to think that they can educate President
Obama’s children without such necessities as union agency
fees, binding arbitration, grievance procedures, and most
important, teachers strikes!

How can real education occur in the absence of an angry battle
between a well financed teachers union and a harried
entrenched school administration? Can real learning happen in
the absence of endless hours of negotiations over every aspect
of the curriculum, the daily schedule, and teacher placement?
Doesn’t the president know that a hostile, confrontational
working environment actually improves the educational process?

In addition to this remarkable neglect, the Sidwell School
forces its teachers to pay between ten and forty percent of
their health care insurance premiums, contribute towards their
own retirement plan, and almost unbelievably receive only two
personal days off per school year. Barbaric! Everyone knows
that teachers are only concerned about compensation and
benefits and if they do not receive an amount above the median
level paid out by other schools of similar size, they simply
can’t function. These teachers are obviously being coerced to
remain at this school. And to think that some have suggested
that the opportunity to work with motivated students and
supportive parents in building a strong learning community
might be more important than financial rewards.



More Problems with Sidwell

A key ingredient missing from the Sidwell experience will be
an appropriate level of diversity. To many, diversity has
become the ultimate good in education. Millions upon millions
of taxpayer dollars have been spent to create highly diverse
student bodies across the nation. Without a high level of
diversity, 1it’s argued, students will not develop the
necessary degree of tolerance, both for people and ideas,
needed for our society to prosper or even exist into the
future. A diversity deficit might result in the president’s
children coming to the frightening conclusion that truth
itself isn’t diverse and that perhaps we should not accept all
ideas equally.

Although the Sidwell School has a significant level of
diversity — thirty-nine percent of the students are part of an
ethnic or racial minority group — Washington D. C. public
schools are ninety-five percent ethnic and racial minorities.
How can the president send his children to a learning
environment that is so far behind the level of essential
diversity prominent in our capitol’s public schools? If some
diversity is good, isn’t more diversity better?

However, this deficit of diversity pales in comparison to the
next problem. The Sidwell School is a Quaker institution. It
has mandatory weekly worship meetings for all its students,
including the president’s children. This practice goes far
beyond the legitimate academic objective of learning the
history of religious traditions; it requires students to
participate in a religious activity.

The official National Education Association’s Web site makes
it clear that “encouraging or compelling students to
participate in any religious activity, such as prayer, during
any type of holiday festivity or classroom activity 1is
forbidden.” {4} Now, if such activity is harmful to our public
school students, does it make sense to expose the president’s



children to them?

The NEA adds that while students may study various religious
expressions and practices, they may do so “as long as schools
make sure different faiths are represented in school-wide or
classroom activities.”{5} Does Sidwell promote Islamic or
Wiccan worship? Is our president setting a good example by
allowing his children to be taught in such an intolerant
setting?

Sidwell’s Curriculum

Here’s another problem. It appears that Sidwell is kind of old
fashioned when it comes to its curriculum. Its Web site says,
“We believe that to be effective, education must be founded on
secure mastery of basic skills . . . We place strong emphasis
on reading, personal expression of ideas through speaking and
writing, and the mastery of computational and problem solving
skills. We also encourage scientific exploration, artistic
creativity, physical activity, second language
acquisition.”{6} Basic skills? Mastery learning? Isn’t this a
throwback to the education of the nineteenth century?

In the middle school, Sidwell'’s history curriculum says that
“Each history course is designed to provide students with a
sound foundation of knowledge in a given subject area and to
develop research, writing and interpretive skills.”{7} To many
modern educators, this focus on acquiring information and
developing mastery of essential skills 1is reminiscent of
educational policies that have been out of vogue for decades.

Professional educators tend to endorse something called the
Progressive Education Movement. This movement emphasized a
“naturalistic,” “project-oriented,” “hands-on,” “critical-
thinking” curriculum and “democratic” education policies
endorsed by the philosopher John Dewey.{8} Beginning early in
the twentieth century, educators challenged the emphasis on



subject matter and have attempted to replace it with what
might be called the “tool” metaphor for learning.

The “tool” metaphor argues that students’ minds shouldn’t be
filled with lots of facts, but instead should be taught how to
learn. Although various arguments are used to promote this
view, the one most often heard goes something like this:
“Since knowledge 1is growing so quickly — in fact it's
exploding — we need to teach kids how to learn, not a bunch of
facts that will quickly become outdated.” Education historian
Lawrence Cremin writes that our elementary schools have been
dominated by this metaphor since the 1960s, and that our
secondary schools are not far behind.{9} The result of this
monopoly has been a reduction of what might be called
“intellectual capital,” an agreed upon set of necessary facts
that all well educated people should possess.

The Sidwell School seems to believe that this so called
intellectual capital is dimportant. By stressing the
acquisition of key information in its curriculum it 1is
revealing a more traditional rather than progressive
education. Can this antiquated curriculum possibly prepare the
Obama children for the rapid changes of the twenty-first
century?

Educational Excellence

It seems, then, that the Sidwell Friends School chosen by the
Obama family for their daughters violates many of what 1is
considered to be the “best practices” in the public school
sector.

On the other hand, it represents many of the factors that we
know make for a superior learning environment. Almost twenty
years ago the Brookings Institution published a book that made
a powerful argument regarding what makes for an effective
school and what doesn’t.{10} The author’s conclusions were



really not that surprising. In a nutshell they found that
bureaucracy kills, and if public schools are anything they are
bureaucratic. In fact, the study argued that private schools
are usually more effective simply because they have greater
autonomy than public schools.

Exercising this autonomy begins with an educational leader.
The role of a private school headmaster is often quite
different from the public school equivalent, the principal.
The headmaster has much more autonomy in fashioning the
educational vision for his school as well as the authority for
executing it. This includes shaping the curriculum and hiring
and firing teachers based on their effectiveness and support
for the school’s program. In the end, private school leaders
have much greater power to fashion the kind of educational
community they envision than do public school administrators.

Private school leaders also enjoy the freedom to create a
disciplined environment necessary for learning to occur.
Because parents have freely chosen a private school for their
children to attend, they have already bought into the way the
school chooses to structure its students’ time and how it
deals with distractions to learning. Parents of private school
children tend to be much more supportive of the school’s
teachers and administrators as a result. This is not to say
that private schools always get it right when establishing a
disciplined learning environment, but parents always have the
option of pulling out if they become disenchanted with the
program. This educational choice both empowers private schools
and encourages change as well. Parents vote for the programs
that work and take their funds elsewhere when they feel the
school 1is not a good fit for their children. Successful
schools are rewarded; others are encouraged to change.

Private schools succeed when the headmaster, teachers,
parents, and children have worked together to create a
learning community. As simple as this sounds, it can be life
changing for the students involved. Even students from our



most challenging urban environments have benefitted from
schools that have been freed from their bureaucratic
straitjackets. If we hope to impact our most needy students in
this country, we will do so by encouraging policies that
increase the autonomy of school leaders and empower parents by
giving them the kind of educational choice that President
Obama enjoyed when deciding to send his children to the
Sidwell Friends School.
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Blessings and Judgment

Kerby Anderson answers some intriguing questions: Is God
blessing America? Will God bring judgment against America?
What are the biblical principles of blessing and judgment we
find in the Bible concerning the nation of Israel? Do any of
them apply to our nation?

Is God blessing America? Will God bring judgment against
America? These are questions I often hear, and yet rarely do
we hear good answers to these questions. Part of the reason is
that Christians haven’t really studied the subject of
blessings and judgment.

In this article we deal with this difficult and
controversial subject. While we may not be able to come to
definitive answers to all of these questions, I think we will
have a better understanding of what blessings and judgment are
from a biblical perspective.

When we think about this topic, often we are in two minds. On
one hand, we believe that God is on our side and blessing us.
After the attacks on 9/11, for example, we launched a war on
terror and were generally convinced that God was on our side.
At least we hoped that He was. Surely God could not be on the
side of the terrorists.

On the other hand, we also wonder if God is ready to judge
America. Given the evils of our society, isn’t it possible
that God will judge America? Haven't we exceeded what other
nations have done that God has judged in the past?
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In his book Is God on America’s Side?, Erwin Lutzer sets forth
seven principles we can derive from the 0ld Testament about
blessing and cursing. We will look at these in more depth
below. But we should first acknowledge that God through His
prophets clearly declared when he was bringing judgment. In
those cases, we have special revelation to clearly show what
God was doing. We do not have 0ld Testament prophets today,
but that doesn’t stop Christians living in the church age from
claiming (often inaccurately) that certain things are a
judgment of God.

In the 1980s and 1990s we heard many suggest that AIDS was a
judgment of God against homosexuality. In my book Living
Ethically In the 90s I said that it did not look like a
judgment from God. First, there were many who engaged 1in
homosexual behavior who were not stricken with AIDS (many male
homosexuals and nearly all lesbians were AIDS-free). Second,
it struck many innocent victims (those who contracted the
disease from blood transfusions). Was AIDS a judgment of God?
I don’t think so.

When Hurricane Katrina struck New Orleans in 2005, people
called into my talk show suggesting this was God’s judgment
against the city because of its decadence. But then callers
from the Gulf Coast called to say that the hurricane
devastated their communities, destroying homes, businesses,
and churches. Was God judging the righteous church-going
people of the Gulf Coast? Was Hurricane Katrina a judgment of
God? I don’'t think so.

In this article we are going to look at blessings and
judgments that are set forth by God in the 0ld Testament so
that we truly understand what they are.

Seven Principles (Part 1)

In his book Is God on America’s Side? Erwin Lutzer sets forth
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seven principles we can derive from the 0ld Testament about
blessing and cursing. The first principle is that God can both
bless and curse a nation.{1}

When we sing “God Bless America” do we really mean it? I guess
part of the answer to that question is what do most Americans
mean by the word “God”? We say we believe in God, but many
people believe in a god of their own construction. In a sense,
most Americans embrace a god of our civil religion. This 1is
not the God of the Bible.

R.C. Sproul says the god of this civil religion is without
power: “He is a deity without sovereignty, a god without
wrath, a judge without judgment, and a force without
power.”{2} We have driven God from the public square, but we
bring him back during times of crisis (like 9/11) but he 1is
only allowed off the reservation for a short period of time.

We sing “God Bless America” but do we mean it? Nearly every
political speech and every “State of the Union” address ends
with the phrase, “May God bless America.” But what importance
do we place in that phrase?

Contrast this with what God said in the 0ld Testament. God
gave Israel a choice of either being blessed or being cursed.
“See, I am setting before you today a blessing and a curse—the
blessing, if you obey the commandments of the Lord your God,
which I command you today; and the curse, if you do not obey
the commandments of the Lord your God, but turn aside from the
way that I am commanding you today, to go after other gods
that you have not known” (Deuteronomy 11:26-28).

We should first acknowledge that Israel was unique because it
had a covenant with God. America does not have a covenant with
God. But it does still seem as if the principle of blessing
and cursing can apply to nations today.

A second principle is that God judges nations based on the
amount of light and opportunity they are given.{3} The 0ld



Testament is a story of Israel. Other nations enter the story
when they connect with Israel. Because Israel had a unique
relationship with God, the nation was judged more strictly
than its neighbors.

God was more patient with the Canaanites—it took four hundred
years before their “cup of iniquity” was full, and then
judgment fell on them. Likewise, Paul points out (Romans
2:12-15) that in the end time, God would individually judge
Jews and Gentiles by the amount of light they had when they
were alive.

A nation that is given the light of revelation will be held to
greater account than a nation that is not.

Seven Principles (Part 2)

In his book Is God on America’s Side? Erwin Lutzer sets forth
seven principles we can derive from the 0ld Testament about
blessing and cursing. The third principle is that God
sometimes uses exceedingly evil nations to judge those that
are less evil.{4}

Israel was blessed with undeserved opportunities, yet were
disobedient. God reveals to Isaiah that God would use the
wicked nation of Assyria to judge Israel. “Ah, Assyria, the
rod of my anger; the staff in their hands is my fury! Against
a godless nation I send him, and against the people of my
wrath I command him, to take spoil and seize plunder, and to
tread them down like the mire of the streets” (Isaiah 10:5-6).
In another instance, God reveals to Habakkuk that He was
raising up the Chaldeans to march through the 1land,
plundering, killing, and stealing (Habakkuk 1:5-11).

As I mentioned above, Christians are often of two minds when
they think about America. On the one hand they believe America
is a great country. We have been willing to rebuild countries
after war or natural disaster. American missionaries travel



around the world. Christians broadcast the gospel message
around the world.

On the other hand, America is a decadent country. We are the
leading exporters of pornography and movies that celebrate
sex, violence, and profanity. We have aborted more than 50
million unborn babies. Our judicial system banishes God from
public life. Will God use another nation to judge America?

A fourth principle is that when God judges a nation, the
righteous suffer with the wicked.{5} A good example of this
can be found in the book of Daniel. When God brought the
Babylonians against Judah, Daniel and his friends were forced
to accompany them.

We also see a parallel to this in manmade and natural
disasters. Whether it is a terrorist attack or a hurricane or
tsunami, we see that believers and nonbelievers die together.
We live in a fallen world among fallen people. These actions
(whether brought about by moral evil or physical evil) destroy
lives and property in an indiscriminate way.

A fifth principle 1is that God'’'s judgments take various
forms.{6} Sometimes it results in the destruction of our
families. We can see this in God’s pronouncement in
Deuteronomy 28:53-55. When the Israelites were forced to leave
their homes to go to foreign lands, the warnings were
fulfilled. Today we may not be forced into exile, but we
wonder if “God 1s judging our families just the same. He is
judging us for our immorality.”

In Deuteronomy 28:36-37, “The Lord will bring you and your
king whom you set over you to a nation that neither you nor
your fathers have known. And there you shall serve other gods
of wood and stone.” When the ten tribes of Israel were exiled
to Assyria, they were assimilated into the pagan culture and
never heard from again.



Seven Principles (Part 3)

The sixth principle is that in judgment, God’s target is often
His people, not just the pagans among them.{7}

Yes, it is true that God judges the wicked, but sometimes the
real purpose of present judgments has more to do with the
righteous than the wicked. Not only do we see this in the 0ld
Testament, we also see this principle in the New Testament. 1
Peter 4:17-18 says: “For it is time for judgment to begin at
the household of God; and if it begins with us, what will be
the outcome for those who do not obey the gospel of God? And
‘If the righteous is scarcely saved, what will become of the
ungodly and the sinner?’”

This raises a good question. If judgment begins at the house
of God, is the church today under judgment? Have Christians
become too worldly? Have Christians become too political and
thus depend on government rather than on God? Have Christians
become too materialistic? Someone has said we should change
the motto on our coins from “In God we trust” to “In gold we
trust.”

A seventh and final principle is that God sometimes reverses
intended judgments.{8} We must begin with an observation.
God’s blessing on any nation is undeserved. There is always
sin and evil in the land. When God blesses us, either
individually or corporately, it is an evidence of God’s grace.

Sometimes God calls for judgment but then spares a nation. A
good example of that can be found in the life of Jonah. God
called him to that city to preach repentance for their sins.
He didn’t want to go because it was the capital city of the
Assyrians who had committed genocide against Israel. But when
Jonah finally obeyed God, the city was saved from judgment.

God also used 0ld Testament prophets to preach to Israel. But
the people didn’t have a heart to care. Consider the ministry



of Micah and Jeremiah. Actually, Micah preached a hundred
years before Jeremiah and warned Judah that her “wound 1is
incurable.” A century later, Jeremiah is brought before the
priests and false prophets who want him killed. After hearing
him, they appeal to the preaching of Micah (Jeremiah 16:19).
King Hezekiah listened to Micah'’s words and sought God who
withheld judgment.

Erwin Lutzer gives another example from eighteenth century
England. The country was in decline, but God reversed the
trend through the preaching of John Wesley and George
Whitefield.

Conclusion

I would like to conclude by returning to the questions about
whether God is blessing or judging our nation.

First, we must acknowledge that no nation can claim that God
is on its side. In fact, there is a long and sorry history of
nations that have claimed this. And the “God is on our side
mentality” has done much harm throughout the history of the
church.

Kim Riddlebarger: “Instead of letting God be God, our sinful
pride leads us to make such pronouncements that are not ours
to make. In these cases, God is not sovereign, he 1is a
mascot.”{9} As a nation, we must not claim that God is on our
side.

This is also true in the political debates we have within this
nation. Richard Land in his book, The Divided States of
America, says: “What liberals and conservatives both are
missing is that America has been blessed by God in unique
ways—we are not just another country, but neither are we God’s
special people. I do not believe that America is God’s chosen
nation. God established one chosen nation and people: the
Jews. We are not Israel. We do not have ‘God on our side.’ We



are not God’s gift to the world.”{10}

This brings us back to the famous quote by Abraham Lincoln who
was asked if God was on the side of the Union forces or the
Confederate forces. He said: “I do not care whether God is on
my side; the important question 1is whether I am on God’s side,
for God is always right.”

Second, we should be careful not to quickly assume that a
disease or a disaster is a judgment of God. Above I gave
examples of people wrongly assuming that AIDS or Hurricane
Katrina was a judgment of God.

We can take comfort in knowing that this isn’t just a problem
in the twenty-first century. Apparently it was even a problem
in the first century. The tower of Siloam fell and killed a
number of people. It appears that those around Jesus thought
it was a punishment for their sins. He counters this idea by
saying: “Or do you suppose that those eighteen on whom the
tower in Siloam fell and killed them were worse culprits than
all the men who live in Jerusalem? I tell you, no, but unless
you repent, you will all likewise perish” (Luke 13:4-5).

We should wisely refrain from too quickly labeling a disease
or disaster as a judgment of God. But we should take to heart
the words of Jesus and focus on our need for salvation and
repentance.
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Challenges to Religious
Liberty

Challenging Christian Publishers

As Christians we believe that there should be a place for
Christian values, but we live in a society that often
challenges and attempts to exclude Christianity in the public
arena. I would like to document many of the challenges to
religious liberty today.

We lament the fact that we often have a naked public square
(where religious values are stripped from the public arena).
But we are not calling for a sacred public square (where
religious values are forced on others). What we want is an
open public square (where various religious and secular values
are given a fair hearing).

Sometimes the challenges to religious liberty seem frivolous,
but they could easily establish a precedent that could be
harmful to Christianity later on. One example of this is the
man who sued two Christian publishers for emotional distress
and mental instability because of their Bible translations. He
is a homosexual and blames them for his emotional problems,
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because their Bibles refer to homosexuality as a sin.

As I point out in my book A Biblical Point of View on
Homosexuality, various denominations and gay theologians have
been trying to rewrite the Bible concerning homosexuality.{1}
I guess it was only a matter of time before someone would sue
the publishers for their Bible translations.

The homosexual man bringing the lawsuit contends that the
Bible translations refer to homosexuals as sinners and only
reflect an individual opinion or a group’s conclusion. In
particular, he argues that deliberate changes made to 1
Corinthians 6:9 are to blame. They have, according to him,
caused homosexuals “to endure verbal abuse, discrimination,
episodes of hates, and physical violence.”{2}

First, let me say that verbal or physical actions toward
homosexuals or other people are wrong and should be condemned.
But the Bible or a Bible translation should not be blamed for
what sinful people do to others. Even when we may disagree
with someone, we should always be gracious and always treat
others with respect.

Second, we should take the Christian publishers at their word.
One of the publishers stated that they do not translate the
Bible nor even own the copyright for the translation. Instead,
they “rely on the scholarly judgment of the highly respected
and credible translation committees behind each translation.”

The problem that this homosexual man and other gay activists
have is not really with a Christian publisher. It is with the
Word of God itself. God intended that sex is to be between a
man and a woman in marriage. Any other sex outside of marriage
is sinful and wrong.

Although this lawsuit might seem frivolous and without merit,
it represents a growing movement to criminalize Christian
thought through hate crimes legislation and the 1legal
recognition of same-sex marriage and homosexual behavior. As



such, it is but one of many challenges to religious liberty.

The Praying Coach

Another place where religious liberty is challenged is the
public schools.

Marcus Borden 1is a high school football coach in East
Brunswich, New Jersey. He is also a recipient of the national
Caring Coach of the Year award. And he is in lots of trouble.
A spokesman for the ACLU says he has fostered a “destructive
environment” for students. So what did he do to create such an
environment?

He bowed his head silently during pre-game prayers. Sometimes
he even silently knelt down on one knee. Now understand, he
didn’t pray with the student football players. He merely
showed his respect for them silently. But that was enough to
set off anyone who believes in the separation of church and
state.

One student athletic trainer said it best: “The tradition of
student-initiated prayer goes back many, many years. I think
with all that is wrong in our schools today, gun violence,
bullying, promiscuity, etc. that the energy being spent on
Marcus Borden bowing his head and taking a knee 1s a waste.
Here is a man trying to support the youth in his care and be a
positive role model and all these administrative yahoos can
worry about is his presence in a room with his players while

they pray.”{3}

I might mention that the tradition of student-initiated prayer
has been part of the football program at this high school for
more than a quarter century. The actual prayer is very short
and simple. They pray that they will represent their families
and communities well. And they pray that the players (on both
sides of the ball) will come out of the game unscathed and
unhurt.



School officials passed a policy prohibiting school district
representatives from participating in student-initiated
prayer. They even ordered Borden to stand rather than take a
knee and bow his head while his players recited pre-game
prayers. If he disobeyed he would lose his job as coach and
tenured teacher.

A federal district court judge ruled that the school district
violated Borden’s constitutional rights to free speech,
freedom of association, and academic freedom. But common sense
didn't last long. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third
Circuit overturned the decision and ruled that Borden could
not take a knee.

As we talk about the challenges to religious liberty, I think
it is important to consider the impact these challenges have
on society. I think all of us would agree that we need
positive role models in high school athletics. Coach Borden
was one of them. He set a positive example and should be
applauded, not punished.

Challenge to Christian Teachers

The challenge to religious liberties is also felt in public
school classrooms.

A recent case illustrates the challenge many Christian
teachers face. For a number of weeks I had been hearing about
a teacher who was suspended without pay because he refused to
remove his Bible from his desk. The story sounded too
incredible, so I had to check it out for myself.

John Freshwater is a science teacher in Ohio who has twice
received a Teacher of the Year award.{4} He has had his Living
Bible on his desk for twenty-one years, but it is not in a
prominent place. He told me that when he asked former students
if they remember him having a Bible on his desk, many of them
didn’t remember that he did.



John Freshwater is an excellent teacher. In fact his science
class was the only eighth grade class at the school to pass
the Ohio Achievement Test. He has been accused of branding a
student during a voluntary Tesla coil demonstration, but there
doesn’t seem to be much merit in this accusation.

When I interviewed him, he did mention that back in 2002-2003,
he decided to follow some of the details in the “No Child Left
Behind” 1legislation that allowed teachers to teach the
controversy concerning evolution. He wonders if his
willingness to talk about the problems with evolution is part
of the reason for actions against him.

Freshwater pointed out that other teachers have religious
items on their desk. And he was willing to remove a Ten
Commandments poster from his classroom along with a box of
Bibles that were stored in his office for the Fellowship of
Christian Athletes.

So is he just a trouble-maker? I don’t think so. I also
interviewed his pastor who was most supportive of him, his
character, and his teaching. As far as I can tell, he is the
kind of teacher we would love to have to teach our children.
He didn’t deserve to be suspended, and he certainly didn’t
deserve to be fired.

His case is but one of many cases I have followed over the
years of teachers who were reprimanded, suspended, or fired
for having a Bible or a religious item on their desk or wall.
It is amazing how far we have come when you consider that the
Bible was the primary document in education not so long ago.
Students read the Bible or else read about the Bible in their
New England Primers or McGuffey Readers. How far we have come
from the Bible being the center of education to a classroom
where even having a Bible on the desk is seen as a reason to
suspend or fire a teacher. This is once again a significant
challenge to religious liberty.



Challenging the Boy Scouts

Awhile back I had the governor of the state of Texas in my
radio studio to talk about the Boy Scouts. You might wonder
why Rick Perry wanted to talk about the Boy Scouts. Well, he
credits much of his success to them, and so wrote the book 0On
My Honor: Why the American Values of the Boy Scouts are Worth
Fighting For.{5}

His story is pretty simple. He grew up in Paint Creek, Texas.
Yes, the town is as small as it sounds. There was not much to
do, but you could join the Boy Scouts. Rick Perry did and
became an Eagle Scout. And he joined an elite group of people
like Gerald Ford, Ross Perot, William Bennett, and U.S.
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates who were all Eagle Scouts
long before they became prominent, successful public figures.
A significant part of the book focuses on the positive aspects
of scouting.

But another part of the book is illustrated by the subtitle
dealing with the values that are worth fighting for.{6} The
Boy Scouts have been under siege for years. Radical groups and
secularists have attacked it on three fronts: (1) that it
requires Scouts and Scout leaders to believe in God, (2) that
it limits adult Scout leadership on the basis of sexuality,
and (3) that it limits participation to boys. Atheists have
attacked its requirement that scouts believe in God. Militant
homosexual groups have tried to force it to install homosexual
Scout leaders. And feminists have challenged whether the Boy
Scouts should be limited just to boys and thus exclude girls.

The Boy Scouts have had to defend themselves all the way to
the Supreme Court. And the Boy Scouts have also been attacked
in the media and denied funding from various charitable
organizations. They have been kicked off facilities that used
to be provided for them. And in Philadelphia they were told to
pay an exorbitant fee for a facility in the city the Scouts
built eighty years ago and gave to the city for free.



While it is true that the Boy Scouts are not a religious
organization, it 1is also true that many troops meet 1in
churches. And they are often attacked for their belief in God.
So I believe that these attacks on the Boy Scouts represent
another challenge to religious liberty in this country.

But I also believe that the Boy Scouts illustrate the cultural
decline in America. When the Boy Scouts were formed nearly a
century ago, they were at the very center of American values.
Today, they are one of the most vilified organizations 1in
America. The Boy Scouts didn’t change; America did.

Historical and Biblical Basis for
Religious Liberty

What are the historical and religious bases for the religious
liberty which is being challenged today?

The founders of this country wisely wanted to keep the
institutions of church and state separate. But church/state
separation does not mean that Christians cannot have an active
role in politics.{7} We should be free to express our
religious values in the public arena.

Thomas Jefferson declared that religious liberty is “the most
inalienable and sacred of all human rights.” After the
Constitution was drafted, the Bill of Rights was added. The
First Amendment specifically granted all citizens the free
exercise of religion. Church historian Philip Schaff once
called the First Amendment “the Magna Carta of religious
freedom,” and “the first example in history of a government
deliberately depriving itself of all legislative control over
religion.”{8}

The biblical basis for religious liberty rests on the fact
that we are created in the image of God (Genesis 1:27-28) and
thus have value and dignity. With that also comes liberty of



conscience. We are free moral beings who can choose and have
the right to express ourselves. In a very real sense,
religious liberty is a gift from God.

Religious freedom is not something granted to us by a
government. God grants us those rights, and it 1s the
responsibility of governments to acknowledge those rights. The
Declaration of Independence captures this idea in its most
famous sentence: “We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.”

Government is a divinely ordained institution (Romans 13:1-7)
that has the responsibility to keep order (1 Peter 2:13-15).
We are to obey those in authority (Romans 13:1) and we are to
pray for those in authority (1 Timothy 2:1-2).

We also recognize that the church is separate from government.
Those within the church are to preach the gospel (Acts 1:8).
Church leaders are also to teach sound doctrine (Matthew
28:20) and to disciple believers (Ephesians 4:11-13).

We have seen that standing for our rights and our liberty can
sometimes be costly and is an ongoing responsibility. As one
nineteenth century activist put it: “Eternal vigilance is the
price of liberty.”{9}
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Politically Correct Education

Don Closson considers the impact that affirmative action,
multiculturalism, and speech codes have had on education. He
also argues that the heart of the issue is the rejection of
both the Judeo-Christian worldview and Western Civilization.

The Power of Political Correctness

The media has recently taken notice of a trend in education
that has actually been around for some time. This trend has
been obvious to anyone well-acquainted with the goings-on in
our citadels of higher learning or even on selected high
school campuses. The term Political Correctness, or
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politically correct speech, covers most of the issues
involved. Multiculturalism is often given as the driving ethic
that prompts one to be politically correct.

At the foundation of this movement is the belief that all
education is political. Nowhere in the curriculum can one find
a hiding place from race, class, or gender issues. Added to
this assumption is the law of moral and ethical relativism:
All systems of thought, all cultures, are equal in value. To
assume otherwise is politically incorrect by definition.

Just how important this type of thinking is to those who
influence our nation’s students is reflected by some of their
comments. According to Glenn Maloney, assistant dean of
students at the University of Texas at Austin,
“Multiculturalism will be the key word for education. I
believe that will be the mission of the university in the
90’s.” (1) Donna Shalala, chancellor of the University of
Wisconsin at Madison, adds that this movement amounts to “a
basic transformation of American higher education in the name
of multiculturalism and diversity.”(2)

A recent study of the New York school system found that
“African Americans, Asian Americans, Puerto Rican/Latinos, and
Native Americans have all been the victims of an intellectual
and educational oppression that has characterized the culture
and institutions of the United States and the European
American worlds for centuries.”(3)

The report goes on to state, “Unfortunately, stereotyping and
misinformation have become part of the dominant culture
enveloping everyone. . . . Because of the depth of the problem
and the tenacity of its hold on the mind, only the most
stringent measures can have significant impact.”(4)

And stringent measures are what have occurred. Curricula,
admissions policies, the hiring and promotion of faculty, and
the freedom to debate issues have all been modified by those



who currently define political correctness. There is a growing
body of evidence that quota systems are now in place in many
admissions offices across the country. Textbooks are being
written and courses changed to promote multiculturalism at the
expense of teaching about Western Civilization. Professors are
unable to teach their courses or participate in the academic
enterprise because their views fail to conform to the new
guardians of culture.

What is most appalling is the attempt to remove the freedom of
speech from students who fail to conform to the correct
position on a broad spectrum of topics. What is ironic is that
many of those now attempting to limit the freedom of speech of
students in the name of multiculturalism are the very same
individuals that began the free speech movement in the
sixties, arquing for academic freedom and student input into
the curriculum. It seems that the issue was more a matter of
gaining power to control the curriculum and inject it with
their views rather than truly to promote freedom of academic
endeavors.

Ethnic Studies

Let’s look at a few places where political correctness has had
a major impact. In 1988 the Stanford faculty voted to change
the Western Culture course, one of the most popular on campus,
to “Cultures, Ideas and Values.” The fifteen-book requirement
was dropped and replaced with the admonition to give
substantial attention to issues of race(5) and gender. The
reading list now had to include a quota of works by women and
minorities. Out goes Shakespeare, in comes Burgos-Debray.

Shakespeare is deemed to be racist, sexist, and classist, a
product of the ultimate evil-Western Civilization. French
writer Elisabeth Burgos-Debray is, on the other hand,
politically correct. One of her works, now part of the
Stanford curriculum, describes a Guatemalan woman’s struggle
against capitalist oppression. She rejects marriage and



motherhood and becomes a feminist, a socialist, and finally a
Marxist, arguing politics with fellow revolutionaries in
Paris. According to the author, this simple Guatemalan woman
speaks for all the Indians of the American continent. (6)

Berkeley, Mount Holyoke, and the University of Wisconsin are
just a few of the schools where students must take a course in
ethnic studies but are not required to take a single course in
Western Civilization. At Berkeley, the ethnic studies course
is the only required course on campus, and Wisconsin students
can graduate without taking any American history. Ohio State
has gone even further, revamping its entire curriculum to
reflect issues of gender, race, and ethnicity. The chairman of
the English department at Pennsylvania State University has
remarked, “I would bet that Alice Walker’s The Color Purple 1is
taught in more English departments today than all of
Shakespeare’'s plays combined.”(7)

An ironic twist to this revolution is that when writings of
third- world authors are included in the curriculum, they
rarely are the classics from that culture. Instead, they tend
to be recent, Marxist, and politically correct works.

Unfortunately, curriculum revisions are not confined to the
college campus. The state of New York recently commissioned a
committee to review its statewide secondary-school curriculum.
The results were a bit startling, to say the least.

According to the report, no topic 1is culture-free. The
Eurocentric, white, American culture currently dominating the
curriculum must give way to one which represents all cultures
equally. Even math and science were cited as culturally biased
because they failed to give credit to contributions from other
cultures. (8)

In the social sciences, even more radical demands have been
made. One Black Studies professor charges that the current
curriculum in New York’'s high schools reflects “deep-seated



pathologies of racial hatred.” He argues that time spent
studying the U.S. Constitution, which is seriously flawed in
his opinion, 1s grounds for miseducation. He adds that
studying the Constitution 1is egocentric and blatant White
Nationalism. (9)

Instruments of Exclusion

In chapter 2 of his book Illiberal Education, Dinesh D’Souza
takes up the case of high school senior Yat-pang Au. To make a
fairly long story short, Yat- pang received a rejection letter
from the University of California at Berkeley in 1987 although
he had graduated first in his high school class, scored 1340
on the SAT, earned letters in track and cross-country, served
on the student council, and won seven scholarships from groups
such as the National Society of Professional Engineers. What
went wrong?

It wasn’t his credentials. In fact, Yat-pang was considerably
above the Berkeley average in his qualifications. His only
real problem was his race, and what chancellor Ira Michael
Hayman called “a little social engineering.” Under Hayman the
university began to devalue the importance of merit and
achievement in admissions in order to achieve a racially
balanced student body, one that reflects the population at
large.

As a result, this family of immigrants from Hong Kong found
that their son could not go to Berkeley although ten other
students from his high school had been accepted with lower
qualifications. The policy of racial balance which seemed so
fair to Hayman was anything but fair to the Au family.

If Yat-pang had been Hispanic or Black he would have had no
problem attending Berkeley. Asians, many of them immigrants,
are now being excluded from Berkeley because they happen to be
a too-successful minority that values the family and
education.



Unfortunately, Berkeley is not the only place one can find
this type of discrimination. Harvard, UCLA, Stanford, Brown,
and others have been charged with discrimination towards
Asians. As D’Souza writes, “Quotas which were intended as
instruments of inclusion now seemed to function as instruments
of exclusion.”(10)

Even if we set aside Yat-pang’'s individual rights, does this
policy make sense for the minorities it is trying to help?
Often it does not. D’Souza notes that Blacks and Hispanics
admitted under reduced academic requirements do not fare well
at Berkeley. In one study, only 18 percent of the Black and 22
percent of the Hispanic affirmative-action students graduated
within five years. Almost 30 percent of Black and Hispanic
students drop out at the end of their freshman year.(1l1)
Because we have set aside academic preparation as the
criterion for admission to our top schools, many students who
cannot compete are being admitted. They simply drop out, more
frustrated and angry than before.

Another issue that goes hand-in-hand with admissions is the
issue of testing itself. Many argue that since some groups do
better than others on the SAT, the test is biased. A New York
federal judge has ruled that, since women do not do as well as
men on the SAT, using the test as a criterion for awarding its
Regents and Empire State scholarships violates state law.(12)

What is remarkable about this trend is that testing was
installed in the 1920s to fight arbitrary bias in admissions.
When one removes testing, which even the critics must agree is
still the best way to predict academic success, all other
criteria except race and gender are subjective.

In light of this fact, College Board president Donald Stewart,
who is black, has argued that the test covers words and ideas
necessary for success in college, regardless of cultural
background. (13)



Freedom of Speech

Those who consider themselves politically correct have
inflicted grave damage on the concept of free speech. It is
interesting to note that Christians have endured free-speech
restrictions for years, but only recently have others who hold
to politically incorrect positions experienced this form of
discrimination.

Restrictions on speech come in three different forms on
campus. The most widespread form is the conduct code. Another
is the refusal to allow conservative speakers to address
groups on campus. And last is the censure of faculty members
who step outside the sphere of politically correct thought.

The University of Michigan has been a leader in restricting
First Amendment rights. Responding to a student radio disc
jockey who invited other students to call in their favorite
racial jokes, the university began a long crusade to stamp out
racism, sexism, and a multitude of other “isms.” Instead of
just punishing the offender, all students were now under
suspicion, and all speech would be monitored carefully.

A new policy on discrimination and discriminatory harassment
was approved. It defined as punishable “any behavior, verbal
or physical, that stigmatizes or victimizes an individual on
the basis of race, ethnicity, religion, sex, sexual
orientation, creed, national origin, ancestry, age, marital
status, handicap, or Vietnam-era veteran status.”(14)

Debate on these topics was to be restricted in fear that
someone might be stigmatized by the discussion. The so-called
marketplace of ideas that colleges are supposed to represent
had been shrunk down to convenience-store size.

Since one cannot be certain that even the most balanced
discussion of a topic such as gay rights or religious cults
might not stigmatize a fellow student, one must refrain from



entering into that territory. The result of this type of
policy is to guarantee a monopoly to the radical Marxist and
feminist ideas now being promoted by the faculty and
administration on many of our campuses.

Fortunately, this policy was successfully challenged by an
unnamed psychology professor who realized that most of the
subject matter he dealt with in class might stigmatize
someone. In a strange twist, the ACLU was on the right side of
this issue and represented the professor. Eventually a U.S.
District Court struck down even a modified version of the
code. But there are still codes in effect at Emory,
Middlebury, Brown, Penn State, Tufts, and the Universities of
California, Connecticut, North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and
others. Many more schools are considering implementing
codes. (15)

Some groups on campus have used more blatant tactics to keep
conservatives from speaking. Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day
0’Conner, U.N. ambassador Jeanne Kirkpatrick, and Secretary of
Health and Human Services Louis Sullivan have all been victims
of censorship in the form of gay and pro-abortion groups
shouting them down. In one case, black students with clubs
disrupted a meeting for the National Association of Scholars,
a conservative group of professors, charging that they were
actually supported by the Ku Klux Klan. (16)

Another form of censorship is the silencing of faculty. Alan
Gribben, a professor at the University of Texas, made the
mistake of voting against the politization of a writing course
in the English Department. As a result he was ostracized by
the department and decided to leave after seventeen years on
the faculty. (17)

The “Ism” Proliferation

The goal of the political correctness revolutionaries on
campus 1is the removal of any remnant of racism, sexism, class



elitism, and even lookism, the practice of treating people
differently because of their looks. There are also specific
positions on ecology, foreign and domestic policy,
homosexuality, and animal rights that are politically correct.

The hope behind all of this is the creation of a society where
each culture and social group 1is appreciated for its
contributions. But the fallout has been to encourage people to
find some reason to declare oppression, for it seems that only
those who are oppressed are in a position to determine what 1is
politically correct. White, middle-class males are the great
Satan incarnate—even the most repentant among them must be
watched closely.

Politically correct people argue that they are calling for a
philosophy of inclusion. They are not thought police, they
say; they are only concerned with correcting centuries of
unfairness. In reality the effect of this movement has been to
silence or remove from campus those who differ from the
politically correct position. If a professor opposes racially
based admissions policies, he is racist. If a student holds to
religious convictions concerning homosexuality, she 1is
homophobic. The issue really goes beyond mere tolerance; the
goal of this movement is to remove opposition to the plans of
the radical left.

Since those who are politically correct agree that Western
Civilization is the cause of all evil in the world, one might
ask what should replace it. Not surprisingly, the writers and
heroes of this movement tend to be Marxist, feminist, and gay.
It is interesting that Marx, a white male European, is still
considered politically correct, although he held quite
incorrect views on racial issues (in fact, he spoke positively
concerning slavery in America).(18)

If true multiculturalism were the issue, these folks would be
calling for the study and implementation of traditional
cultures from around the world, which, by the way, are just as



racist and far more male-dominated than our own. Whether one
looks at Islam or the teachings of oriental traditions, one
finds that a dim view is taken of both modern feminist thought
and homosexuality.

The tradition of Western thought has been to deal with ideas
that transcend race, and it has been anything but homogeneous
in its conclusions. The irony of the accusations leveled at
Western thought by the politically correct is that the ideas
they favor have been most fully developed in America and
Europe. Even with all of its faults, Western Civilization has
been the most open and tolerant of all societies. It has been
eager to find and incorporate ideas that are beneficial from
other cultures.

All the important issues considered on our campuses have
religious elements. Whether one is considering the uses of
technology or the relationships between the sexes, everyone 1is
informed by his or her religious presuppositions. Placing a
prior restraint on someone’s freedom to speak because he 1is
coming from a different position not only violates our
historic view of freedom of speech but also can be used to
further remove Christian thought from our schools.

What those in authority on our campuses really hope to
accomplish is the unquestioned implementation of a worldview
that releases man from his moral obligation to a creator God,
a God who sees all men and women, regardless of their color,
as in need of redemption. As Christian parents and alumni, we
need to make certain that colleges remain places where
students can seek and find the truth.
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