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ABSTRACT

This study examines the Evangelical critique of the Religious Right for veracity,
and the position of the Right is then tested for theological soundness. The Evangelical
Left is represented by Sojourners Magazine and associates due to its long-lasting position
as one of (if not the) main liberal Christian organizations during the two decades
reviewed here. The Christian Coalition was chosen to represent the Religious Right
during the 1990’s as that was its time of great visibility and influence. The Family
Research Council stands for the Right in this decade due to its current prominence.

The Theological assessment is based upon the motivating Christian principle of
love, as evidenced by Matthew 25:34-46, and Paul’s exhortations for upright behavior in
Christian leaders, as seen in Titus 1:5-9 and 2:7-8. Not only must Christians behave well
according to the standards set by society, but they must also behave in such a way that is
distinctively Christian. The defining question of this study is, “Can one tell, through their

actions and words, that these two Religious Right groups are Christian?”

vi



INTRODUCTION

“Is the Right ‘Right” About God?” is, admittedly, a title spun from Jim Wallis’
book, God'’s Politics: How the Right Gets it Wrong and the Left Doesn’t Get It.
However, unlike Wallis, my intent is not to criticize American political parties. In fact, |
will not be looking at political parties at all, instead focusing on their apparent religious
counterparts, known colloquially as the Religious Right and the Evangelical Left. While
not always established with the intent to oppose each other,' oftentimes the Right and the
Left do exactly that. This is not surprising to anyone familiar with present-day politics,
though it should seem strange that two sets of Christian groups, holding the same
fundamental beliefs and proclaiming the same political goals, are so at odds. It is this
divergence that motivates my study. It would take much too long to do a complete
assessment of both sides. Instead, I will look only at the Evangelical Left’s major
critiques of the Religious Right, and attempt to determine whether those critiques are well
founded. Since it is the Right that is under fire, it is only their side that I will analyze for
theological soundness.

I must be upfront about the one major deficiency in this study (of which I am
aware.) I do not address the concern that the Religious Right is a “two-topic” machine,
the two being abortion and homosexuality. It will require much more time and effort to
do justice to this topic than can be afforded in this short study. As such, I will simply

leave it unaddressed for the time being, and hope to return to it another day.

' There are a few organizations on the Left that were founded with the express
purpose of giving American Christians an option to the Religious Right, such as the
Christian Alliance for Progress. However their policies and theology will not be
examined within this study due to time and space limitations.



To bring the focus back to the study at hand: each chapter addressing an
accusation begins with an explanation of one of the Left’s specific critiques, followed by
an “in their own words,” section where the beliefs and positions of the Right as they
themselves see it is summarized. These first two sections will rely almost exclusively on
primary sources to avoid any potential misrepresentations of ideas. This includes books,
speeches, magazine and newspaper articles written by primary personalities from each
party, as well as blogs and newsletters available through the organizations’ own websites.
The final section, the analysis, is of my own creation. It is here that I will explain whether
or not I found the critique to be accurate: is the Right doing (or not doing) what the Left
charges? For this section I depend heavily on objective data, such as U.S. Census Bureau
statistics, and reports from the Center for Disease Control.

The next step is more subjective: is the Right’s position (regardless of the Left’s
critique) theologically sound? Can they be identified as Christians through both their
speech and actions? Complicating this assessment is the fact that the majority of the
1ssues political groups face today are not addressed in the Bible. It is unsatisfactory to fall
back on the general principles of love and ethics as plumb-lines since they are not
“uniquely Christian.” Scripture must be exegeted in order to find applicable principles

that, when followed, frame up a course of action that is distinctly Christian.

? Millard J. Erickson, “Principles, Permanence, and Future Divine Judgment: A
Case Study in Theological Method,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 28,
no. 3 (September 1985): 318, http://0-search.atlaonline.com.catalog.georgefox.edu/
pls/eli/ashow?aid=ATLA0000961714 (accessed 9 November 2007).
1



Matthew 25:34-46” has been called a “classic text” that provides a “summary of
the gospel.” This passage outlines the ethic of discipleship, a burden of service taken on
in emulation of Jesus’ own mission.” This service is completed with integrity, courage,

and humility,® because, as Christians, we see Jesus’ presence within the “least of these.”’

3 Matt. 25:34 Then the king will say to those at his right hand, ‘Come, you that are
blessed by my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the
world; 35 for | was hungry and you gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave me
something to drink, I was a stranger and you welcomed me, 36 I was naked and you gave
me clothing, I was sick and you took care of me, I was in prison and you visited me.” 37
Then the righteous will answer him, ‘Lord, when was it that we saw you hungry and gave
you food, or thirsty and gave you something to drink? 38 And when was it that we saw
you a stranger and welcomed you, or naked and gave you clothing? 39 And when was it
that we saw you sick or in prison and visited you?’ 40 And the king will answer them,
“Truly I tell you, just as you did it to one of the least of these who are members of my
family, you did it to me.” 41 Then he will say to those at his left hand, ‘You that are
accursed, depart from me into the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels; 42 for
I was hungry and you gave me no food, I was thirsty and you gave me nothing to drink,
43 1 was a stranger and you did not welcome me, naked and you did not give me clothing,
sick and in prison and you did not visit me.” 44 Then they also will answer, ‘Lord, when
was it that we saw you hungry or thirsty or a stranger or naked or sick or in prison, and
did not take care of you?’ 45 Then he will answer them, “Truly I tell you, just as you did
not do it to one of the least of these, you did not do it to me.” 46 And these will go away
into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life.”

4 John R. Donahue, S.J., “The ‘Parable’ of the Sheep and the Goats: A Challenge
to Christian Ethics,” Theological Studies 47, no. 1 (1986): 3, http://0-
search.atlaonline.com.catalog.georgefox.edu/pls/eli/pshow?lcookie=3493139&pid
[accessed 9 November 2007).

3 bid., 30.

 Emmanuel M. Jacob, “Discipleship and Mission: a Perspective on the Gospel of
Matthew,” International Review of Mission 91, no. 360 (January 2002), http://0-

search.atlaonline.com.catalog.georgefox.edu/pls/eli/ashow?aid=ATLA0001397273
(accessed 9 November 2007).

7 Dan O. Via, “Ethical Responsibility and Human Wholeness in Matthew 25:31-
46,” The Harvard Theological Review 80, no.1 (January 1987): 93,
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0017-

2



While specific actions are described here, this passage is primarily meant to address the
Christian motivation for right action: a love of Christ which is, indeed, distinctly
Christian.

While it is not always possible to accurately judge another person’s motivation, it
1s possible to see how one’s motivation manifests itself in speech and action, creating a
general characteristic profile against which one can be measured. Titus 1:5-9° and 2:7-8°
does just that, describing the necessary characteristics and actions of Christian leaders.
(The topic of leadership being relevant to this discussion because of the station of
influence held by the Religious Right.)

Paul is adamant that leaders should hold a high level of credibility and
respectability by maintaining societal norms. Because this is such a generality and
because times and expectations change, Paul demands that Christians’ actions be a “clear

expression of the will of God,”'® demonstrating integrity and seriousness, purity of

8160%2819701%2980%3A1%3C79%3AERAHWI%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6 (accessed 9
November 2007).

®Titus 1:5-9: I left you behind in Crete for this reason, so that you should put in
order what remained to be done, and should appoint elders in every town, as I directed
you: 6 someone who is blameless, married only once, whose children are believers, not
accused of debauchery and not rebellious. 7 For a bishop, as God’s steward, must be
blameless; he must not be arrogant or quick-tempered or addicted to wine or violent or
greedy for gain; 8 but he must be hospitable, a lover of goodness, prudent, upright,
devout, and self-controlled. 9 He must have a firm grasp of the word that is trustworthy in
accordance with the teaching, so that he may be able both to preach with sound doctrine
and to refute those who contradict it.

? Titus 2:7-8: Show yourself in all respects a model of good works, and in your
teaching show integrity, gravity, 8 and sound speech that cannot be censured; then any
opponent will be put to shame, having nothing evil to say of us.

3



motive, and that all they say — both in public and in private — be above reproach.'' It is
also necessary that a Christian leader not be overbearing (self-interested), violent (“ready
to assail one’s opponent”), and not use his or her office for profit or to pursue dishonest
gain. 2

Both texts demand interaction with the established social structure of the day, but
one that is formed and directed by distinctly Christian principles. This will be the basis of
my theological analysis: does the Religious Right, as a body of Christian leaders in
American politics, act in a noticeably Christian way as defined by Matthew 25:34-46 and
Titus 1:5-9, 2:7?

I have not seen a similar study in all of my research thus far. There have been
many books and articles that are extremely critical of the Religious Right and its rise to
power (Rob Boston’s Close Encounters With the Religious Right and The Most
Dangerous Man in America?, Chris Hedges’ American Fascists: the Christian Right and
the War on America, Frederick Clarkson’s Eternal Hostility: The Struggle Between
Theocracy and Democracy.) There have also been a number of books that look at the

responsibilities of Christians living and working in the political world. A few of the

19 Philip H. Towner, “Instructions for Godly Living.” In -2 T imothy & Titus,

vol.. 14 of The IVP New Testament Commentary Series, (Downers Grove: InterVarsity,
1994),

http://www.biblegateway.com/resources/commentaries/?action=getCommentaryText&ci
d=11&source=1&seq=1.63.2.1 (accessed 23 October 2007).

" Frank E. Gaebelien, ed., “Titus,” Ephesians-Philemon, vol. 11 of The
Expositor’s Bible Commentary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978), 437.

12 Ibid., 431.



books I found most useful were ones that gave an overview of the Religious Right,
examined how they came to power, and what they could do differently to successfully
return or continue on to political prominence. One of these was Nina Easton’s Gang of
Five: Leaders at the Center of the Conservative Crusade. Here she uses as the basis of
her study five major religious conservative leaders, William Kristol, Grover Norquist,
Clint Bolick, David MclIntosh, and Ralph Reed. Another one is Clyde Wilcox’s Onward
Christian Soldiers? The Religious Right in America. He examines the charge that the
Religious Right is a threat to American liberty by attempting to impose their narrow
ideologies on a pluralistic society. Wilcox finds that the Religious Right of the 1990s was
actually the fourth wave of Religious Conservatism in the twentieth century, and that it
represents only one of many groups participating in a contemporary cultural debate.
While the Right is not representative of all Christians, or even all white evangelicals, its
social platforms do appeal to a huge segment of the population, which could become very
powerful if effectively mobilized. Michael Cromartie edited a series of essays on the
religious conservative movement of the 1990s in Disciples and Democracy: Religious
Conservatives and the Future of American Politics. Several journalists, religious activists
and scholars write and respond to another’s position, creating the sort of dialogue
normally only experienced through attendance at panel discussions or conferences.

I have found all of these books to be extremely interesting and helpful in their
own right. However, I have found that the investigations are fairly divided into secular
and political or religious and theological. I have yet to see a combined political —

theological analysis. There 1s always a clear delineation between the two methodologies



rather than a synthesis leading to a comprehensive evaluation of the Religious Right as a
simultaneously religious and political organization.

It is this synthesis that I hope to achieve with this study. Instead of focusing solely
on the political veracity of their statements, the soundness of their legislation, or their use
of scripture, I will examine them all. As Christians, we should give God both the first say
(His words being our motivation for action) and the last (allowing His principles to judge
that action.) It is my desire to do just that with this study. As such, even though I will be
examining critically the actions of the Religious Right, along with the outcomes of their
legislative positioning, their adherence to Christian morality will be given the bottom
line. Here, the means (how they maneuver themselves through the political climate) is
worth more than their end (their pro-family policy goals.)

Please note that any references to the Left or the Right refer only to the specific
organizations I have chosen as representative of their respective movements as a whole,

unless otherwise specified within the text.



CHAPTER ONE
the players

Both the Religious Right and the Evangelical Left are represented by a number of
different organizations of varying size and influence. It would be impossible to sum up
all of these beliefs in such a way that would do justice to each individual group’s
position. As such, I have instead chosen specific organizations to represent each side as a
whole. Each was chosen because they are commonly known in American society for their
political involvement. At some point in recent history they have exerted significant
influence on the political process and their beliefs can be characterized as mainstream

within their respective religious-political classification.

THE “EVANGELICAL LEFT”: SOJOURNERS/CALL TO RENEWAL
Sojourners/Call to Renewal is a socially and politically active Christian
organization whose goal is to draw attention and organize people towards biblically
motivated political involvement in justice issues.'* There are a number of other
organizations proclaiming the same type of call, such as Christian Alliance for Progress,
the Center for Progressive Christianity, and Evangelicals for Social Action. However
Sojourners/Call to Renewal is the most recognizable and influential of the group.
Sojourners’ members and associates are prolific in their outreach, controlling a multitude

of communication mediums. While Sojourners is not an organization with “membership”

¥ Sojourners, “About Us”; available from http://www.sojo.net/index.cfm?action=
about_us.display; Internet; accessed 24 May 2007.
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in the traditional sense, all workers, writers, and their “external” associates present a
surprisingly cohesive stance on politically relevant issues of social justice.

Sojourners was founded as a household community by a group of young, socially
conscious Evangelicals in 1971, in Southern Columbia Heights, Illinois. These students
gathered to discuss the relation between their faith and political issues, in particular the
Vietnam War. They began publishing a magazine called “The Post-American” as a way
to gauge if other Christians held similar beliefs on the subject of social justice. In 1975,
the group relocated to Washington, D.C. and officially changed the name of their
magazine (and simultaneously named themselves) to Sojourners.'* The communal living
situations, characteristic of their household philosophy, now only exists for Sojourners
interns; however, all involved with the organization acknowledge how their communal
history formed a foundation of caring for those within one’s own household,
neighborhoods, and work environments.'”

In addition to their magazine, Sojourners also focuses on producing informational
resource publications, teaching, preaching, and organizing year-long volunteer
opportunities in ministry and service. The intent of these volunteer positions is less about
encouraging people to give of their time, which would make it an issue of charity, than it
is about getting volunteers to think in terms of justice.

Their understanding of Biblical justice continues to be their overarching topical

focus. Used as their benchmark is the “Bible full of holes.” While in his first year of

4 Ibid.

'* Jackie Spycher of Sojourners, interview by author, Washington, D.C., 28 June
2007.
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seminary at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, Jim Wallis and his fellow classmates
found every reference to the poor in the Bible, and then proceeded to cut each one of
them out. What remained was a shell of a book that barely held itself together, quite
literally a “Bible full of holes.”'® Wallis repeatedly refers to this experience and writes,
“Because the Scriptures spend so much time on the poor, we will too. This is the most
important “political’ issue in the Bible, and it must be ours as well.”"’

One of its main strategies is to join with other religious and secular organizations,
as well as national advocacy groups in order to knowledgably address and bring attention
to a wide array of social justice issues. An example of this type of unification is Call to
Renewal. It was founded in 1995 as an exercise in ecumenism, joining a large network of
churches, para-churches, and non-profits with the goal of ending domestic poverty.'®
Because of their similarity in vision and goals as well as each organization’s increasing
size, Sojourners and Call to Renewal officially joined together in July of 2006. Jim
Wallis, being the founder and executive director of both organizations, has continued in
his leadership position after the merger."’

Wallis is also the editor-in-chief of Sojourners Magazine. He is a prolific writer,

having authored numerous books, and his articles regularly appear not only in Sojourners

' Jim Wallis, God’s Politics: Why the Right Gets it Wrong and the Left Doesn’t
Get it (HarperSanFrancisco: New York, 2005), 214.

7 1bid., xxiii.

'8 Jackie Spycher of Sojourners, interview by author, Washington, D.C., 28 June
2007.

' Call To Renewal, available from http://www.calltorenewal.com/; Internet;
accessed 20 April 2007.
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Magazine, but also the New York Times, Washington Post, Los Angeles Time and Boston
Globe. Wallis speaks at over 200 engagements per year, in addition to teaching at
Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government.*

Sojourners, as stated above, does not have an official membership roster, per se,
but its magazine does have a circulation of more than 250,000 (both print and digital via

the Sojourners website). In 2006 it had an operating budget of more than 4.5 million

dollars.?!

THE “RELIGIOUS RIGHT”: CHRISTIAN COALITION
Through most of the 1990’s, the Christian Coalition was recognized as “the
largest, best mobilized, and most powerful Religious Right organization in the country

and . . . one of the most powerful groups in the nation”**

and its name is still readily
identifiable with the “Religious Right.” Because times of influence are what most affect
people’s impressions and opinions about an organization and its beliefs, I will focus the
majority of my attention on statements made and actions taken during that time. Though

still in existence today, the Christian Coalition is nowhere near as dominant nor

influential as it was in the past.

2% Sojourners, “About Us™; available from

http://www.sojo.net/index.cfm?action=about_us.display_staff&staff=wallis.; Internet;
accessed 24 May 2007.

2! Sojourners/Call to Renewal, “Sojourners Annual Report 2006,” available from

http://www.sojo.net/about_us/2006 Annual Report.pdf; Internet; accessed 20 September
2007.

22 Jim Wallis, Who Speaks for God? An Alternative to the Religious Right — a New
Politics of Compassion, Community and Civility (New York: Delacorte, 1996), xiii.

10



Studying the Christian Coalition gives the necessary historical perspective for a
study such as this, since widespread cultural impressions are not developed overnight,
and once developed, people are generally slow to let go of them. As a result we find
individuals and organizations responding to comments and movements more than ten
years old (take, for instance, Barak Obama’s recent critique of the Religious Right’s
position against welfare, citing the Coalition’s 1995 Contract With the American
Family’s Ten Point plan as his proof.”*) Having some historical distance also allows time
for a great deal of research and assessment to develop, providing a large amount of
material for study.

My second reason for choosing the Coalition is a subjective one: its views were
more reasonable or “mainstream” than some of their counterpart organizations. My goal
is to be as objective as possible when looking at what religious-political charges are
lodged against the generic “Religious Right.” It would not be fair to judge the accuracy of
these allegations using the positions of the more extremist organizations as a measuring
stick, just as all Christians would not wish to be judged by Fundamentalists, nor Muslims
by Fanatical Jihadists.

The Christian Coalition was founded in 1989 by Pat Robertson as a grassroots
organization, meant to fill what Robertson perceived as a void in the representation of
Christians in American politics. The Coalition focused on both national and local level

politics, encouraging individual involvement as much as it worked to lobby Congress and

23 Barack Obama, “Call to Renewal Keynote Address,” (speech given at Call to
Renewal’s Building a Covenant for a New America Conference in Washington D.C. on
28 June 2006), available from http://www.obama.senate.gov; Internet; accessed 18 June
2007.
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the White House. The protection of “family values” has been the Coalition’s focus since
the beginning, stating that its desire is to “guarantee that government acts in ways that
strengthen, rather than threaten, families.”**

Though he has founded a number of various organizations (including the
American Center for Law and Justice and Regent University in Virginia Beach, VA) Pat
Robertson is most-well known for founding the Christian Broadcasting Network and as
host of its flagship program, The 700 Club. Robertson stepped onto the “big” scene in
1987 when he launched a bid for the Republican nomination for the 1988 presidential
election. That being unsuccessful, his next big move was hiring Ralph Reed to help found
the Christian Coalition in 1989.

In 1989, Reed was still completing his PhD in American History at Emory
University. Reed had an active political history, including his work on the re-election
campaign for Senator Jesse Helms and as a leader of the National College Republicans.
Reed is well-known for both his youthful appearance and his keen but aggressive
political tactics.

Reed’s vision for the Coalition aimed for a membership of three million people

nationwide based out of chapters in at least 350 of the 435 congressional districts within

three years of the group’s founding, along with a $10 million budget.>> Within one year,

** Christian Coalition of America; available from http://www.cc.org; Internet;
accessed 27 April 2007.

25 Ruth Murray Brown, For a “Christian America” (Amberst: Prometheus, 2002),
186.
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the Coalition achieved a membership of 57,000 in 125 local chapters with an operating
budget of $2.8 million.*®

By 1996, both Reed and Robertson were widely touting claims that the Coalition
had upwards of 1.7 million members and supporters,”’ though one has to question that
statement. A review of the postal statement for October 1, 1994-October 1, 1995, showed
that the Coalition’s magazine, Christian American only went out to 418,428 addresses. >®
This magazine is sent to all members (as defined by whomever pays the $15 annual
membership fee.)”” One author states that the figure estimating 2 million refers not to
actual members, but instead to the number of people who had any contact with the group,
including signing petitions or calling the group’s 800 number. “Reliable insiders put the
true membership of the Coalition — at its peak in 1996 — at just shy of 600,000.”*

Though they experienced a certain amount of backlash congruent with their
growing power, they remained very politically influential through the 1990s, until Ralph
Reed withdrew as director in 1997. One author links the Coalition’s decline directly with

Reed’s departure, calling it a “swift and steady decline,” noting that within two years the

%6 Ralph Reed, Politically Incorrect (Dallas: Word, 1994), 197.

2" Ralph Reed, Active Faith: How Christians are Changing the Soul of American
Politics (New York: Free Press, 1996), 3.; Pat Robertson, fundraising letter to Christian
Coalition members, 2 January, 1996.

28 Rob Boston, The Most Dangerous Man in America? (Amherst: Prometheus,
1996), 87; Nina J. Easton, Gang of Five: Leaders at the Center of the Conservative
Crusade (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000), 343.

% Nina J. Easton, Gang of Five: Leaders at the Center of the Conservative
Crusade (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000), 343.

30 Ibid.
13



organization suffered from inconsistent leadership, massive layoffs and financial debt.”’
As a result, the organization simply did not have the man-power to be as influential as it
once was. It seems that the Coalition has never recovered.

Today, though still present in Washington D.C., the Coalition seems to be barely
functioning in comparison to what it once was. Though the website still boasts a
membership of two million, given the above information that is highly unlikely. News
articles throughout the late 90s reported on the closing of several major Coalition
chapters, and the national organization’s operating budget last year was down to a mere
$1.2 million. Its last Road to Victory annual conference was held in 2004, and its charter
magazine, the Christian American, is no longer in circulation. Their online newsletter,
“Washington Weekly Review” has been posted only once every 2-4 weeks since 2006,
with no posting since May 25, 2007. However the Coalition website does provide up-to-
date commentaries on the current legislative agenda, and per the site’s “Press Room”
page, the Coalition’s comments continue to be noted by the press in general.

Repeated attempts to contact the Coalition by both email and phone were not
responded to. Emails were returned due to a filled in-box, and multiple attempts to join
the Coalition’s email listserve simply failed. It is impossible to determine if there is an
error in the listserv function, or if over the past year the Coalition simply has not sent out

any newsletters, action reports or notifications via email.

31 Ibid, 389.
14



THE “RELIGIOUS RIGHT”: FAMILY RESEARCH COUNCIL

Though by no means the newest or most recently created, Family Research
Council (FRC) is perhaps one of the most currently well-recognized politically active,
conservative religious organizations. This organization’s political prominence coincided
with the departure of Ralph Reed from the Christian Coalition, and the Coalition’s
subsequent diminished influence. The FRC is a research and education-focused
organization which is legally prohibited from endorsing political viewpoints. It has a
legislative arm in FRC Action. The goal of both entities is to “preserve and advance the
interests of family, faith, and freedom in the political arena.”?

As with the Coalition, I will focus on the FRC’s time of greatest influence to date,
the last decade, from approximately 1999-2007. As such, I will ascertain the applicability
of the Left’s critiques against the FRC in the present time, and not ten years in the past.

The Family Research Council was established in 1983 by Dr. James Dobson
(founder of Focus on the Family, a non-profit family service organization.) FRC was
created to draw national attention to family issues, as well as lobby for policies that
protect human life, the institution of marriage, and the family. The FRC reasons that the
family is the foundation of society, and so must be protected in order to ensure
everyone’s wellbeing. As a Christian organization, it endorses a Judeo-Christian
worldview which it contends includes the sacredness of human life, governmental

obligation to protect the family and the institution of marriage, belief in a Christian basis

32 Family Research Council, “Policy Areas: F.A.Q.” available from
http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?1=FQ04H40; Internet; accessed 15 September 2007.
15



for American government, and a democratic success based on an interwoven network of
“families, churches, schools, and voluntary associations.”™

As mentioned above, Dr. James Dobson is also the founder of Focus on the
Family (FOTF), a hugely prolific organization that syndicates his radio program of the
same name. Dobson is a licensed psychologist and licensed marriage, family and child
counselor. He has written 36 books so far, the most well-known of them being Dare to
Discipline, a book on parenting.** Though Dobson is not directly involved in the daily
operations of the FRC, the FRC and the FOTF are still closely affiliated through Dobson,
and hold similar, if not identical, pro-family policy positions.

2003 estimates put the FRC’s membership at approximately 455,000, and its
operating budget at $10 million (the same amount it reached in the mid—90’s).3 * The FRC
has numerous publications and circulations to which anyone can subscribe, including a
daily email that informs readers about current policy issues; a weekly prayer request
notification; policy lecture invitations informing readers of FRC events; Fact Papers,
providing at-a-glance information on current events and issues; and Legislation Alerts to
notify readers when action must take place in order to usher in or stop family-impacting

legislation.

3 Family Research Council, “About FRC”; available from
http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PGO3F05&v=PRINT; Internet; accessed 8 June 2007.

** Focus on the Family, “Press Room: Press Biographies: Dr. James Dobson,”
available from http://www.focusonthefam.ily.com/press/focusvoices/A000000025.cfm;
Internet; accessed 23 October 2007.

3% Family Research Council, “About FRC”; available from
www.frc.org/get.cfm?1=PG03F05&v=PRINT; Internet; accessed 8 June 2007.
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CHAPTER TWO
does “right” always equal “republican™?

This discussion of partisanship is perhaps the cause of the biggest divide between
the Right and Left. Note that for the past ten or fifteen years the two sides have not been
commonly known as “liberal evangelicals” and “conservative Christians,” but the
Evangelical Left (implying Democratic affiliation) and the Religious Right (referring to
the Republican side.)*® While the Left/Right designations are no longer used exclusively,
the newer “Liberal” and “Conservative” titles have yet to fully take hold. The issue with
this is that both sides should be, first and foremost, Christian, not beholden to any party
lest they risk compromising their values. Again, due to time constraints, I will limit the

topic solely to the position of the Right and ask, does “Right” equal “Republican”?

ACCUSATION
The accusation of the Left is two-fold: the first is that the Right claims to be the
primary voice of Christians within the political arena.”’ If someone, as a Christian, did

not agree with the platform or statements of the Right, then the only voice they would be

3% The Coalition and Family Research Council interchangeably use the words,
“religious right,” “Christians,” “Evangelicals,” “pro-family voters,” and “religious
conservatives.” As such, 1 will follow suit, alleviating as well the necessity for correcting
or clarifying direct quotes from these organizations employing this variety of
terminology.

37 Harvey Cox, “With Malice Toward None: Mixing Religion With Politics is
Nothing New,” Sojourners 25, no. 5 (September-October 1996): 25; “The Religious
Right has claimed an exclusive right to define evangelical faith by its own political
agenda.” Jim Wallis, Who Speaks for God? (New York: Delacorte, 1996), 26.
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left with would be their own.*® The second is that this voice exclusively lends itself to
Republican candidates, even at the expense of the family values platform the Right so
vociferously advocates. “Their ‘Christian Coalition’ tries to dictate who the ‘real’
Christian candidates are; funny thing is, they’re almost all right-wing Republicans.”’

Jim Wallis cites an informal study he conducted over the course of a year as an
example of the first phenomenon. At his myriad of speaking engagements and book
signings, he asked all he encountered what they thought of upon hearing the words
“Evangelical Christian” or “Christian.” The almost unanimous response was someone
associated with the Religious Right, most often the Christian Coalition, Pat Robertson,
and Jerry Falwell.*

The irony Wallis finds with this is that he believes “they [the Right] don’t talk
much about Jesus at all . . . . nor do they discuss the kind of spiritual values that might

bring us together, or heal the nation’s wounds, or uplift the poor, as you might expect

from a group that proclaims itself the voice of religion in politics.”*! More recently he put

3% «But for too long, the so-called Religious Right has dominated that discussion
in the mainstream media. The result is that many people who have religious and spiritual

concerns, but don’t feel represented by groups like the Christian Coalition, feel left out of
the conversation.” Ibid., x1.

3 Ibid., 4.

%0 Jim Wallis, "The Minister as a Prophet for Social Justice" (speech given at a
Conference sponsored by Christian Ethics Today, "The Minister and Politics: How to be

Political Without Being Partisan in Washington D.C. on 27 June 2007), author in
attendance.

! Jim Wallis, Who Speaks for God? (New York: Delacorte, 1996), 4.
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it a different way, saying that religious political organizations must be the moral
compass, making politicians “move to us, not us move to them and their agenda.”

The Left’s charge of the Right is more complicated than simply stating that Right
Wing Christians move to the Republican agenda. Rather the accusation follows that the
primary goal of the Right is power and influence®® and that they are willing to use
questionable tactics in order to attain them. A major part of this strategy is electing as
many Republicans as possible via selective voter registration and reminders, biased voter
guides, and monetary support of Republican campaigns.**

In regards to voter registration efforts, the charge is fairly simple: the Right
identifies those voters most likely to vote pro-family and pro-Republican. Then it is only
those voters who receive reminder calls on Election Day, and in some areas the Coalition
offers rides to ensure those voters make it to the voting stations. If a voter is identified as
a democrat or as someone who would vote contrary to the positions of the Right, their
names are not recorded, and they are not offered registration assistance, nor reminded to

vote on Election Daly.45

%2 Jim Wallis, "The Minister as a Prophet for Social Justice" (speech given at a
Conference sponsored by Christian Ethics Today, "The Minister and Politics: How to be
Political Without Being Partisan in Washington D.C. on 27 June 2007), author in
attendance.

# “The Religious Right . . . went for political power right away. . . . In fact, their
hope was to take over the Republican Party . . . and then implement their legislative
agenda.” Jim Wallis, God'’s Politics: Why the Right Gets it Wrong and the Left Doesn’t
Get it. (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 2005), 64.

* see appendix for examples of the Christian Coalition’s voter identification
script, voter guide, and congressional scorecard, along with the FRC’s vote scorecard.
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The topic of voter guides is much more complicated. It is here that the difference
between the voter guides and vote scorecards must be explained. The Coalition voter
guides are intended to give quick reference information about where politicians stand on
various issues in general (e.g. “federal registration of firearms and licensing of gun
owners,” and “public funding of abortions™) but do not reference specific bills or voting
records. This is of logical necessity since the guides provide information on all
candidates, some of whom may not have held office before and so do not have a voting
record to reference.

Candidates are asked to complete a simple survey to ascertain where they stand
on a few of the most pertinent political issues. However, if a candidate does not receive
or respond to this survey, the Coalition lists what it believes to be an accurate
presentation of the candidate’s views, given his or her voting records and public
statements. In all other cases, “No Response” is listed.

In contrast, Vote Scorecards are reports of how elected officials have voted on
specific bills and amendments in the previous year. These cards give a brief explanation
of each action, along with the Coalition’s or the FRC’s position. Officials are scored by
how often their votes agree with the organization’s positions.

For the sake of simplicity through this section (and because rarely does the Left
make a distinction between the two in its critique), I will use the term “guides” to refer

synonymously to both the guides and the scorecards.

* Rob Boston, The Most Dangerous Man in America? (Amherst: Prometheus,
1996), 105.
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The first critique is one of scope, which falls in line with the belief that the Right
is a limited-issue party (as discussed in the introduction.) The Left claims certain issues
are always included on these guides (e.g. abortion) while others such as health care and
military spending are rarely present, if at all. Anthony Campolo states that a truly
Christian and impartial guide would address all of the issues that concern Christians
(including poverty and war), not just those of a particular party or political group.*

Another problem arises when a guide lists positions for an unresponsive candidate
(whether it be positive or negative) on a few of the issues, but “No Response” on others.
The resulting impression is that this candidate has something to hide. That it is primarily
democrats who have ‘“No Response” listed is another signal to the left of the partisanship
and prejudice of the guides.”’ The guides never distinguish between those candidates who
have responded and those who have not, so that the accuracy of the positions is uncertain.
There is no data on how many candidates actually return the surveys to the Coalition.

Worse than attempting to surmise a candidate’s standpoint, the Left charges that
the voter guides have blatantly misrepresented the voting records and positions of
democratic candidates that were well established. The timing of the guides leaves all
involved little to no opportunity for recourse, since through the 1990’s they were

distributed on the Sunday before Election Day,

¢ Anthony Campolo, Following Jesus Without Embarrassing God (Dallas: Word,
1997), 161.

47 Rob Boston, The Most Dangerous Man in America? (Amherst: Prometheus,
1996), 103.
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The Left alleges that it would be most often only Democrats who object to their
representation in the guides, since the Right exclusively supports any Republican
candidate regardless of their stance on pro-family issues. As an example, the Left cites
the Coalition’s 1994 support of senatorial candidates Kay Bailey Hutchison from Texas
and Paul Coverdell of Georgia, both of whom are considered to be liberal and pro-
choice.*®

The motivating factor for such actions does not lie with the advancement of pro-
family issues, but with the desire for power both in and over the Republican Party.
According to Anthony Campolo, Pat Robertson “made it abundantly clear that
evangelical Christianity was going to be a decisive presence within the Republican Party
for years to come.”’

The Left sees this position as indicative of a larger problem. Politics 1s about
power, whereas “being Christian is about love. In trying to use power to create the values
of the kingdom of God within the present social order, the danger 1s that we will set aside

love.”*® Put another way, the Left believes that the Right is in danger of defeating the

very values it claims to promote in its political pursuit to protect them.

*® Frederick Clarkson, Eternal Hostility: The Struggle Between Theocracy and
Democracy (Monroe: Common Courage, 1997), 32-33.

% Anthony Campolo, Is Jesus a Republican or a Democrat? (Dallas: Word,
1995), 139.

5% Anthony Campolo, Following Jesus Without Embarrassing God (Dallas:
Word, 1997), 167.
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IN THEIR OWN WORDS: CHRISTIAN COALITION
If Ralph Reed, or anyone in the Coalition were to respond directly to the

accusation from the Left that the Right is the main voice of Christians in politics, their
response quite possibly might have been, “you’re right,” at least through the 1990s. Reed
had repeatedly made the point that before the creation of the Coalition, there was a
“tremendous vacuum” in politics where the voice of Evangelical Christians should have
been. He claimed Christians had the largest “explosive potential as a political force,” but
that they were “pitifully unorganized and uneducated.””' The Coalition worked to
change that, and by the mid 1990’s Robertson and Reed commonly made comments
expressing their centrality as a religious representative within the political discussion.>

Representation was not the Coalition’s only goal, but mobilization as well. The
Coalition acknowledged wanting to identify and activate this massive group of Christians
in order to be able to effect pro-family policy change,” though it denied having a script
for screening due to the variance of pro-family voters’ concerns across the nation.’ 4

The Coalition was very upfront about the centrality of the voter guides to their

politics, calling them its “hallmark work.” The guides were meant to be non-partisan,

°! Ralph Reed, Politically Incorrect (Dallas: Word, 1994), 2.

32 «The Christian Coalition has become the leading force in America fighting for
your values and beliefs.” Pat Robertson, Fundraising letter to Christian Coalition
members, 2 January 1996.

53 pat Robertson, The New World Order. (Dallas: Word, 1991), 261.
>* People & Events, “Christian Coalition Hopes to Mobilize ‘Huge Christian

Vote’ For 1992 Elections,” Church & State (1991), 15.
23



giving voters straightforward information on how the candidates stood on vital issues.”
A large amount of publicity precedes the distribution of these guides as the Coalition
worked to raise money to offset their cost, and also to alert as many people as possible to
anticipate their arrival, encouraging their usage.

Surveys were sent to all of the candidates, giving them the opportunity to express
their positions on the family-values issues chosen by the Coalition. The letter
accompanying the survey explained that if a response was not received before the
specified deadline the Coalition would do its best to characterize the views of the
candidates “based on [their] public statements and/or voting record.”®

The guides, as much as its voter registration efforts, were intended to increase the
number of Christians voting for pro-family legislation. “Our goal here is not to take over
either political party. Our goal is to see Christians exercising their rights and getting
involved and make a difference.”’ Reed cited the 1994 election as an example of just
that, saying the Republican landslide in Congress was “in part made possible by
dramatically increased turnout among religious conservative voters.”® That increased

turnout equaled approximately one-third of the entire electorate, or “a staggering nine

>3 Christian Coalition, “About Us,” available from http://www.cc.org; Internet;
accessed 27 April 2007.

3¢ See appendix. Guy Rudgers, National Field Director, Christian Coalition, to the
candidates, 30 June 1992, print.

37 Ralph Reed, “The Religious Right and the Struggle for the Soul of the
Republican Party,” interview by Tim Russert, Meet the Press, 29 November 1992.

°% Ralph Reed, Active Faith (New York: Free Press, 1996), 70.
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million vote increase in Republican turnout over 1990.”°° Another proof of its
effectiveness, cited by the Coalition was the fact that 44 of 73 freshman Republican
Representatives “had close ties to the pro-family movement.”

However, Reed was careful to repeat the point that the Coalition was decidedly
non-partisan, citing the fact that the Coalition declined to endorse any of the candidates
for the Republican National Committee leadership elections, ¢ as well as the Republican
presidential nomination for the 1992 election.®

The Coalition also responded to accusations that it was not Christian enough.

Reed cited two Bible verses (1 Cor 9:19-22% and Acts 21:40%*) in response, saying, “the

pro-family movement should not compromise its cherished beliefs or retreat from its

> Ibid., 154.
% Ibid.

%! Ibid., 160.
62 Ibid., 4-5.

53 1Cor. 9:19 For though I am free with respect to all, I have made myself a slave
to all, so that I might win more of them. 20 To the Jews I became as a Jew, in order to
win Jews. To those under the law I became as one under the law (though I myself am not
under the law) so that I might win those under the law. 21 To those outside the law I
became as one outside the law (though I am not free from God’s law but am under
Christ’s law) so that I might win those outside the law. 22 To the weak I became weak, so

that I might win the weak. I have become all things to all people, that I might by all
means save some.

6 Acts 21:40 When he had given him permission, Paul stood on the steps and
motioned to the people for silence; and when there was a great hush, he addressed them
in the Hebrew language, saying:
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principled positions. But in order to receive a fair hearing, it should speak in the dialect

of its listeners, using language suited to a largely secular audience.”®

IN THEIR OWN WORDS: FAMILY RESEARCH COUNCIL

The FRC clearly states the policy positions on which it is unwilling to
compromise: “Constitutional and legal protections for life in all stages from conception to
natural death; preference in public policies for heterosexual marriage and the traditional
family; a strong national defense and foreign policy rooted in national interests and
ideals” are a few of the ones listed repeatedly on its website.

The FRC is also anxious to activate the Christian vote, as evidenced by its wide
variety of email newsletters and action notifications they provide through their website.
Another service available is one-click voter registration. Anyone who is not yet registered
can do so on the FRC website whether they are a FRC member or not. Once in the
registration site, there are links to current political issues for the voter’s regions. Simple
information is provided, along with links to candidate’s individual sites, including how to
volunteer for each of their campaigns.

The FRC does not publish general-topic voter guides, but does produce
Congressional Scorecards in which the bills and actions are described, while pointing out
the FRC’s position. All officials are scored according to the percentage of time their
votes corresponded with the FRC position. The introduction to the simple, yet lengthy
document, is careful to point out that this scorecard is not comprehensive since it only

focuses on issues central to the health of the family. “It is important to remember,

65 Ralph Reed, Politically Incorrect (Dallas: Word, 1994), 221-2.
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however, that the votes you see here are only a few of the hundreds of votes cast by
Members of Congress in 2006. We have singled out for inclusion the most clear-cut, pro-
family votes that came before Congress.”®®

As for the charge that the Religious Right panders for power within the
Republican party, one would be very hard-pressed to make this case against the Family
Research Council. In light of the approaching 2008 presidential elections, James Dobson
and Tony Perkins were part of an evangelical leaders summit in which the group decided
to support a third party candidate if pro-choice Rudy Giuliani were chosen as the
Republican candidate. Dobson made the point that winning, even a presidential election,
is not worth it if the price is sacrificing ones values.®” Tony Perkins, following the same
thought process, told other evangelical leaders that it would be necessary to act now to
stop the success of Giuliani if that is indeed what they want their plan to be.®®
ANALYSIS

To start off, is the Left’s critique that the Right claims to be the religious voice in

American politics accurate? The Coalition clearly felt that there was no active, viable,

political voice for Christians at its inception in 1989, though Reed and Robertson must

% Family Research Council and Focus on the Family, “Vote Scorecard: 109
Congress, Second Session, U.S. House of Representatives and U.S. Senate.” (Washington
D.C.: FRC Action), 2006, 1.

87 James Dobson, “Op-Ed Contributer: the Values Test,” New York Times
available from http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9CO6EO0DA173
1F937A35753C1A9619C8B63; Internet; accessed 19 October 2007.

% David D. Kirkpatrick, “Giuliani Inspires Threat of a Third-Party Run,” New
York Times, available from http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9BO3E1D81F
39F932A35753C1A9619C8B63&sec=&spon=&pagewanted=all; Internet; accessed 19
October 2007.
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have been aware of other religious organizations in existence at that time. As the
Coalition grew in size and prominence, it progressed in its aim to mobilize the Christian
(also referenced as pro-family, evangelical, and religious conservative) vote, and then
began to take credit for its power.%’ In fundraising and mobilization letters, the Coalition
consistently defined its position as spokesperson for both Christians and Christian
values.”® In its legislative and electoral work, collaborations with other organizations
were not noted. In fact, instead of collaborating with the US Conference of Catholic
Bishops the Coalition created its own sub-group called the Catholic Alliance. So while
the Coalition never directly says it is the “only” Christian voice, it is understandable why
that would be one’s impression of the group according to its self-presentation and actions.

The Family Research Council has not been shown to claim sole credit for the pro-
family movement, nor to deny the place of other religious organizations in the political
discussion and Christian representation.

Wallis’s next accusation was very specific: that the Right doesn’t “talk much

about Jesus at all.” "' I did not find this to be true for either organization. A look at press

59 “In 1992 the CC focused its attention on turning out the largest number of
pro-family voters in history during the upcoming presidential election. . . . The
coalition distributed 40 million nonpartisan voter guides in 60,000 evangelical and
Roman Catholic churches. We conducted nonpartisan voter registration drives in
thousands of churches. [The result was] the largest turnout of conservative
churchgoing voters in history. A total of 24 million self-identified, born-again
evangelicals cast ballots in 1992, representing 1 out of every 4 ballots cast (compared
to 18% in 1988).” Ralph Reed, Politically Incorrect. (Dallas: Word, 1994), 199.

7% To “represent the Christian point of view before local councils, state
legislatures and Congress.” Pat Robertson, Fundraising Flier, 1990.

' Jim Wallis, Who Speaks for God? (New York: Delacorte, 1996), 4.
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releases and speeches shows the Right’s heavy reliance on scripture as a means of
supporting their positions. If it is not always present in policy announcements, Reed gave
an excellent reason why: know one’s audience. When speaking to a secular, non-
Christian audience, they are not likely to hear or understand the speaker who
continuously quotes scripture. One must speak using terms they are going to understand
if any headway is to be made, and Reed gave scriptural support for this approach.

As for the FRC and FRC action groups, their guideline seems less to be “know
one’s audience” than “know one’s topic.” As such, commentaries on morally significant
1ssues (such as homosexuality) are much more likely to contain scripture reference,
whereas judicial nominations generally will not. The Left does not say it expects the
Right to talk about God at all times, just when relevant. I would say that the FRC is
faithful to that standard.

Regarding voter registration and mobilization, it makes sense for a political
organization to target sympathetic voters. The crux of the matter is this: the Coalition
denies identifying and focusing their mobilization efforts on pro-family voters. Yet
almost every statement regarding their efforts references the Coalition’s effort to bring
out “Christian” voters. Also significant are comments Reed made to the Montana
Coalition chapter in 1992. “[T]hat’s why the voter identification strategy is so important,
because you’re identifying your people and getting them to the polls, but the other side

never knows what you’re doing.” He quotes scripture for support, “What the Lord did
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was first the principle of secrecy and deception. They sent spies into Jericho, didn’t

they.”72

This sheds a new light on Robertson’s description of the Coalition’s massive
database ready to be “mobilized in support of vital issues.””* Even without Reed’s
comment, it would be illogical to believe Robertson was intending to mobilize non pro-
family voters, because that would be self-defeating. Then there is the matter of the voter
identification script previously mentioned (see appendix for the complete script), though I
recognize that some may wish to debate its authenticity. Regardless, looking at
everything together, it is impossible to say that the Coalition targets pro-family voters for
registration drives and mobilization to the exclusion of those holding opposite beliefs. It
is also impossible to say that they do not. Remembering that the Coalition is indeed a
political organization, it is left to the individual to decide whether such partiality (if that
is what has occurred) is a transgression or not.

Not having seen record of any FRC sponsored voter-identification drives, one is
left only with its website against which to decide the issue. The fact that anyone can
register through their website is evidence of non-partisanship, aside from the fact that it is
generally only their supporters who will be perusing their website. This cannot be helped
nor judged negatively upon.

The voter guides (not congressional scorecards) of the Coalition present an

interesting topic for debate. To summarize the charges against them, the Left claims they

72 Ralph Reed, "God's Building an Army" (speech given at Christian Coalition
Conference in Helena, Montana on 25 January 1992), transcript.

7 Pat Robertson, The New World Order (Dallas: Word, 1991), 261.
30



are biased, unclear, and inaccurate. Many Democrats blamed their loss in the 1994
congressional races on these guides, claiming their records were distorted.”

One example of this charge is Tony Hall, democrat from Ohio, who was listed as
“anti-family” by the Coalition, even though he was an active pro-life supporter and had
received a 100% rating from the Family Research Council. The Coalition’s reasoning
was that he voted in favor of humanitarian funding to third world countries, which

essentially took money away from American families, thereby making him “anti-

family.”"

Another is Virginia’s Democratic Senator Chuck Robb, who was listed as having
voted to fund obscene art (i.e. voted to fund the NEA). In actuality, he had voted to cut its
funding, and also voted specifically to restrict funding for offensive art. This guide also

said he was against voluntary school prayer even though he had gone on record in its

favor.’®

There are two ways one could look at this. Firstly, that yes, the guides were
horribly distorted, causing a falsely negative impression of the Democratic candidates,
turning off voters and causing them to lose both the House and Senate. The second option

is that the guides were not distorted at all, but did exactly what they were intended to do:

74 ’Nina J. Easton, Gang of Five (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000), 287.

> Anthony Campolo, Following Jesus Without Embarrassing God (Dallas: Word,
1997), 160.

’® Endnote #15. Clyde Wilcox, Onward Christian Soldiers? (Boulder, Westview,
2000), 170.
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help pro-family voters elect pro-family candidates, a category that democrats generally
do not fall into.

It is understandable why some also see as suspicious the frequency of a “No
Response” position on democratic profiles in comparison with those of republicans.
Whether this is because the majority of democrats did not return the Coalition survey,
whereas the majority of republicans did is impossible to say, as the Coalition does not
provide this information.

The purpose of this discussion is to determine whether the voter guides are guilty
of partisanship, as the Left has charged. Key to this discussion is the lawsuit filed against
the Coalition by the Federal Election Committee in 1996. The FEC charged that the
guides unlawfully supported Republican candidates. The presiding judge, Joyce Hens
Green found that though a Republican bias was apparent, the Coalition never explicitly
advocated for individual candidates. She did find that the Coalition behaved improperly
in helping Newt Gingrich and Oliver L. North in their respective elections in 1994. She
also made clear that the only reason the Coalition was not found guilty of “impermissible
coordination” with George Bush’s 1992 campaign was that the campaign refused
Coalition overtures to do so.”’

As for the errors in voting records, it is quite possible that those were simple
errors unintentionally made by the Coalition. The issue, then is that there was no room

for correction when such errors were made due to the fact that the guides were released

" Richard L. Berke, “Ruling Bolsters Christian Group,” New York Times, 3
August 1999; available from http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=
9FO07EODBIE31F930A3575BC0A96F958260&n=Top/Reference/Times%20Topics/Subj
ects/S/Suits%20and%20Litigation; Internet; accessed 23 October 2007.
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two days before the election. If the goal of the Coalition was truly to elect as many pro-
family candidates as possible, then it should want to provide the most accurate
information possible, allowing themselves an avenue of correction for when mistakes
were made.

Take for instance the case of Tony Hall, the Democratic Congressman who
received a 100 percent rating from the Family Research Council. His voting for Third
World Humanitarian Aid is a weak “anti-family” argument by any standard, especially
since he voted in line on domestic issues.”® There was no good to be had for a pro-family
organization by keeping him out of office, unless that organization was truly guilty of
wanting only Republican candidates to win. Assuming that was not the case and that
mistakes can happen, it makes more sense to allow time for corrections and rebuttals.

The scorecards of the 21* century, put out by both the Coalition and the FRC are
much more straightforward and less inclined to bias (except for the favoring of family
issues, but that is explained upfront and to be expected from family-oriented
organizations). They show the votes recorded from the previous Congressional session,
information that is easy for anyone to verify if they doubted the cards’ veracity. While
one can order scorecards for distribution, thanks to the internet the cards are widely
available to everyone, not just those attending service on the Sunday before an election.

The last charge to be addressed is one of power-mongering. Is the goal of the

Coalition to pass pro-family legislation, or to takeover the Republican Party? The charge

"® Topic wise, the guides of the FRC and the Coalition are remarkably similar (see
appendix.) It would be safe to assume that a 100% rating from one organization would
translate to a similar score with the other.
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that it supports any Republican regardless of their beliefs is not well substantiated. Both
Hutchison and Coverdell voted almost one hundred percent in-line with the Religious
Right on the topic of abortion, calling into question the Left’s assertion that they were
both pro-choice.

However, there is no doubt that the Right widely supports Republican candidates,
so the issue becomes one of partisanship. The Coalition’s own literature and speeches by
key figures demonstrates the extent of its involvement with the Republican Party. Reed
pointed out that the Coalition failed to comment on the Republican National Convention
leadership race, and failed to endorse a candidate for the Republican presidential
nomination. That Reed volunteered these positions is indicative of the Coalition’s
involvement with the Republican Party, else his comments would have been centered on
both sides, “The Coalition endorsed neither the Democratic nor the Republican candidate
in the presidential elections, and did not participate in either party’s candidate nomination
process.” Furthering this point is an April 3, 1992 letter on Coalition letterhead that Reed
sent to Charlie Black (former spokesman of the Republican National Committee) along
with a list of fifty three Republicans “whom Pat Robertson would like to be seriously
considered as delegates from California to the Republican National Convention.” Reed
wrote that “including these people in the process will be vital to getting our supporters
strongly behind the President in the fall.” This letter substantiates the Coalition’s
involvement in the Republican Party, and hints at the extent of the its own perceived
ability to affect voting behavior.

At the 1995 Road to Victory Conference, all but one of the major Republican
presidential candidates came to speak. Reed was said to have taken this as a sign that he
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had “at last, arrived” in the political world, saying, “I used to be in awe of these guys . . .
Now I got [sic] them eating out of my hand.””® Robertson spoke more directly to the
issue of his power and influence at the 1997 Road to Victory Conference:

Look, we put you [the Republicans] in power in 1994, and we want you to

deliver. We’re tired of temporizing. Don’t give us all this stuff about you’ve got a

different agenda. This is what we’re going to do this year. And we’re going to

hold your feet to the fire while you do it.
His forty-minute speech was tape recorded and released to the media. Arne Owens, the
Coalition spokesman did not deny the authenticity of the tape, but said that Robertson
was speaking as an individual, and the “we” he referenced was not the Coalition but the
pro-family movement in general.®

Reed expressed a similar sentiment in his book, Active Faith. Due to the
attribution to the Coalition of the 1994 Republican Congressional take-over, during the
1996 Presidential campaigns Reed advised the Republican Party that “in politics, as in
romance . . . you dance with the one who brung you;” ergo: the Party owed their majority
to the Christian vote and as such needed to continue to cater to them and their pro-family

latform if they wished to continue to be in power.?' Reed was even more blatant when
p Y p

interviewed in 1995 by Katie Couric, stating his belief that without the religious

7® Nina J. Easton, Gang of Five (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000), 342.

8 Richard L. Berke, “A Tape Reveals Pat Robertson, the Politician,” New York
Times, 18 September 1997. Available from http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?
res=9CO3E1DF1038F93BA2575AC0A961958260; Internet; accessed 23 October 2007.

8! Ralph Reed, Active Faith (New York: Free Press, 1996), 3.
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conservative vote, the Republican Party would lose elections and “return to the minority
status it languished in for most of the post-World War II period.”*

It is possible that the above quotes witness Reed and the Coalition simply
practicing good politics: trying to elect as many Republicans as possible as a fail-safe to
push through more pro-family legislation since oftentimes Congressional votes continue
to fall along party lines. It is also possible that Reed and Robertson were doing nothing
more than vocalizing their desire for Republicans to follow through on promises to do
just that. If this were an analysis of the maneuvering of a purely political organization and
if the above two explanations were true, then there would be no further need for study.

However, the fact of the matter is that the Christian Coalition is, first and
foremost, a Christian organization. Reed himself acknowledged what distinction this
makes, “The hierarchy of loyalties is uncompromisingly simple: they [Christians in
politics] are a people of faith first, Americans second, and Republicans or Democrats
third.”®® Christian values must take primacy even over political efficacy. I re-quote
Anthony Campolo on the issue:

The biggest problem Christians face in their involvement with politics is that

politics is about power, while being Christian is about love. In trying to use power

to create the values of the Kingdom of God within the present social order, the
danger is that we will set aside love.**

82 Ibid., 206.
8 Ibid., 8.

8 Anthony Campolo, Following Jesus Without Embarrassing God (Dallas: Word,
1997), 167.
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It is precisely this love that sets Christians apart from all the rest, and it should be
unwavering and indisputable. The issue, then, is not whether the Coalition was acting as a
political group, but if they were acting as a Christian political group. Matthew 25:34-46
says this means that love of Christ must be its motivation, and that this must be clear.
Paul wrote in Titus that Christian leaders must be blameless, show integrity, and their
speech be above reproach. This clarity is completely lacking in the record of the
Coalition. Too many of its actions can be interpreted adversely, too many of their
speeches are lacking the Christian perspective of love.

Paul also wrote that leaders must not be over-bearing or use their office for profit
or dishonest gain. One has to question how well the Coalition upholds these directives in
their maneuvers for political influence.

So then what of the Family Research Council? There was no evidence of power
plays along the lines of the Coalition; quite the opposite is seen, in fact, with its threat to
endorse a third party candidate in the presidential elections. Their positions are always
clear: they are pro-family and pro-life, and all of their legislative activities fall in line
with that. One could doubt the motivation of the FRC, could say they are more concerned
with bravado than with truly advancing the pro-family agenda. Yet this would be pure
speculation since no evidence has been presented that would support that hypothesis.
Instead of bravado, I see a staunch refusal to compromise their moral positioning, which

is the essence of integrity.
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CHAPTER THREE
what about poverty?

Republican or democrat, conservative or liberal: party politics and power plays
certainly make for interesting discussions, which in and of itself is a great luxury. One
must have the time to learn the ins and outs of the law, who is influencing who and why,
and what are the results (or consequences) of deal making. It is all very academic.
However, when looking at the debate surrounding poverty, we must be reminded and
humbled by the fact that with each decision made, there are real consequences. There is
more at stake than a group’s tax exempt status, or how many congressmen want its help
to win the next election. Here failure means families without homes, a child without
lunch at school, or a pregnant mother without access to healthcare.

It is refreshing, then, that after spending so much time discussing the partisanship
of religious organizations, we can turn to one of the most unifying topics for Christian
organizations: poverty. Jackie Spycher of Sojourners describes it as the one issue
garnering the most ecumenical support because all participants can check their
disagreements at the door in order to unify on this common cause.” Poverty affects
everyone, regardless of party affiliation, religious denomination, age, race, or education
level. It is also a problem so large that it requires as many people and organizations as

possible work together to find a viable solution.

% Jackie Spycher of Sojourners, interview by author, Washington, D.C., 28 June
2007.
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ACCUSATION
The main charge of the Left is that the Religious Right ignores the plight of the

poor in favor of focusing on sexual and cultural issues. The attention the Right does pay
to the topic has been negative, centered more on eliminating social supports than working
for the cause of social justice.®® In the 1990s this was evidenced by their work to “slash
and burn” the federal welfare system without first securing something better in its place.”’
Single mothers and children would be the ones to suffer the most, said Wallis, the
modern day equivalents of the widows and poor described time and again in the Bible.®®

A large part of this debate centers on the 1996 Welfare Reform Bill enacted by
President Bill Clinton, a direct result of the Republican’s Contract With America that was
fully supported by the Christian Coalition. The Evangelical Left was highly critical of the
Welfare Reform Bill even though it agreed with the Right that welfare tended to do more
harm than good, encouraging people to become dependent upon it instead of working as a
stepping stone to independence and fiscal security.®® What the Left did not like about this
bill was that the majority of the system was placed into the hands of the states, which

were given less money and no minimum obligations of service. Welfare recipients had to

8 «The Christian Coalition has been among the loudest voices in favor of cutting
funds for poor women and children and, in fact, for the elimination of all public support
for those in need.” Jim Wallis, Who Speaks for God? (New York: Delacorte, 1996), 55;
The Christian Coalition “seemed to pass over the concerns of the poor,” Anthony
Campolo, Speaking My Mind (Nashville: W. Publishing Group, 2004), 126.

87 Jim Wallis, Who Speaks for God? (New York: Delacorte, 1996), 47.

88 Ibid., 20.

8 Jim Wallis, “Hearts and Minds: A Great National Sin,” Sojourners. 25, no. 5
(1996), 7-9. Available from http://www.sojo.net/index.cfm?action=magazine.article
&issue=s0j9609&article=960951; Internet; accessed 9/20/07.

39



meet job requirements after two years and were given a lifetime benefit cap of five
years.”” Three top administrative officials’’ resigned as a direct result of the passage of
this bill, citing the arbitrariness of the time limits and the lack of funding for job training
as signs not only of the inadequacy of the bill, but also of its gross negligence. They
believed that the children of welfare recipients would suffer the most because their
parents would find themselves suddenly without aid, without food assistance, without
child care, and then the children themselves — because their parents had received
assistance — would not be able to receive welfare benefits because of the lifetime limit of
five years.”

2001 brought about a unity of opinion with both sides supporting Executive Order
13198, which created the Centers for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives. Jim Wallis
backed this measure because he believes that grass-root organizations are able to come up

with more effective solutions to the problems of their own communities.” That being

% Jim Wallis, “Hearts and Minds: A Great National Sin,” Sojourner 25, no. 5
(1996), 7-9. Available from http://www.sojo.net/index.cfm?action=magazine.article
&issue=s0j9609&article=960951; Internet; accessed 9/20/07.

°! Mary Jo Bane resigned as Assistant Secretary at the Department of Health and
Human Services for Families and Children; Peter Edelman, resigned as Assistant
Secretary at the Department of Health and Human Services; Wendell Primus resigned as
Deputy Assistant Secretary at the Department of Health and Human Services.

%2 Jim Wallis, “The Issue is Poverty: A Conversation on Welfare Reform, (report
on the 12/19/1996 discussion on welfare in Washington D.C.)” Sojourners 26, no. 2
(1997), 18-22. Available from http://www.sojo.net/index.cfm?action=magazine.
article&issue=s0j9703 &article=970312; Internet; accessed 9/20/07.

% Jim Wallis, “Will Aid Make Churches Docile?” New York Times, 3 February
2001.
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said the Left does have one major concern: that religious organizations not compromise
their beliefs and/or morals in order to continue receiving federal funding. Wallis asks,
“how can religious groups safeguard their prophetic voice as they partner with
govemment?”94

IN THEIR OWN WORDS: CHRISTIAN COALITION
The Coalition’s official stance was that yes, the poor needed help, but that welfare

was not the way to provide it. They said welfare was not only ineffective, but also
detrimental to the struggle to overcome poverty because it was easier for people to
remain on the welfare rolls than to take themselves off. One study showed that 60% of
women who received welfare for one year continued to receive it the next year; after two
consecutive years, 70% continued on; after four years 80%. Reed called welfare “nothing
less than a sentence to perpetual poverty.”> Reed proclaimed a three-fold solution: D)
graduate high school; 2) get married; 3) maintain a job. He came to this conclusion after
seeing the statistic that 50% of single teen parents found themselves on welfare within
one year, and single parents who had not finished high school had a poverty rate of 79%.
These numbers lie in stark contrast with the 8% poverty rate for married high school
graduates who waited until after the age of 25 to have children.”®

This data led Reed to the conclusion that government based programs were
completely ineffective at resolving poverty. He noted that the poverty rate had actually

increased by .4% since 1966, when the government began to dedicate billions of dollars

** Ibid.

% Ralph Reed, Politically Incorrect (Dallas: Word, 1994), 83.

% Ibid.
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annually to the cause.”” The Coalition’s Contract With the American Family (a ten-point
legislative plan mirroring the Republican party’s Contract With America from the
previous year) was in part a response to this. It called for the involvement of private
charities in place of welfare, a proposal found in the 1995 Welfare Reform Act

mentioned above.”®

Reed saw the private sector as the positive alternative. He believed that the
majority of people were capable of successfully managing their lives over all, but
occasionally had times when they legitimately needed emergency relief. It was precisely
for these situations that private organizations have proven to be most effective. Reed
added that the best private workers identified which other services their clients were
eligible to receive (both public and private) and then helped them to apply.”

Another of the Coalitions’ poverty-targeting methods was the Samaritan Project,
created in 1997 to take “aim at the social ills plaguing the nation’s poor: crime, drugs,
failing schools, out-of-wedlock births, broken homes, and the cycle of welfare

dependency.”'® Its director, Rev. Earl Jackson said about the Samaritan Project, “We

97 «Federal, state, and local governments spend about $350 billion per year on
seventy-nine means-tested programs aimed at assisting the poor; this is about 20 percent
more than we spend on national defense. Yet today’s poverty rate of 15.1 percent higher
than the 14.7 percent rate in 1966 when the War on Poverty began.” Christian Coalition,
Contract With the American Family (Nashville: Moorings, 1995), 85-6.

** Ibid, 85.
* Ibid, 95.
190 «Christian Coalition Announces New Leadership Team,” 1997 Road to

Victory Program. Sept. 12-13, 1997, Atlanta. (no page numbers).
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need to replace the welfare state with a culture of caring.” ' This minority-focused
program (its main intended recipients were African-Americans) was cut by the end of the
year due to Coalition budget cuts. '*2

IN THEIR OWN WORDS: FAMILY RESEARCH COUNCIL

The Family Research Council also believes welfare needs to be reformed, but
envisions a different definition of reformation success. The FRC takes the position that
certain institutionalized expectations and “family values” actually work to deteriorate,
rather than strengthen the family.

The first to be challenged is the idea that putting single mothers to work is the
answer to ending their poverty.'® This would require they spend more time outside the
home and that they place their children in day care, two factors that could hardly help an
104

already fragile family.

Secondly, the FRC challenges the supposition of many conservatives that a return

to the “traditional” family is the answer to the current moral and economic crisis. The

191 «“Christian Coalition Announces New Leadership Team,” 1997 Road to
Victory Program. Sept. 12-13, 1997, Atlanta. (no page numbers).

192 L eon Howell, “Ups and Downs of the Religious Right,” Christian Century 117
n0.13 (2000): 463. ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerials, EBSCOhost (accessed 15
May 2007).

103 «“Single parents must participate for at least 20 hours per week the first year,
increasing to at least 30 hours per week by FY 2000. Two-parent families must work 35

hours per week by July 1, 1997,” Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996.

% Dr. Allan C. Carlson, Ph. D. “Love is Not Enough: Toward the Recovery of a
Family Economics™’; available from http://www..frc.org/get.cfm?i=WT02J1&v=PRINT;
Internet; accessed 15 September 2007.
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one-income family was a “one-generation wonder” based on a falsified system of job
segregation along gender lines that was and continues to put the family at risk. This is the
very system that led to unequal pay for women, and, they claim, that decreased the net
take-home wage of men as well. When looked at in this manner, it is a falsehood to claim
that the majority of Americans want to return to this “family wage” system because they
do not. '® “We need to do better.”'*

Nor is the answer, however, to push for “full, government-enforced gender
equality in jobs, promotions, and contracts,” because, they claim, this action
“discourage[s] marriage and reward[s] divorce.”'%’ [2000 Republican Party platform] The
FRC claims that the increase in women’s formal education combined with the
illegalization of workplace gender discrimination (via the 1964 Civil Rights Act)
encouraged women to postpone marriage and decrease the number of children they

bore.'%®

1% There is “no popular consensus today in favor of a ‘family wage’ regime
resting on job segregation.” Ibid.

196 1hid.

197 Ibid.

1% 1955 “Conference on the Effective Use of Womanpower” which called for an
increase in the formal education of women, especially in scientific and technical arenas in
order to encourage the postponement of marriage, alon§ with the addition of the word,
‘sex” to title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act by 1976'* resulted in a negative birth rate
(15% below growth level), increased out-of-wedlock births, a decrease in marriages, and
a 150% divorce rate. Ibid.
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The FRC focuses its recommendations on making marriage and family
economically viable via a child tax credit of $2500 per child under the age of 18; $2500
preschool credit, and a return to income splitting for married couples.'®

The FRC also approves of the government supporting faith-based organizations as
a means for increasing access to needed services. As proof of this they cite one 1998-
1999 study showing eighty-four new contracts between the government and Faith Based
Organizations (FBOs) totaling $7,518,667."'° Another indication was that private
organizations were able to expand the services offered from simple commodities (food

and clothing) to intensive training, counseling, and mentoring because of increased

funding.'"!
ANALYSIS

The Left has charged that the Right advocated an arbitrary and callous
dismantling of the nation’s social support network, potentially leaving “the least of these”
without adequate access to necessary aid or services. The plumb line for this accusation is
the 1995 Welfare Reform Act, yet after its passage, one did not find a sudden glut of

single mothers and their children suddenly lacking jobs, housing, or food. Poverty rates

199 1hid.

"% Dr. Amy Sherman, “The Bush Faith-Based Initiative: Compassionate
Conservatism in Action”; available from

http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=WTO01KI&v=PRINT; Internet accessed 9/20/07.

1 Ibid.
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dropped in this time, from 20.8% in 1995 to 19.9% in 1997. The number of workers
below the poverty level also declined.''?

To be fair, one must also examine poverty levels five years later, due to the
Reform’s lifetime limit on benefits. In 2001 poverty had fallen further to 16.3%, though it
increased steadily to 17.6% in 2003. 2001 1s also when President George W. Bush signed
Executive Order 13198, creating the Centers for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives.
Both sides enthusiastically supported this initiative as a great means to serve the poor.
However, poverty rates increased until reaching a high of 17.8% in 2004, then proceeded
to drop a modest .2% per year for the next two years.' >

While it is not possible to say that the Reform was responsible for either the rise
or drop in poverty levels, it is safe to say that the Reform did »ot result in the dire
situation predicted by the Left. Even with the 2002 increase, poverty levels were still
lower than they were in the 1990s. One could speculate on what actually caused the rise
and fall in poverty rates, or what the rates would be if the law had not been enacted, but
that is beyond the scope and intent of this study.

More important than the effect of the Act is the intent behind it. Did the Right
support a bill that clearly put welfare recipients in imminent danger of debilitating
poverty? A closer examination of the Personal Responsibility Act reveals interesting

datum. Yes, there was a five-year maximum limit, but there was also an allowance for

12U S. Census Bureau, “Poverty: Historical Poverty Tables”; available from
http://pubdb3.census.gov/macro/032006/pov/new01 100 01.htm; Internet; accessed 29
August 2007.

3 Ibid.
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20% of each state’s rolls to be exempt from this. The Act increased by almost $4 billion
the amount of money allotted for childcare assistance, guaranteed health care for a
number of disadvantaged groups, including children and welfare recipients, and it also
cracked down on child support payment enforcement.

While it is possible to debate the details (whether 20% is enough of an allowance,
are there any provisions for a fluctuating economy, etc.) again, that is for another time
and place. It is clear to see that the Right did intend to ensure that government continue to
provide some sort of safety net for those receiving welfare. This combined with an
increase in services from the private sector can hardly be classified as cruel negligence,
and one cannot fault the Right for hoping these modifications would indeed positively
change the welfare state.

In many regards, the charge against the Right is itself theological, making the
transition to theological assessment an easy one. Has the Religious Right acted in a
distinctly Christian manner when it comes to the poor, meaning they act out of love with
integrity, respectability, and soundness of speech? It has already been established that
both the Coalition and the Family Research Council have a history of advocating for a
new approach, since the old system of welfare and social safety-nets were not working
effectively. Given the wide array of services maintained in the 1995 Reform Act, there is
no evidence that the Coalition wished for anything other than to help people out of

114

poverty. " If the method they advanced was truly effective is irrelevant to this

discussion.

"4 believe it important to note that there were some significant differences
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The same applies to the discussion of the Faith Based Centers for Faith-Based and
Community Initiatives of 2001: what was the FRC’s motivation for supporting it? All of
the dialogue shows a universal belief that private organizations are very effective at
helping those in need — more so than government in many cases. Supporting the Faith
Based Initiative, then, was a direct reflection of this belief and hope to aid people in need.
Both organizations were also consistent in their backing of federally funding private
charities to the benefit of all involved: those in need, the government, and private and
religious organizations. I can see how, in their eyes, this was a winning situation for all
involved, where no one benefits from the sacrifice of another.

I believe both organizations meet Paul’s criteria for blamelessness and integrity,

and find no cause for the charges against them as described herein.

between the Personal Responsibility Act that was initially put forth by the Republican
Party and vigorously supported by the Coalition, and the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 that was passed. The original bill was
vetoed by President Clinton because he believed it lacked too much by way of welfare-to-
work assistance, as well as needed social supports, including health and child care. There
is no way of accurately determining the Coalition’s standpoint was regarding these policy
details. If it were, it would be possible to either auger or defeat my present assumptions
that the Coalition was theologically correct in lobbying for this particular welfare reform.
Department of Health and Human Services, “HHS Factsheet: The Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1997,” http-
/Iwww.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/cse/new/prwora.htm.webarchive; Internet; accessed 20
October 2007.
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CHAPTER FOUR
the abortion issue

Part-in-parcel of the discussion of single-mothers and women on welfare is
abortion. The connection between poverty and abortion rates makes for an interesting
discussion. Many question if poor women are forced into having abortions because of the
lack of social supports, or if they should have abortions to a) alleviate stress on an already
over-taxed welfare system and b) discourage people from having more children in order
to earn more monetary benefits from the government.

As with poverty, the position of both the Right and the Left on abortion is
remarkably similar: both believe it is morally wrong, and actively seek the answer to
effectively reduce (and one day eliminate) its practice. Where the two sides diverge is in
their identification of the causes of abortion usage, and, as a result, their proposed
solutions.

ACCUSATION

Once a problem is identified, the most logical course of action is to explore all
possible responses in order to find the best solution. The Left charges that the Right
disallows this frank discussion by maintaining an all-or-nothing position which, in the
end, prevents the discovery of real solutions for lowering the abortion rate. “It is this
inability even to talk about abortion without enduring condemnations and put-downs that

adds to all the hurt and confusion that abounds in our midst.”'">

15 Anthony Campolo, Is Jesus a Republican or a Democrat? (Dallas: Word,
1995), 99.
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The Left contends that focusing the debate on simply outlawing abortions is a
waste of time.''® A more effective method would be to focus on finding and encouraging
abortion alternatives while working with the public on their beliefs in order to actually
decrease the rate. People will continue to have abortions until they are convinced the act
itself is wrong.!'” Moreover, outlawing abortions would not be a pro-life accomplishment
“if it pushes too many women into the back alleys again.”''*

To this end, the Left contends that one of the best ways to lower the rate of
abortions is to lower the rate of unwanted pregnancies.'’® Tony Campolo cites a study by

the Guttmacher Institute'?’

that estimated a 200,000 per year drop in abortions if
Medicaid would cover contraception for low-income women. He personally believes that
such support, in combination with a number of other measures such as sex education
(including use of contraceptives), guaranteed maternity leave and an increase in the

number of adoptive parents, would lessen the number of abortions by at least half. He

notes that the candidates routinely supported by the Religious Right because of their anti-

16 Jim Wallis, Who Speaks for God? (New York: Delacorte, 1996), 185.

17 Anthony Campolo, Is Jesus a Republican or a Democrat? (Dallas: Word,
1995), 99.

8 1hid, 185.
19 Ihid.

120 “The Guttmacher Institute advances sexual and reproductive health through an
interrelated program of social science research, policy analysis and public education
designed to generate new ideas, encourage enlightened public debate, promote sound
policy and program development and, ultimately, inform individual decision making.”
Guttmacher Institute, “About the Guttmacher Institute”; available from
http://www.guttmacher.org/about/index.html; Internet; accessed 25 October 2007.
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abortion stance are often the same ones who vote against such proposals that could
reduce the rate of unplanned pregnancy in the lower classes.'*'

The Left also charges that by supporting legislation that decreases social support
to single and/or low-income mothers, the Right is, in effect, encouraging those women to
abort. Take for example the Personal Responsibility Act supported by the Right that
specifically excluded assistance for children born to underage (younger than eighteen
years) mothers, mothers already receiving welfare, mothers who have previously received
welfare for two years, and for those children without legally identified fathers.'*” While
the Left disagrees that many women bear children in order to receive monetary support
from the government, they contend that many will choose to not bring a child to term if

such support and assistance is not available.'”

IN THEIR OWN WORDS: CHRISTIAN COALITION
The Coalition is opposed to the legalization of abortion accorded by Roe v. Wade.
Reed called the decision a federal imposition of two liberal states’ abortion law on the

rest of the country, causing as much civil discord as the Dred Scott decision.'** Robertson

12 Tony Campolo, Letters to a Young Evangelical (New York: Basic Books,
2006), 151.

122 julie Polter, “Women and Children First,” Sojourers 24, no. 2 (1995), 20.
123 «“While cash benefits and other government support aren’t the key reasons why
poor women get pregnant (despite what some politicians say), they can be key factors in
allowing her to choose to continue her pregnancy, keep her child, and find a way out of
poverty.” Ibid.

124 «“Roe v. Wade was a disastrous decision that imposed the liberal abortion laws
of two states, New York and Colorado, upon the rest of the nation. It was one of the most
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claimed the decision was unconstitutional and diminished the value of human life as
revealed through scripture and nature.

This is precisely why the Coalition lobbied against Title X of the Public Health
Service Act. Title X is a federal grant program that gives money to community-based
clinics for the sole purpose of “family planning and related preventive health services,” as
well as information dissemination. Approximately five million men and women received
services from Title X clinics in fiscal year 2006.'%

The Coalition objected to the fact that some Title X clinics performed abortions,
and that the clinics were required to inform all pregnant women about abortion options
when they are inquired after, which they say promoted abortion as a form of birth control.
126 The Coalition believed that these actions, combined with current abortion law taught
Americans that “unborn human beings [were] disposable,” allowing for women to accept
abortion as a means of birth control. In support of this, one study that found an increase

in the rate of repeat abortion seekers (women who have had prior abortions) along with

ill-conceived acts of judicial fiat since the Dred Scott decision, and it has created no less
civil discord.” Ralph Reed, “What Do Religious Conservatives Really Want?” in Michael
Cromartie, ed., Disciples and Democracy: Religious Conservatives and the Future of
American Politics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 11.

125 Office of Population Affairs, “The Title X Family Planning Program,” DHHS:
Office of Public Health and Science: Office of Family Planning; available from
http://opa.osophs.dhhs.gov/titlex/ofp.html; Internet; accessed 29 August 2007.

126 Christian Coalition, Contract With the American Family (Nashville: Moorings,
1995), 69.
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the number of women who acknowledged using no form of alternate birth control during
the month prior to conception.'?’

Robertson and Reed focused much of their anti-abortion vernacular on its
funding, repeating the claim that “the majority of the American people” were against
using tax money to pay for or promote abortions on demand.'*® It was this support that
led the Coalition to warn the Republican Party to not have a pro-choice candidate on their
9

1996 presidential ticket because pro-lifers would not vote for them.'?

In order to make progress towards their admittedly unlikely goal of outlawing all

130

abortions, ** the Coalition was reluctantly supportive of bills enacting lesser restrictions

on the practice of abortion. However, after experiencing a backlash from the pro-life
community for this support, the Coalition worked to emphasize the political necessity of
their actions in conjunction with the certainty of their anti-abortion stance.'*' They

refocused their efforts on a Constitutional amendment “to enshrine protection for unborn

127 1bid, 65.

128 pat Robertson, Fundraising Letter to Coalition Members, 12 April 1996; Ralph
Reed, Politically Incorrect (Dallas: Word, 1994), 11.

12 TIME, “GOP Contenders Reject Abortion Litmus Test,” available from
http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,3057,00.html; Internet; accessed 25 June
2007.

3% In April of 2007, Roberta Combs praised a Supreme Court decision to uphold
the ban on partial-birth abortion as the first step towards the reversal of Roe v. Wade.
Roberta Combs, “Christian Coalition of America Says ‘Roe v. Wade’ Endangered with
Today’s Supreme Court Victory Upholding Partial Birth Abortion Ban”; available from
http://www.cc.org/content.cfm?id=382; Internet; accessed 23 May 2007.

B William Martin, With God on Our Side: the Rise of the Religious Right in
America (New York: Broadway, 1996), 358.
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children and as a bulwark against other assaults on the right to life."*” This included
allowing abortions only when the life of the mother was in danger, denying the use of
abortion as birth control, and disallowing the use of public monies to fund abortions,
including “tax subsidies to organizations that perform abortions.”'**

Another aspect of abortions that the Coalition brought to light was its safety.
Robertson claimed that pro-choice advocates gloss over or deny the myriad of potential
side effects and complications associated with abortion, making it appear to be a
completely safe procedure. Robertson contended that it was not, writing that “many
women suffer serious complications” from the procedure. He wrote an article describing
the complicated deaths of two otherwise healthy women as a direct result of their having
had abortions. Thus, to Robertson, women’s own health and safety 1s simply one more

reason why he wanted to see an end to the practice of abortion. “It is clear that women

seeking abortion are taking terrible risks with their own lives, but we must not forget the

other lives at stake,”134

IN THEIR OWN WORDS: FAMILY RESEARCH COUNCIL
One of the main goals of the Family Research Council is to seek “Constitutional

and legal protections for life in all stages from conception to natural death.”"*> The FRC

132 Christian Coalition, Contract With the American Family (Nashville: Moorings,
1995), 67-8.

133 Ralph Reed, “The Religious Right and the Struggle for the Soul of the
Republican Party,” interview by Tim Russert, Meet the Press, 29 November 1992, 9.

134 pat Robertson, “Pat’s View,” Christian American, (1997), 10.
135 Family Research Council, “About Us”; available from http://www.frc.org;

Internet; accessed 15 September 2007.
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publicly applauded the upholding of the partial-birth abortion ban, stating that such a
move brings American “abortion policy one step closer to the views of the American
people,” the majority of which, per the FRC, is fully against unrestricted abortions.'*®
The FRC also applauded Bush’s 2007 vow to veto any legislation threatening to weaken
the current federal position on abortions."”” To be clear, the FRC is also opposed
specifically to federal monies being used to fund abortions.'*®

FRC discussion of abortion does not end with the act of abortion itself. They also
recognize the importance of social support in encouraging women to carry their babies to
term. They lambasted the Democrats’ refusal to pass an amendment regarding the State
Children’s Health Insurance Plan (S-CHIP) saying that the “liberals deliberately ignored
the plight of these women who want to bring a child to a healthy full term birth.”"'*

The FRC also agrees with the need to decrease the rate of unwanted pregnancies
as a method of abortion prevention. However, it disagrees that focusing on sex education
and contraceptive distribution is the best way to accomplish this. Abstinence-only

education is their preferred method, claiming it provides adolescents with better

136 Family Research Council, “FRC Praises Supreme Court ruling Upholding
Partial-Birth Abortion Ban”; available from http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PR0O7D09&
v=PRINT; Internet; accessed 15 September 2007.

137 Family Research Council, “FRC Praises President Bush for ‘Standing for
Life’”; available from http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=PR0O7E04&v=PRINT; Internet;
accessed 15 September 2007.

138 Ibid.

139 Family Research Council, “FRC Action: Liberals Show Their True Priorities”;
available from http://www frcaction.org/get.cfm?i=PRO7HO02; Internet; accessed 15
September 2007.
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information over all so that they are better prepared to make informed decisions
regarding their sexual activity. Some topics covered are “self-esteem building, self-
control, decision making, goal setting, character education and communication skills.”"*°
They cite as proof of this method’s effectiveness a number of studies showing that
participants are “more likely to delay sex, to view abstinence more positively, and to have
an increased knowledge of the negative consequences of premarital sexual activity.”'*!
The FRC advocates giving pregnant women who are not certain about their
pregnancy as much information as possible about the various services available to them
should they choose to carry the child to term. The FRC holds up Minnesota’s 2003
“Woman’s Right to Know Act” as a national model for abortion rate reduction. This bill
requires doctors to give all women seeking an abortion information regarding “the
medical risks of the procedure, the probably gestational age of the unborn child, potential
fetal pain during the abortion, subsidized health coverage for childbirth and prenatal and
infant care, and child support laws.”'** One year after its enactment, Minnesota reported

its lowest abortion rate since 1974.

140 Family Research Council, “Legislation: Chapter: “Abstinence Education”;

available from http://www frc.org/get.cfm?i=CHO5SH13&f=BLO0O5HO1; Internet; accessed
20 October 2007.

'*! Family Research Council, “Policy Areas: In Focus: “Talking Points on
Abstinence until Marriage Education”; available from
http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?1=IF06B01; Internet; accessed 20 October 2007.

142 Family Research Council, “Legislation: Chapter: “Woman’s Right to Know
Act”; available from http-//www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=CHOSH12&f=BL0O5HO01; Internet;
accessed 20 October 2007.
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ANALYSIS
The charge at hand is not about whether the Religious Right is pro- or anti-

abortion, but rather if they are able to work towards an effective strategy to decrease the
rate of abortion without negatively affecting other portions of the population. The Left
accuses the Right of holding an uncompromising position and of using absolutist rhetoric
which cuts off discussion.

In regards to holding an “all or nothing” position, it must simply be said that,
while the Coalition and FRC may be reluctantly supportive of lesser bills restricting
abortions, this history proves false the first accusation.

That being said, the Coalition also has a history of opposing public service
programs that do not work towards its goal of abortion elimination in a manner
acceptable to them. As such, the Coalition opposed funding clinics that gave out abortion
information in spite of the fact that this dissemination could contribute to a reduction in
abortion rates. This educational approach is exactly what the FRC advocated for, and
lobbied to make its practice mandatory.

When lobbying politicians and the public, the Coalition is careful to be
technically correct in its language citing majority support for its limited positions, but in
such a way as to create the illusion that the majority of voters are in line with their more
general and absolute anti-abortion position. As such, the Coalition threatens “pro-choice”
congressmen with losing the Christian vote, but they do not threaten “those congressmen
who grant money to health clinics that provide information about abortions.” This hair-
splitting and over-dependence on technicalities indeed precludes a productive discussion
with people of differing viewpoints. It would be much fairer — and easier — to begin the
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discussion with an acknowledgment that while the majority of Americans are opposed to
using tax money for abortions,'* they are also in favor of keeping the practice legal
regardless of their own personal view on the matter.'*

I also found the Coalition’s vernacular to be based more on fear than information
(Robertson’s discussion of abortion-related deaths, to be discussed below, and Reed’s
comparison of Roe to Dred Scott), which is also unhelpful.

As for potential solutions, the Left holds the position that it would be more
effective to prevent unwanted pregnancies in the first place, and to that end advocates
sexual education. The Family Research Council countered that abstinence based
education is actually more effective and morally in line with Christian doctrine.
Additionally, abstinence based education addresses a number of other socially relevant
issues for adolescents (such as self esteem) creating a greater net advantage.

I would agree that advocating for abstinence-only education is a fantastic way to
cut down the teen pregnancy and abortion rate, but it is important to recognize that not all
abstinence-only programs are effective. Advocates for Youth conducted a study on the
short- and long-term impact Title V abstinence-only education had on youth in ten states

(the only ones for which they could gather information.) They found there to be “few

143 «According to a recent Gallup poll, 72% of the American people oppose
taxpayer subsidies for elective abortions.” Ralph Reed, “What Do Religious
Conservatives Really Want?”” in Michael Cromartie, ed., Disciples and Democracy:

Religious Conservatives and the Future of American Politics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1994), 12.

144 TIME, “GOP Contenders Reject Abortion Litmus Test,” available from

http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,3057,00.html; Internet; accessed 25 June
2007.
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short-term benefits and no lasting, positive impact. A few programs showed mild success
at improving attitudes and intentions to abstain. No program was able to demonstrate a
positive impact on sexual behavior over time.”'**

Another study found that eleven of the thirteen most commonly used abstinence-
only curricula “contain[ed] unproved claims, subjective conclusions or outright
falsehoods regarding reproductive health, gender traits, and when life begins.”**°
However these findings do not underscore the benefits of teaching abstinence to children.

The Center for Disease Control and Prevention found that combining curriculum
on abstinence and proper birth control usage positively influences adolescent sexual
behavior. The CDC did not find that sexual education and the distribution of birth control
increases adolescent sexual activity, as charged by the Right, but does increase
responsible behavior among those youths already having sex.'*’ As such, it seems that the

same principal holds with sexual activity as with abortions: the more information the

better. What remains to be addressed is how also to lower the unwanted-pregnancy rate

15 Advocates for Youth, “Five Years of Abstinence-Only-Until-Marriage
Education: Assessing the Impact”; available from http://www.advocatesforyouth.
org/publications/stateevaluations/index.htm; Internet; accessed 25 October 2007.

146 Ceci Connolly, “Some Abstinence Programs Mislead Teens, Report Says,”
Washington Post, 2 December 2004.

147 <y outh who participated in programs that provided information about
abstinence, condoms, and/or contraception; who were engaged in one-on-one discussions
about their own behavior; who were given clear messages about sex and condom or
contraceptive use; and who were provided condoms or contraceptives have been found to
increase consistent condom and contraception use without increasing sexual activity.”
Jonathan D. Klein, MD, MPH, “Adolescent Pregnancy: Current Trends and Issues,”
Pediatrics 116, no.1 (2005), 281-286. Available from http://pediatrics.aappublications.
org/cgi/content/full/116/1/2817submit.y=7&submit.x=30&submit=sendit&gca=116%2F1
%2F281&#R1; Internet; accessed 25 October 2007.
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of adults, who are well beyond the scope and influence of either sexual or abstinence
education.

In this regard, I disagree with the Coalition’s refusal to support Title X funding of
health clinics that provide requested information about abortions. I fully understand and
cannot fault their desire to withhold funding from those clinics that perform abortions.
However, it is faulty logic to believe that not giving out information to women who
request it will reduce the abortion rate. Simply eliminating a woman’s access to
information will not prevent her from having an abortion. It will, however, facilitate the
possibility of her making an uninformed decision. The Minnesota Right to Know Act, as
put forth by the FRC, operates under this paradigm and is proof its positive results.

Another detail to consider is that these clinics provide a myriad of other services,
from family planning to cancer screening, HIV prevention education and counseling, that

have nothing to do with abortion referral.'*®

To cut their funding means to limit other
women’s access to these vital health services.

What cannot be denied is the Right’s correct conclusion that too many women use
abortion as a form of birth control. The CDC reports that their 2000-2001 study showed
only 54% of women used a form of contraceptive during the month in which they were
impregnated. In 1995 (the latest year for which this data is available) almost one third of
women having an abortion missed taking their oral contraceptive more than once in the

past three months, and another third reported being inconsistent with their coitus-

dependent form of control, even though it was their only pregnancy prevention

'8 Office of Population Affairs, “Office of Family Planning: Title X”’; available
from http://opa.osophs.dhhs.gov/titlex/ofp.html; Internet; accessed 20 October 2007.
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method.'”’ Stephen Levitt, economist, found that post Roe v. Wade “conceptions rose by
nearly 30 percent, but births actually fe// by 6 percent, indicating that many women were
using abortion as a method of birth control, a crude and drastic sort of insurance
policy.”" This is a problem that must be addressed by all involved, regardless of their
position on the legality of abortion.

Another matter that must be considered so long as abortions remain legal is the
risk factor associated with having an abortion. As Robertson explained, there are a
number of complications that can result from an abortion, even death. What he failed to
mention is that the number of women who experience serious complications is actually
quite small, and the numbers continue to drop as the time of legalized abortion grows.'!

However, if women who are determined to have an abortion have nowhere to go
and nowhere from which to get credible information about the procedure, they will likely
be pushed underground, where their chances of injury and death are significantly higher.

This 1s not to say I advocate making abortions easily available to prevent this from

' The Center for Disease Control, “Abortion Surveillance, United States 2000,”
available from http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/ss5212al.htm; Internet;
accessed 29 August 2007.

130 Steven D. Levitt and Stephen J. Dubner, Freakonomics: a Rogue Economist
Explores the Hidden Side of Everything. (New York: William Morrow, 2005), 139.

B3 «Complications from having a first-trimester aspiration abortion are
considerably less frequent and less serious than those associated with giving birth.”
Ninety-seven percent of abortions performed at less than thirteen weeks of gestation have
no complications; 2.5 percent have minor complications that can be addressed at the
facility, and only half of one percent have more serious complications requiring a surgical
procedure or hospitalization. First-trimester medical abortions constitute eighty-eight
percent of all legal abortions. National Abortion Federation, “Abortion Facts,” available
from http://www.prochoice.org/about_abortion/facts/safety of abortion.html; Internet;
accessed 13 October 2007.
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happening. 1 simply wish to highlight Robertson’s argument that the mother’s life is as
valuable as that of the fetus, a fact with which Christians must be concerned.

Mentioned above was the Left’s concern with the Personal Responsibility Act, a
policy piece to which the Christian Coalition was intimately linked. A revised version
was passed in 1996 (see chapter 3) which included provisions to facilitate the adoption
process (one abortion reduction method advocated by the Left), bolster enforcement of
child support payment, and increase funding for abstinence based education. Thus far, it
seems that the Left’s accusation against this Act are clearly unfounded, as it includes
many provisions that the Left itself advocated as a means of reducing abortions.

That being said, the provision in the Act allowing states to deny cash benefits to
welfare recipients who become pregnant is troublesome. It is this provision to which the
Left referred in its critique. In 1998, Rutgers University released a study on the birthrate
in New Jersey, the first state to implement a family cap-child exclusion. It found that
there was a “significant increase in contraceptive use and a small increase in
abortions.”' > Citing an estimated 240 additional abortions per year in his state,
Representative Christopher Smith introduced a bill to Congress overturning the family
cap.'** In spite of this, it is not possible to determine an “absolute causal relationship

between the family cap and the birth and abortion rates.”">*

132 Jennifer Preston, “Births Fall and Abortions Rise Under New Jersey Family
Cap,” New York Times, 3 November 1998; available from http://query.nytimes.com/

gst/fullpage . html?res=940CE2D6103FF930A35752C1 A96E958260; Internet; accessed
13 November 2007.
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Here it must be noted that abortions nationwide had actually been on a steady
decline since 1990, when they reached an all-time high of almost 1.5 million. The
number jumped slightly (by approximately 15,000) between 1995 and 1996 to 1,225,937,
but then the rate continued on with its decline through till 2001 (the latest year for which

the CDC provides information.)'*?

As with the welfare discussion, it is not possible to
surmise the cause of the drop in the number of abortions, but it is possible to say that the
fears of the Left in regards to the Personal Responsibility Act were not confirmed.

Whether via Constitutional amendment, abstinence education, or welfare reform,
it is clear that the one, clear, consistent goal for both the Coalition and Family Research
Council is the end of abortions. This is driven by their belief in the sanctity of all life,
which deserves and demands protecting. As stated before, there is no questioning their
motivation, but the integrity of their execution.

First to look at the Christian Coalition: it makes sense for a political organization

to spin the results of studies in order to bolster its opinion in the eyes of the public and of

133 Hon. Christopher Smith, Congressional address, Washington D.C. 16 June
1998; available from http:/www.euthanasia.com/cap.html; Internet; accessed 13
November 2007.

'3 Jennifer Preston, “Births Fall and Abortions Rise Under New Jersey Family
Cap,” New York Times, 3 November 1998; available from http://query.nytimes.com/

gst/fullpage.html?res=940CE2D6103FF930A35752C1 A96E958260; Internet; accessed
13 November 2007.

155 The Center for Disease Control, “Abortion Surveillance, United States 2000,”
available from http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/ss5212al.htm; Internet;
accessed 29 August 2007.
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its political opponents. Some may argue this is necessary, even. However, being Christian
means being held accountable to a higher standard.

Intentionally promoting a misperception (that the “majority” of Americans are
against abortion) is not honest, it is manipulative, even if motivated by a higher cause.
Citing half truths (exaggerating the risk of abortion) and utilizing potentially incendiary
comparisons to make a point (Dred Scott) are not the signs of integrity, nor of the
“speech without reproach” described by Paul. The same critique can be applied to the
abstinence-only curricula that is advocated by the Family Research Council. If that is
going to be their primary tool for working against a culture accepting to abortions, they
need to be extremely diligent in making sure it is a good one. The curricula must meet the
same standards as the group presenting it in order for it to be respected, as well as to
facilitate trust and a willingness to try it out.

Because the Personal Responsibility Act was already touched on in the previous
chapter, instead [ will look at the Coalition’s push to cut Title X funding. As I stated
before, I completely understand why they believe that clinics that perform abortions
should not be allowed to receive this funding and I will not argue their point. Fewer
abortion facilities make for fewer abortions. Yet I repeat, those clinics that give out
information and referrals when requested (and do not perform abortions themselves) are
in a position to be of great service to pregnant women. As such their work should be
encouraged, not limited. In addition to providing essential health care, these clinics could
utilize the opportunity to honestly educate women about the consequences and
alternatives to abortion. (see Minnesota’s Right to Know Act as advocated by the FRC
above.)
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One could argue that the Coalition was simply being consistent in its anti-abortion
stance, which could be seen as their acting with integrity. Yet Christian integrity means to
assiduously abide by a set of moral standards motivated by a love of Christ that can be
applied in every situation. Because Christians are to love everyone equally as they love
Christ, no one’s life or needs are allowed a higher value or primacy of place. Christianity
insists upon an uncompromising advocation of everyone’s life, regardless of their needs,
wants, or social position. This means that the life of an unborn fetus is just as valuable as
the life of a poor woman who cannot afford health insurance and relies on a Title X clinic
for her care. It is not the place of a Christian to place this woman’s needs at odds with
those of a fetus. It is the place of the Christian to say, “We must find a way to do both.”
That is the step above the rest; that is acting with integrity, and demonstrating a love that

is unique in this world, because it encompasses everyone.
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CONCLUSION
is the “right” right about god?

Is the Right right about God? As stated in my introduction, I only examined a few
areas where the Evangelical Left has specifically critiqued them. Next, I judged if the
actions and vernacular of the Religious Right, as represented by the Christian Coalition
and Family Research Council, could they be described as distinctly Christian. I used the
descriptions for Christian leadership offered in Matthew 25:34-46 and Titus 1:5-9 and
2:7-8 as the foundation of my analysis. Other organizations and situations, as well as
character and faith judgments in general, lie outside the very narrow scope of this
investigation.

To begin, I examined the three major critiques against the Right. The first was one
of representation: the Left charged that the Right portrayed itself as the main political
representative of Christian America, and that this rendering consistently led them to the
Republican Party. The accusation continued that the Right not only supported Republican
candidates with exclusivity, but that they also sought power for themselves within and
over the Republican Party.

1 found that while some of the Coalition’s actions were suspect, in the end it was
the speeches and letters of the Coalition leadership that fully substantiated this charge.
The Family Research Council, on the other hand, appears to have done no such thing.
They were willing to sacrifice a Republican winning the White House rather than
compromise on their pro-life, anti-abortion position.

The second charge had to do with poverty, that the Right paid scant attention to

the issue in favor of cultural topics, such as gay marriage and abortion. Any attention
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given centered on cutting benefits and ineffective social programs without first erecting
suitable replacements. It was believed this action endangered the well-being of America’s
poor by leaving them without a safety net.

Poverty statistics provided by the U.S. Census Bureau do not support this claim.
While it is not possible to determine the exact reason for the decreasing poverty rate
through the 1990’s, it is fair to say that the reform programs advocated by the Right did
not result in the desolation predicted by the Left. It can be posited, however, that the
Coalition’s explicit lobbying for the passage of the Republican Party’s Contract With
America, and subsequent publication of its own policy vision, the Contract With the
American Family, further supports the charge that it was a partisan organization. There
was no basis for any such charge against the Family Research Council. Instead of
spending its energy finding ways to tweak the widely-acknowledged-as-ineffective
welfare system, the FRC instead began to examine what types of cultural presuppositions
exist in this society that might contribute to the problem of poverty. This unique
viewpoint was the basis for the FRC’s constructive suggestions on how to begin to
address the problem of poverty.

The last charge concerned abortion. The Right was accused of creating a hostile
environment that precluded the discussion necessary for finding a way to reduce (or even
end) the common practice of abortion. While I found no credible evidence of the
Coalition attacking its opponents, I did find their comments to be at times incendiary and
often misleading. Their opposition to the funding of Title X clinics risked compromising
the ability of many (especially those of an economically lower class) to receive necessary
health care in exchange for the unqualified possibility of lowering the abortion rate. This
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very situation fits into the above accusation that the Right is not sufficiently sympathetic
or aware of the difficulties affecting poor people.

The Family Research Council again took a different track than the Coalition.
Instead of focusing its attention on programs already widely in place, the FRC advocated
for widespread, comprehensive abstinence-only education. This curriculum would
address a wide variety of issues that affect youths’ physical and emotional health, which
in turn impacts their decision to engage in or abstain from sexual behavior. However,
focusing on this education alone is idealistic, given the multitude of errors in the curricula
currently available, and that the CDC found that a combination of abstinence and
traditional sexual education (vs. abstinence-only education) 1s most effective.

Overall, I found that the Evangelical Left did have cause to criticize the Christian
Coalition for partisanship, power-seeking, and creating a hostile environment in regards
to abortion. I did not find, however, that the Coalition’s support of the 1995 Welfare
Reform Act was the result of their indifference to the problems of the poor, or that they
intended to leave welfare recipients without any form of social support. I found the Left
to have little basis for their accusations against the Family Research Council.

These assessments address the secular, political nature of the charges. What 1s left
is the theological evaluation described in the introduction. Matthew 25:34-46 outlines the
guiding principal of Christians: treat everyone with the love we would show Christ
Himself. Titus 1:5-9 and 2:7-8 give Christian leaders specific instructions on how to do
this. They are to be blameless, devout, not arrogant, violent or greedy. They must always
demonstrate integrity and dignity through in both speech and because they are society’s
models of Christianity.
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So then, did the Christian Coalition and the Family Research Council, while
participating as Christian leaders in the American political sphere, comport themselves as
Christians? Before I answer this question, I want to make it clear that I am not judging
the overall morality of any group or individual, and nor am I questioning their faith or
beliefs as Christians. I am simply looking to see if their public actions and speech
tllustrate their Christian faith, using Paul’s instructions as my guide.

In the end, I found that the Christian Coalition did not act in a distinctly Christian
manner. While it may be said that they were only playing the game of politics (and some
might say they played it well), I must say that politics is not the point; being living
examples of the love and compassion that was witnessed to us in Christ is. Paul, in
writing to Titus, gave Christian leaders very specific instructions on how to be that
example, instructions that the Coalition, for the most part, failed to follow.

Firstly, in claiming to give voice to the otherwise silenced Christian vote in
America, the Coalition placed itself above other organizations that were attempting to do
exactly the same thing. Instead of acknowledging them and attempting to build a true
Coalition that could represent Christian Americans, the Coalition sought political
influence on its own and for itself. Multiple quotes by Reed and Robertson evidence this
concern with their growing importance to the Republican Party, even while repeatedly
asserting that the Coalition was a non-partisan organization. Each of these behaviors
violates Paul’s warning against being over bearing, greedy, and arrogant. That the
Coalition’s vernacular is not supported by their own actions compromises their integrity,
and signals that their speech is not “above reproach,” as Paul insists. Another marker of
this shortcoming is found in the Coalition’s evasion of forth-right discussion on the
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abortion issue. At this point the specific critiques of the Left are almost irrelevant since,
with its own words and actions, the Coalition has demonstrated its inability to adhere to
the high standards of Christian leadership.

On the other hand, 1 found that the Family Research Council did indeed conduct
itself in a distinctly Christian manner according to Titus’ guidelines. They state that their
focus is advancing pro-family legislation without any partisan affiliations. Their refusal
to support a pro-choice Republican presidential candidate supports that. Regarding
poverty: they published an article stating that one of the first steps to helping families
overcome poverty is changing America’s widely-accepted vision of the “ideal” family,
thus risking their reputation and influence among pro-family conservatives in order to
advance the possibility of improving the situation of this country’s poor families. As for
abortion, they advocated for the addition of educational programs in order to discourage
its practice. While found to be idealistic and not necessarily effective, this pro-active and
positive approach did not threaten to inconvenience or harm any other party in its
application, which keeps the FRC “blameless” according to Paul’s standards.

In the end, it must be acknowledged that the standards set up by Matthew and
Paul are exceedingly high: treat other people as if they were Jesus, because they are; act
with integrity, speak truthfully, do not be arrogant or self-serving. Neither of them allow
for exceptions or failings, but insist upon a consistent adherence to excellent Christian
behavior. Though the Coalition failed to meet this difficult criterion, the Family Research

Council did not. I found that the Family Research Council was indeed “right” about God.
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Christian Coalition Voter Identification Script
(Christian Coalition Citizen Action Seminar Manual)

“Hello, may I please speak with (name of voter).
Hello, I am your neighbor, , and I am taking a brief voter survey to

get a better idea of the issues of concern to our community. Would you mind answering a
few brief questions? Great — thank you.

1. What do you consider to be the most important issue facing the citizens here in (name
of city)?

2. Would you support a tax increase if all the money went to education programs?
3. At what grade level should school be responsible for teaching sex education?
4. When do you think abortion should be legal?

a.) First trimester;

b.) In cases of rape, incest or when the life of the mother in endangered,;

c.) when the life of the mother is endangered.

5. Question of local interest. (Must be pre-approved by Christian Coalition state or
national office.)

6. Would you like for me to send you some information on how to register to vote? [Do
not ask this question if you are contacting a list of registered voters, and only if the

person has given a pro-family response. ]

This concludes our survey. Thank you for your participation.
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Christian Coalition
June 3¢, 1392

Enclosed please find a copy of the Christlan
Coalitioi 199zpcandidate survey. This survey is being
matled to every candidate for federal office in the
United States. Responses to this suxvey will be utilived
in production of eur non-partisan national tabloid voter
guide, which will include evsry federal race in all fifty
ptates.

AS you can see, this survey covers a wide range of
issues that arse deemad to ba of interest to voters,

Please take a few minutes to £ill out the survey and
return it to our office in the envelops providad. To
enable us to collact the information with ample time for
analysis and production I must ask that you return the
survey no later than July 21.

Our goal is to present the views of candldates as
accurately as posaibge, which means allowing candidates
the opportunity to express their views directly on this
aurvs{. Should I not hear from you by tha aforementioned
deadline, we will do ouxr best to charactexize your views
basad on your public statements and/or recoxd., Where
this is not possible we will aimpl{ be unable to include
your poaitions in our voter education materxisls,

Christian Coalition is a nationwide, non-partisan
grass roots organization with ovexr 500 local chaptexs.

I sincerely hope that you will be able to take a few

minutes out of your busy schedule to £111 out this survey

and return it to me. Thank you in advanca
paxticipation. ¥ noe for your

Should you have any guestiona plemss feel free to
call, 1 looi forward to hearing from you.

Sincersely,

‘ %4?/%’

Rodgers
Nationali Fisld Dirsctor

1801-L Sara Drive, Chesapeake, Viginta 23320  804.424.2630 FAX: 804.424-9068
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About Chri¢” 1 Coalition

Christian Coalition was formed in 1989 to make
government more responsive to the concerns of
Evangelical Christians and pro-family Catholics.
Christian Coalition seeks to reverse the moral decay that
threatens our nation by training Christians for effective
political action and getting more Christians involved in
the political process. Christian Coalition is distributing
millions of these Congressional Scorecards so that
Evangelical Christians and pro-family Catholics will
know where their efected representatives stand on issues
of crucial imporance to our families and our nation.

This Scorecard includes votes on such bedrock
family issues as abortion, school prayer, pornography
and education, Our Scorecard also includes votes on
key economic issues such as taxes, spending, and the
Balanced Budget Amendment to the Constitution,
Christian Coalition monitors these econormic issues
because a growing and prosperous America is also vital
to the well-being of families. In addition, we have
included votes on limiting congressional terms. We
suppart lirits on congressional terms because Congress
has clearly shown power corrupts, and because America
needs to return to the idea of the “citizens fegistature” as
originally intended by America’s founding fathers.

How To Use This Scorecard

Read the vote descriptions, Then um to the voting
index. The vating index lists how every U.S. Senator and
Congressman voted on issues identified by Christian
Coalition as having an important impact on our families
and on our nation. The index alsa includes a total score
for each member of Congress. A score of 100% means
the Congressman supported Christian Coalition’s
position on every vote. A score of 0% means the
Congressman never supported a Christian Coalition
position.

You will also notice a section on the positions of
newly elected members of the House and Senate. Since
these new members of Congress have not vet compiled
a significant vating record on Capitol Hill, we collected
our information for this section by asking them to fill out
a Christian Coalition questionnaire. Many cooperated
with us and completed the questionnaire; some did not.

The information in this Scorecard is provided as a

1ol to help you more effectively lobby your elected
representatives on issues before the 103rd Congress.

Christian Coalition

CONGRESSIONAL
SCORECARD

- Where Do Zoccz
Congressman and Senators
Stand on Issues
Critical to the Family?

Includes the positions of newly
elected members of the 103rd Congress
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DESCRIPTION OF HOUSE VOTES

Bounced Checks. This column Bists the number of bad checks each Congressman wrote through the
House Bank in the 3%eronth peried from July 1, 1988 through October 7, 1991

Taxes. May 9, 1993, Gradison R-{IH) motion o e debote on his motion 10 regusre that increases
in entitlernent prograns be funded by spending cuts rather than tax itcreases. Motion rejected 132
284 Chrstian Coalition supported anfi-tax motion,

Abortions in Miitary Hospitals. May 22, 1981. AuCoin {D-OR} amendment to erabde militasy
pessonnel stationed Overseas and their dependents to obiain abortions at mifitary hospitals.
Amendment adopted 220-208, Chastian Coalition opposed having military hospitals perform
abetions.

4. Hiring Quotas. fune 4, 1991, Michel (R4 pfoumlkwamly existing civil sights faws toC(mgrw,
and 1o appose mandating sacial quotas ve b Proposal rejected 162-266, Christian
Coalitipn supported MUM presprssal.

5. Congressicnal Perks. Juri2 5, 1991. Penny (D-MNI amendrment to cut $21 million from Congpess's
“free" mailing budget. Amevcknent rerected 198-227. Christian Coalition supportest shashing hudgets
for tax-funded congressional mail,

6. Tan-Funded Sex Surveys. July 25, 1991 Waxman {D-CA) amensment o permit the use of tax
dollars for surveys 00 sexual behavior, Amendiment adopted 283-137. Chastian Unalition opposed
Wiaaman amendment,

7. Yax-funded Abortion. August 1, 1931, Adoption of the conferenice report o the Disiriit of
Cotumbia sppropristions bil} to allow the D.C. government to use tax money 1o fund abortives.
Rv{xm adopted 239-180. Chaistian Coalition opposed pro~aborion measure.

8. Based Sex Education, S ber 24, 1991, Parsil (R-ME motion 1 block Dannemeyer
R-CA) motion to fund abstinence-based adolescent sex education programs. Pursell motion paseed
262-154. Cheistian Coalition opposed Pursell motion.

8, Taxfun&ngnfi’wwzﬂvy Ot.kﬁbu% 1981, Lowery (RCALmotion to scont the Senate

the National £ for the: Arts from funding pormographic “an”
Motion refeciad 205-214, Christian Coalffion supponed Lowery mation,

10, Tetm Limits, Novernber 6, 1991, (_.ephard\(DMO)nmmtmab&eusdmm prevenbng Congress
from using tax dedlars and go congs | term limit measures in the
stastes. Motion adopted 265 5160, Christian (»almm apposed Gephardt's anti-tere Bimit motion

11, Taxes To Promote Abortion, November 19, 1991, Aderyt to override President Bush’s veto of
measure that would aflow taxpayer-funded family planning cilnics to prosote abortion, Presidential
weto wstained. Christian Coalition opposed Congress's attempt 1 ovenrde Bush's velo,

12 No New Taxes. 1992 Vole 28, Feb. 27, 1992, Aicher (R-TX) bithio block another Lax increase, Bifl
sejected 166-264, Cluistian Coalition supported anti-iax bill.

13. Balanced Budget Amendment, lune 6, 1992, Batanced Budget Amendment to the Congtitution
infrogieced by Chartes Stenholm (-1} fell nine votes short of the two-thinds *super majority”
required for passage. The final vole was 280 in favor of passage, 153 againgt. Christian Coalition
supgiorted the Balanced Budgel Amendment,

4. Fetal Tissue Research. May 28, 1992 Adagtion of confersace report permitting, fetal tiscue from
abortions to he used in medical research. Repon adopted 260-148. Christian Coafition opposer
adoption of tport,

Us HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
R_— 1 3 4 5 6 8 % W11 121314 %
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37 Tucker
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40 WIS
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2 Peterson
3 Brown
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12 CANADY
13 MILER
14 GOS8
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23 Hastings
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37 Evans
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g\ US. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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0 Make Your Voice Heard in Congress!
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Drenur Vorer ared Fricnd of the Pusnily:

FRO Action cod Focus on the Faoily Action presens our Vole Soorecend for the Sccond Soesion
of the 1087 Congrese. This Scoreeand eonmuing 2 conpilaion of kgnifieant voles reproscntiog
Ferons section of issues affveting the fandly. These recunded voles vocurmed in the U5 Senate
and the LS, House of Representatives in 2006,

This sctrevind shuws Bow vour elected efficials voted on sime of the crizgicad Bsoes involving
the family, B b intporsst 1o senucrnber, however, thae tee votes »0u see hiene ase ondy 2 fow of
the hasswdrods of votes cast by Mombers of Congress in 2006, W have singlod oot for inchesion
the suost clearcul, pro-farily voles that Casse brdfure Congress,

With the 2000 asid<erm clectioas Bt approaching, Congress renewed is offorts in protocsing
the Gamnily by promisiag ection on i st of Velues Votes, The Bouse acted on legisiation that
included protecting parentat involventent for minoes rocciving terstate alortions, enluncing
the enfurcement of laws prohibiting terset gasnbling, cojeciion of Rouding for uncthical
citbeyionic szom el researcy, 2 eojection of Inaman fius Geming, and 2 renewed effore (o
presteve tradition] muerbage by arnonding the U8 Constitstion, Unforhssatcdy, the Home did
aut 2L on by prossisod ooy on the Vadees agenda:a bl oo indtes womaen of Ketsl padnaext s
Bz o0 Inaoan clossing.

Wih the exception of conficmbeg ¥ the Suprome Court Chicl Justios fodoy Rolserts, st voar
wie were unable B sepaost 691 activity by the Senete doe oa Sk of substaneid pro-damiby wotos.
FHewover, this year the Senate acoed on & mumber of rmportost e including condirming
Justior SamAdite o the Saprome Court, i allenyi bo preserve braditicen] suaesiage, a Tan on
Retus Birming, and vores 1o defiomd 4 paccnt's cghtls when sonseone trassgornts i child seress
stiie laes tu reccive an aborion.

The votes reconded hene are caldy parg of var cffort o groteet the family,. Onby theough your
help as informed amd scthve consituents, sorking with us in comacting your Membors of
Comgress on pro<durmdly ssocs, oo we traly make hoedway with the Sreased pro-faanily

jority in Wioshiogton, There & oo grodler ool in the uide 0 peesrve the Aenerican Tandly
than an imvelved cltiseney. Thank vou e joining us s our defense of the Banily, We can st do
it witlsout you,

Flease cuntact the Govermstes Adlbin office of FRO Action for guostions about the Sroroueand.

e it

7

kL
Thornas MoClimsy (‘: ' Tong Minmery
Vier President, Govermgnese Allairs Er Vice Prosident, Governioent aed Publie Policy
FRC Activm Focus vn the Fanily Acton
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fFailes u5iafc06, 151 veas 1o 237 nays, Roll Call Hoo 136)
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