SCHOOL Of East Tennessee State University
GRADUATE STUDIES Digital Commons @ East
EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY Tennessee State University

Electronic Theses and Dissertations Student Works

8-2008

Radical Religious Rebels: The Rise and Fall of Jerry
Falwell and the Moral Majority.

Andrew Francis Bell

East Tennessee State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://dc.etsu.edu/etd
b Part of the History of Religion Commons, and the United States History Commons

Recommended Citation

Bell, Andrew Francis, "Radical Religious Rebels: The Rise and Fall of Jerry Falwell and the Moral Majority." (2008). Electronic Theses
and Dissertations. Paper 1948. https://dc.etsu.edu/etd/1948

This Thesis - Open Access is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Works at Digital Commons @ East Tennessee State University. It
has been accepted for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ East Tennessee State

University. For more information, please contact digilib@etsu.edu.


https://dc.etsu.edu?utm_source=dc.etsu.edu%2Fetd%2F1948&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://dc.etsu.edu?utm_source=dc.etsu.edu%2Fetd%2F1948&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://dc.etsu.edu/etd?utm_source=dc.etsu.edu%2Fetd%2F1948&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://dc.etsu.edu/student-works?utm_source=dc.etsu.edu%2Fetd%2F1948&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://dc.etsu.edu/etd?utm_source=dc.etsu.edu%2Fetd%2F1948&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/499?utm_source=dc.etsu.edu%2Fetd%2F1948&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/495?utm_source=dc.etsu.edu%2Fetd%2F1948&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digilib@etsu.edu

Radical Religious Rebels: The Rise and Fall of Jerry Falwell and the Moral Majority

A thesis
presented to
the faculty of the Department of History

East Tennessee State University

In partia fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree

Master of Artsin History

by
Andrew Bell

August 2008

Dr. Elwood Watson, Committee Chair
Dr. Katherine Weiss
Dr. Henry Antkiewicz

Keywords: Contemporary American History, American Religious and Social History



ABSTRACT
Radical Religious Rebels: The Rise and Fall ofyJealwell and the Moral Majority
by

Andrew Bell

In this thesis, | intend to illustrate the impdzatt Jerry Falwell had upon the rise of
religious fundamentalism within the United Statesing the latter part of the 20
century. By elucidating the various factors thatJerry Falwell from a little-known
minister from Lynchburg, Virginia to becoming thgurehead of the movement

known as the Religious Right, | wish to show hove @f more controversial figures in
both the religious and political spheres of conterapy American history became one of
the more influential and infamous men of recenesnBy focusing on the predecessors
of Jerry Falwell along with the events that helgbdpe his career, | hope to provide a
contribution to the scholarship of the nation’sgielus upbringing, especially in the
modern era, as well as trace the career of oneeofnbre infamous and noteworthy

figures of both American political and religioustary.
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EPIGRAPH

“There is a religious war going on in this countityis a cultural war as critical to the

kind of nation we shall be as the Cold War its€lis war is for the soul of America.”

-Pat Buchanan at the 1992 Republican National Qo

“I've always been fascinated by religion, the wapple act upon their beliefs...pro-

lifers murdering doctors”

-Bill Hicks
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CHAPTER 1
“WHEN THE GOING GETS WEIRD, THE WEIRD TURN PRO”THE

EVOLUTION OF RELIGIOUS FUNDAMENTALISM WITHIN CONTEMPORARY
AMERICAN HISTORY

It is hard to trace the rise of the “Religious Righithin American culture as the
country has had a long historical tradition of urgihtial religious movements, most
notably the Puritans and the Great Awakening, whiele in prelude to the growth of
conservative religious fundamentalism in the poditirealm from 1960 onwards. The
Great Revival of the early TQ:entury was a large factor in the shaping of 8nemtial
subculture within society that adhered to the pritask of the revival, which was the
winning of lost souls for God. These followersloé Great Revival felt that they were
laying the groundwork for a new era of history ihigh God’s kingdom would manifest
itself on Earth. This fundamental and conservatiesv of the Bible would have a role
in the shaping of the growth of the evangelical exoent over a century later. Yet, by
the middle of the 1®century, several different forces, including tHeilGVar and a
rapidly industrializing society, led the early egefical movement to splinter before it
was able to gain much of a foothold within maingstneAmerican society. Perhaps the
two most formidable threats to the evangelical nnoset, Darwinism and the idea of a
historically-based criticism of the Bible, led telange in direction within the course of

the conservative religious leaders in America dytire late 19 and early 28 centuries.



The response of religious leaders during this firame was to modify the
teaching of the Bible through the teaching of theisvolution and the endorsement of a
socially-conscious interpretation of the Gospdhalgh some still held fast to their
fundamentalist viewpoint, personified by DwightMoody and Billy Sunday. Moody
espoused an idea called dispensationalist premailiem, which contended that there
were distinct eras of God’s dealing with humanitgttwould eventually lead to the
rapture and the second coming of Christ, and thrdug) Moody Bible Institute in
Chicago, was able to become a prominent visioratiidse who believed in the
inerrancy of the Bible. Billy Sunday, a former bhall player, had a more folksy
approach to spreading the gospel yet had similegcess as Moody, and both men were
able to tap into the growing disenchantment wigome circles during the early part of
the 20" century. World War | and the events leading ujp pvoved beneficial for
fundamentalists as it confirmed to them that theé:tenes were fast approaching, and
during this time, they were also very influentialthe Prohibition movement as well.
The 1930s had a similar parallel to the same dqutablems that conservative
fundamentalists faced in the 1990s: the teachisgientific principles that were not in
accordance with scripture and the increased infleex biblical criticism in churches.
Fundamentalism did face numerous public setback®inil920s and 1930s, most notably
due to the Scopes trial of 1924, but they were &blemain a viable, if underground,
force in American society through various evangeladliances, the establishment of
Bible schools that espoused a fundamental viewpaind the extraordinary use of

publications and radio to inform their base of aoggnt and pertinent issues.



After World War 11, conservative Christians becamere concerned about the
welfare of the youth of America as seen by theldistament and rise of such groups as
Youths for Christ and Campus Crusade. A promifigate to take advantage of this
new scenario in this post-World War Il period wayBsraham who became popular in
the late 1940s. After the Korean War broke ougiam became more influential within
the realm of the American political scheme as laggd a pivotal role in persuading
Dwight Eisenhower to run for President in 1952 a@s a staunch opponent of
communism, the hot-button issue of the time. Diedpie fact that Graham was
nominally a Democrat, he was more closely idertifieth the Republican Party and
built a strong relationship with both Eisenhowed &is Vice-President Richard Nixon.
While communism was universally vilified within Amean society during the 1940s
and 1950s, racism was a more difficult issue tceaoph for Graham and his supporters.
Yet Graham tended to support the integration prastof the time, making him
somewhat of an anomaly as compared to other eviaatgeih that he had a less abrasive
approach to the public, which added to his popiylahuring that time.

The 1960 election brought about a chance foricelgyconservatives to try and
transform American politics directly, somethingyhead not done in a widespread
manner before, by trying to influence the outcorhthe presidential race. These
religious conservatives threw their support betindbn in an effort to combat the
Catholic vote of Democratic nominee’s John F. Kely'efollowers, yet as election day
neared Billy Graham halted his partisan effort&asnedy allayed fears that a Catholic
candidate would be too closely affiliated with thepe to be an effective President. The

Kennedy election was the first of what was to be tnucial political setbacks for not
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only Republicans but also religious conservativasng the early 1960s. The issue of
race relations also became a pressing issue dilmsmgme period with Lynchburg,
Virginia being a microcosm of the evangelical moeatduring the tumultuous 1960s,
not only because of a young minister named Jerwydfaand his activities but also for
the civil rights clashes that occurred in the toviAalwell, while initially being a part of
the pro-segregation movement, eventually became axxzepting of the notion of
integration, although he always maintained a deslde Martin Luther King, Jr., and as
time progressed Lynchburg became an integratedtyoghich is shown by Falwell's
Thomas Road Church becoming more accepting ofldaaranony within the
community.

The early 1960s, while for the most part placiogservative Christian groups on
the margins of society, also allowed for some headiw be made as right-wing political
groups began to pick up significant amounts of nembers as Cold War events and the
civil rights movement brought more likeminded @t into their fold. Barry Goldwater,
who did not have the same religious ideology ast mgist-wing Christians, was
nevertheless seen as the saving grace of the RegruBlarty, “the man on horseback”
who would swing the GOP back to a more conservdtage and put the country back in
the right direction, an idea that would be increghi more important later on with the
rise of Falwell's Moral Majority. Although the 18&lection was a landslide win for
Democrat Lyndon Johnson, the campaign was nothltsts for Republicans and
evangelicals as it catapulted Ronald Reagan, am atio was beginning to make a name
for himself in the Republican political scene, &dional prominence within the

conservative movement, primarily due to his notetwpspeech during the final days of
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Goldwater’'s campaign. Another influential asseta@me out of Goldwater’s defeat in
1964 was the idea of a grassroots organizationadtsire that mobilized large numbers
of people over a widespread area in order to aersewme sort of political goal and was
to be a prominent feature in later evangelical moamsts. As the 1960s progressed, the
nation seemed to be heading in a more liberal tinecas seen by Johnson’s Great
Society plan and the growth of campus demonstratgainst the war in Vietnam, yet
groups such as Campus Crusade played a role ineraating these forces although they
had limited success, especially in California whigds the bulwark of the nation’s liberal
movement. The elections of Ronald Reagan as goweifrCalifornia in 1966 and
Richard Nixon winning the 1968 Presidential racipée swing the mainstream politics
of America back to a more conservative footing pravided a forum for conservative,
fundamentalist Christians to have a place withilitips.

There were several noteworthy social problemsdr@iped up during the 1960s
that tested the miter of the burgeoning evangetjca$sroots movement. Perhaps the
most noteworthy of these is the idea of school @rayithin the public education system
which was deemed unconstitutional in the 1962 Supr€ourt casé&ngel v. Vitale. The
outlawing of official school prayer was to provelt® an important catalyst in evangelical
movements over the next twenty years with Jerrw€lis Moral Majority leading the
charge, and would play an integral role in the ftation of religious based private
schools during the last part of theé"a@ntury. Another major social problem in the
1960s was that of changing sexual mores, an issievas especially troublesome for
many evangelical Christians. Anaheim, Californeswhe epicenter of this tumultuous

clash as the teaching of sex education was the enaxnof the problem as most
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conservatives in the area felt that the curricufanthe course was too graphic for most
middle and high school aged children. Throughcivecerted efforts of like-minded
parents and community officials, the controverpi@lgram was eventually reconstituted
to a more palatable form that appeased the trouditizéns of Anaheim. Another
situation that raised the ire of conservatives thias of school textbooks and the
catalogue of some public libraries were seen asaomtroversial for many adherents of
the political right, and was especially contentiou€harleston, West Virginia where the
situation escalated to violence at times. The itlaabooks, and especially school
textbooks, were crucial in the education of societiithe conflict and the rhetoric
between the two sides to became heated at timddedrsome observers to view it as a
culture war, a theme that would resurface agaim theecourse of the next twenty years.
The textbook showdown in West Virginia concludedhva partial victory for both sides
of the debate, yet it showed that conservativest motably Christian fundamentalists,
were able to put together an effective grassroatgpaign, much like in Anaheim, in
order to combat a perceived social injustice.

The mid-1970s saw America rife with disillusionmee to the Presidential
crisis stemming from Watergate, which even shocke@nt Nixon supporter Billy
Graham as to the devious nature of the acts tleatgwated the scandal, and the
conclusion of the Vietnam fiasco in Southeast Addaring this time of seeming turmoil
and a sense that the country was adrift withoubeahtompass, the idea of being “born
again” spiritually was an idea that was becomingemgalatable within the contexts of
mainstream society. The 1976 election partiakyities to this concept as Jimmy Carter,

who portrayed himself as a “born-again” Christiaas able to tap into the feeling of
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disenfranchisement that abounded in America attiimat and his campaign helped bring
the terms of evangelical, born-again, and othegicels notions into the national political
limelight. Carter also stressed the importancéheffamily within the fabric of society,
which made him admirable in the minds of evang#djcand coming from the
Democratic Party he was able to garner a largesrdmdse of those turned off by the
corrupt and crooked practices of the Nixon admiatgin. The honeymoon between
evangelicals and newly elected President Cartertevae short-lived, however, as their
paths became increasingly divergent over the redral years, years that would lead to
the formation of the Moral Majority and the catapgbht fundamentalists needed to
achieve political capital.

The 1970s also saw conservative religious groep®bilizing on a grassroots
level in various civic and cultural matters, a naethhat would prove to be an effective
political tool in the following decades. This effevas most notably seen when the tax-
exempt status of private Christian schools cameuscrutiny by the Internal Revenue
Service that raised the ire of Falwell and othemgelical leaders. Another chance for
conservatives to unite in a common cause was Fmsiciarter’'s conference on the state
of America’s families that allowed evangelicaldaom coalitions of those favoring
traditional, conservative values in order to héigstrate the growing power of this long
dormant segment of the voting populations. Eveungh the Carter conference on the
family was not a rousing success for the “pro-fgfnmhovement, partially due to walk
outs at each of the three conferences and miscautnprug by the leaders of the

burgeoning movement on the amount of supportexstitally had in its fold, it did rally
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evangelicals into becoming active in political reast especially after they lost faith in
the once promising Carter administration.

The foundations of the “New Right” movement weug i place after Barry
Goldwater’s defeat in the 1964 presidential electiad began in earnest after the
implementation oRoe v. Wade by the Supreme Court in 1973. This historic cagech
pertained to the controversial issue of abortioth e precept that a woman has the right
to choose whether or not to carry her unborn dbilill-term or not, crystallized the
conservative movement around a common cause, @ttwgiiwas controversial and
universally loathed by evangelicals and those ipality identified as right-wing. The
goal of displacing Carter in the 1980 electionpditical means along with the abortion
issue led to the establishment of the Moral Mayomthich was established in 1979 by
Jerry Falwell and his associates. The Moral Majosias able to form an Anschluss of
like-minded conservatives to mold a political diren for evangelicals with former
California governor Ronald Reagan gaining theimpsuwpfor the upcoming presidential
contest. Although the 1980 election showed thatMioral Majority and evangelicals
were viable participants in the political arena tluéheir effective support of Reagan,
they still faced their share of discontent withiowaal politics after Reagan appointed
Sandra Day O’Conner, who was a moderate and hagjaous views on the issue of
abortion, as well as the lack of support for the-lfe Helms-Hyde bill in Congress.

This dichotomy of being thrust into the nationabsight while not being able to
achieve all of their stated goals would be a stahfta the events that were to follow in
the 1980s and 1990s in regards to not only the Médagority but also American

evangelical movements as a whole. The AIDS epid@mavides a case in point to this
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intriguing position in which evangelicals found theelves under the auspices of the
seemingly friendly Reagan administration. AIDS Aaqguired Immuno-Deficiency
Syndrome, made its way into the American publigesciousness in the early 1980s as a
unique disease that had, at that time, unknown symgpand ways of transmittance.

This new medical and social phenomenon gave eviaagjebnservatives a new
opportunity to illustrate how God was disenchaméti American society, as some
prominent leaders thought it was God’s judgmena @ordid way of life. C. Everett
Koop, an anti-abortion conservative who was appdir8urgeon General by Reagan and
was initially supported by evangelicals, soon ride ire of various religious groups as
he supported a pro-birth control approach, inclgdime dispensation of prophylactics to
America’s youth, to solving the AIDS epidemic. Kb® ostensible position towards not
only the controversial AIDS topic but also sexualres within the country as a whole
were in direct contrast to how conservatives fadise types of social problems should be
dealt with, and showed how despite the early hégrea truly evangelically minded
presidential administration, those sentiments wlashed in the long run as seen by the
Moral Majority’s slow fall from grace over the caer of the decade.

As the influence of Falwell's Moral Majority waneéadlthe late 1980s, other
evangelical leaders came to the forefront of theseovative political scene as witnhess by
Pat Robertson’s meteoric, albeit brief, run in 1888 Republican presidential campaign.
Robertson was especially effective in Michigan’sary as he used his grassroots
organization through his various religiously a#fikd subsidiaries, most notably the
television progranThe 700 Club. Although Robertson’s campaign ultimately failéd,

did mobilize a core constituency within the Repecdufi party, a faction that would

16



eventually become the vanguard behind the formatfdhe Christian Coalition, a
political action group that would eclipse, and dvaily supplant, the Moral Majority’s
sway over evangelically-oriented conservative \@téFhe Christian Coalition, which
was spearheaded by Robertson and the then reyapigttical amateur Ralph Reed, was
able to carry over the prominent influence thawedlls group once had over the
fundamentalist constituency, and was also ableumdip support for various causes,
with Operation Rescue, an anti-abortion group pinatested in a vehement and
sometimes openly defiant and hostile fashion abuarreproductive health centers
across the country, being a prime example.

Bill Clinton’s election in 1992 appeared in a sufmal sense to be a dramatic
defeat for not only the Christian Coalition and tdemservative evangelical movement as
a whole but also the Republican Party and theigallitight wing as well. Yet, despite
this seemingly dramaticoup de grace, Clinton’s rise to the Office of the Presidency pu
a face on modern liberalism as the former Arkagga®rnor was a pro-choice, pro-
liberal Democrat, two features that roused theaan€ both evangelicals and
conservatives alike after the conclusion of thedG&/ar. The Christian Coalition even
saw a rise in membership in 1993 as well as a aspjidarge amount of like-minded
officials at the state and local levels achieviogipons of power within the mechanisms
of the governing apparati. Along with the anti-glmm, anti-homosexual, and pro
traditional family values planks to their platforgroups like the Christian Coalition and
individuals like Randall Terry added anti-pluralitytheir respective ideologies which
also made it easier to influence most Americanstduke American public’s

ambivalence on several key issues that were cangedt by the plethora of various
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subjects upon which a citizen could base their.véte the 1990s drew to a close and a
new millennium dawned, there was uncertainty on wbald become the leader of this
growingly diverse yet powerful segment of both ploditical arena and society as a
whole.

A brief sketch of fundamentalism may be helpful dhaninating in explaining
the intricacies of Falwell’s rise to power withimet community, and while reemphasizing
some of the facts above, | believe is necessaggitoa grasp of the context within which
Falwell was working. The term fundamentalism hegu@&red a certain amount of
notoriety in terms of religion, oft times havingflattering and negative connotations
attached to it. The term itself is derived fromegies of early 2Dcentury publications
which set out to elucidate the fundamentals ofGhastian faith. Arising as a response
to liberal or modernist theology, fundamentalistime involves five main tenets
according to Ed Dobson and Ed Hindson: the inSpmaand infallibility of Scripture;
the deity of Christ; the substutionary atonemert€lofist’'s death; the literal resurrection
of Christ from the dead; and the literal returrCirist in the second advent or conting
Through the establishment of like-minded churches@hristian schools as well as the
spectacular growth of fundamentalists in the etattr media, the movement had become
by the 1980s a viable and burgeoning religious teheination”.

The nation’s religious heritage is integral to ghady of fundamentalism due to
the priority that the movement places upon thgi@lis nature of America’s Founding
Fathers and the fact that many of the original miele were founded on a religious

concept of some sort or other. Dobson and Hindeaffirm this notion by contending:

! Ed Dobson, Ed Hindson, and Jerry Falwell, “Thedamentalist Phenomenon”, p. 6-11
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“The development of religious dissent and noncanfty in Europe led to the ultimate
migration of thousands of Protestants to coloniaefican in the seventeenth century.
One cannot help but observe that Columbus’ disgpgEAmerica came less than
twenty-five years before the beginning of the Refation in Europe. It was as if God
had preserved a great ‘Island in the Sea’ as & gacefuge for the persecuted believers
from continental Europe. While it is true that gely colonists came to North America
in search of economic wealth, it must also be oleskthat their religious motivation was
of great importance, to9.

The Great Awakenings of the".@nd 19 centuries were also important forerunners of
the fundamentalist movement as were Methodism amchijennialism or the view that
Christ’s return will usher in a new millennium aaen mankind’s history, which can
also be seen as eliminating the necessity of lyigtogeneral. The battle between
fundamentalism and modernism came to a breaking goring the first three decades of
the 20" century with the rise in influence of fundamersaibeing caused by the
publication ofThe Fundamentals. A Testimony in Truth as well as the enormously
influential Scofield Bible. This controversy wasrhaps best seen in the Scope Trial
which pitted William Jennings Bryan against Claremarrow, and was typically seen as
a defeat for the fundamentalists who were portraagedomewhat backward and overtly
conservative. Despite the perceived setback gbthpes trial, several characteristics
emerged that would help distinguish the fundamettalovement from thence on with
an uncompromising commitment to dogma, a sepasdtiside, the establishment of
individual, theological “empires”, and the subsetjuyeolarization of the movement as a

whole?

2 bid, p. 27
% Ibid, p. 76-7
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In the decades since the Scopes trial, fundamemtgradually evolved from a
fringe movement to a widespread religious phenomeno the 1930s, fundamentalists
increasingly turned their attention to creating enBible institutes that were more in line
with their ideology as well as using the radio ae@ method of evangelical ministry
with Charles Fuller being a notable example. Th&08%nd 50s saw the advent of
various ecumenical organizations in order to halpeufundamentalists and evangelicals
along with the rise of Billy Graham which surprigip was a divisive factor within the
community as he adhered to some fundamentaliststég was seen as a hypocrite by
some due to his not being in line with the movenwdr@very subject, especially dealing
with the Catholic Church. This line of criticismaw later leveled against Jerry Falwell as
his organization, the Moral Majority, was seen asdming too secular by some
members of the movement. The years between 1360380 also saw the rise of the
Charismatic movement, another splinter group tharged during this time, as well as
the concept of the super-church.

After decades of separatist tendencies and stagrad a whole within the
movement, fundamentalism experienced a resurgerite late 1970s and early 1980s in
which their political clout was exemplified for tfiest real time. A commitment to not
only separation from other denominations but a¢gsukar society is seen in Falwell’s

remark:

“Here at Liberty Baptist College, for example, veguire our faculty and students to
abstain from the use of alcoholic beverages andgctmi We do not permit indulgence in
illegal drugs. We forbid attendance at dancefemHollywood theater. We take a
strong stand against pre-marital and extra-maséal As separatists, we feel we can
support our position in all these matters with @ecnie. In other words, fundamentalists
and separatists take a position for the inerrantd/éé God and all it has to say, and
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againsE1 worldliness and carnal living which damaitpestestimony of the believer and the
church’™”

This precept of disassociating one’s self or grisam all secular influences and those
who associate with such led to even more fragmientaget the mainstream of
fundamentalists were able to come a sort of coleerenthe community with Dobson
declaring, “While we appreciate the concern oféekereme Fundamentalists over
keeping the Church on the right track, we mustatiotv them to categorize and label
everyone to death. The real fundamentalist mgjonitst lead the movement in the
1980s and thereby prevent the tendency to redbetextreme right: Despite all of the
numerous successes of the resurgent fundamemahis&tment, Dobson and Hindson
point out some of the shortcomings that must bees$ed as the movement continued to
grow including the lack of capacity for criticisin,resistance to change, absolutism, and
authoritarianisth Falwell also encouraged evangelicals and fundiatists alike to be
more proactive in their communities as well assstireg the need for education, which

would be the cornerstone of his ministry:

“Our unique philosophy of education rests uponlmlref that the Bible is the authentic
and reliable guide and authority for all areasfef | Our view is based on the conviction
that knowledge of Christ is essential to the phaisimental, and social aspects of our
faith and practice. It emphasizes a proper relatigp among the family, the church, and
the school. Our goal should be to produce a newerggion of thousands of young
people who will make solid citizens for Americaigdre. We need a spiritual army of
young people who are pro-life, pro-moral, and progkican. We need to train a

* Jerry Falwell, “Let Us Hang TogetheF4ith Aflame magazine (May-June 1977), p.2
®> Dobson, Hindson, & Falwell, p.133
® Ibid, p. 149-55
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generation of young people who can carry this manto the twenty-first century with
dynamic Christian leadership.

| intend to illustrate in this thesis how the mpstverful and well-known
Christian political action group, the Moral Majgritand its leader Jerry Falwell was able
to take the ideas and concepts of other evangédiaders and mold it into a viable
framework. As much has already been written abmifictions of the Moral Majority, |
hope to examine the varying influences in Falwetleology, as well as bring into light
how his own background and personal history afkbis system of thought. By doing
this, | hope to add a concise yet informative piecthe overall scholarship of how

politics and religion intermingled in the latterrpaf the 28" century.

" Ibid, p. 160
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CHAPTER 2

MODERN LIFE IS RUBBISH: FRANCIS SCHAEFFER'S OUTLOOON
CONTEMPORARY SOCIETY AND ITS INFLUENCE ON JERRY FALELL

In the pantheon of 2Dcentury American evangelical leaders, the persom frad
the greatest influence on the ideology of Jerryviediland the Moral Majority was
Francis Schaeffer. One of the foremost proponeinBsotestant traditionalist thought in
the last half of the century as well as a leadihgsTian apologist in an era of growing
secularism and modernism, Schaeffer, through hgioas commune of L'Abri in
Switzerland and his numerous religious tracts arakb, was able to bring about a new
stage of political activism within the context detevangelical community which played
a crucial role in the development of the Moral M#jos stance on a variety of issues.
Schaeffer was also key in Falwell's developmerti@# modern society should reform
itself to the principles of an earlier, more piaoch, and in Schaeffer’'s case it was the
early Church and the Reformation that were to e &g the standards of a truly
beneficial social system. Due to Schaeffer’s thggplhaving a pronounced and profound
effect on the evolution of Jerry Falwell's dogmdjieh was sometimes precariously
close to plagiarism on the efforts of the latterjdivery worthy of the scholarship that is
often not afforded to him when discussing the osthe Moral Majority and the growing
evangelical participation in America’s politicalstgm during the 1980s.

Perhaps the most noteworthy work within Schaedfegnon and certainly the one
that had the most direct influence on Jerry Falwdlindamentalist system of thought

was “How Should We Then Live?” which was publisied 976 and gave a basic
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overview of the history of Western thought as vaslidepicted the ways in which modern
society has deviated from the path that God habldat for it. Written from the

viewpoint that there is a flow to history and cudtwhat Schaeffer argues are
interconnected within the minds of individuals ocety, “How Should We Then Live?”
contended that the internal thoughts of peoplelaestly correlated to external action
throughout the course of mankind and are affecyenne’s presuppositions that were put
into place mainly by society and family. In thegbeing of his work, Schaeffer traced
out three courses of human history, stating “thiépbphic seeks intellectual answers to
the basic questions of life. The scientific hae parts: first, the makeup of the physical
universe and then the practical application of wihdiscovers in technology. The
direction in which science will move is set by fht@losophic world view of the

scientists. People’s religious views also deteentire direction of their individual lives
and of their society’ Schaeffer began his study of Western history euitlire by

looking at the Greco-Roman world as he viewed thsrthe predecessors of that line of
thinking.

Francis Schaeffer’'s main contention when discgs&reco-Roman society was
that its foundation, which were tipelis structure of government and a polytheistic
religion, were fundamentally faulty in his viewiadad no infinite God and thus no
moral structure to measure up to the rigors ofyalagy life. Since the Romans placed so
much emphasis on the idea of personal divinity eigfig their concept of a supreme
human emperor, beginning with Julius Caesar, agjli@e pinnacle of the state religion,
Schaeffer believed that, much like modern sociéky,secular methods of that era led to

its ultimate demise. In the stead of Roman retigiose Christianity which provided a

! Francis Schaeffer, “How Should We Then Live?” @. 2
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strong counterpoint to this concept in that it et universal values that were taught by
Jesus and, in Schaeffer’s opinion, withstood tkedétime and gave society a strong
foundational base that was integral in his concepbif how society should be
formulated. As Christianity began to challenge Rarauthority, the followers of this
new faith rebelled against the Romans which maemtthe targets of discrimination
since they challenged the very essence of the empiet, due to the fact that the basis of
Roman society was constructed on such an insecurglétion, that of relative morals
and personal deities, it was destined to fail @ $e its gradual decline and eventual
demise at the hands of the barbarian invaders githim 4" and %' centuries BCE By
using the Greco-Roman world as a comparison faayt@dmodern society, Schaeffer
pointed the downfalls of placing too much credeincgecular ideals, a precept that Jerry
Falwell would seize upon in his works.

Despite all of the accolades that Francis Schapféeed upon the early Christian
Church, especially in its role in bringing an eadhe secular Roman empire, the early
church gradually became more humanistic between'tizad 7' centuries which is
manifested, in Schaeffer’s view, in the art of éna that went from a natural realism
early on to more symbolic Byzantine style as timegpessed. In this era of Christianity,
the authority of the Bible took a secondary roléhwi the hierarchy of the Church as
Schaeffer believed that man was trying to asceradgdosition that only God should have,
stating, “A humanistic element was added: Increggithe authority of the church took
precedence over the teaching of the Bible. Andetheas an ever-growing emphasis on

salvation as resting on man’s meriting the meri€Cbfist, instead of on Christ’s work

2 |bid p. 26-9
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alone? As Europe and the Christian church entered witat is known as the Middle
Ages, society struggled to deal with the contrdgtxaessive wealth and a growing
monastic ideal within the philosophy of the churctet Schaeffer contended that
medieval Europe was a thoroughly Christian sodretyhich the church had a pervasive
impact, which in turn was almost a corrupting iefice due to the ever-growing secular
effect of church officials. Schaeffer depicted toenbination of secular and
ecclesiastical learning in his argument, “but rbaust Christian faith could handle non-
Christian learning without compromising, it wastalb easy for Greek and Roman
thought forms to creep into the cracks and chirflkesfaith which was less and less
founded on the Bible and more and more restingheratithority of church
pronouncements which again reemphasized the Protestant sclwlaew of how the
ideal society should be based on the word of Galdha the actions of mankind. As
Europe made its transition from the Middle Ageshi® Renaissance, Schaeffer
proclaimed that it was not a change in man thatipttated the transformation of culture
but a shift of man’s place to the center of themas with the author accurately
describing this grace vs. nature tension aptlygineing from man alone, Renaissance
humanism-and humanism ever since-has found no evagrive at universals or absolutes
which give meaning to existence and moral$\s Schaeffer lamented the growing
precedence of humanist thought over divine moaEw@ope entered into a new epoch,
he pointed to Thomas Aquinas as the embodimemti®htumanist Christianity and

asserted that Wycliffe and Hus were two foreruniéithie Reformation and the return to

% Ibid p. 32
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a Bible-centered system of thought, which as onegedher was what Schaeffer felt was
best for society as a whole.

The next phase of Western history was for FraBclseffer the most pivotal in
the course of society’s development, and what Berd®ed as being the concurrent
movements of the Renaissance and the Reformatiddchaeffer’s view, both the
Renaissance and the Reformation evolved simultahgouth each being a reaction to
the same inherent problem within society, which tesgradual distortion of both
religious and secular life, and was caused by ldneagon of church/human authority to
rival the supremacy of the Bible. According to &efier, the Renaissance, which took
place primarily in southern Europe, redefined ttay/wywman thought of himself, asserting
“man made himself increasingly independent andrautwus, and with this came an
increasing loss of anything which gave meanindpeeito the individual things in the
world or to maff’. The art of that particular era embodied thistgeent by trying to
elevate man to a higher place in nature which Stdrafelt was exemplified well in
Michelangelo’s famous sculpture, David. This cquiagf mankind trying to overextend
its place within what had been a prearranged sclid@ed being at the pinnacle, and
man trying to supercede God'’s rightful position wag of the inherent downfalls of the
Renaissance’s philosophy, and one that would rematihthe modern age. The
synthesis of Christianity and Platonism was anoté&iure of the Renaissance that
Schaeffer analyzed, especially in terms of thel@gppoof that historical stage, which like
other sources of modern humanism, proved thatritleesult was pessimism since there

was nothing of substance at the foundation of $psiace everything was relative to
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what man perceived its position to be instead datvibod rightfully ordained mankind’s
role should be.

The growing humanistic element that was an intquag of the Renaissance is
contrasted by the Reformation, a religious moventigatttook root in northern Europe at
around the same period. Admiring the efforts oftdnd Wycliffe, who were
forerunners of Martin Luther, in bringing about am@ biblical-based version of society,
Francis Schaeffer deemed that the works and idelaading Reformation individuals
were occurring as the Renaissance and its emptrasismanist thought were reaching
its peak in southern Europe. During the Refornmat®chaeffer stated, “the church was
under the teaching of the Bible-not above it andegal to it. It wasola Scriptura, the
Scriptures only. This stood in contrast to the Anism that had infiltrated the church
after the first centuries of Christianity. At ¢tere, therefore, the Reformation was the
removing of the humanistic distortions which hateeed the church: While giving the
Reformation epoch an inordinate amount of praisbagffer was careful to point out that
this time period was certainly no golden age of kiradis history, although it did
gradually bring about a marked improvement upomespdue to the Gospel-centered
nature of the movement. In a key statement thatdveave repercussions in Falwell's
religious thinking, Schaeffer depicted that era &&tter model for society as a whole
since “the biblical insistence on the responsipitit people-even of monarchs-to God’s
law turned the political tide in those countriesandnthe Reformation emphasis on the
Bible as the only final authority took r§tand Schaeffer contended that this was the

main reason why northern European countries were palitically ordered than its

" Ibid p. 82
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Renaissance counterparts along with why it wasradgaous for monarchs to follow the
principles of the Reformation, which in turn wakey influence on the founders of the
United States. Despite all of its successes, $ienadid detail two main drawbacks of
Reformation thought which were its conception @esawith slavery being the epitome of
this, as well as a miserly use of inherited/accatad wealth, yet on the whole the
Protestant philosopher had a very complimentarny dencerning the benefits of this
guasi-religious revolution.

As he examined the path of how Europe and Westeught as a whole
progressed from the Renaissance/Reformation tentlightenment and Scientific
Revolutions of the 17through 19 centuries, Francis Schaeffer was forced to contend
with a fundamental problem in theological discourt®e niche of science within the
context of religion. While discussing these twersengly incompatible fields, Schaeffer
traced the evolution of Enlightenment thought fritn& humanistic base of the
Renaissance, arguing, “The utopian dream of thgyBEeinment can be summed up by
five words: reason, nature, happiness, progresslitaarty. It was thoroughly secular in
its thinking. The humanistic elements which haemni during the Renaissance came to
flood time in the Enlightenment. Here was mantstgrfrom himself absolutely. And if
the humanistic elements of the Renaissance stasithinp contrast to the Reformation,
the Enlightenment was in total antithesis t itSchaeffer opined that the Enlightenment
was based on system of deism that maintained Gaadext the world but contributed
little, if nothing else, to its overall functionoim thence onwards. Being based on
humanist principles instead of divinely ordaine@snSchaeffer argued that the ideals of

this so-called progressive age actually led tanareasing amount of civil strife within
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Europe, culminating in Napoleon’s authoritariarerun post-Revolutionary France. In
illustrating this point, Schaeffer drew many pakllbetween the i"&:entury French
Revolution and the Russian revolution two centulaésr as he deemed that they were
both based on foundationless, humanistic princiglesultimately led to moral decay
and a corruption of God’s will. In spite of alitleriticism that Schaeffer had for the
ideas of the Scientific Revolution and Enlighteninaeriods, he contended that the two
did not have to be incompatible with Christian dagmith him citing the fact that
numerous prominent scientists, such as Isaac NeWwtancis Bacon, and Robert
Oppenheimer, were also followers of Christianity.

In his line of reasoning in trying to bring scierand Christianity into sync with
one another, Schaeffer argued that a breakdoweientsfic study occurred when God
was positioned as a marginal component within seiexs a whole as well as man
becoming a mere cog within a system in which theyelno control. To demonstrate the
practicality of this thesis, Schaeffer wrote, “hethumanism of the High Renaissance,
flowing on to maturity through the Enlightenmentamwas determined to make himself
autonomous. This flow continues, and by the tireecame to modern modern [sic]
science man himself is devoured: Man as man id.dede is pointless, devoid of
meanind® which is perhaps the most succinct statement$icageffer formulated which
had the biggest sway on Jerry Falwell's belietha tlegradation of contemporary
society. Schaeffer, in “How Should We Then Live&so cast doubt on the
evolutionary theories of Charles Darwin, linkingthine of thought to Social Darwinism
and eugenics. In concern to the subject of philbgpSchaeffer believed that a major

breakdown happened when optimistic, forward-thigkimought, which he believed was
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embodied in the works of the Reformation, was selipby a more nihilist viewpoint as
expressed by what he felt to be the four main d@slpr this regard which were
Rousseau, Kant, Hegel, and Kierkegaard.

In the realm of theology, Francis Schaeffer b&that it had deteriorated due to

the influx of humanism, stating:

“Thus, through the Reformation had rid the churtthe humanistic elements which had
come into it in the Middle Ages, a more total foofrhumanism entered the Protestant
church, and gradually spread to all the branchékeo€hurch, including the Roman
Catholic. The concept of man beginning from hirheelv began to be expressed in
theology and in theological language. Or we cartlsat these theologians accepted the
presuppositions of rationalism. As the Renaissdiacktried to synthesize Aristotle and
Christianity and then Plato and Christianity, thesen were attempting to synthesize the
rationalism of the Enlightenment and Christiarity.

Believing that this idea of theological liberaliswhich went hand-in-hand in his view
with modern pessimism, had spread throughout thddwothree ways, namely
geographically, culturally, and socially, Schaefiegued the most of society was imbued
with a growing fragmentation and sense of aliematioe to the lack of any moral
absolutes. Schaeffer again used the subject td dlustrate this idea, stating his view of
the historical ties to art succinctly, “The histaliflow is like this: The philosophers
from Rousseau, Kant, Hegel and Kierkegaard onweaadng lost their hope of a unity of
knowledge and a unity of life, presented a fragmdmoncept of reality; then the artists
painted that way. It was the artists, however, Wb understood that the end of this

view was the absurdity of all thing&. Along this line of thought, Schaeffer contended

Y Ibid p. 175
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that formal philosophy has been replaced to amextgthe media, specifically cinema,
popular publications, and music, in how it putdhHa pessimistic, humanistic viewpoint
to the masses.

As society plunged further and further into a lishc, apathetic abyss due to the
fact that humanism, with man beginning only fromnéelf, had eradicated absolute
morality, Francis Schaeffer felt, from that baii®re was no new way to have any
overarching ethical mores, leaving the individuéeively to his or her own devices,
leading ultimately to a feeling of indifferenceerRaps the most noteworthy ideology to
spring out of this negative view of the world, ioHfaeffer’s opinion, was Marxism-
Leninism which for him represented the greatestemmporary threat to a rightfully,
Christian-based social structure due to its mdistimfoundations as well as the corrupt
nature of the Soviet regime, a concept that Falwellld be quick to capitalize upon.
Schaeffer believed that Marxism-Leninism was thetgssential humanist, governing
scheme as it shows how baseless communism trphaggmatically. Schaeffer also
examined the lack of moral absolutes within theterinof the American legal system,
pointing toRoe v. Wade as a prime example of this depraved ethical syst&long this
line of thought, Schaeffer argued that abortion pamarily based on arbitrary medical
reasons, in that the American federal courts ass$é¢iiat the fetus does not constitute
human life, when biological studies had shown theteek-old embryo has the potential
for human life, and in terms of legality as well$chaeffer felt that it negated the™.3
and 14 amendments of the United States constitutioranlidea that Falwell would be
quick to capitalize on, Schaeffer also argued ahatrtion could easily lead to euthanasia

and that this lack of concern for human life, whiebuld be the subject of one of his
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later works, could lead modern society towardsodud of ancient Rome and a gradual
fall from grace.

With the loss of Christian principles, Schaeffeguged that a rise in an elite class,
which is represented well by manipulative authoiatagovernments, had taken its place,
stating “there is a tension in modern people, dafigerhaps among students: Modern
people want to be free to shape their own deséing,yet they think they know they are
determined® In a prescient idea for the time in which it wastten, Schaeffer argued
that television, along with mass media in genexigh) had a manipulative influence upon
society and could be used as an effective politmallthat is ironically one of the
mediums by which Falwell was able to achieve hmsdavithin the evangelical
community. With no moral absolutes, which lendslitto the onset of authoritarianism,
modern society is faced with many types of pressum@uding economic breakdown, as
more people try to live only for personal afflueprereased welfare, and a growing
disparity between rich and poor which in turn letmsonflicts over natural resouréés
All of this gives credence to Schaeffer’s beliedttbeople act based upon their particular
views of the world around them. In concluding dn&rview of the history of Western
thought, Schaeffer concisely stated the book’sall/goal was that “this book is written
in the hope that this generation may turn fromgreatest of wickednesses, the placing of
any created thing in the place of the Creator,thigdgeneration may get its feet out of
the paths of death and may Iit2.

The work by Jerry Falwell that best ties intorteia Schaeffer’s theology,

showing the direct influence of the latter on tbenfer, is “Finding Inner Peace and
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Strength”. Published in 1982 during the halcyoysdan the Moral Majority, this
instructive guide to one’s everyday life is thefpet segue way into the discussion of
Jerry Falwell’s life and canon of work as a whdelieving that every person desires
inner peace and strength, Falwell set out to shoumwthis could be accomplished through
a Christian lifestyle and ethos, even in the madsthaotic times of turmoil. By striving
to do God’s will in all that one says and doeswedlicontended that one would find the
tranquility one was searching for by becoming aistian, “When you learn to lean upon
the Lord, to trust Him implicitly, to consult Hinoatinually, to wait patiently for Him, to
let His Word become your very life, when you arassive to what God is saying to you
through people, through circumstances, and espetiabugh the inner witness of the
Holy Spirit, living in the will of God will becomas normal and as natural to you as
breathing'® This implicit belief that Jesus Christ was thesalute only way to achieve
everlasting life in heaven illustrates the fundataést nature of Falwell's line of thought
yet also shows the intrinsic sway that Schaeffedsk had over the leader of the Moral
Majority.

Once one realized that God desires a relatioresdpfellowship with every single
person, Falwell viewed that living a Bible-centetiéel was the cornerstone of achieving
not only salvation but also a spiritually fulfilgnlife as well. Ever since the fall of Adam
and Eve, man, according to Falwell, has always Beparated from God which had led
to unfulfillment to all those who do not know okthedeeming power of Christ, which in
turn also leads those unbelievers into the waysmoénd Satdh. In order to overcome

this cosmic chasm, one must have a personal resdtil with Jesus, acknowledging the
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great price that He paid on the cross so that ajl have a change to receive everlasting
life. This decision to give oneself over to Chisgshaturally the paramount choice in a
person’s life according to Falwell.

After a person turns their life over to Christ d&mtomes a Christian, the desire
for worldly objects and possessions will continwbjch may be a trial for the new
convert. In order to get past this potential plitfaalwell stated, “Holy living according
to the Bible consists of daily being set apart tml®y confessing and forsaking sin, by
feeding on and being obedient to the Word of Gad, lay being led by the Spirit of God
so that we can have daily strength, guidance, amigégtion. The victorious Christian life
is practical and it is possible. Christ in youhs hope of glory. It is God’s desire that
we walk in the light as He is in the light, so tha may be vessels unto horiBr.The
church was also an important focus of guidancesamdtuary for a new Christian with
fellowship with others being an excellent sourcéuwifding one’s new and burgeoning
faith. The Holy Spirit is also especially importam Falwell's guide to the life of a new
Christian in that it is an integral part of theig@&n as a whole as well as often being the
source of inner peace once one knows that thelyesieng the fruits of God. This is
exemplified in Falwell's statement on how the HBlyirit has affected his own personal
life, declaring “I am deeply grateful to God foetpresence of the Holy Spirit in my life.
He is the Person who first prepared my heart, @edime of my sin and my need of
Christ, and regenerated me by God’s power. The Bplrit has been, since that hour |
was saved, the person who has sealed and keptri@®ébs eternal glory. The Holy
Spirit has filled me daily, as | have sought Hifmttl might not be the victim and servant

and sin and that | might be able to serve God wgro The Holy Spirit has comforted
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me in my every heartbreaking experience and haghtaue truth, day by day, and hour
by hour*®

The Bible should be the main course of studyternew Christian or those
seeking to attain inner strength and peace, asih essential and efficient life guide and
a provenance of inspiration. Alongside Bible styshayer was a path to converse
directly with God and a means to strengthen orath,fsomething that Falwell claimed
had a profound effect on his own personal life amqtactice that he devoted several
hours a day for in order to become closer to Goderms of faith, Falwell viewed it as
an unwavering trust in God, perhaps the most kement for any Christian. Discussing
faith also led Falwell to launch into a diatribeyweeminiscent of Schaeffer in depicting
the deficiencies of secular humanism and how itglexsis on placing man at the
pinnacle of creation was the epitome of modern«dayelief®.

In concluding his work on building one’s faith tkugh the establishment of inner
peace and strength, Falwell discussed the aspéut ¢cdbor of love and how one must be
open to God’'s command in order to make oneselulisethose around them and in
order to be of the greatest service to God. AsTian must also show God’s love to
others by doing good onto all mankind and sprea@iod’s message throughout the
world through evangelical works. Embracing sufigrwvas also seen as worthwhile for
Falwell as it shows affinity for Christ’s plight dhe cross and “your reaction and
response to trouble during the hours of your surtewill determine the extent to which
God can effectively use your life for His glory. héh the world sees a real Christian, it

sees one who might be in trouble but who knowdMoeed of God and is grounded in His
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faith, joyfully telling of the saving power of JesChrist, and always thankful to God in
all things?” By accomplishing all of these virtues, Falwekimtained that one could
truly find inner peace and strength through a Bdniented life.

Another Francis Schaeffer tome that is importamundiscussion is “The Mark
of a Christian”. In this work, Schaeffer set cafltustrate the characteristics of a true
Christian, one that transcends the bounds of whalemm life portends one to be. This
mark of which Schaeffer spoke is documented in k&hB3-35 where Jesus stated that
his primary concern for mankind after his death weas individuals loved one another as
He loved them, and this idea of love towards alllmat Schaeffer felt was paramount.
Since all men are created in the image of God,necessary according to Schaeffer to
love all members of mankind, not just fellow Chass which he illustrated via various
Biblical scriptures, notably | John 3:11 and | T$aenians 3:12. Surmising his overall
view of universal love, Schaeffer stated that tie midst of the world, in the midst of
our present dying culture, Jesus is giving a rigtihe world, Upon his authority he gives
the world the right to judge whether you and Ilasen-again Christians on the basis of
our observable love towards & This idea of Schaeffer is one that is not readéen
in the thoughts and concepts of Falwell and thed{idlajority which is somewhat ironic
given the Lynchburg minister’s reliance on the vgook Schaeffer.

Through his study of Western society and how itheza to where it is in the modern era;
however, Francis Schaeffer is certainly a forerumiderry Falwell's ideology and
political practices, a concept that would be magenemore apparent in his collaborative

work with future Surgeon General C. Everett Kodpis through the works of Schaeffer

2 Falwell, p. 205
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and Koop as well as others within the realm of hamghts, and specifically abortion,
that | wish to discuss first before viewing the woof Jerry Falwell. | believe that by
doing this, one can gain a grasp on how importantbortion issue was for not only

Falwell's life but also the establishment of thersldMajority.
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CHAPTER 3
HILLS LIKE WHITE ELEPHANTS: THE ISSUE OF ABORTIONVITHIN THE

CONTEXT OF THE IDEOLOGY OF JERRY FALWELL AND THE REGIOUS
RIGHT

In order to see how the Religious Right and esfigclarry Falwell and his
fundamentalist antecedents have viewed abortias fiitst important to trace the history
of the legislation pertaining to abortion, payirgygecular attention té&oe v. Wade and
the actions of the Supreme Court under Chief Jagurger. The authors of “Abortion
and American Politics” contendRbe vs. Wade was a test case for the times and
registered an on-going political struggle by worf@nequal rights and self-
determination. YeRoe was not an outcome of the kind of organized spatiarest
litigation that remains identified with the Natidsssociation for the Advancement of
Colored People’s assault on racially segregatetiqsithools that began in the 1930s
and ran through the 1970s, or the kind of orchesdrantiabortion litigation that came

afterRoe.'”

On the pro-life sideWade tried to show that with the advent of new medical
technology, new legislation would have to be emdeateorder to keep up with the
advances of protecting the “life” of the fetus, \ndesRoe attempted to prove the
antiquated nature of the Texas state statute tbatlpted all abortions and was the

cornerstone of the Court’s decision. The Suprema decision, which was decided

7-2 in favor ofRoe, rested on the opinion concerning the implememtadif the 14
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Amendment and its ideas of what constituted privasyes throughout the history of
constitutional law.

Special interest groups have played a primaryirolbe lobbying for and shaping
of government legislation on abortion. The rolegadups such as the Moral Majority,
and in a more extreme light Operation Rescue, lhrotlg pro-life stance back into the
forefront afterRoe v. Wade by trying to pass congressional legislation, &ndey the
Helms bill that sought to restrict the access trtns, and state laws that were
conducive to slowly overturninBoe. This subsequently led to an upswing of actiinty
the pro-choice movement that culminated in a maravashington D.C. that drew
300,000 before the Supreme Court was to hear tlwtghWWebster v. Missouri in April
1989. Although/Nebster did curtail federal funding of abortions, it didtroverturn Roe
and signaled the importance of the courts and ¢lee for each perspective side to reform
their tactics as such.

The battle within Congress was the next steperptiocess of challengirigpe as
evidenced by the Hyde Bill whose goals can be suthupeas, “Politics is said to be the
art of the possible. A constitutional amendmenindoRoe was not a very realistic
immediate prospect for abortion opponents. Theni@re promising approach was to try
to reduce the availability of abortiéh. Hyde and his supporters were eventually
successful in stemming federal funding for abodiercept in dire circumstances, while
the Helms Bill sought to establish the fetus asm@dmn being, thus having rights under
the 14" Amendment, through congressional legislation dtichately a constitutional

amendment, but this was ultimately defeated withexCongress. It is worthy to note
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that the Moral Majority supported both bills in taempt to overcome the “evils” of

abortion and would continue to fight for pro-lifegislation throughout its existence.
Public opinion was also strongly influenced durihgs time as Americans came

to grip with the impact oRoe v. Wade. Craig and O’Brien state insightful statistict@as

who exactly get abortions:

“It is estimated that about one-fifth of Americaonrven of reproductive age have had an
abortion. Approximately 1.5 to 1.6 million abori®are performed in the United States
annually, a figure that has remained relativelystant, although the rate of abortions in
relation to the number of women of childbearing dggpped about 6 percent between
1980 and 1987. More than half of all abortionsmegdormed on women in their
twenties; 70 percent are performed on women betwezages of eighteen and twenty-
nine. About half of induced abortions are perfadrbefore the ninth week of pregnancy,
and less than 1 percent are performed more thamyweeks after the woman’s most
recent menstrual period. Few women seek aborbenause they have been the victims
of rape, or because their lives are threatenedecause of seriously deformed fetuses.
In fact, the three reasons combined probably addoutess than 5 percent of all
abortions. Instead the explanations most ofteargare that a baby would change the
woman’s or the family’s life adversely or that @paannot be afforded. In 1987 over
80 percent of legal abortions were performed onamied women; in that year more
than 57 percent of all pregnancies of unmarried eended in abortiofi.

This information can be backed up in various waikd according to one scholar in the
field of abortion and public opinion, “Most abornt®that take place do so for precisely
the reasons most Americans disapprove: financipbgchological reasons or

conveniencé” as well as illustrating the problematic naturdtu issue as a whole:

3 Craig & O'Brien, p. 251-3
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“It is undoubtedly correct that the majority is qvepared to accept abortion as a ‘right’
with the positive glow that surrounds that conceill, if the polls are looked at in toto
[sic], it does seem fair to conclude that the mgjatoes recognize abortion as [italics are
Craig & O’Brien’s] a troublesome, problematic, morally wrenching, wish it would go

away, occasional necessity that | hope it never does but may someday face me, and in

case it does | want the option (though I doubt | would want to exercise it) to decide what

to do myself. And though most people are uncomfortable abmaeudsing the issue in
terms of rights, there does seem to be a rath@mginajority that wants to keep it legal
and available for those who need it whatever therCdoes with it9Roe decision. This
position might be best described asght in effect, if notin effect a right.*”

Yet, despite the statistical findings of varioublziopinion polls, the members of the
Religious Right continued to condemn the practicabmrtion and it is to their opinions
that we now turn.

In keeping with his Christian viewpoint of how setsi should be structured,
Francis Schaeffer believed that the main measuhewfa society or culture should be
evaluated is on what priority it gives to humarhtgy In the book “Whatever Happened
to the Human Race”, Schaeffer with the help of @r&tt Koop analyzes how
contemporary American society has dealt with thig@ortant issue, giving the reason
for their writing as “we feel strongly that we sthtoday [the book was written in 1979]
on the edge of a great abyss. At this crucial madroboices are being made and thrust
on us that will for many years to come affect theyyseople are treated. We want to try

to help tip the scales on the side of those whieelhat individuals are unique and

® Craig & O'Brien, p. 273

42



special and have great dignfty.In constructing their case for the essentialdnfees
society to value and uphold human rights, SchaeffierKoop claimed that there are two
types of concepts or certainties in every era stolny, the thinkable (concrete) and
unthinkable (abstract), which tend to shift over tourse of time. In this vein, the
authors contended that the values of one generataynbe out of touch with the next,
and they saw this phenomenon occurring at a mqid p@ace in recent time as society
has gone from a Judeo-Christian foundation to alagcdumanistic one where the value
of human life has been eroded. Similar to Schdsféssertions in “How Should We
Then Live”, the increase in child abuse and esplg@haortion in recent decades is the
manifestation of this ongoing degradation of madkiend like his previous work
Schaeffer and Koop reserved a special status totiah, contending “of all subjects
relating to the erosion of the sanctity of humée, labortion is the keystone. It is the first
and crucial issue that has been overwhelming ingihg attitudes toward the value of
life in general” The Supreme Court decisions also raised thefithe authors as they
thought the actions of the federal judiciary allograbortion on-demand was the most
profound loss of human right since slavery, if ea¢n superceding that historical
atrocity. In proving their thesis on the deprawafithe abortion procedure, the authors
went into great detail about the “barbaric” actst thre committed through that
contentious practice, paying particular attentmithie “brutal” methods involved and the
treatment of the embryo as part of the mother’'syhwlden, in their view, it is in fact a

separate entity. In a sentiment that would beatedtby Falwell, Schaeffer and Koop

asserted that it was contemporary social and sewmoeds that lead to abortion becoming

® Francis Schaeffer and C. Everett Koop, “Whateveppéned to the Human Race”, p. 16
7 .
Ibid p. 31-4
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more permissible within American society, and weasrmain underlying factor in leading
the country to an immoral state of affairs.

In the minds of Francis Schaeffer and C. EverettfX the act or idea of
infanticide was closely linked to abortion whicteyhargued was the next step in a
society run amok morally and spiritually. Whenatédsing the concept of infanticide the
authors were primarily depicting cases of sevehalydicapped newborns being
euthanized but they also believed that it coulekpimlly lead to the murder of unwanted
children in a general sense, much like their vieat abortion was getting rid of an
“accidental’ mistake. It was this lack of resptmtthe rights of the unborn by the public
at large that led Schaeffer and Koop to make th&sertion about infanticide, and they
believed that due to advances in prenatal and naldieahnology children with cognitive
disorders could lead productive lives, thus givengdence to their claim that every life
was worthy or at least should be given the oppdstuf realizing God’s potential for it.
Drawing again on parallels with slavery as welNazism, the authors felt that doctor or
parent’s decision to exterminate an infant wasgaegious, Lucifer-esque error of
human rights, declaring that “without the Judeoi€llan base which gives every
individual an intrinsic dignity as made in the ineagf personal-infinite Creator, each
successive horror falls naturally into place. Comalarbitrary law (in which a small
group of people may decide what is good for so@ttypat moment of history) with the
Supreme Court ruling on arbitrary abortion andghges are opened for many kinds of
killing under the guise of social go8d.This concept was seized upon by not only
Falwell and the Moral Majority but also was a keglwanent by those who favored

keeping Terri Schiavo, a Florida woman who wadatdenter of a political maelstrom

8 Ibid p. 87
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over “the right to die” in the late 1990s and e&000s, alive through the auspices of
artificial support. Following the authors’ pathtive current and potential future erosion
of human rights, the topic of euthanasia, whictiissinguished from infanticide by
focusing primarily on the elderly, was discussea a®ssibility, yet is perhaps the
weakest of Schaeffer and Koop’s assertions aitinsarily based on what might
transpire as a result of the ominous tone of th@é&ue Court’s decisions aftBoe v.
Wade. In all three cases that detailed modern so@atgvaluation of human rights,
abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia, the autheligved that this regression should be
halted by putting the maintenance of human rightsad of all else, and that churches
and places of worship should play a key role ipimgj to stem this tide. By having a
Christian-based moral compass, Schaeffer and Kamyght that the Bible and church
provide the necessary remedies for society’s lls.

In constructing their argument for a Judeo-Clarstasis for righting the
injustices pertaining to the loss of human rightsincis Schaeffer and C. Everett Koop
contrasted their system with the failures of modsraiety that they believed stemmed
from secular humanism that had eradicated all absehlues, leaving man alienated.

Further illustrating this principle, the authorsersed:

“There are, then, only two main alternative worlews to Christianity, both of which
begin with the impersonal. The West has a matstimlview and is nonreligious. The
East has an immaterialistic [sic] view and is religs. But both are impersonal systems.
This is the important point; by comparison, theffedences pale into insignificance. The
result is that, in both the West and the East, amlmhwomen are seen as abnormal aliens
to the way things really are. In Eastern termy @ime spoken of as maya or illusion; in
Western terms, as absurd machities.

° Ibid p. 139
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In Schaeffer and Koop’s opinion, Christianity praed the only feasible foundation in
terms of a life or social philosophy in that it wiag sole solution that accounted for
man’s fallen status as well as providing the plalesanswer to modern society’s social
ills by portraying a sense of morality as dictabgdhe Bible with every person being
valued due their being created in the image of Gbiuis reliance on Christian dogma, in
turn, is also perhaps the weakest link in the astlaygument as it tended to give more
credence to historical events as depicted in théeBiwhich was done at the expense of
other historical ethos, and believing that Chrrgtiawas more instrumental and
influential in the shaping of the course of huméstdry. This idea is seen in the
statement, “Both the OIld Testament and the Newahesit claim to be truth, in contrast
to that which is not true, and this truth is rootethistory. We have only one hope, and it
rests on a serious commitment to the existenceodf&hd the reliability of His Word, the
Bible, in all the areas in which it sped%. Despite the overvaluing of the Bible in
comparison to other historical ideologies, Schaedfel Koop set out a framework for
evangelicals to enter the political and social spsién a viable way and laid the
foundation for the Moral Majority to become thersigant force that it was.

In the evolution of the Jerry Falwell's stanceiaghabortion, and consequently
Roe vs. Wade, Bernard Nathanson played an integielinto the formulation of the
Moral Majority’s vehement stance in the controvar@sue. Nathanson is/was a
prominent obstetrical-gynecologist who had beerdihector of the world’s largest
abortion clinic before beginning to have qualmdwtite procedure, and thus leading him

on a personal journey that would see him becomeobtiee leading pro-life proponents.

19 Ibid p. 183
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In his book, “Aborting America”, Bernard Nathansdetails the story in not only how he
became involved in the contentious issue but asigtfully depicts how both the pro-
life and pro-choice camps formulated their ideadagstrategies. Raised in a Jewish
household, Nathanson emphasizes from the iniagest of his work that he there are no
religious reasons involved in his anti-abortiomst which is supported by his early
endeavors in the field. The first time Nathansame face to face with the abortion issue
was while he was in medical school when he andheis girlfriend experienced an
abortion which ultimately ended that relationshngl &rought the abstract idea into a
concrete reality. After a short tour of duty witle Air Force, Nathanson went into the
medical profession, and in “Aborting America” hamta a descriptive portrait of the
archaic procedures that were being performed duhed 950s, especially given today’s
“modern” standards in which the procedures of desquast seem primitive and
grotesque, when he began his ob-gyn practice agahijgerforming abortions. While in
the elementary stages of his medical career, Natimbegins to experience some ethical
lassitude towards the practice, yet before he desresiabortion altogether he becomes a
prominent pro-choice advocate with the help of Lexwee Lader who was one of the
influential figures behind the National Association the Repeal of Abortion Laws
(NARAL), and would help shape Nathanson’s viewglematter.

The years surrounding Bernard Nathanson’s invodrenwvith NARAL are
especially crucial in the formulation of his anbeation stance, and also portray how the
country’s abortion laws were mandated in the 1&@05 and early 1970s. With Lader at
the helm, NARAL takes an activist approach in fregbealing the state of New York’s

abortion statutes, which were then seen as somessn@al in helping to define the

a7



federal guidelines on the subject. Nathanson gaesletail about how NARAL
provided out-patient clinics, which was fairly pregsive for that time as almost all
abortions were previously performed in hospitatswall as the salacious and unsavory
characters who were then opened up to operatirgideudf the context of the established
medical community, thus giving rise to concern dlibe welfare of those women who
decided to go through with said processes. Natmsghanging opinions on abortion
itself, ironically, began to manifest themselveteiathe passage &oev. Wade in 1973.
This variance in ideological stance was due tomalaoation of factors, of which the
most important for our discussion were the advantesenatal research and technology
along with the idea that the procedure no longestituted a real danger to the health of
the mother, therefore turning the focus of the tebathe rights of the fetus. Because of
this radical shift in the ethical scenario of titeation, Nathanson gave up his position
within NARAL and was ostracized by the pro-choicentnunity, which was fortuitous
for Jerry Falwell, the Moral Majority, and the plite camp as a whole as they gained a
well-known and respected figure within the deb#tas adding credence to their cause.
The crux of not only “Aborting America” but alsceBiard Nathanson'’s affiliation
with the pro-life community and evangelical fundant@dists is his rather frank
discussion on the semantics and physiology involadtle abortion procedure. In his
depiction of his own thoughts and feelings on tlater, Nathanson explains that he feels
that the terms used in the abortion arena, sughaabfe, pro-choice, and even the word
abortion itself are loaded words that have beempplked by each side of the argument.
The basis of Nathanson'’s frank illustration of #tmrtion procedure is the term “alpha”

which he uses to define what is typically knowrtasfetus and provides a unique
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starting point for his ideas on the abortion covtrsy. Nathanson also disagreed with
the premises of both sides of the abortion argunveimth parallels his distaste for the
terminology involved but goes into insightful dét&bout the development of the “alpha”
that is perhaps the only truly objective way tokd@d whether the “alpha” constitutes life.
At six weeks, the “alpha” has enough brain functiomualify as lifé* and is also the
point when the mother’s body recognizes that theha’ is a foreign, autonomous body.
The viability of the “alpha” outside of the motherhich is around twenty weeks when
the “alpha” can potentially live outside and witholoe help of its mother, is another
concept that Nathanson dissects and does not aetgsgree with, deeming it
inadequate in terms of describing the ethical isdusbortion, and thus rendering most of
the mainstream views on that subject as invalid.

Nathanson aptly encapsulates his views on thenaaious, and often
problematic ways, to define life by stating “théesice of the abortion debate is simply
not in dispute. Personhood does not really dejpgoth consciousness, but upon people
recognizing the human life that is there amongbagpnd this strange talk of ‘human
beings’ who are yet not ‘persons,’ beyond the wgaches and the straw men, beyond the
guppies and the kittens, beyond the labels thaegrdevise to camouflage their point
system for assigning value to human lives, and bdym insubstantial utilitarian ethic
that fails to come up to the lowest levels of hurjuestice’® Beginning his thoughts on
the ethics of abortion, Nathanson declared, “Ifd@enot protect innocent, non-aggressive
elements in the human community, the alternatiteashorrible to contemplate. Looked

at this way, the ‘sanctity of life’ is not a thegloal but a secular concept that should be

1 Bernard Nathanson, “Aborting America”, p. 200
12 Nathanson, p. 226
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perfectly acceptable to my fellow atheists. Int¢bacise form, ‘Do no harm,’ it remains
the fundamental code for physicians, religiousan-religious™ It is at this point in his
discussion where Nathanson and Falwell's viewsherstubject at hand begin to come
together, despite the differences in religious ldgg. Nathanson also clearly stated
where abortion is a viable option and when it i§ mostating “intrauterine attack is
unjust if it is aggressive rather than in self-ahske, if it is not a last resort and other
alternatives to it are available, or if the deatllyans are out of proportion with the
problem to be resolved and the good results tHatame from the abortioif’, which is
a good foundation for Falwell using Nathanson aswrce for his anti-abortion stance.
Nathanson believed that abortion has created ialtzation of life in which the mother
can use any possible reason for the procedurelagpropism that abortion is alleviating
social ills such as a baby/ “alpha” being born ipbwerty, and that it can lead to eugenics
which Nathanson somehow ties into an unjust pregyasuch as if the “alpha” is
conceived under dubious or incestuous circumstamicissknown to have defects. In alll
of these instances, Nathanson contends that theaatan still have a meaningful life
which is somewhat curious coming from a practiaimgdical professional who feels that
under any circumstances that “alpha’/baby is a wehile individual worthy of
protecting.

In Bernard Nathanson’s gradual evolution from phoice activist to staunch pro-
life supporter, he underwent numerous changessipdriception of abortion, something

that he describes succinctly by articulating that:

13 Nathanson, p. 227
4 Nathanson, p. 229
15 Nathanson p. 230-9
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“There are 75,000 abortions in my past medicaleateghose performed under my
administration or that | supervised in a teachiagacity, and the 1,500 that | have
performed myself. The vast majority of these $hlbrt of my present standard that only
a mother’s life, interpreted with appropriate medigophistication, can justify destroying
the life of this being in inner space which is bedag better known to us with each
passing year. | now regret this loss of lifehdught the abortions were right at the time;
revolutionary ethics are often unrecognizable ateséuture, more serene date. The
errors of history are not recoverable, the livasncd be retrieved. One can only pledge
to adhere to an ethical course in the fut(te.

Being the figurehead of one of the world’s largdsbrtion clinics who repudiated his
former work gives Nathanson an added dimensioredamty and importance for
Falwell using him as a basis for his pro-life viewsathanson’s view and influence on
Falwell is also evident in the statement “sublinfiyahe massive governmentally
sanctioned loss of life made abortion thinkablée $cope of societally accepted
abortions, the very statistics, is frightening.n®a0988,267 were officially recorded by
the federal government in our Bicentennial yedr6 gercent increase over 1975.” This
would mean that there are one million or more a,yg=ar in and year out, or one
abortion per 3.2 babies born and many millionsesihgstice Blackmun’s [Supreme Court
justice who presided ov&oe v. Wade decisions]. “In the nation’s capital, abortions
actually outnumbering live births each year. Ttatistics mean that a uniquely wealthy
nation has sequestered off and rejected a larg@a@oent of life, a component that we
know more about than ever befdf.t is this somewhat melodramatic yet equally
powerful quote and use of statistical informatibattgives Nathanson’s views added

credence in the eyes of many pro-life proponentduding Jerry Falwell, and

16 Nathanson p. 248-9
" Nathanson p. 250-1
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Nathanson’s belief that “an unexamined utilitar&hos, and a corresponding ‘situation
ethic,” have led us to this monstrous abortionaian™® furthers this concept.
Throughout his discourse on abortion, Bernard &lagbn emphasized the
magnitude of the medical procedure upon the whbs®adety, something that could, and
is certainly beginning to in his opinion, corrupetfoundation of mankind. Nathanson
contended that abortion is an erosion of traditiddastern values, most notably being a
pronounced violation of the Hippocratic Oath, tenerstone of the medical profession,
in which life has no intrinsic worth when Nathansoexplanation of the biological
development of the “alpha” shows that it in facedgo Along the lines of Falwell's
fundamentalist ideology is Nathanson’s contentlat the traditional role of the family
within society has also been degraded since “pragnand childbirth are cohesive in
their effect on the family, while sex apart frone tlamily and childbearing is never
socially cohesive; on the contrary, it is a chafiice'® which neatly coincides with the
Moral Majority’s opinion on the subject matter. dammarizing his views on the
abortion controversy as a whole, Nathanson fittiriécusses his thesis, asserting “the
obvious scientific conclusion is that ‘alpha’ isdenstrably an independent human entity
(life). The obvious moral conclusion is that ‘adpdi destruction cannot be justified
unless, on clear medical grounds, the mother’sdit stake. A life is a sound
humanistic basis on which to sanction the intemtialestruction of human life; nothing
else is. The sociological conclusion is that abaris not just a private matter; it has do
with all of us?® In synthesizing both the pertinent biologicataland subsequent social

consequences, Dr. Nathanson gave fundamentalisgeleals the applicable fodder in

18 Nathanson p. 251
9 Nathanson p. 257
20 Nathanson p. 259
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making their case in the abortion controversy lwngi them an expert in the field to
draw upon. For Nathanson, it is up to theologdieatlers to determine the validity of
ethical dilemmas concerning the soul of the alld for obstetricians, in his view, once
scientific evidence of the “alpha’s” presence isifested, the unborn should be
protected by law. The concluding sentence of “AingrAmerica” is perhaps
Nathanson’s most powerful argument for the pro{ifetion, averring that “only the
recognition of the ‘alpha’ is but one of us, andtttve must welcome it back into the
community of mankind, will serve us as a reliablédg for our implacable future”
Throughout his work, Bernard Nathanson’s viewsenmpstly objective as a
whole although his ideas on the future of the aboiissue, for example believing that
eugenics and gene manipulation were in the notstard future as well as the ethical
standards of what constitutes life, are certainlyme with Falwell's beliefs concerning
the issue. By providing reliable scientific anadysom a prominent figure within the ob-
gyn community, Nathanson’s “Aborting America”, whiwas published at about the
same time as the genesis of the Moral Majorityegia succinct discussion on the
controversy without going into too much theologioabpartisan rhetoric, thus providing
the scholar with an excellent vantage point in Wha garner information. Nathanson’s
arguments, as mentioned above, also gave FalwelrenMoral Majority a reputable
source with which to bolster their claims of théidigy of the pro-life movement. In line
with this symbiotic relationship is Nathanson’s agge opinion orRoe v. Wade, which
he contended was too vague about numerous sigmtifieants, as well as the fact that

Dr. Nathanson does not believe that the SupremetSbauld be legislating from the

2 Nathanson p. 286
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judicial auspices, a contention that would be regobfrequently in a wide variety of

topics by conservative evangelicals.
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CHAPTER 4

EVEN A STOPPED CLOCK GIVES THE RIGHT TIME TWICE AAY: THE LIFE
& RELIGION OF JERRY FALWELL

In the course of the history oftQQentury American religious history, there have
been few figures that were as polarizing as Jeatywé&ll. Revered by his followers and
considered zealous and egregious by his opporfeaitsell was a key figurehead in the
revival of political intervention by religious leais in the late ZDcentury and created a
name for himself by a rhetorical and polemic safléenis own. Perhaps most known for
his work through the Thomas Road Baptist Churclcivhie established in 1956 as well
as Liberty University both of which are in Lynchiuwirginia, Falwell's efforts with the
Moral Majority, which he helped co-found in 197%uld propel him into the national
spotlight and cement his legacy as a forerunnenaxfern evangelical political activism.
Throughout the 1980s during the Moral Majority’siitk in which the organization
would acquire substantial sway within the RepulbliParty under the administration of
President Ronald Reagan, Falwell was a lightningfoo all sorts of controversy and was
rarely out of the headlines of the nation’s newgpa@and the newly established
television news networks. Whether or not one agvath either his ideological stance or
his political rhetoric, one must give Jerry Falwal just due in the complex discussion

of how religion and politics intermingled duringethast three decades of thé"antury.
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In the May 16, 2007, edition of the New York Timeeter Applebome wrote a
befitting obituary of Jerry Falwell who had passeday the day before in which the
fundamentalist minister was depicted in a more mist@ light than had been afforded
to him in recent years. In the obituary, Applebastaes that “behind the controversies
was a shrewd, savvy operator with an original vidar effecting political and moral
change. He rallied religious conservatives to thigipal arena at a time when most
fundamentalists and other conservative religioaddes were inclined to stay away. And
he helped pulled off what had once seemed an infgedask: uniting religious
conservatives from many faiths and doctrines bylemsjzing what they had in
common®” The article was an appropriate tribute to a méwo had been both praised
and demonized, a dichotomy that Falwell himselfaratbod very well. In his
autobiography, “Strength for the Journey”, whichsvpaiblished in 1987, Jerry Falwell
discussed the turbulent history of his family, &edv it played an integral role in his
career as both pastor and religious/political ic@¥ritten during the waning days of the
Moral Majority’s hegemony of political clout andterf he attempted to salvage
televangelist Jim Bakker’s organization Prayer Tlmee (PTL), Falwell gives the reader
an insightful glance into his background and thel@on of his ideology. By combining
a rich and colorful familial history as well as timnister’'s own reflections on the
momentous affairs of his lifetime, “Strength foethourney” provides the scholar with an

excellent starting point from which to view Falwelkxtraordinary rise to fame and

national prominence.

! Peter Applebome, “Jerry Falwell, Moral Majoritywaler, Dies at 73,” New York Times, 16 May 2007,
sec. Obituaries
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Jerry Falwell begins his autobiography with thaister reminiscing about how
he has lost touch with his family history since dpssi-meteoric rise to a national
political figure. Falwell commences the story of family’s background by stating that
the history of his forefathers has parallels wité Biblical narrative as it illustrates how
sin and/or Satan has played a role in not onlypWis personal life but also the course of
mankind as a whole. To further epitomize this pdtalwell recounts the murder of his
great-granduncle John which he believes exemplifiesntrinsic nature of the sinfulness
of man, stating in poignhant fashion “man was netited to murder his fellow man.
Something has gone terribly wrong with the creati&wil is at work in the world, and no
family can be protected from3t. Yet, all was not grim within the annals of thal®ell
familial lore as Jerry also recounts the merrigres of the past including numerous
anecdotes about the courtship between his fatliemaxther. Falwell's father Carey, like
his father before him, were successful entreprengeirwere also, ironically enough,
avowed atheists with the primary catalyst behinde€a aversion to religion being the
death of his daughter and Jerry’s late sister, Rosho seemingly was the pride and joy
of his life. Carey Falwell was also a notoriousree of illegal moonshine during the
Prohibition era and killed his own brother in sddffense, an event that Jerry Falwell
would point to as a turning point in his fatheife with the minister indicating that the
actions of his uncle Garland, who led an infamouslisterous lifestyle in his own right,
were actually the manifestation of Satan’s biddanghe Falwell family. To further this
point of how sin has affected his own personal,phsty Falwell contends that the nation
in modern times has forgotten the importance ofasihin everyday life, believing that

“when the idea of sin disappears, the possibilitioogiveness goes with it. And without

2 Jerry Falwell, Strength for the Journey, p. 9
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forgiveness, the world is lost. Our relationshipth God and with each other deteriorate
and we live miserable, hopeless lives. But wheradmit the possibility of sin, we hold
up the possibility of forgiveness as well. Andwibrgiveness, there is hope that our
relationships with each other and with God canegstored agaif. It is this concept of
logic and relating the tales of his own historyhat of the nation as a whole that would
characterize not only “Strength for the Journeylt &lso Falwell's canon as a whole.

After the traumatic manslaughter of his own broti@arey Falwell, according to
his son, was never the same man, and that Jerotisemwas left to shoulder the
emotional burden, with her and her family, the Begs being an important early
spiritual influence on young Jerry, as opposedh¢ounreligious ways of his father’s clan.
When Jerry and his twin brother Gene, who surgglgigets little mention throughout
“Strength for the Journey”, were born in 1933, Hadwells were relatively affluent given
the desperation that most of the country facednduthe Depression years. While his
father was able to enjoy the fruits of his mateniablth, Carey’s regret and guilt over the
death of Garland, two years prior to the birtherfy, would plague him for the rest of
his life, leading to alcoholism and domestic via@erurther down the line. Jerry Falwell
retells the episode in his life by observing timahis father that “violence and anger were
not qualities basic to his character but fruitshef unforgiven sin still growing in his

life "

, again touching on his recurrent point of the st@ative role of sin within the
history of mankind.
As Jerry Falwell began school in the fall of 19%hrld War Il was raging in

Europe and his home life was becoming more and mnoubled. Yet, during these

% Ibid, p. 27
* Ibid p. 52
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seemingly chaotic times, Falwell took sanctuanhwithe confines of his school and
educational process which he deemed was spiritnaltyuring, and, in his opinion, are in
a direct contrast to today’s academic life whetgian has been marginalized. World
War Il brought about an economic downturn for tldnells as Carey was forced to sell
several of his family’s businesses and began e iradreasing solace in the consumption
of alcohol. Commenting on his father’s final yedfalwell declares that “during his
seventeen years of suffering, | don’t know one rvan thought to explain to Dad what
the Apostle Paul made clear almost 2,000 years dde wages of sin is death; but the
gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ bard.” My father desperately needed
to find God's forgiveness. Gradually his unforgivguilt led to alcoholism, and his
alcoholism led to deati. A notable exception to the world’s forsaking €¢s
detrimental disease, however, was Virginia Glas&dma, who was an acquaintance of
Billy Sunday’s, and was pivotal in bringing abowdréy’s deathbed conversion to
Christianity. Falwell uses this example to illas&, once more, the importance of sin,
and subsequent forgiveness thereof, contendingrtivatthe Old Testament to the New
Testament there is a correlation between the ta/sigmified by the sacrificial lamb of
the Old Testament and Jesus Christ in the New resta

Although the conversion of Carey Falwell was soim&tmiraculous in the
context of his family’s history, young Jerry didtmdace much emphasis in his father’s
coming to Christ a few weeks prior to his demisefact, Jerry Falwell still maintained a
secularist lifestyle during his adolescence, amedetbangelical minister even claimed that
he was a part of a local “gang”, even though trecdates that Falwell relates about this

rebellious time pale in comparison by today’s stadd of hooliganism. It was not until

® |bid p. 72
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Falwell began attending Lynchburg College in thdyeE950s that the future
fundamentalist figurehead would begin his roaddispnal piety, and surprisingly
enough, according to Falwell himself, it was almmsta lark. During Jerry’s childhood,
his mother would listen to the radio evangelist @&@saFuller in the hopes of bringing her
son closer to God, and this tactic eventually pdicone winter’s evening in 1952. On a
cold January night, Falwell decided to attend Parknue Baptist Church in Lynchburg
with some of his fellow “gang” members, and whagd® as an irreverent attempt at
entertainment ended up being a turning point inyJeéalwell’s life as he entered into the
confines of a welcoming church fold as well as beime first time he encountered his
future wife Macel Pate. After being converted battseemingly ordinary Sunday night
with the help of an affable elderly member of therch, Jerry Falwell began his odyssey
into the realm of Christian evangelicalism, a gtegi would not only irrevocably
influence his own life but also the lives of coest others.

With Falwell's conversion, he plunged headlong ihis new life as a Christian
through daily Bible study and semi-daily churchhatiés where he started his sometimes
arduous but ultimately fulfilling courtship of Mddeate which in his autobiography has
quite a bit of space devoted to that budding retethip, mostly through countless
anecdotes of their time together. Through hisioontg growth as a Christian, Falwell
came to the conclusion that he would be best saseal Baptist minister as he pledged to
enter Bible college and drop out of the engineepragram that he was then pursuing.
Later describing this critical moment in his lifealwell stated, “The problem with too
many fundamentalist evangelicals is that spirigralwth begins and ends with rebirth.

In fact, | discovered early in my spiritual journéhat being born again is just the
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beginning>” Giving priority to the actions of a newly four@hristian after their
conversion, Falwell's assertion goes against taengf most fundamentalist tenets and
sets him apart from his contemporaries in thismeeg@&nother insightful comment that
Falwell has about this time is found in his discos®f what being a Christian meant to
him, believing “Christian discipleship-following S&s every day for the rest of your life-
is not an option; it is His command. It takes wa&crifice, discipline, and
determination. And what | learned of Christiancghgeship at the Park Avenue Baptist
Church in those short months after my conversios wanderful; but it was only the
beginning”

Attending Baptist Bible College in Springfield Mwuri, Jerry Falwell
experienced formal theology outside of the briéfdduction he received after his
“rebirth” in Lynchburg. Gaining a solid educatidi@undation, Falwell graduated and
returned to Lynchburg where he found Park AvenugtiBain disarray due to the turmoil
surrounding a core group of members, of roughigtyttfive in number, desiring to
establish a new congregation as they opposed sbthe cegulations Park Avenue was
then trying to implement. Falwell, after much 8eliation and thoughtful prayer,
decided to lead this new group of parishioners,thigdsmall yet devout assembly of
Christians purchased a storefront property on ThoR@ad, on the then outskirts of
Lynchburg. This schism within the Park Avenue Bstpg€hurch was greeted as a
beneficial occurrence by those who split off frdma thurch but was much to the chagrin
of the status quo of the area’s Baptist communhile Falwell at this time felt

alienated by his peers within the fellowship of tiiburg’s Baptist community, he

® Ibid p. 128
" Ibid p. 128
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strongly believed that, through the power of praperultimately did the right thing in
forming Thomas Road Baptist. In attempting to dreew members to Thomas Road,
Falwell contended that “working to fill a churchnet just an exercise in pride. At the
heart of my Christian faith is the strong beliedttpeople who do not know Christ as
Lord and Savior are spiritually lost and that weovidmow Him are responsible to share
His story with those who don’t. From the first dafyour own conversion, we are called
to Christian witness. Sharing the faith is at\whey center of what it means to be a
Christian, and there is no better way | know tr@aHare it door-to-door, person-to-
person in our neighborho8.In the above statement, one can see how Falwell
somewhat lamented the fact that his own fatherneasible to receive the beatitudes of
Christian love before the few weeks he had inifas yet Falwell's quasi-egalitarian
grassroots campaign to bring new members into beemks Road family did achieve a
sizeable amount of success as the church was@aglew substantially early on in its
existence.

To complement his early days of ministry, Jerriniedl also entered into the
foray of the Lynchburg’s media arena by startirdpdy radio program that helped to
increase his influence in the area as well as liren more people into his congregation,
and would be a large part of Falwell's approachtierrest of his career as he would be
one of the first evangelists to tap into the pagdmatf radio and, later on, television.
Falwell also increased his growing stature witta teligious and social communities by
establishing a treatment center for alcoholics@blother Gene’s farmhouse which was
part of what he later termed his spiritual develeptrand observing “during those first

days of my ministry in Lynchburg | began to deve#bpalance between the need for

8 Ibid p. 180

62



action and the need to wait upon God. For somestidms, action is everything. For
others, prayer is the beginning and the end. IBatdnger | live, the more | am
convinced that in the balance of these two wotldks,inward and the outward journey,
comes spiritual healtli. By striking a fine equilibrium between the spial and material
realms, Falwell was able to reach more people tiapeers and created a new style of
evangelical ministry that would be replicated méimes over by his successors. In
terms of the alcoholic rehab center, the Elim HdoneAlcoholics, that he helped found,
Falwell believed that while “our actions are backgdorayer and our prayers lead to
action, we are walking in His footsteps and we hieepower that He has promised us.
Elim Home for Alcoholics is a living proof of theper of prayer and action togetH&t.
By combining the pragmatic and devout into a viahtede of ministry, Jerry Falwell was
able to capitalize on the need for a “modern” ewdingl fundamentalism within the
greater Lynchburg community, something that he alds to do as well on a larger scale
later on in his career.

In terms of his personal life, Jerry Falwell mapleat strides in achieving what he
set out to accomplish when he first met Macel Pagehe two married on April 12, 1958,
and would eventually have two boys and a girl tbget This idea of a newly found
family, according to Falwell, gave his life a newcifis and direction and leads him to go
into lengthy detail about the importance of fanwlighin the context of his career as a
pastor. In “Strength for the Journey”, Falwellaalsoks back at the race issues that were
occurring during the early days of his ministrytiie 1960s, taking an almost apologetic

view of his then ideas about segregation and cdmgrthat he was a product of that

° Ibid p. 226
19 bid p. 231
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racist bygone era. Intaking a sort of revisiomistv of his own personal history, Falwell

asserted his almost libertarian viewpoint in deotar

“| was just thirty-one years of age. | was bord aaised in the deep South. | had grown
up in a segregated society. | had been a Chriitialess than a dozen years, and though
my study of the Scriptures had left me with a grgwestlessness with the traditional
Southern position, | felt bullied and unjustly akad by the army of white Northerners
marching into the South, demanding that we follbeirt dictates in the running of our
community and in the ordering of our lives. | veagry that suddenly the Supreme
Court, the Congress, and the President had assugiesl once granted to the states, and
| protested loudly the arrogant, disruptive, angiiolent wave of demonstrators
arriving daily in the South. | was determined taintain the right to decide for ourselves
how we would live together, black and whité.

Eventually, however, Falwell would come to termghmthe fact that God does not judge
people on the basis of their skin color but onrth@rit of their character, and Thomas
Road Baptist began to accept black members stadtdy, ironically enough since
Falwell showed an open distaste for Martin Lutherg<Jr. throughout his early career,
the assassination of King in 1968, much to the disof some of his congregants.

In discussing the early days of Thomas Road Ba@tisirch and the strategy he
employed to acquire new members, Jerry Falwell dotten paraphrase, much like
Aimee Semple McPherson decades earlier making $Jghtist is the same yesterday
and today and forevEt her evangelical credo, the biblical text in whidsus tells his
disciples to “be my witnesses in Jerusalem, idadlea and Samaria, and to the ends of
the earth® to describe how the newly established church vedaatut recruiting

prospective visitors by a series of small stepst, & Thomas Road expanded

2 Ibid p. 277
12 Hebrews 13:8 New Revised Standard Version Bible
13 Acts 1:8, NRSVB
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exponentially after its first formative years, Fallwnoticed a massive expansion in his
ministry and its influential clout within the Lynblrg area. Reminiscing about this era
in the development of his church, Falwell argudédséemed like a miracle to that
handful of believers who had worked together fromn beginning. And though God had
blessed His people’s faithfulness, in fact thabastling growth was a result of their
constant faithful and sacrificial work and witné&s. During this epoch in Falwell’s
career, the increasingly prominent preacher begaee the potential in establishing a
new Christian college that he hoped would helpteréae thousand new churches by the
year 2000 through the efforts of its graduatesthWie assistance of Dr. EImer Towns a
theological education expert, Falwell and ThomaadRBaptist Church, via numerous
property acquisitions throughout Lynchburg, wagdbllaunch Lynchburg Baptist
College, later Liberty University, in 1971. Withe genesis of a theological seminary in
the early 1970s, Falwell and his followers felt tleed for more space for their ever-
growing ministry with Candler’s, now Liberty, Mowaih seen as a viable locale for
expansion. The burgeoning success of Falwell'®mradd television programs, entitled
“The OIld Time Gospel Hour”, also gave rise to apatus to spread Thomas Road’s
message throughout the country via the mediumle¥iton, beginning with the
immediate vicinity. Due to the enormous amoungr@iwth in a relatively short amount
of time, the finances of Falwell's church were selietaxed, sending the leaders of
Thomas Road Baptist to pursue somewhat dubiouslzedly dealing with an itinerate
bonds salesmen in the efforts to raise capitaks&lbusiness transactions would,
however, lead to both the church and Falwell cominder the scrutiny of Securities and

Exchange Commission (SEC) as well as being indiatidu fraud and deceit in the U.S.

14 Falwell, Strength for the Journey p.290
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District Court in Roanoke, Virginia. Throughoue#ie turbulent times, Jerry Falwell
faced an increasing amount of pressure from bamtédia and the evangelical
movement as a whole, but he was also supportedsigrhily as well as several
associates, notably Dr. B. R. Larkin who was a ferpadio evangelist in the 1930s and
1940s and was a model for Falwell using the medwuthe extent that he did. Thomas
Road and Falwell were able to beat the chargesisigidiem, much to the relief of the
minister who credited the support of his followarsl parishioners in helping him during
those chaotic times. After the litigation from teurch’s financial dealings had been
taken care and work resumed on building their egbeg empire, a sense of normalcy
returned to Jerry Falwell's ministry in Lynchburyet, several noteworthy events in the
1970s would catapult Falwell into the national §igat as he entered the political arena
for the first, bona fide time.

Among the multitude of social events that reshapedsocial dynamic of
America during the 1970s, tiRoe v. Wade decision was one of the first factors that
influenced Jerry Falwell's eventual foray into pick, and after he and Thomas Road
Baptist Church were exonerated of financial misgsjrthe minister began to focus more
of his attention on this and other pertinent topiBsscussing his change in opinion about
entering the political arena, Falwell encapsuldtisddeas on the matter by “hoping that
words would be enough, | began to preach reguégainst abortion, calling it
‘America’s national sin.” | compared abortion tdler’s ‘final solution’ for the Jews and
the Court’s decision to letting loose a ‘biologit@llocaust’ upon our nation. However, it
soon became apparent that this time preaching waatlthe enough. To stop the

legalizing of death by abortion, opponents of tlee R. Wade decision were protesting in
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the streets. For the first time in my life | f€lbd leading me to join thef’ Deeming
abortion as the primary social problem facing tagam, Falwell believed that it was a
cornerstone for the growing decadence pervadingrisar society as well as destroying
the family as a cohesive social unit, and marketdamge in Falwell’s ministry as a
whole. In his arguing against the evils of abartiBalwell would often cite the biblical
passage of “render to Caesar what is Caesar’'soa@dd what is God’s” to legitimize his
stance for protesting against abortion, and hisofte America” tours, which were
implemented in the late 1970s, were his first ¢féo mobilize a large political
constituency. Falwell also established a homeifoved mothers and those who were
contemplating abortion in Lynchburg to combat tgeoWwing” issue of abortion, and this
home was another important precedent for his futtrek with the Moral Majority.

When Jerry Falwell was first approached aboutipsbeing the head of a
religious/political organization, which would evaatly become the Moral Majority, the
Lynchburg minister was a bit hesitant to work wpgtople of different denominations and
faiths, but was persuaded to do so after studyragdis Schaeffer’s concept of co-
belligerents in attaining a pragmatic social agendalwell would later recount his

wariness about the practicality of forming suchaasociation when he stated:

“Therefore, when | began considering how to puetbgr a political organization that
included all Americans | was faced with a terrfiimblem: my own personal
psychological barrier. All of my background fromafist Bible College and other places
and persons providing my religious training maddifficult for me to consider such a
prospect. And yet | was convinced that there wasosial majority’ out there among
these more than 200 million Americans sufficienhinmber to turn back the flood tide of
moral permissiveness, family breakdown, and geroaaitulation to evil and to foreign
philosophies such as Marxism-Leninisfh.

15 Ibid p. 321-2
18 Ibid p. 345
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In June 1979, Moral Majority, Inc., which was thaifical lobbying arm of the
organization, and the Moral Majority Foundationtlee media-education forum of the
group, were established under the pro-life, prd#ti@al family, pro-Judeo-Christian
morals, and pro-American platform. Yet despits gpecific platform, Falwell would
emphatically maintain that the organization wasint@nded to be an evangelistic nor a
religious movement. In less than eighteen months,new organization was able to
claim that it was a viable force within the conteknational politics due to its
overwhelming support of Ronald Reagan’s victoryhia 1980 Presidential election as
well as other like-minded officials on the state docal levels, which Falwell and his
new association contended was principally due ¢ gfforts. As the stature and
prominence of the Moral Majority increased througihihhve 1980s, Falwell faced more
and more media scrutiny, especially after his contrtieat God did not hear the prayers
of Jews, but by the time Reagan is reelected i@ 1B8Iwell claimed that the
conservative, evangelical bloc was the largeshéncountry and that millions of citizens
were politically active due to the work of the Mbkéajority. Yet, by the fall of 1986, the
strenuous efforts and tasks involved in headingMbeal Majority began to take its toll
on Falwell, leading him to send out a communiqudat@ang his intentions to scale down
his political involvement and to spend more timéwhis family and Thomas Road
Baptist Church. When writing “Strength for the deey” in 1987, many analysts
suggested that the Moral Majority’s waning contrbpower was due to Falwell's
decision to abstain from political matters althoud@gtwell himself countered that the

association had never been stronger.
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The final episode discussed in “Strength for therdey” is Jerry Falwell’s
decision to help the evangelical organization, Brdyme Live (PTL), out of financial
straits. After much deliberation, Falwell decidedake on the responsibility of leading
PTL after its former leader Jim Bakker persuaded to do so, which forces him to face
much more criticism from both the media and othemgelists. Yet, despite all of the
controversy surrounding him taking over the fledglreligious group, Falwell
maintained that he had made the right decisiornvandd have done so if given the
opportunity to do things over. With this problematvent, “Strength for the Journey”
concludes its narrative which is a fitting end tloe book as most of Falwell's activities
after the late 1980s pale in comparison to theresfloe expended in the earlier parts of
his career. By giving the scholar insight into @h¢he more divisive characters in recent
American history, “Strength for the Journey” isiavaluable tool in helping to gain a
better understanding of the polarizing figure afyé&alwell along with garnering the
Lynchburg minister’'s own ideas and thoughts on morne noteworthy events that
occurred during his lifetime and career.

The two works that best show Jerry Falwell’s tigms from an evangelical
minister from Virginia to a nationally recognizedlgpical figure are “Church Aflame”
and “Capturing a Town for Christ”. These two wqrkéich were coauthored by Elmer
Towns, illustrate how even at a relatively earlgst in his ministry, Falwell was already
planning his initial foray into the secular worlfmolitics and shaping the future of the
Religious Right in America. In the work “Churchlame”, Towns and Falwell
examined the nuances of what made Thomas RoadsB&#tiirch stand apart from other

churches at that time and how it was ministeringyiochburg and the nearby
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community. The book also illustrates the growtlhef church at a time, the early 1970s,
when it was America’s fastest growing church, whicks due in part to its reliance on
mass media. Elmer Towns was known for his studye“I0 Largest Sunday Schools”,

in which he used the same methodology to depictMidsoRoad Baptist Church’s
success, and he would later become vice-presiddnmahburg Baptist College, which
was later renamed Liberty University.

The book opens with showing the importance ofvidldial people within the
ministry of Thomas Road Baptist as several testiaigmre given about the redeeming
qualities of the church. This is followed by baadgnd information on Falwell who is
described as “a man sent by God” and his transfaoméo a Christian as “his was not a
spectacular conversion, but a conversion of etamasequences’ This grandiose
characterization of Falwell, paying particular atien to his extraordinary piety and
compassion, is the first of many flattering dedaoips of the minister, and elucidate on
how Falwell was beginning to set himself apart frivaditional pastors at an early stage
in his career. Contending that man can only bedgdane occupation or profession,
Falwell dedicated his life to expanding his mirysirhile also picking up ideas along the
way from other churches that he encountered dunimgravels.

The idea that Thomas Road Baptist Church wasaiae [to meet the needs of its
parishioners is taken up by Falwell who refuteddlagm in a multi-step argument.
Among the reasons given by Falwell in responsdhatea large-sized church is
prescribed Biblically, that it is the best for egatical work, that it is better in serving
large metropolitan areas, that it attracts thegetspf the unsaved, and it can supply a

well-rounded ministry that other smaller congregagi could not afford. The fact that a

" Elmer Towns and Jerry Falwell, “Church Aflame” 22
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large church can be the conscience of a town dsaweéplacing the need for
denominations and being more efficient due to déingd staff that typically is employed
by a larger group are other reasons that Falwek ga show that Thomas Road had the
best interests at heart when it grew to its enostsize in the course of a few yeérs
Falwell emphasized this point in his statement, ‘@en’t going to argue with anyone
about how big Sunday School should become. Wa&kegoing to keep winning lost
people to Jesus, keep teaching the Word of Godexyeonvert; and when we have
natural growth, we’ll build another building foremew converts. If we keep on
ministering in the future as we have done in th&,pae will continue to grow; and if we
offend anyone, we'll have to leave that matter tm¢5”

Jerry Falwell believed that the primary mandatéhefchurch was evangelism,
arguing the right method and message should betadathg the gospel into the world.
The main influence on Falwell's brand of evangelisrhased on the Great Commission,
which is found in Matthew 28:18-20, in which Jesaigght his disciples on the
importance of evangelism, baptism, and teachingiwthe concept of the Christian life.
This concept was taken up by Falwell to implemewery proactive method of
ministering to the community, especially seen imiflas Road’s usage of the media. To
highlight the priority of evangelism, Towns depitthe pastor's ministerial method in
stating, “Falwell expects to win every person tawhhe withesses, and he expects
sinners to get saved every time he preaches. fdithsin God and compassion for the
lost explains the phenomenal evangelistic restitseaThomas Road Baptist Chur&h.

This style would be criticized by some as bordeongeligious zealotry, yet Falwell's

8 Towns & Falwell, p. 34-42
9 Elmer Towns & Jerry Falwell, “Church Aflame”, p.43
2 Towns & Falwell, p. 55
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idiosyncratic manner produced results for ThomaadRand increased his status within
the fundamentalist community. In this model of h@whurch should be structured, the
pastor was the prime example of how evangelismldhoanifest itself within a church
although the church as a whole should be a nexasanfgelism through what Falwell
termed “saturation evangelism” which entailed nigmgg in every way possible by any
means possible. This concept is readily showherchurch’s use of electronic media
with Falwell arguing that “I am challenged by theltimedia available to us for reaching
billions of people with the gospel. 1 thrill [sithat | have been privileged to live in this
age. Because | believe in the imminent returrhefltord Jesus Christ for His Church,
then | must be doing all | can as quickly as | carealize we don’t have a long time to
reach the lost. | believe we shall stand befoegubdgment seat of Christ accountable for
not utilizing every available means at any cosidbthe gospel out to every creature.
May God challenge our hearts to total saturati@ontact, continuous contact, no
limitation.””

In terms of the types of Christian ministry thdtomas Road Baptist Church
provided for the Lynchburg community, Sunday schea$ considered the primary
extension of the church’s mission as a whole. d@loee, Falwell placed a great deal of
emphasis of Sunday school as a party of his “sabmravangelism” ethos while also of
course being a crucial part of the education thatah members needed to become better
Christians. The bus “ministry” was another fadethe church’s evangelical success as
well as the prominent youth ministry, which Falwalintended was the lifeblood of the
church and could play a role in establishing néee-iminded churches in the future.

Among the other ministries and organization affdcwith the church were the

2 Towns & Falwell, p. 79-80
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Lynchburg Christian Academy whose Christian-cemte@ucation was described as
“evangelistic in that: (1) Bible is taught eaclydaevery class. The school requires that
each teacher be a Bible instructor, so that bibdoatent will be integrated with regular
curriculum. (2) Chapel is held once a week foedigision, at which visiting pastors
and church staff members challenge the studeB)sA (veek of evangelistic meetings or
a Bible conference is held each fall and springe main program is to reach and win
unsaved pupils to Chriét” This concept of a solid Christian education wbbé

continued with the establishment of Liberty Biblell€ge in 1971, the same year
“Church Aflame” was published. The college andoispose were further elaborated

upon by Towns and Falwell:

“The United States is witnessing a decay of thatutgnal church, a decline in church
membership because of theological liberalism andrang away from the scriptures,
with a substitution of social action for Christianinistry. At the same time God is
raising up a movement to carry forward His worlboilding local churches. This
movement is centered in a return to the Biblicaldfamentals, a desire to reflect godly
Christian living, a purpose to reach the whole @ahrough aggressive New Testament
church evangelism, and a sense that the sign®dinie point to the imminent return of
Jesus Christ to the earth. The college attempisflect this movement by God in the
latter part of the twentieth century.

The Lynchburg Baptist College was founded uporthieelogical foundation that
‘the best place to train young people to ministea iocal church is in a local church.’
Therefore, the Lynchburg Baptist College is unigube educational arm of the Thomas
Road Baptist Church. The college hold and teatteesentral doctrines of the Christian
faith as embraced by the historic conservative tBaposition®®

2 Towns & Falwell, p. 129
% Towns & Falwell, p. 153
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“Church Aflame” is part an explanation of Thomasa@®aptist Church’s
success and part blueprint for others seeking wdamits prototype. The idea of
“saturation evangelism” is also covered in “Captgra Town for Christ” which further
expounds upon the work Jerry Falwell and his chuwrele doing in the Lynchburg
community during the early 1970s. Falwell beganwlork with an explanation of the
aims of his ministry and a concise definition cdtisration evangelism”, declaring “I
appreciate what our Christian forefathers did,|thélieve the key to evangelism is the
local church and every church attempting to reachany for Christ, in every way
possible, at every time possible. This will resalevery church growing larger and
stronge™ Towns followed this definition up with an exptsiy glance into the
workings of Thomas Road Baptist Church, and, irpkegewith the information
presented in “Church Aflame”, went on to illustréte various types of ministry the
church was involved in as well as testimonials tmatoborate the success of Falwell's
“saturation evangelism”. In providing evidencehe success and viability of Thomas
Road Baptist Church, Towns cited standards foc#pability of churches in general,
“Sociologists have used the following points to swea church greatness: (1) numerical
growth, (2) involvement of members in the total istiry, and (3) the change in those
who attend the church. These three points, alatigtwo other biblical reasons, will
measure a great church: (4) ministering to thal tieéeds of members, and (5) saturation
evangelism. These last two points have been ntegldxyy most churches since

Pentecost. The Thomas Road Baptist Church meetgudifications of these five

24 Jerry Falwell and Elmer Towns, Capturing a TownGarist, p. 7
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points; therefore, it could be called one of theagest churches since Penteédstin
furthering this point, Towns believed that quangtyualed quality, in terms of
proselytizing, when it came to measuring a churshiscess in reaching the surrounding
community with the message of Christ. Towns coshetlihis examination of Thomas
Road by contending that the success of the churall e directly correlated with the
dynamic personality of Jerry Falwell, which was orjant due to Towns’ belief that
evangelistic works could only be as good as th&op#ésading them.

The second part of “Capturing a Town for Christtiesvoted to a selection of
Jerry Falwell’'s sermons. The first message comekthe church of Antioch and was
used to illustrate his ministry and how it sprelag gospel to the world, “It is my
conviction that every local church should attenaptdpture its city for Christ. Every
Bible-believing, Bible-preaching, soul-winning clkbrought to attempt to win the entire
metropolitan area to Christ. That is the primesobye of every church. We ought to try
to win every individual, every soul, and every parsbeginning at Jerusalem (our
Lynchburg), then Judea (the surrounding countyd,tAen Samaria (the state of Virginia
for us), and ultimately the uttermost parts oféaeth (worldwide missiongf” The main
impression one gets from reading these sermonhamanifestation of the first
inclinations towards where Falwell wanted to talgerhinistry as his aggressive
evangelism appears in many of the messages tlegpoeinded upon which included
self-reliance and perseverance through the wibofl and doing one’s utmost to spread
the Gospel. These sermons also show some sighe pblitical future of Falwell's

career as communists are mentioned, and repudadedell as showing a conservative,

% Falwell and Towns, p. 76
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ultra-capitalist/patriotic inclination. Falwellsymbiosis of religion and politics can be
seen in an excerpt from one of his sermons in whe&hktated, “The destiny of our nation
lies in the hands of preachers and their willingn@sunwillingness to preach the Word
of God, to cry out against sin. | say to preacksesywhere, “You hold the destiny of
America in your hands.” A liberal preacher is naty an enemy of God, he’s an enemy
of the nation. For God has blessed this nationrmmbred America above all other
nations. The Word of God has been preached I@ue forefathers were men who
believed something-who were willing to pay a préeel willing to die for the Bible and
our land®™ This quote also shows how Falwell ascribed thaingle great man, not
committees and other such groups, should lead elelaund its evangelical mission
which shows Falwell's propensity towards a quashatritarian leadership style and
brand of politics that become more evident in hted works.

Perhaps the most noteworthy work of Jerry Falwedéinon is his work “Listen,
America!” which was published in 1980 and gives tésader a profound look into his
often-controversial ideology and is described as tonservative blueprint for
America’s moral rebirth”. In beginning his someawltengthy tome, Falwell depicted
the atrocious nature of life in Communist nationd aontended that there were three
main crises facing America as the 1980s dawned:stipremacy of the Soviet bloc
especially in the nuclear arms race, a governmentitated economy which he defines
as “welfareism”, and a lack of effective leadershiifpoth the national and local level.
These problems for Falwell placed an added empbasise importance of the upcoming
decade in the context of American history, averrimghen history records these ten

years, | think it will be fair to project that thigll have probably been, since the days of

" Falwell and Towns, p. 181
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the American Revolution, the most important dedaienation has known. This is a
grave statement because | believe that the outcdimew we stand as a free people at
the end of this decade will depend upon the mageaisibns we as a people make in the
very near futuré® The sole remedy for this impending moral casite, in Falwell’s
opinion, was an increased focus of what God intéridemankind, which are laid out by
the dictates and lessons of the Bible, and thaiy‘oy godly leadership can America be
put back on a divine course. God will give natidmaling if men and women will pray
and meet God'’s conditions, but we must have le&agemns America to deliver God’s
messagé” Despite all of these perceived difficulties fagithe country at that time,
Falwell maintained a staunch faith about the paéeaf American society, and that the
history of the nation showed how magnificent thetéthStates has been and could
continue to be under the proper guidance. Falaletl had a strong admiration for era of
the American Revolution, contending that it wasudytsignificant time in not only the
history of the nation but also of the world as aieh To illustrate this point, he asserted,
“Our Founding Fathers separated church and stdtenation, but never intended to
establish a government void of God. As is eviddrimgour Constitution, good people in
America must exert an influence and provide a cense and climate of morality in
which it is difficult to go wrong, not difficult fopeople to go right in Americ®” This
reverence for the days of the Founding Fathercanaept that is mentioned throughout
“Listen, America!”, and plays a crucial role in a&ll's perception of history.

Jerry Falwell devoted a fairly significant amowohispace to his discussion of the

Founding Fathers and the early years of Americatoty in order to build a context for

2 Jerry Falwell, Listen Americal, p. 7-8
2 |bid p. 15
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how modern society has failed to live up to theeptal that its forefathers had set out

for it. Falwell argued:

“America has reached the pinnacle of greatnesgeialny nation in human history
because our Founding Fathers established Amelaasand precepts on the principles
recorded in the laws of God, including the Ten C@ndments. God has blessed this
nation because in its early days she sought torh@ad and the Bible, the inerrant Word
of the living God. Any diligent student of Ameritaistory finds that our great nation
was founded by godly men upon godly principlesa@@bChristian nation. Our Founding
Fathers were not all Christians, but they were ediidy biblical principles. They
developed a nation predicated on Holy Writ. THeieus foundations of America find
their roots in the Bibl&"”

Through this analysis of the nation’s formative rgedalwell believed that the Founding
Fathers felt that America had a special destithénworld, unlike any other country.
Falwell also drew in the examples of the settldrdamnestown, who were Puritans who
came to this land in order to escape religiousquerson, and that the first charter of
Virginia and the Mayflower Compact, which was wetitby the Pilgrims who are held in
high esteem by Falwell, illustrate the truly rebigs nature of America’s Founding
Fathers. The early education system accordingliwdfl was also directly related to the
church and that colonial life in general was maoaig, and therefore better, than that of
the society from which the Lynchburg minister waging. By emphasizing the purity
and piousness of Revolutionary America, Falwelythoped that America could learn
from its predecessors and return the country t@theninent status that it once had.

In continuing his depiction of the country’s eahigtory, Jerry Falwell contended
that America’s Founding Fathers wanted the natolpet a republic and not a democracy,

which tended to skew towards socialist egalitasaneventually. Falwell contrasted

1 bid p. 25
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this golden age of the nation’s history with tha grwhich he was writing by showing
that the 1970s, or the “Me generation”, was ovedgicerned with narcissistic and self-
centered goals as secular humanism, another oefaldislikes of modern society,
became a more widespread school of thought. Hdabebéved that the government had
also taken too large a place in individual lived #mat personal freedom, which again
shows Falwell's quasi-libertarian leanings, wasapayunt for how the federal
government should be structured. Despite all eé¢hshortcomings of modern society,
Falwell asserted that there were remedies for Acaarsociety as proven by the
examples of the country’s Founding Fathers, andititentemporary America would
revert to those bygone times, the country wouldface the turmoil and tumult that it did
in the late 1970s. Contending “the answer to ewve®y of our nation’s dilemmas is a
spiritual one. When we as a country again ackndgdeGod as our Creator and Jesus
Christ as the Savior of mankind, we will be abléum this nation around economically
as well as in every other w&y;, Falwell thought that secular humanism and the
enormous role that the federal government playebarives of most Americans had
superceded the traditional role of God within stgighus being a major reason why
America was then undergoing a cultural and moreyge

Along the same line as the dominant role thafederal government had in
American society is Jerry Falwell's outright hateddMarxism-Leninism which he
viewed as the next step for the nation if it did resolve its then current malaises.
Falwell's avowedly negative view towards communsiemmed from that ideology’s
lack of respect, in his view, for both religion aindividual liberties which he, of course,

deemed as integral for a respectable and credisalgiety. To help illustrate his point on
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79



this matter, Falwell used the example of Soviesident author Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn,
whose works such as The Gulag Archipelago and Caeed documented the less
savory side of that regime, to show the depravextiies committed by Stalinist-era
Russia, and how it was an abomination of God’s feillmankind. Taking an almost
McCarthy-like view of the perils of the Soviet Unis might in relation to the safety of
American society, Falwell argued that the commumedion’s military advantage over
the “free world” in the late 1970s was borderingcatastrophic for the United States
since “communists know that in order to take oveoantry they must first see to it that a
nation’s military strength is weakened and thatritgals are corrupted so that its people
have no will to resist wrong. When people begia¢oept perversion and immorality as
ways of life, as is happening in the United Stébelsy, we must beware. This should be
a danger signal and a warning to our country. @enees know that when we are weak
morally, and when we have lost our will to fighte &re in a precarious position for
takeover® Judging that it was his duty as a minister & gospel to speak out against
the evils of godless communidnFalwell deemed that it was vital for the American
government to get back on par with the Sovietgims of military capability, and that
the nation’s society must disavow their nihilistaywdry ways in order to prevent the
Marxist-Leninist menace from reaching the countglisres. In concluding the first
section of “Listen, America!” Falwell gave a brisfightly biased, overview of the
history of the state of Israel, primarily basing biaims on Scriptural references as well
as using the Bible to prophesy about the eventogieStakeover of Israel, which he

claimed is alluded to in the book of Revelationsid® from this now debunked historical
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claim, the first section of his ideological tomeeg the scholar an excellent vantage
point in order to view how the Moral Majority’s léer viewed the global affairs of the
1980s, and how America should respond to said svent

In the second section of “Listen, America!” JeFaiwell discussed the reason’s
for what he viewed as America’s then current praaient of being a society without
morals and that had run amok with sinfulness. idrdepiction of the American family,
Falwell accorded it with the status of being thestrfandamental part of society,
declaring, “The family is that basic unit that Gestablished, not only to populate but
also to control and contain the earth. The happiesple on the face of this earth are
those who are part of great homes and families evtiery are loved, protected, and
shielded™, and that the family was essential for maintainihe fabric of mankind as a
whole. Falwell also argued that a promiscuousyipdg” attitude by men, the women'’s
liberation movement, and the flood of abortiongaRoe v. Wade were the three main
weapons against the contemporary family. To corttbatonslaught against the
traditional role of the nuclear family within Amean society, Falwell espoused a
patriarchal viewpoint to resolve those ills, stgtthat “until men are in right relationship
with God, there is no hope for righting our [siapfilies of our nation. Because we have
weak men who have weak homes, and children frosethemes will probably grow up
to become weak parents leading to even weaker hifthé@dong this same line of
thought and logic, Falwell believed that most afisty’s juvenile delinquency, at that
point, was the result of bad parenting by godleksts, and that if America would

reshape its social structures, and especiallydiis@&ional processes, to one that was in
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step with Judeo-Christian doctrine, the nation wdaé better off as a whole. Falwell
concluded his segment on the status of the Amefaaily by agreeing with North
Carolina Senator Jesse Helm'’s assertion that thédyfavas crucial in the battle against
totalitarianism and socialism.

Jerry Falwell's views on gender and sexuality wesey much in line with other
fundamentalist evangelicals in that he came froanvibwpoint of a traditional,
patriarchal society was the best course of actonhe nation. Naturally, Falwell was
not a supporter, actually having quite a rabidadist for, of the feminist movement as
well as the Equal Rights Amendment, believing that ordained for each gender to
have its own designated place and that the federsrnment had no right to intrude on
social matters of this sort since the Bible hadahly clear-cut answer for how social
gender mores should be constructed. In termsartiab, Falwell contended that life
begins at conception, and he emphasized his pothis regard by going into minute
detail about the development of the fetus, sudh@growing brain and motor functions
from an early phase of pregnancy, as well as tbetiab process itself in which he
delves into ghastly detail about the procedurevaries in slightly melodramatic prose
when discussing the subject. Falwell also stretdssdabortion is the beginning of a
slippery downward spiral to infanticide, euthanaaiad genetic manipulation which
harkens back to the influence of both SchaefferMaithanson upon his precepts
concerning this topic. Surmising his view on thaity of human life, Falwell stated,
“we as a nation must take a Bible [sic] positionnaorality and begin to teach it
everywhere, beginning in our homes, in our schaoir® in our communities, and in our

states. We must teach children from kindergartenphow precious life is and how
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important it is to preserve [i{&, deeming this one of the most crucial concepas th
American society faced at the beginning of the $988omosexuality is another matter
that raised Falwell’s ire as he felt, somewhatcardiedly, that it was of an ungodly
nature and caused by the prevalence of broken hdoet ineffective male leadership.

In terms of the cultural values of the United 8satlerry Falwell had much to
discourse about due to what he contended was arabsat of standards that were to
blame for the corruption of America’s youth. Thedium of television was an aspect of
the country’s decadent society that alarmed Famwkd contended that it implicitly
endorsed violence and sex. Yet Falwell, who haddtin long-running, popular
television program at that time, believed thatvisien could be used in a positive way if
its efforts were redirected in a wholesome manii@tnography was deemed as the very
epitome of the immorality that was pervasive witbatiety with Falwell arguing that it
“destroys the privacy of sex. Parents must tehel thildren that sex is private and
beautiful only in the marriage relationstfp. As for contemporary music, Falwell
contended that it was synonymous with the moralinee America during the late
1970s, and that due to its “sex, drugs, and rodkrali’ motto, popular music was
corrupting the youth of the United States. By eixang the cultural mores of America
during the time that he was writing, Falwell triedmake the argument that due to the
over-secularization of social values, America wagitining to slip into an abyss of moral
lassitude in which the enemies of the country, agbommunism, would be able to take
root. Education, for Jerry Falwell, was paramourrying to abate the growing

permissiveness of the nation’s youth, but here &g specific in what he considered a
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proper education which was, naturally, Christiasgahschooling. Feeling that secular
humanism or the lack of piety within the educatisphere was a contributing factor for
America’s moral decline, Falwell, as seen by hieré$ with Liberty University, regarded
a Judeo-Christian basis as the only solid founddtio the youth of America instead of
the decadent and depraved public education system.

The third and final section of “Listen, Americaépuicted the need, in Jerry
Falwell's view, to build a coalition of like-mindedtizens in order to help restore order
and moral to America via the power of believingpmayer and the need for national
repentance for the nation’s sins. Estimating thatfive main sins facing the nation were
abortion, homosexuality, pornography, humanism, taedractured family, Falwell was
convinced that the nation’s “moral existence” humt¢he balance and that it would take
the largest number of people possible to reste@affairs of the United States to their
rightly place. Falwell subscribed to the beliedttin order for this to happen voter
registration, a better-informed public, which wa @f the reasons the Moral Majority
was established, and political mobilization werg ketrying to combat these perceived
wrongs. To this end, Falwell clearly spelled dwd timpetus for the foundation of the

Moral Majority, declaring:

“Our goal is to exert a significant influence o tpiritual and moral direction of our
nation by: (a) mobilizing the grassroots of mdkalericans in one clear and effective
voice; (b) informing the moral majority what is ggion behind their backs in
Washington and in state legislatures across thetogyc) lobbying intensely in
Congress to defeat left-wing, social-welfare Wiflat will further erode our precious
freedom; (d) pushing for positive legislation sashthat to establish the Family
Protection Agency, which will help ensure a stromggluring America; and (e) helping
the moral majority in local communities to fightrpography, homosexuality, the
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advocacy of immorality in school textbooks, andentissues facing each and every one
of us

By following these guidelines, Falwell argued tpasitive change could happen for
America, and that by establishing the Moral Majoas a political action group
conservative evangelicals would finally have a goiathin the context of the nation’s
political system. For this and other notable reasderry Falwell, despite his often
backwards and antiquated notions about the problemerica in 1980, was one of the
most influential evangelicals of the®6entury, bringing a long dormant political
constituency back into the Republican Party's fddwvell as giving a place for religious
fundamentalists to make a place for themselvesmdbciety as a whole.

A work that follows up on the sentiments of Jéfajwell’s view on the
deterioration of America’s spiritual state in tH&80s is a book written by one of his
associates, Cal Thomas. Cal Thomas examined thieelef values and virtues within
society, especially during the years that coincidisdenure at the Moral Majority, in his
book “The Death of Ethics in America”. Taking leise from the growing number of
social problems, according to the journalist, thate taking place in the country during
that time, Thomas believed that the waning empl@sisthics in American life was due
to the fact that “the lack of any personal accobifitg to a moral code has made
immorality respectable in our natidfi. In order to rectify this quandary, Thomas put
faith that knowledge of God, a concept of sin, @sseof public virtue, and an
understanding of public welfare are needed to configasecularization, and the

subsequent moral abyss, of America. Accordinghoriias, this recommitment to an
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ethical foundation must start within the churchjahhhas itself as an institution seen its
own share of corruption through greed, lying, apddcrisy by several noteworthy
Christian leaders, such as Jim Bakker. Corporaterica has also become the epitome
of the dearth of ethics in the marketplace as emd/avarice have become common
business practices. All of this leads Thomas togare the 80s to the 1920s which also
saw a resurge in secularization which in turn,igndpinion, led to a more unethical
nation.

One of the more corrupting influences in society@al Thomas is the education
system, which he feels is to blame for the lack aforal compass for the youth of
America, stating, “The place to begin the ethicarbiaul is in our schools. The public
schools as constituted are totally lost. Anyone wtinks the public schools can or will
provide the answer to the ethical collapse alsot imeigeve in the tooth fairy. The public
schools are the problem, not the solution. Thestian school movement is the answer,
and church members with children ought to immediaemove them from public
schools and put them in Christian schools or, #5ilmle, begin a home schooling
program*" By doing this, Thomas contends that children hilve the means to combat
the licentious and malodorous effects that they neseive from public schools that
espouse a value-free culture.

Cal Thomas stated that the erosion of ethicalesahas not been a recent
phenomenon but has accelerated in current timesodadack of fundamental religious
beliefs, “Although religious revivals sometimeswséx creeping secularization for as
long as a generation, the general downward spirstbmdards has continued because

people have not actively implemented the teachurigzhrist and his Gospel in their
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lives. Now, a plurality, if not a majority, buil@ic] their lives on a foundation of self-
interest and moral relativisi?: Traditional family values are the bedrock of g and
the most effective way to combat the onslaugheotifarization, and through all of this
discouraging news, Thomas still holds out hopeHernation, stating “A nation’s
strength comes from within, from the moral anda&thstandards by which a people live.
The decline of those standards has made us vuleer@mly a return to them will make
us strong agaift” Although Cal Thomas would hearken back to themme topics, he
would begin to distance himself from his past atMuoral Majority and his association
with Jerry Falwell as his career progressed. Asva millennium approached, Jerry
Falwell was seen as more and more antiquated bympthe general public but also by

evangelicals and fundamentalists as well.
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CHAPTER 5

FAR AWAY TRAINS PASSING BY: THE WANING DAYS OF JERY
FALWELL'S INFLUENCE ON EVANGELICALS AND THE RELIGIQJS RIGHT

As this thesis has hopefully shown, Jerry Falwedl the Moral Majority were not
the innovators of evangelical ideology that theigofare credited for in most circles.
While they did add some original thought into hotwriStian fundamentalists could
achieve social and political goals, Falwell oftesed the ideas and frameworks of other
scholars in order to implement his agendas. Bt to take any credit away from the
work of the Moral Majority within contemporary Amean history, and how the
organization was able to strike a fine balance betwtheological idealism and political
pragmatism. A good way to measure the succesalaelf's Moral Majority, and a
fitting conclusion to this thesis, is to examinetaf Falwell's close associates in the
organization, Cal Thomas and Ed Dobson, and seettmywiewed the legacy of the
Moral Majority, as well as the works of several@tleontemporary evangelical writers.

Cal Thomas and Ed Dobson were close affiliategofyFalwell during the
Moral Majority’s years as a powerful political amtigroup as well as prominent figures
at Lynchburg’s Thomas Road Baptist Church. Thowas a former Vice President of
communications for the Moral Majority after workiag a syndicated journalist, and
Dobson had known Falwell for numerous years dusatmus ministerial duties and
evangelical conferences. The book that they coaeth“Blinded by Might” was

published in 1999, written nearly a decade afterdtllapse of the Moral Majority and
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once each had resumed his previous career asralstiand pastor, respectively.
Thomas, holding the key position as the primarggt@ison for the organization, asserts
that the Moral Majority failed because “we were bieao redirect a nation from the top
down. Real change must come from the bottom ugpetbget, from the inside out.”

This assertion, coming from a powerful member efaksociation whose main task was
to present the Moral Majority’s ideas or stancéhtomedia at large, is especially
noteworthy because Thomas feels that people’s nnimdsg be changed before effective
legislation can be enacted. The concept, thamibl values of society must be changed
fundamentally, namely to be in accordance with ¢hdistated in the Bible, is paramount
for Thomas as this would provide the catalyst nesgsto achieve lasting success for
conservative values and those that espouse thdmmwlie political realm and the public
in general, yet was not fully realized during thenacle of Jerry Falwell's career.

In his extensive collection of writings as a camagéive columnist, Cal Thomas
has continuously asserted that power is the pematle corrupting influence when it
comes to religious and political leaders and thedationships with one another. The
examples of Jesse Jackson and Billy Graham arehys&tdomas to illustrate the point
that men of the faith should not have personahétghips with the President which leads
the journalist to call into question the need fayembiosis of church and politics at all.
Thomas contends that Jesus’ message as portragiesl Bible was to be taken as one
should maintain a detached, almost aloof view efwtlorld. Thus, in Thomas’ view,
Christians should not put too much faith in poéitimatters and the power that comes
therewith, leading one to question whether thigntlstems as a direct result from the

consequences of the Moral Majority’s intimate inshent in such issues in the 1980s.

! Cal Thomas & Ed Dobson, “Blinded by Might.
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Another insightful revelation of Thomas’ work withihe influential evangelical
organization is seen in his warning about the neisaf8Biblical scripture in the scenario
of politics, especially when candidates misquottake certain verses out of context of
the message that is actually being advocated wihiist’s or the Bible’s teachings, and
asserts that Christians would be better servedgdbigir evangelizing in private, social
arenas. Thomas also vividly depicts the socidliisemt the Moral Majority were

attempting to tap into and their failures to cdmtaon said public feelings when stating:

“In the 1980s, people were led to believe that girapgovernment leadership would
keep their teenage daughter from getting pregmestij/d clean up television, would
reduce drug use, and restore ‘morality’ to Ameriddey believed it because we in the
Moral Majority knew they wanted to believe it, se wonvinced them it could happen.
Many books were sold with quotations from the psstjgesting that the time of the
Founders was more moral than the time of CarteiGiimtion. (Somehow Republican
presidents got a free pass even when they failed twhat we wanted.) But those of us
who criticized liberal attempts to use governmentiipose what we regarded as an
unrighteous standard were trying just as hard ¢ogasernment to impose a righteous
standard. We criticized big government, but whatwere really criticizing was the
other guys who had control of it when we wantedii@n So it wasn’t big government

per se that was evil. Our primary objection wa the weren't running it*”

Thomas’ contention that the Moral Majority’s nogialpreponderance in proclaiming the
virtuousness of bygone days is a revealing look Indtw the group attempted to curry
public opinion to their favor, yet is also signditt because Thomas feels that churches
and the religious community as a whole shoulddrghitange to overall outlook of society
outside the secular world. While not calling forcutright theocracy based on a
fundamental, almost monastic ideal, Thomas aftetitie spent with the Moral Majority

did indeed reform his beliefs on the pragmatisrthefconjugation of politics and
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religion, and placed more of a priority upon thierof the church in restructuring the
overall moral fabric of society.

Cal Thomas surmises the problems between paditidsreligion well in his
contribution to “Blinded to Might”, and depicts tiwrinsic problems that arise when the
two are mixed. Interms of the problems with comniny strong religious principles and

legislation, Thomas states in somewhat lengthynfetmative detail:

“In politics, zealotry is often seen as fanaticisRolitics is about compromise, and goals
are mostly achieved in increments. Politics anith fare irreconcilable. The former
cannot tolerate zealotry; the latter cannot toecampromise. This is the reason that the
two, when combined, become highly combustible.a®pdisagreement with the tiniest
word, strategy, or goal of a leader in the Religi®ight puts one in danger of
condemnation and under suspicion for being a comige The goal, rather than the
methods of obtaining the goal, becomes everythihg a form of idolatry, obscuring the
way of God®

By this assertion, one can picture both the sup@#gsque campaign that Pat Robertson
ran in the 1988 Republican primaries as well as, lesser degree, the difficulties that
Thomas himself faced while serving with Jerry Fdlwethe Moral Majority. While

some of Thomas’ claims can be perceived as a biylaad somewhat dodgy, like his
assertion that Ross Perot’s influence in the 19@8i&ential race was negligible although
some analysts would argue against that assumpti®rjew that trying to achieve
substantial change, much like James Dobson ofri@nzation Focus on the Family was
attempting to do while Thomas was writing, outsidé¢he confines of the Republican
Party are destined to fall short of their ideatigfoals. Thomas also draws upon his

theological tenets in believing that getting a lorepectrum of voters to subscribe for an
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explicitly religious platform is nonsensical duethe difference between what God
desires in an omnipotent, cosmic sense and whaalictranspires in the material world
here on Earth, and that one must look to God fewuttimate source of judgment. In this
vein, Thomas contends that instead of focusindherpblitical arena, Christians should
show more concern for their families and the imrasglcommunities within which they
live via solid, traditional marriages along withusal, Christian-based education. In order
to redeem the problems of America, Cal Thomas cmistéhat community involvement
and activism based on the example of Jesus’ tegglisrthe best corrective.

With his sound reasoning and a unique backgrobatdgives him a perspective
that separate him from most of his peers, Cal Tisoffers a poignant insight into the
workings of religiously-associated political actigroups and the trappings that arise
when politics and faith intermingle. Thomas bedisthat current evangelicals are using
the wrong platforms to address the ills of sociatyd that the church, not political
legislation, is the most productive and pragmaticento right these proverbial wrongs.
Thomas aptly surmises his view of where he feadsetrangelical movement should be
going in declaring, “we may never change the watiekpite our good intentions. God in
his infinite wisdom knows what is happening to Amoarand has everything under
control. In fact, we have seen the end of theysemd we know that eventually He wins.
So why don'’t we start acting as if we're on the mitig side? In this seemingly
paradoxical statement in which the evangelical mmamt is seen as both fatalistic as
well as innately victorious all the while, Thomasnis an apropos scene of what many
leading evangelicals saw transpiring in the forabefuture as an uncertain future

loomed.
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In his portions of “Blinded by Might”, Ed Dobsopproaches his subject material
from a distinctly more pietistic frame of referertban his co-author, giving his writing a
different vantage point upon which to view the dezin influence of the Moral
Majority. Dobson begins his discourse with a bdeitribe aimed at the organization’s
former enemies, contending that there was no fightr conspiracy against then
President Clinton, a phenomenon he chalks up tod2eatic hysteria, and that Falwell
has been a convenient outlet for left-wing conteafmonservative evangelical
movements as a whole, contending that althougR#ligious Right “started as a
legitimate and rational response to the threahedlbgical liberalism [has] evolved into a
political agenda motivated by fear than convictibrin Dobson’s opinion, the Moral
Majority’s downfall stemmed from trying to accongilitoo many, broad reaching social
guandaries, such as alleviating world hunger aneyp, instead of focusing their efforts
on those issues that mattered most to their coesiity, namely abortion and the
upholding of traditional, Judeo-Christian socialues. Despite these shortcomings, Ed
Dobson believed that the Moral Majority impacted workings of the American
social/political modus operandi in three significammys: the organization forced public
debate over controversial societal issues; brotihghlong dormant subject of religion’s
niche within the political system back into theioats collective conscience; and perhaps
most importantly, awakened millions of Christiangheir civic responsibilitis

In sketching his version of the Moral Majority’'s@si-nonpareil status within
contemporary American history, Ed Dobson draws upanseemingly divergent,

although altogether fitting, sources. In the fingtance, the pastor parallels the
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temperance movement during the earl{y 26ntury with the modern evangelical
organizations that took root some half a centutgr)aarguing that there are many lessons
to be learned from the leaders of the Prohibitiampaign. In making this ostensibly
felicitous historical affinity, Dobson points toelexamples of how the government
cannot promulgate or dictate cultural values, thatethos of morality is achieved from
the bottom up, and that political legislation mreftect the views of the populace
through a process of consensuslong with these historical lessons, Dobson degm
that Prohibition also proved that the church shatilck to ecclesiastical matters, an idea
that he alludes to in his second, altogether §ttprovenance which was his childhood in
Northern Ireland. Dobson’s background in the tumads situation that Northern Ireland
endured during the better part of théhZ@:ntury gave him an extraordinary perspective
upon which to base his view on why politics andgieh are typically a volatile
gallimaufry. Of the notable reasons that are tedalmpon, Dobson focused his energy on
depicting the fostering of intolerance when the twe combined, the fact that when the
clergy become latently political they do harm te thospel and teachings of Jesus, and
that the harsher the rhetoric the greater theiti@eld of violence being the end result.
While the conflict between the Religious Right, @asgpecially the Moral Majority, and

its opponents very rarely, with the group Operai@scue being a prominent exception,
escalated to the point of outright physical acrimyahe comparison that Dobson offered
does give some credence to his claims, even ifénew touch outlandish at times, and
provides a rather convenient basis of historical@ation of the Moral Majority’s place

within the context of American, as well as to aréegnternational, social movements.
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In his contribution to “Blinded by Might”, Dobsaadso attempts to draw what the
Bible states about political power into the cont@xthe Religious Right. In doing this,
he believes that all political power is at the ci$on of God, and that government has a
divinely ordained role to fulfill within society ithat it is an institution that mostly
pertains to maintaining order, not prostelizing emrlthough Dobson does repeatedly
emphasize the integral role that Jesus shouldiplayg ideal social scenario. The
importance of praying for government officials aslivas submitting and honoring them
are two roles that Dobson sees as establishecel®ilte for citizens in the political
realm, and that only rare occasions call for aiglobedience in his view. This last
corollary again epitomizes the retreat in ideoltttgt many members of the Moral
Majority coped with in the aftermath of failing ki@e up to that organization’s lofty,
idealistic goals. Ed Dobson reaffirmed his forroelleague Cal Thomas’ assertion that
political and religious matters should have theimaeparate places although this should
not be taken as a complete withdrawal or cloisgefiom secular life as each individually
emphasized. Along the same line of thought asipgai@r one’s political leaders and
performing other pertinent civic duties for Dobssithe concept of living a Christian-
based life while practicing and adhering to theoalie values of the Bible. Dobson also
restresses the influence of how the church asaselhe familial unit can reshape society
outside of the context of formal politics and pedty illustrates the negative
consequences of what transpires when the two betuereningled, as the rise and fall
of the Moral Majority attests to.

In the epilogue to “Blinded by Might”, Thomas aDdbson contrast how much

the Religious Right was perceived to have achietdbe mid-term elections in 1994,
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and on the same token, how far it fell in the rfext years which they contend was due
to the Republican Party losing a sizable portiothefevangelical vote, dropping from
roughly 66% to 54% in 1998 Concerning the viability of conservative evaigg|
movements from thence on, the authors believe“finagmatically, the numbers aren’t
there, and they are perceived as being so ‘extrémé’coalition building is difficult
because their views do not attract people of gteesuasions who must be included in
any political alliance or coalition, Christian atherwiseZ” These and other examples are
given by Thomas and Dobson as to why the Moral kgjcas well as the Christian
Coalition, was doomed to fail from the start, anattonly God can change the course of
America, thus contributing, in their collective wigto the need for spreading the Gospel.
The book also has a worthwhile interview sectiat thepicts the views and ideas of
some allies of the Moral Majority’s cause alonghnat few former foes, notably Norman
Lear. In an insightful yet oddly ironic statemeln¢ar’'s states, in response to Thomas'’s
guestion on whether or not the Religious Right lbeen successful in implementing its
agenda, that “I can't look at the Religious Rightaot think it’s successful. | think it's
been enormously successful. It's very powerftilexercises enormous influence in
public policy and certainly in the direction of tRepublican Party and a number of
Democrats. ‘Fully’ successful-I think they havebéen fully successful because
America is America. Because there are peopleR#eple for the American Way who

can blow a whistle and say, ‘Hey, stop!” We cdrdie you folks succeeding in pushing

8 Thomas and Dobson, p. 184
° Thomas and Dobson, p. 187
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your religious views on the rest of us, becausggsimat, in our view, the American
Way.lo”

In order to contrast the views of Thomas and Dabsaoview of two “liberal
evangelicals” is helpful in order to gain a pergpecon how the other side of the
political and religious spectrum has viewed thea@gof the Religious Right. In the
book “Why the Christian Right is Wrong”, Robin Megean ordained minister from
Oklahoma City, offers up his opinion on why the Bhan Right has pervaded the
American political system to such an extent thats corrupted the fundamental doctrine
of Jesus’ teachings. Contending that a consee/atimdamentalist ideology had
infiltrated the Republican Party and the admintgraof George W. Bush to such an
extent that it had polarized the world’s opinionrart only the country but also
Christianity as a religion, Meyers’ work providestark contrast to the views of Falwell
and Thomas and is a viable source for a more livargage point in the realm of
modern evangelicalism. Meyers, who is also a gsafe of philosophy and logic, felt
that the impetus for writing his book came afterghee a speech that was part logical
argument against the Bush administration part isipasd plea for a more centrist
viewpoint amongst evangelicals, and most of “Whg @hristian Right is Wrong”
follows up on the basic tenets of that speech. évi8yasic stance in his book is to
illustrate how the modern evangelical movement imefica has been hijacked by the
tenets of conservative politics, which was embodied personified by the Moral
Majority, and how the administration of George WisB has exacerbated the problems
of how a fundamental Christian outlook can leadigzension not only at home but also

abroad. Aptly summarizing his thoughts, Meyers c@nts of the current preoccupation

¥ Thomas and Dobson, p. 244-5
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with adding a religious element to political mastefThis ‘my God is bigger than your
God’ mentality is not just a product of human natult’s a product of bad theology. The
only way in which God will cease being co-optedtfoe purpose of violence is when we
change our way of thinking about God. As long asane trapped in biblical literalism,
the theology of the Fall, and God'’s invasion frdra sky to rescue some while letting
others perish, violence in the name of God willeresease. We will have to reject the
idea of a once-perfect Creation from which humand=ecould fall into sin, because a
perfect Creation never existed and we continuezodve.*” Meyers also goes on to state
that “Now we are living in a time of maddening adehdly myths, undergirded by
perversions of religion on both sides. Here aredlof the deadliest lies that we are
asked to believe every day: (1) The war on tdmes made us safer. (2) Our enemies’
behavior is not a response to our actions but mergal proof that they hate our freedom
and are hopelessly evil. (3) Pulling back frontlbanging this disastrous course would
be an admission that we were wrong and that odregslhave died in vain. So this is
our answer. This is the logic of our time: ibistter to go on killing more of them, even
if they go on killing more of us, so that we camied everyone how vital it is that we

kill more of them first:® In response to this mixture of religious zeajoand

preemptive foreign policy based on a “Pax Ameri¢daandation, Meyers believes that
Christians should unite into more cohesive, preaatommunity groups that focus on
pacific and nonviolent approaches to the world@ytems and bring the evangelical

movement back into a more centrist line.

1 Robin Meyers, “Why the Christian Right is Wrong’,122
12 Meyers, p.44
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Meyers’ notions are echoed by several notewolttbglbgians who have seen the
inherent problems associated with the precedeshiolai by the Moral Majority. One of
these scholars is Jim Wallis whose book “God’stiesli builds upon many of the
sentiments that “liberal” evangelists have with skate of both American politics and
religion in the early 2% century. Asserting “The real theological problenAmerica
today is no longer the religious Right, but theoralist religion of the Bush
administration, one that confuses the identityhefmation with the church, and God’s
purposes with the mission of American empire. Aog@s foreign policy is more than
preemptive, it is theologically presumptuous; notyainilateral, but dangerously
messianic, not just arrogant; but rather bordesimghe idolatrous and blasphembtis
Wallis believes that the lack of consideration frimase on the Religious Right as
personified by the Bush administration has led tift & modern evangelicalism as well
as the nation’s standing in the world as a wh&g.offering up a “liberal” agenda in
order to combat the nation’s current problems, Waliffers than most current
evangelicals that have been studied in this thvelsish is noted by his comments on what

is needed for the future of the country:

“It is indeed the strength and health of the bdpetsveen us that are so key to our future.
There are no more important bonds than those batp@ents and children, and it's time
we achieved a political consensus about that.n§thening marital fidelity,

commitment, and longevity should also become aldiegrtisan agenda. This includes
healthy, monogamous, and stable same-sex relaijgmashhich religious conservatives
should be careful not to pit themselves againgandless of how such relationships are
ultimately defined. And the bonds between indialduand families that we call
community are absolutely essential if we are tdqmiothe key religious and political

13 Jim Wallis, “God’s Politics”, p. 149
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concept of the common good. Protecting thesdhisbond could be the beginning of
the new political agreements we are in need ofytd%a

As the United States entered into a new centuryedisas a unique epoch of history after
the events of September 11, the evangelical moveasea whole began to move away
from the ideology of the “Religious Right” and JeFalwell. By the time of his death in
2007, Falwell had largely become a figurehead withe evangelical/fundamentalist
community, a far cry from twenty years earlier winenwas patriarch of that specific

segment of American religion.

14 Wallis, p. 340
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