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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 23, 1983

Dear Mr. Thompson:

Thank you for your letter to Michael Deaver, to which we were
asked to reply, spelling out various matters that you believe
may constitute violations of the United States Constitution.
Please accept my apologies for not responding earlier.

Based on our research, we do not believe the matters you cited
in fact represent constitutional violations. Our conclusions
with respect to the various items you mentioned are as follows:
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Ambassador Mike Mansfield's salary as United States
Ambassador to Japan -- It is true that Art. I, § 6, cl. 2
of the Constitution prohibits appointment of members of
the House or Senate to positions whose salaries were
increased during the time for which such members were
elected. Ambassador Mansfield, however, was not appointed
to this post by former President Carter until April, 1977,
some three months after he retired from the Senate. Thus,
this clause did not prohibit his appointment.

° Members of the Congress holding Reserve Commissions

in the Armed Forces -- Art. I, § 6, cl. 2 also prohibits
members of the House and Senate from holding any other
"Office of the United States." There was a lawsuit in

which it was argued that Congressmen holding Reserve
Commissions in the Armed Forces violated this clause; but
the Supreme Court held that the plaintiffs in that suit
did not have standing to bring it, and therefore, the
Court did not decide this guestion. See Schlesinger v.
Reservists Committee to Stop the War, 418 U.S. 208
(1975) . The Government did argue in that case, however,
that Reserve Commissions were not "Offices of the United
States" within the meaning of this clause, and -- since
Art. I, § 5, cl. 1 makes each House the sole judge of the
"qualifications of its members" -~ that the decision on
the Reserve Commission issue was for the Congress to make.

° Foreign aid as an exercise of the Congressional

spending power -- The authorization given to the Congress
in Art. I, § 8, cl. 1 to "provide for the common defense
and general welfare of the United States"” has been
interpreted broadly by both Congress and the courts.
Although some of the Founding Fathers differed on the
scope of this provision, the broader interpretation has
long prevailed. Recently, for example, the Supreme Court
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noted that the General Welfare Clause is not a limit on
Congressional power, but rather a grant of power, "the
scope of which is quite expansive, particularly in view
of the enlargement of power by the Necessary and Proper
clause [Art. I, § 8, cl. 18]." Buckley v. Valeo, 424
U.S. 1, 90 (1976) (per curiam).

Congress has always justified military and economic aid
to foreign countries on the grounds that such aid serves
the interests, and hence promotes the "general welfare,"
of the United States. 1Its generic power to pass such
legislation has never, to my knowledge, been successfully
challenged under any provision of the Constitution.

° Federal excise taxes on tires -- Art. I, § 9, cl. 5
does deny the Congress power to impose any "tax or duty
. . . on articles exported from any State." The Supreme

Court has held, however, that this clause applies only to
exports to foreign countries. Dooley v. United States,
183 U.S. 151 (1901). With respect to domestic taxes,
Art. I, § 8, cl. 1 expressly gives Congress the "power to
lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises."

° President Reagan's California pension -- The

Presidential Emoluments Clause (Art. II, § 1, cl. 7)
provides that the President shall receive a stated salary
and that he shall receive no "other emolument from the
United States, or any of them." The purposes of this
clause, as it relates to "emoluments" from the States,
were to prevent any President from engaging in additional
employment on behalf of any particular State, and to
protect against any State seeking to influence a Presi-
dent by paying him additional salary or the 1like.

Neither of these purposes is contradicted by President
Reagan's pension benefits from California. Rather, the
pension plan the President joined when he became Governor
of that State is a voluntary one, to which members make
contributions from their salaries. The amount of benefits
for qualified recipients is based on length of service

and the amount of contributions. The President's rights
under this voluntary, contributory plan are fully vested,
and are not and cannot be affected by any actions he may
take as President.

You should also know that, shortly after the President
took office, the Department of Justice was asked to
examine carefully the very question you raised. The
Department concluded that these vested pension benefits
were not an "emolument" within the meaning of this clause
of the Constitution and that, given the facts summarized
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above, the purposes of the clause were not violated.
Neither the Attorney General nor any other Justice
Department official who was appointed by President Reagan
participated in the Department's review of this question.
° Withholding of documents from the Congress because

of "Executive privilege" -- The Supreme Court has express-
ly held that the Executive Branch does have a privilege,
which is based on the Constitution, to preserve the
confidentiality of certain kinds of documents and communi-
cations. United States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683 (1974).
Historically, almost every President -- starting with
George Washington -- has invoked this doctrine in declining
to make public confidential materials that are part of

the deliberative processes of the Executive Branch, which
are vital to ensuring that the President receives the

best and most candid advice.

At times, of course, the Executive and Legislative
Branches disagree about whether a particular item is
governed by Executive privilege. Such disagreements
likewise date back to the first President. No one has
seriously contended, however, that withholding docu-
ments under a good faith claim of Executive privilege
constitutes "high crimes or misdemeanors" within the
meaning of Art. II, § 4. President Reagan, who strongly
supports the fullest possible cooperation with the
Congress, has invoked Executive privilege on only two
occasions in his Administration. While his decisions
have been criticized by some, I do not believe that even
his most vocal critics have suggested that his actions in
these cases constituted impeachable offenses.

° Sales of grain to the Soviet Union -- Whatever one
may think about whether grain should be sold to the
Soviet Union, it plainly does not constitute "treason"
within the meaning of Art. III, § 3, cl. 1. First, the
term "enemies" in that clause has consistently been held
to mean foreign countries (and their nationals) with whom
the United States is in a state of declared war or "open
hostilities," neither of which is true with respect to
the Soviet Union. Second, these grain sales have taken
place pursuant to agreements and understandings between
the Governments of the two countries; treason, of course,
is the act of an individual who is disloyal to his
country, not of the Government itself in determining what
the country's foreign policy shall be. Finally, and more
generally, the purpose of including this clause in the
Constitution was to provide a precise and narrow defini-
tion of treason, to protect against the dangers of a
general and broad interpretation of that term.
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° Fines and imprisonment for failure to register for

the military draft -- Though reasonable persons can and
do differ over what the appropriate punishment for this
offense should be, a maximum term of five years in prison
and a maximum fine of $10,000 would not be viewed as
“cruel and unusual punishment® in violation of the Eighth
Amendment. In general, the test for violation of this
provision is whether the punishment is so greatly dispro-
portionate to the offense as to be completely arbitrary
and shocking to the sense of justice. Also, as an
historical matter, the purpose of the provision was to
prevent inhuman, barbarous or tortuous punishment.

Whatever one may think of the penalties the Congress has
imposed by statute for failure to register for the draft,
the courts would almost certainly not consider them to be
"cruel and unusual" in the senses just described. Indeed,
in a similar case, the United States Court of Appeals for
the Tenth Circuit rejected the argument that a five-year
sentence for failure to submit to induction into the
Armed Forces was "cruel and unusual." See Little v.
United States, 409 F.2d 1343, 1344 (10th Cir. 1969).

Though it is evident we disagree on some of the constitutional
points raised in your letter, 1 appreciate your interest in
these matters and your taking the time to share your views.
The President does agree wholeheartedly with your view that
neither he nor anyone else is or should be "above the law." I
hope the information set forth above responds to some of your
concerns, and helps to put at least some of them to rest.

Sincerely,

Richard A. Bauser
Deputy Counsel to the President

Charles Thompson

1151 South Walnut, #302 RAH:PJR:ph 6/20/83

1.a Habra, California 90631 cc: RAHauser
PJRusthoven
Subject

Chron.






February 24, 1983

FOR: PETER RUSTHOVEN

FROM: CLAUDIA MCMURRAY
KAREN WHITNEY ﬁ%L)

SUBJECT: Letter from Charles Thompson, re:
Various Constitutional Provisions

Mr. Thompson raises several constitutional questions in his
letter. The applicable case law responding to his questions
is set forth, by subject, below.

Emoluments Clause (Article I, Section 6, Clause 2)

Mr. Thompson contends that the salary Mike Mansfield receives
as Ambassador to Japan violates Article I, section 6, clause
2, which states that:

"No Senator or Representative shall, during the
Time for which he was elected, be appointed to
any Civil office under the Authority of the
United States, which shall have been created
or the Emoluments whereof shall have been en-
creased during such time;..."

The framers adopted this clause to guard against corruption
which they feared would result if the legislature could
multiply the number or increase the salary of public offices
for the benefit of its own members. See Atkins v. United
States, 556 F.2d 1028(Ct.Cl. 1977), cert.denied, 434 U.S. 1009
(1978).

sident Carter appointed Mansfield to the Ambassadorship he
currently holds in April of 1977, three months after his
retirement from the United States Senate. Mansfield's appoint-
ment, then, is outside the Constitutional prohibition here,
since Article I, section 6 applies only if a member of Congress
is appointed to civil office during his term.

One Supreme Court case deals with this particular clause. An
attorney challenged the appointment of Hugo Black, then a
United States Senator, to the Supreme Court. The plaintiff
claimed that Black's appointment was barred by Article I,
section 6, because Supreme Court retirement benefits were
increased while Black was a Senator. The Supreme Court
dismissed the suit without reaching the constitutional question,
holding that the citizen had no standing to object since he
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was not harmed by the appointment. See Ex Parte Levitt, 302
U.S. 633 (1937) (per curiam).

Congressional Spending Power (Article I, Sec. 8, Clause 1)

Mr. Thompson claims that foreign countries are not entitled to
receive aid under Article I, section 8. (It is unclear
whether he is referring to economic assistance or military aid
here, but in either case, the answer is the same.) Article I,
section 8 states that the Congress shall have the power to
"Lay and collect taxes ...(to) provide for the common Defense
and general Welfare of the United States; ..." The Constitu-
tion does not expressly grant Congress the power to spend
money to provide for the common defense and general welfare;
that power is derived from its power to tax.

Questions were raised before and after the Constitution was
ratified as to the precise limits of Congress's power to spend
for the "general welfare" (providing for the common defense
did not appear to raise the same definitional difficulties).
In The Federalist Papers, James Madison asserted that Congress's
power to spend was limited to the powers enumerated in the
Constitution. Alexander Hamilton saw no such limitation,
choosing instead to adopt the broad view that the "general
welfare" clause conferred power on the Congress which was
entirely separate from the enumerated powers set forth in
Article I, section 8.

Both Congress and the Supreme Court adopted Hamilton's view of
the spending power. In United States v, Butler, the Court
interpreted the general welfare clause as a "substantive power
to tax and to appropriate limited only by the reguirement that
it shall be exercised to provide for the general welfare of
the United States." 297 U.S. 1, 65-66 (1936).

A more recent Supreme Court opinion stated that the general
welfare clause is not a limitation on Congressional power, but
rather a grant of power, "the scope of which is quite expan-
sive, particularly in view of the enlargement of power by the
Necessary and Proper clause." Bucklev v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1,
90 (1976) (per curiam). ITn addition, the Court has shown great
deference to Congress in the determination of what is and is
not in the general welfare. See id. at 90; Fullilove v.
Klutznick, 448 U.S. 448, 472 (1980).

Over the years, Congress has regularly passed legislation
providing aid to foreign countries. The legislation usually
contains a statement of purpose similar to the following,
found in the Foreign Aid Act of 1947:

To promote world peace and the general welfare, national
interest, and foreign policy of the United States by
providing aid to certain foreign countries.
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Pub. L. No. 80-389, 61 Stat. 934 (1947). Congress appears to
have the power, then, to appropriate funds for the aid of
foreign countries, as long as it is for the "general welfare"
of the nation.

Excise Taxes (Article I, Section 9)

Mr. Thompson states in his letter that the imposition of an
excise tax on tires sold in Virginia but made in Ohio violates
Article I, section 9, clause 5, which states that no tax or
duty may be imposed on articles exported from any state. In a
1901 case, the Supreme Court interpreted this provision as
applying only to goods exported to a foreign country, not to
another state. See Dooley v. United States, 183 U.S. 151
(1901). Thus, the excise tax to which Mr. Thompson refers is
outside the prohibition of this particular clause. In fact,
Article I, section 8 expressly grants to the Congress the
authority to levy "taxes, duties, imposts and excises, ..."

Treaem~n (Article III, Section 3, Clause 1)

Mr. Thompson claims that grain deals between the United States
and the Soviet Union constitute "treason" under Article IIT,
section 3. Clause 1 of that section provides in pertinent
part:

"Treason against the United States, shall consist only in
levying War against them, or adhering to their Enemies,
giving them Aid and Comfort."

Mr. Thompson's belief that grains sales to the Soviet Union
fall within the category of "aid and comfort" appears reason-
able. What is problematic is his definition of the term
"enemy". According to his reading of the word, all communist
countries (and others with governments in conflict with the
democratic form) would fall into this category.

The case law interprets the term "enemy" differently. 1In
Stephan v. United States, a federal appeals court defined the
"enemy" as "the subject of a foreign power in a state of open
hostility with us." 133 F.2d 87, 94 (6th Cir. 1943), cert.
denied, 318 U.S. 781, reh'g denied, 319 U.S. 783. Another
case determined that all subjects of the government of the
German Reich became "enemies" of the United States upon the
declaration of war on December 11, 1941, See United States v.
Haupt, 47 F. Supp. 836 (N.D. Ill. 1942). These definitions
make it clear that the grain deals to which Mr. Thompson
refers all fall outside the reach of this clause, since we are
not in a state of war with the Soviet Union. It should also
be noted that the bulk of the cases arising from this particular
clause are an outgrowth of the harboring of German spies
during World wWar II.
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Cruel and Unusual Punishment (Amendment VIII)

In his final paragraph dealing with a constitutional provision,
Mr. Thompson claims that a five-year sentence or $10,000 fine
for failing to register for the draft constitutes "cruel and
unusual punishment", expressly prohibited by the Eighth
Amendment. A number of federal cases have shed light on the
definition of this term. The Sixth Circuit, in Kasper v.
Brittain, held that punishment is not "cruel and unusual"
"unless it is so greatly disproportionate to the offense
committed as to be completely arbitrary and shocking to the
sense of justice." 245 F.2d 92, 94 (6th Cir. 1957). 1In
another case, the Sixth Circuit found that " (h)istorically
viewed, the Eighth Amendment was adopted to prevent inhuman,
barbarous, or torturous punishment, though long-term imprison-
ment could be so disproportionate to the offense as to fall
within the inhibition." 163 F.2d 228, 237 (6th Cir. 1947)
(emphasis added), cert. denied, 332 U.S. 801, reh'g denied,

332 U.Ss. 821.

The most frequentlv cited Supreme Court case in this area is
Weems v. United States, in which the Court found what the
Philippine government called "cadena temporal" to be "cruel
and unusual punishment". See 217 U.S. 349 (1910). 1In Weems,
the defendant was sentenced to "hard and painful labor" with
chains around his ankles as punishment for falsifying a
government document.

Another Supreme Court case held that denationalization of a
defendant convicted of wartime desertion constituted cruel and
unusual punishment. See Trop v. Dulles, 356 U.S. 86, 100-101
(1958). 1In Trop, the Court emphasized the "total destruction
of the individual's status in organized society" in finding
the sentence unconstitutional. Id.

It would appear, then, that the courts are only willing to
find a punishment "cruel and unusual" under the most extreme
circumstances, a finding that almost certainly could not be
made in the situation Mr. Thompson cites. A look at a few

military cases in this area may shed some additional light on
the definition of this phrase.

The defendant in Little v. United States, convicted of "will-
fully and knowingly failing to report for and submit to
induction into the armed forces," was sentenced to five years
in prison for his offense. (Note that the maximum prison term
for failure to register for the draft is of the same length.)
See 409 F.2d 1343, 1344(10th Cir. 1969). The court here found
that the statutory punishment was not cruel and unusual. Id.
The Tenth Circuit has also found that a five-vear sentence for
failure to attend required reserve meetings and the identical
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sentence for wilful mutilation of Selective Service registra-
tion cards do not constitute cruel and unusual punishment.

See Quaid v. United States, 386 F.2d 25 (10th Cir. 1967);
Cooper v. United States, 403 F.2d 71 (10th Cir. 1968). 1In
Cooper, the court found the five-year sentence to be totally
within constitutional bhounds, since the government has a
legitimate interest in maintaining an administrative system to
classify and conscript manpower for military service, ..."
Cooper v. United States, 403 F.2d at 73. This governmental
interest could certainly be put forth to justify the current
draft registration law. Both the general "cruel and unusual"
cases and these involving military convictions appear to
indicate, then, that the possible fines and sentences provided
for by the draft registration law are constitutional under the
eighth amendment.



















DRAFT LETTER FOR A WHITE HOUSE STAFF SIGNATURE

Dear Mr. Stingley:

The President has asked me to reply on his behalf to your
recent letter in which you expressed concern that the 200th
anniversity of the Constitution not pass without notice.

I am pleased to assure you that already well underway is
" "Project '87", a joint effort by the American Historical Association
and the American Political Science Association, to commemorate
the writing of our Constitution.

These private, non-profit, scholarly associations are planning
a wide range of educational programs to better inform all Americans
about the document that is the keystone of our nation's government.
Your name and address have been given to the people at "Project '87"
and they will be sending you more information about their plans.

In addition to the "Project '87" efforts, there is presently
before Congress a bipartisan bill to establish a federal level
Constitution bicentennial commission, similar to the American
Revolution Bicentennial Commission.

So, as you can tell, there are many people who have every
intention of making the bicentennial of our Constitution an important
and educatioml event for all citizens.

Thank you for expressing your concerns on this matter. The

President sends his best wishes.

Sincerely,
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T HE WHTITE HOUSE OFFICE

REFERRAL

APRIL 14, 1983

TO: DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

ACTION REQUESTED:
DRAFT REPLY FOR SIGNATURE OF WHITE HOUSE STAFF MEMBER

DESCRIPTION OF INCOMING:

ID: 136470

MEDIA: LETTER

TO: PRESIDENT REAGAN

FROM: MR. DOUGLAS HARRY STINGLEY

307 KESTREL STREET NORTH
SALEM OR 97303

SUBJECT: WRITES REGARDING THE CELEBRATION OF THE
BICENTENNIAL OF OUR CONSTITUTION

PROMPT ACTION IS ESSENTIAL -- IF REQUIRED ACTION HAS NOT BEEN

TAKEN WITHIN 9 WORKING DAYS OF RECEIPT, PLEASE TELEPHONE THE
UNDERSIGNED AT 456-7486.

RETURN CORRESPONDENCE, WORKSHEET AND COPY OF RESPONSE
(OR DRAFT) TO:
AGENCY LTIAISON, ROOM 91, THE WHITE HOUSE

SALLY KELLEY
DIRECTOR OF AGENCY LIAISON
PRESIDENTIAL CORRESPONDENCE
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kéﬁf g Douglas Harry Stingley
v, 1.

Salem, Oregon 97303

President Ronald Reagan s)ele
The White House
1600 rennsylvania Avenue

e Washington, D.C. 20500

Deaf Mr. President:

/" Our nation has in the past seven years celebrated

“"i%s Revolutionary Bicentennial. But within the next 8

. /ﬂ/years, in 1991, our nation will celebrate something of

equal importance, the Bicentennial of our Constitution.

The document that provides the rules by which our
people live by must be celebrated. You in your many or-
ations and news conferences have spoken about our spec-
ial position in the world as an example of what demo-
cratic rule means to America, and can mean to them! It
impresses me that you would seek to highlight what is
right with tanis country. I needn't summerize what can
happen to reoples caught without the suprort of a con-
stitution. Many vortions of the world, especcially the
Soviet Block have no such protection. What proports to
be a "constitution" is only a manual for the opression
of the people. and other dictatorships rule without any
pretensions of having constitutional rule!

We as Americans can only *thank the Lord for aiding
us in gaining our freedoms insured in writing. I would
appreciate hearing from you on this subject. The planning
must be started earlv, as it was for our 1976 celebration.

Thank you for this moment of your time.

Yours Respectfully,

307 Kestrel Street North
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August 30, 1983

FOR: FRED F. FIELDING
FROM: PETER J. RUSTHOVE%&
SUBJECT: Yet Further Correspondence from Anne Neamon

No sooner had I prepared a memorandum recommending that you
assign two more missives from the redoubtable Ms. Neamon to
the "file without response" category, then yet another epistle
displaying your pen pal's unique grasp of history and politics
appeared in your office and was sent winging its way across
West Executive Avenue to mine (which I fear has become a
conditioned response of your able assistants in the West
Wing).

Ms. Neamon's subject this time is tuition tax credits, which
she claims, inter alia, are "ANOTHER National Education
Association strategy in promoting Zionism, which they advocate
in printed reports openly!" (Well!) At another point, Ms.
Neamon advises that "God created segregation!" (Presumably,
then, He should watch out for the IRS.)

Having demonstrated that I in fact read Ms. Neamon's letters
to you, my conscience remains untroubled in suggesting that
this one, too, simply be placed in her burgeoning file. 1It's
nice to know that my name will be forever linked with hers --
and yours, of course -- in the Reagan Presidential Library.

Pt



TAX REBATE FOR TUITION EXPOSED AS MERE BAIT Q?Q//

/=5
H. R. 15 the TRICKY ISSUE

Confusion is one of the strategies of subversion. Bait is
another. As facts unfold on the Tax Rebate issue, it becomes more
evident that it is not for the good of the dear taxpayer, nor the
private schools - but for the promotion through the usual strategies
of NEA (National Education Association) to promote its usual undoing
of 6ur free government through coercion by a variety of public
deceptions - all disguised as for the GOOD OF SOMETHING - primarily
DESTRUCTION OF DEMOCRACY.

In these "political action tricks," in comes the Senate action
for Tax Rebate. Embarrassed by Tax officials of the Carter
Administratiom +h~ Gnmeds Aeo—sad " disturbed. The Committee
received end re the Committee from
citizens wishing to address the issue before the Senate. Only a
few were selected. They came forth, including prominent professionals ,
to speak for it. The strongest of our nation's associations on
morality in public service were urged to support it. Now it turns
out to be a diversion tactic - keep the action in the Senate with
the dazzling money rebate, while in the House, NEA is promoting its
next TRICK CF THE TRADE - slithering in of H. R. 15 - some 25 programs
including the covert subversive ones - assoclated with the public
assistance welfare programs. These public assistance programs are
exploited to promote the street demonstrations and others like
Anita Bryant attacks, IWY harrassments, and the old-time campus unrest
type. They even provide for the COERGION of Sex Ed and free contraceptives
to teenagers, whether they need all this sophistication or not. Incidentally,
such programs have contributed to juvenile deliquency instead, and are

against our State Criminal Codes. In other words, it all amounts to

PROMOTIONS OF LAWLESS LIVING, and destruction of youth self-respect.
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Confusion continues all about, as in the school prayers cases - SEPARATION

OF CHURCH AND STATE, which the court asserted again and again WAS NOT INTENDED
NOR REQUIREL. In spite of this assertion ACLU continues to cooperate with NEA
to promote the confusion, turning one faction against another. Even

prominent writers intending good, produce information based upon SEPARATION

OF CHURCH AND STATE, thus they support the subversion instead of the
CONSTITUTIONALITY.:: In situations of this kind, especially where confusion
is used as‘the primary tool to slither in destructive programs, the ONLY
RECOURSE IS THE SECURITY OF THE CONSTITUTION, ITS RECONSTRUCTICON, REASSERTION
AND APFLICATICN WITH THE SWIFTEST MEANS., Even Judges in Federal Courts have
decided in error, or in favof to our cause based upon the misinformation not
only by the subversives, but well-meaning organizations and individual
professionals. The only corrective action in these issues is CONSTITUTIONALITY -
the firm TRUTH., It represents no one's personal bright idea, it simply happens
to be the ORGANIZATIONAL approach, that which tends to provide for the best
MANAGEMENT of any issue. As Senator Irvin stated repeatedly in the Watergate
Hearings, while repeating scriptures (the God & Country approach), "The
Constitution is the greatest document ever conceived by the human mind in this
country.”" The point is that through the mind, NEA, ACLU and their associates
are attempting to destroy the democratic, moral and spiritual heritage of youth
while confusing adults who go in a direction which common sense forbids!. For
this reason INFORMATION is the most important need of the time.

The Tax Rebate Bill was promoted by former Commissioners of Education who
automatically became members of the Board of Directors of NEA - lifetime. They
are the servicing group to the Congress, and on the Tax Rebate Bill. Enough

is obvious. Do not be confused by the usual tactics and support the Tax

Rebate nor the H. R. 15. Make an all-out effort to arouse public information and
demand of your Congressmen their loyalty to theilr Oath of Office to defend the
Constitution. Come forth with strength and courage. H. R, 15 is just the bill

to destroy this liberty. It is your taxes, and your liberty. This means you



you cannot let "George Do It " , Uniy your persistent, exhausted
efforts ‘o control these RECKLESS LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS can clear your
patriotic conscience, It is what is known as THE GLORY TRAIL., You
 set your own pace and simply do your duty to GOD & COUNTRY ,

CITIZENS FOR GOD & GOUNTRY

P O Box 137
McLean, Va. 22101

Kit on details available upon request - $3.00

MANCHESTER (N.H.) UNION LEADER — Tuesday,

November 29, 1977 .
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Al
.‘." ;fore a Senate Flnance subcommjltee
upset Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan

(D-N.Y). He reminded Dick Warden,: '

o

qqﬁlctant secretary’ of Health, Educa-
;.tion and Welfare, that President Car-
‘tcr promised in the 1976 campaign to
,, " work for some sort of federal aid for
i. parents of parochial students.
v “They are reneging” Moynihan
;“ said, expressing fear that the adminis.
v,tration s stand would cost Democrats
votes In the elections this year, Unless*
- the President has a change of heart,
- the freshman senator said, he will g£o
~up and down the state of New York
# and tell voters that Carter had backed
“away from his promise.
AMoynihan and Sen. Bob Packwood

" (R-Ore.) are chief sponsors of a pro-
- posal that would allow a tax credit of
‘Up ' """ 1 year for each student a

?
i
ko
,‘

T e e v,

.faw., __ In college ‘or nonpubdlic |

. clementary or secondary school. Also
“pending 1s a bl by Sen. William V.’
- Toth, (R-Del) to allow a credit of
i $200 for parents of collepe students.
" Warden and Donald Lubick, deputy
assistant treasury secretary for tax
" policy, said the credit would benefit
the rich as well as the needy, further
complicate the- tax laws and under-
" mine support for public schools.
~ Lubick said a credit for parents of -
Iprivateschool puplls might even work_
F'apainst the natlon's commitment to
L ending school segregation. “At a mini-
> mum, it is clear that the credlt would
1 make it easler and. cheaper for a stu.’

T

—

l
RN

dent to attend a private school if his
l; family wished to avoxq an lntegrated
4, Public school,” he said,*
k' The administration is not alone In

Yopposing an education credit, a highly
- popular proposal among lawmakers.

-The Parent Teachers Assoclation, the:
7 American Federation of Teachers and |
#:the National School Boards Associa-
.. ton oppase the credit on the grounds
‘\ that it would harm public schools.

! There is also opposition from some

hmny. Jan. 20,1978 nu: WASIIII\(,TON POST f
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Paying tuition rebates to low-income
families with children in school,

who do not pay any tax, exposes the fact
that this is another "GREAT SOCIETY"
move, with what THE HQNOKABLE -.
Congressmen call RECKLESS LEGISLATION.

It is another drain on the nationral treasury

and an obvious diversion tactic to slither
in through the House at the same time

H. R, 15 - the renewal of 25 education
programs which include the covert subversion

in education.

THE TAX REBATE PROGRAM IS ANCTHER
National Education Association strategy

in promoting Zionism, which they advocate

in printed reports openly!

RELEASED BY CITIZENS FOR GOD & COUNTRY

P O Box 137

McLean, Va. 22101






les is that American education is
bad and Soviet education is so tion is described as being so bad it is
be denied anyway? Such admission

perior that unless American ‘‘devastating.”” Acknowledging that
sooling improves, the Soviet em- the California economy is dependent
e poses ‘‘a formidable challenge on technology, a University of Cali-
the national security of the U.S., fornia official states that “‘If we
e that is far more threatening than  don’t produce the students to meet

those needs, we are going to be in a

of failure would legitimize voucher vouchers and TTC. If such is truly
or tuition tax credit (TTC) legisla- the case, then why aren’t govern-
tion, which, if properly drafted, ment schools shaping up to meet the
would put the government in control demands of parents? Such an about-
of private schools by requiring them facc would effectively destroy any
to meet government standarGs in chance for success of vouchers of

TTC legislation. Yet, nothing is done

~SPOTLIGHT July 27, 1981 :
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Establishment Develops Plan i E
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(From The ‘‘National Educator’)  result was passage of the Elementary  The education Establishment wants 2 i<f TEZS S E552 = S &34
UPLAND, California—Tradition- and Secondary Education Act to eliminate its competition. That. B _éﬁ SyTC% FZoage .E§
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jucation Establishment to deny gates for federal funding and devel- thing else is considered. E S oo gEY § SBEcS.E?8 S £3
1ything is wrong with the schools or opment of programs which have Today, private schools are posing CESCEZcE>EvgE9307” ££o .
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1 a ridiculous assortment of ex- So here we are 24 years post- ing shut down right and left simply | e =TS
1ses—budget cuts, too much TV Sputnik, and once again the super- because there are not enough child- | £_.clzs==5§ % Sse.
atching, one parent families, iority of Soviet education is being ren to fill the seats. At the very same | = £ ~EE Hsg & 25 ; i
irents who don’t care etc. held up to_demonstrate by com- time, private/church schools are . it I 5z 5£38¢Ce 20 = 83-5
But now, all of a sudden, there is parison just how bad American opening at an unprecedented rate. BARBARA MORRIS l T = ; vl = .g ;g o E < ___é_j o .2 z..;
idence of public admission of fail- education really is. What is the Clearly, for government schools, Those schools that did not choose | = "E. ; £ z g)b‘g S :3 E £t = o
€. reason this time? jobs, money and survival are at to meet government standards or re- | s ¢ == 55 SETEE L '§ “czZ.c¢
For instance, the February issue of Before answering that question, stake—a dilemma which could be quirements would soon find them- | &= SE» S5 8 Z gé%’:é’ EC <
Educational Leadership’ has Jet’s look at a Los Angeles ““Times”’  resolved if those private schools were  selves in a financial bind or forced Qc‘f Sz ECC2EE0SZ0 EEs
voted five articles to “The Science " article (2-23-81 p.1) titled “‘Serious either destroyed or brought under out of business as parents would cer- E2Ecs5.855e2c 0828 0
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- in the past and one that will be
sch more difficult to meet.”’ lot of trouble.”” That’s a strong ad-
That’s a pretty strong statement. mission of failure! Again, why? order to parm:lpate and get a shce of T
-at’s behmd it? When the first There are several possibilities, but  the financial pie. _ (See PLAN, Page 30)
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August 27, 1983

FOR: FRED F. FIELDING
FROM: PETER J. RUSTHOVE ,(és
SUBJECT: Further Correspondence from Anne Neamon

Ms. Neamon, who has previously sent you a number of letters
about school prayer and other subjects on the stationery of an
entity called "Truth in Press Corp. Inc.," has chosen to write
you yet two more letters -- one on the letterhead of an organ-
ization titled "Defenders of Christian Ethics In Government,"
the other on stationery emblazoned "Citizens for God and
Country." You have accorded me the high honor and distinct
privilege of reviewing all of Ms. Neamon's correspondence, and
we have long since jointly determined that she is a worthy
member of the "no further responses" club.

Since yours truly has in previous memoranda exhausted his list
of attempted witticisms about Ms. Neamon's mental processes
and prose style, I will confine myself to observing that
nothing about her most recent epistles (or the enclosed
columns under her byline, one of which appeared in the late
William Loeb's distinguished journal, The Manchester (N.H.)
Union Leader) disqualifies her from membership in that club,
and that this correspondence should simply be filed.
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Friday,,April 15, 1983

~Christian Neutrahty. .. Not Separation

One of the most misunderstood concepts in Government
today is the separation of religious principles from Govern-
ment. It was a topic of great interest to the more than 12,000
Catholic educators gathered here in Washington last week
to attend the 80th annual National Catholic Educational
Association convention.

Mrs. Anne Neamon, National Coordinator of Citizens
for God and Country, from whose writings the following is
abstracted, has wnitten extensively on the subject, and her
words can express the facts far better than mine:

**For years the public has been misinformed on Separat-
jon of Church and State. By separation falsehoods, school
prayers are out and secularism is in. The resulting inner
moral decay compelled President Carter to proclaim a
National Moral Crisis in 1979. A review of the facts reveals
the first amendment to the U.S. Constitution compels
neutrality, not separation.”’

This basic fact was outlined in the December 20, 1982
issue of the Congressional Record by the Honorable Wen-
dell Bailey of Missouri.

' ‘Congress:shall make no law respecting the establish-
ment of religion, nor prohibit free exercise thereof.” This
Establishment Clause (neutrality to secure religious free-
dom) effected the ratification of the Constitution which had

" been intercepted until its inclusion. Religion was not de-

fined. because Christianity was it! In this amendment the
nation professed its belief in God, recognizing His sup-
remacy and acknowledging the right of man to com-
municate with God with Constitutional protection as a right
God-given and unalienable.

Thus the first amendment asserts neutrality, forbidding ~
the prohibition of free exercise by a government **making

Law,” to establish religion. Freedom of religion is pro- -

tected by neutrality. Separation does not protect, thus it is
unconstitutional! (*Separation of Church and State’ is arti-

cle 52 of the Soviet Constitution, an unconstitutional, alien -

doctrine as far as we are concerned, because it denies us our
God-given right to openly profess our Christian faith.)

The obvious error of separation is revealed as totally
unrelated to general christianity which ‘is and always has
been a part of common law, deeply engrafted . . . in law,
business, customs, and society.’

‘The Pledge of Allegiance . . . has nothing 10 do witn
the establishment of religion. It relates to belief in God, in
Whom we sincerely repose our trust . .
times recognize God's Providence over the lives of our
people and over this great nation.”
House Debate, Abington.

Court Neutrality as ‘'Separation Never Intended"’ is
reasserted by Roemer 74-730 U.S. 7, 1976. Neutrality

_ provides protection for free exercise. Separation imposes

hostilities, thereby violating first amendment neutrality.
Neutrality forbids **prohibition’’ of prayers for those who.
wish to have them.

The intended confusion on school prayers, a subvervise
strategy, is based on perpetuated frauds of *'Separation of
Church and State,”’ which the Court ‘*never required,”’
Roemer. The Court. satisfied with its guides permitting
prayer and Bible, has refused to hear further cases. but the
shifting of junsdiction to State Courts (by the Helms’
Amendment), who already have legal authority for prayer
action, negates First Amendment proteciton.

The Couns did not rule out prayer, but subordinated
them to guides of neutrality. not separation. Many Chris-
Ltans;-have yet to be informed that the Supreme Court
decisions permit prayers; that Appellate (State Court Ju-
risdiction) will not return them; that they will be pitted in

. We should at all .

100 Cong. Rec. 7757.°

David Powers, S.P.

endless fights in 50 States with nullified First Amendment
protection. Since the prayers address the First Amendment,
the founding vaues of General Christianity, by neutrality, _
well-defined, cannot be omitted.

School prayers identify man’s and nation’s relation to
God seeking guidance in public affairs, elevating the quali-
ty of moral life, a part and parcel of our founding father's’
intentions, Everson 40n. -

Congress does not grant *‘permission’’ for prayers,~
which rights are God-given and unalienable. Yet, Congress
forbids **inhibition, handicap, hostility, jeopardy. prohibi-
tion to Godly belief, and free exercise. We are a Christian
nation,”’ Holy Trinity. It must be recited forever that our

Constitution is based on these values. .

**The State may not establish a religion of secularism im
the sense of affirmatively opposing or showing hostility to
religion, thus preferring those who disbelieve in no religion
over those who do believe,’’ Zorach v. Clauson, 316.

All State Constitutions in harmony with the Federal
Constitution acknowledge existence of God, and compel
Godly living. As in all free nations, founding religious
principles guide law and jurisprudence—ours being Gener-
al Christian. We are founded according to the Supreme
Court to ‘‘legislate, propagate, and secure the General
Chnistian Faith,”” Holy Trinity p. 471.

Let us with caution indulge the supposition that morality
can be maintained without religion. Whatever may be con-
ceded to the influence of refined education on minds of
peculiar structure, reason and experience both forbid us to
expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of
religious principles, George Washington Farewell address
(Fitzpatrick ed. 1940), 229.

Brother David Powers is a graduate theology student.
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Neutrakty not soparation .. :
‘Decisions af Supreme Court

JEFFERSON'S WALLS OF
SEPARATION did not separate
the nation’s legal structure from

. religious principles. ‘‘And let us
with caution indulge the supposi-
tion that morality can be maintain-
ed without religion. Whatever may
be conceded the influence of refin-
ed education on minds of peculiar
structure, reason and experience
forbid us to expect the national
morality can prevail in exclusion
of religious principles.” George
Washington, Farewell Address,
Abington V. Schempp, US 203,
(1963). Lib of Congress copy, 57, n.
Administering in 1977 to the Laws
of England, Justice Matthew Hale
thundered, ‘“Blasphemy not only is
an offense to God and Religion, but
a crime against law, State and
Government, because Christianity
is a parcel of the laws of England.”
Similarly, the United States is
legally structured, as all free na-
tions upon religious principles,
ours being Christian Ethics. Thus
the Constitution, based on Biblical
morality, serves the General
Welfare, Justice, Tranquility, and
Blessings of Freedom, not VICES.

ELVERSON V Board of Educa-
tion 330, US 1 (1947) 36, 40, 52, 53,
54, n; p 65. Jefferson’s Walls of
Separation were defined in his
Caveat to the Virginia Assembly,
Bill of Assessments, tithes,” for
Christian Sectarian Schools
Through Walls of Separation, Jef-
ferson resisted Christian SEC-
TARIANISM, to ‘‘abolish ali
distinctions by government of pre-
eminence amongst the different

societies of communities of Chris-
tians ... a tendency to usurp on one
side or another, or to a corrupting

. coalition or alliance between them,

will be best guarded against by ...
abstinance of Government in-
terference in any way_ beyond
necessity of preservng public
order, and protecting each sect
against trespasses on its legal
rights by others.” Jefferson ad-
vocated General Christianity for
moral order, good government and
happiness of mankind, but opposed
Christian SECTARIANISM,
relating his Walls of Separation to
NEUTRALITY, “WITHIN THE
CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY,” not
to Secularism.

According to Justice Rutledge,
‘“...authority which can establish
Christianity, in exclusion of all
other Religions may establish with
the same ease any particular sect
of Christians, in exclusion of all
other Sects.” Thus, the Jefferso-
nian Walls of Separation, by means
of NEUTRALITY “WITHIN THE
CHRISTIAN COMMUITY",
prevented the State of Virginia
from departing from our founding
principles as propounded by the
U.S. Supreme Court in—

HOLY TRINITY, V US. 143, pp
460-471, “WE ARE A CHRISTIAN
NATION-NOTHING BE DONE
TO HURT CHRISTIANITY--
LEGISLATE, PROPAGATE AND
SECURE THE CHRISTIAN
FAITH. Not Christianity with
established church and tithes and

" spiritual courts; but Christianity

with liberty of comscience to all.

' Government
' establish religion. Freedom of

General Christianity is and always
has been a part of common law ...
to revile with malicious and
blasphemous contempt, the
religion professed .. is an abuse of
that right. We are a Christian peo-
ple, and morality of the country is
deeply ingrafted upon Christianity,
not the worship of or doctrines of
impostors. Passing into view of
American life, in law, business,
customs, and society, the same
truth is recognized. This and many
other matters which might be
noticed add a volume of unofficial
declarations to the mass of organic
utterances that THIS IS A CHRIS-
TIAN NATION!”

The timely success of Jefferson’s
NEUTRALITY “WITHIN THE
CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY"
found outreach into the-- .

FIRST AMENDMENT, U.S.
CONSTITUTION-'‘Congress shall
make no law respecting the
establishment of religion, nor pro-
hibit Free Exercise thereof.’’ This
Establishment Clause
NEUTRALITY to secure religious
freedom effected the ratification of
the Constitution which had been in-
tercepted until the inclusion of this
Clause. Religion was not defined,
because CHRISTIANNITY WAS
IT! In this Amendment the nation
professed its belief in God,
recognizing is supremacy and
acknowledging the right of man to
communicate with God with Con-
stitutional protection, as a right
God-given and Unalienable.

Thus, the First Amendment
asserts NEUTRALITY, forbidding
prohibition of Free Exercise by
“making law' to

religion is protected by Neutrality;
Separation does not protect, thus it
is unconstituional!

A Republican Form of Govern-
ment forbids imposing rights of
minority above rights of majority.

Citizens For God & Country
P.0. Box 137
Mclean, Va. 22101

- s;pmd, by Anne Neamon
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~Christian N eutrahty. ..ot Separation

One of the most misunderstood concepts in Government
today is the separation of religious principles from Govern-
ment. It was a topic of great interest to the more than 12,000
Catholic educators gathered here in Washington last week
to attend the 80th annual National Catholic Educational
Association convention.

Mrs. Anne Neamon, National Coordinator of Citizens
for God and Country, from whose writings the following is
abstracted, has written extensively on the subject, and her
words can express the facts far better than mine:

*“For years the public has been misinformed on Separat-
ion of Church and State. By sepamtion falsehoods. school
prayers are out and secularism is in. The resulting nner
moral decay compelled President Carter to prociaim a
Nationa} Moral Crisis in 1979. A review of the facts reveals
the first amendment to the U.S. Constitution compels
neutrality, not separation.”’

This basic fact was outlined in the December 20. 1982
issue of the Congressional Record by the Honorable Wen-
dell Bailey of Missouri.

“ ‘Congress°shall make no law respecting the establish-
ment of religion, nor prohibit free exercise thereof.” This
Establishment Clause (neutrality to secure religious free-
dom) effected the ratification of the Constitution which had

" been intercepted until its inclusion. Religion was not de-

fined. because Christianity was it! In this amendment the
nation professed its belief in God, recognizing His sup-
remacy and acknowledging the right of man to com-
municate with God with Constitutional protection as a nght
God-given and unalienable.

Thus the first amendment asserts neutrality, forbidding ~
the prokibition of free exercise by a government **making

Law,” to establish religion. Freedom of religion is pro- -

tected by neutrality. Separation does not protect, thus it is
unconstitutional! {*Separation of Church and State’ is arti-
cle 52 of the Soviet Constitution, an unconstitutional, alien
doctrine as far as we are concerned, because it denies us our
God-given right to openly profess our Christian faith.)

The obvious error of separation is revealed as totally
unrelated to general christianity which ‘is and always has
been a part of common law, deeply engrafted . . . in law,
business. customs, and society.’

**The Pledge o Allegiance . . . has nothing to do win

the establishment of religion. It relates to belief in God, in ,
. We should at all .

Whom we sincerely repose our trust .
times recognize God’s Providence over the lives of our

people and over this great nation,”’ 100 Cong. Rec. 7757.°

House Debate, Abington.
Court Neutrality as ‘‘Separation Never Intended’’ is
reasserted by Roemer 74-730 U.S. 7, 1976. Neurrality

_ provides protection for free exercise. Separation imposes

hostilities, thereby violating first amendment neutrality.
Neutrality forbids
wish to have them.

The intended confusion on school prayers, a subvervise
strategy, is based on perpetuated frauds of **Separation of
Church and State,”” which the Court ‘‘never required,"”
Roemer. The Court. satisfied with its guides permitting
prayer and Bible, has refused to hear further cases, but the
shifting of junsdiction to State Courts (by the Helms’
Amendment), who already have legal authority for prayer
action, negates First Amendment proteciton.

The Courts did not rule out prayer. but subordinated
them to guides of neutrality. not separation. Many Chris-
Lljans -have yet to be informed that the Supreme Court
decisions permit prayers; that Appellate (State Court Ju-
risdiction) will not return them; that they will be pitted in

**prohibition’’ of prayers for those who-

David Powers, S.P.

endless fights in 50 Slates with nullified First Amendment
protection. Since the prayers address the First Amendment,
the founding vaues of General Christianity, by neutrality, _
well-defined, cannot be omitted.

School prayers identify man’s and nation’s relation to
God seeking guidance in public affairs, elevating the quali-
ty of moral life, a part and parcel of our founding father's’
intentions, Everson 40n. §

Congress does not grant *'permission’’ for prayers, -
which rights are God-given and unalienable. Yet, Congress
forbids *“inhibition, handicap, hostility, jeopardy, prohibi-
tion to Godly belief, and frec exercise. We are a Christian
nation,”” Holy Trinity. It must be recited forever that ows
Constitution is based on these values. ™

**The State may not establish a religion of secularism i
the sense of affirmatively opposing or showing hostility to
religion, thus preferring those who disbelieve in no religion
over those who do believe,”” Zorach v. Clauson, 316.

All Siwate Constitutions in harmony with the Federal
Constitution acknowledge existence of God, and compel
Godly living. As in all free nations, founding religious
principles guide law and jurisprudence—ours being Gener-
al Christian. We are founded according to the Supreme
Court 10 “‘legislate, propagate, and secure the General
Christian Faith,”’ Holy Trnity p. 471.

Let us with caution indulge the supposition that morality
can be maintained without religion. Whatever may be con-
ceded to the influence of refined education on minds of
peculiar structure, reason and experience both forbid us to
expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of
religious principles, George Washington Farewell address
(Fitzpatrick ed. 1940), 229.

Brother David Powers is a graduate theology student.
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MANCHESTER (N.H.) UNION LEADER — Thursday, May 29, 1980

By ANNE NEAMON

Reference Dr. Hurwitz, “Kentucky struck
down Ten Commmandments in sehools.”™ The Ken-
tucky Supreme Court ruled. ""They must be dis-
played for ‘secular’ message-lawtul living. The
Ten Commandments are the basis of our moral
order. Education is obligated to teach them. in
harmony with home and church. Subversion in
education exposed by official reports causes
soaring crimes. President Carter alerted. 1979
TV. Values. values. No. I moral crisis.”

Well put by William Loeb. “*There is such a
thing as sin, and we must have courage (o sayv
what is right and what is wrong.”” Secular ethics
teach no God. no right. no wrong. no hereafter.
selfish pursuits. The Ten Commandments, God-
given, unalienable. no deficit spending. guide
footsteps into paths of righteousness. instant val-
ues clarifications.

**And let us with caution indulge the supposi-
tion that morality can be maintained without re-
ligion. Whatever is conceded the influence of re-
fimed education on minds of peculiar structure.
reason and experience forbid us to expect that
national morality can prevail in exclusion of re
ligious principles.”” George Washington. Fare-
well Address.

Judge Matthew Hale. 1977. applying obscetn-
ty law in England, thundered. "*Blasphemy not
only offends God and religion, but is a crime
against law, state. and government. because
Christianity is a parcel of the laws of England.”™
Justice Goldberg: **We cannot overlook the fact
that,we are religious people.’” *Seecularism is un
constitutional . . . duty of government to deter
no-belief religions.”” U.S. Supreme Court.

The Essence of Survival

Sttuational ethics. secularism, is unconstitu-
tional. unAmerican. anti-Christian, anti-Semitic
and fiscally unsound. *We'are a Christian nation
.. . general Christianity is and always has been
part of common law. Passing into American life.
law, business. customs and society the same
truth is recognized ... morality is engrafted
deeply on Christian faith." Holy Trinity. U.S. Su-
preme Court. Schools and students belong ‘*un-
der God at all times.” U.S. Code 36, 172.

Education is for the purpose of preserving
founding culture and is based on
ion — general Christianity, not s«
hoods. Fantastic! Frauded billios
studies, and soaring crime statis
en that secularism does not secu
rality! As Washington and mam
made clear — it takes Biblical mc
that our President, a devout Chri
“'values,"" is the first elected Pres
public prayer in a Christian natic
general Christian administratior
Supreme Court propoundings.

Historic. repeated proof, Bibl
the essence of survival of free government! The
Ten Commandments belong in schools! History
and Laws of the Land expel debate.

* * *

Anne Neamon. whose mailing address is
P.0. Box 137. McLean, Va., is national coordina-
tor for Citizens for God & Country, a legislative
service to secure First Amendment nautrality to
GGodly religions in all aspects of public service
and public living.



















































