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President Johnson declared

war on poverty in 1964. That
“war” commenced a multitude of

“charitable” government

programs including welfare,
Medicaid, and a host of other
“assistance” programs. Such
government charity has cost
taxpayers some $15.9 trillion in
constant 2008 dollars; more than
twice the amount we have spent
on al shooting wars, from the
Revolution through Afghanistan,
combined. At last count, there
werein excess of 70 separate
government programs spread
across at least 13 government
departments and agencies. The
results in eradicating poverty
have been\ alarmingly “poor.”

“-\%& "J

We have been repeatedly told
by certain paliticians that to
show compassion for the poor,
we must support more
government programs to help the
poor. We are led to believe the
“social justice” mantra that only
the truly compassionate support
government programs for the
poor. Sincetypically
conservatives are philosophically
opposed to government aid, the
myth arises that liberals are
compassionate and conservatives
are heartless.

Itiswell past timeto re-
examine the concept of
government “charity.” In doing
s0, we will find that such a
concept is not Constitutional, is
not charitable, and it certainly is
not Biblical.

Government Charity is Not
Constitutional
Any serious study of our
Constitution reveals a
fundamental, but forgotten truth:
our Constitution was designed to
establish federal government

powers that, according to
Federalist Paper No. 45 are “few

and defined.” Hence

Congressional domestic authority
was limited to eighteen
enumerated powers set forth in
Articlel, Section 8 which
included the power to regulate
commerce, the power to coin
money, and the power to
establish post offices. Thelarge
bulk of government powers were
|eft to the state governments.

Specifically relating to
government charity or
benevolence, our Founders were
clear that such power was not
provided to the federal
government. James Madison,
known as the Father of the
Constitution, was particularly
adamant about that point. In
1794, he opposed abill in
Congress to fund assistance to
French refugees stating: “/
cannot . . . lay my finger on that
article of the Constitution which
granted a right to Congress of
expending, on objects of
benevolence, the money of their
constituents.” Thus, he did not
see such authority in the standard
justifications used today such as
the necessary and proper clause,
the commerce clause, or the
general welfare clause.

Asto the latter clause he
noted, “I|f Congress can do
whatever in their discretion can
be done by money, and will
promote the general welfare, the
Government isno longer a
limited one possessing
enumerated powers, but an
indefinite one subject to
particular exceptions.” For this
reason, many bills seeking to
support benevolence in the early
part of our history were either
opposed in Congress or vetoed by

Presidents. Any objective
reading of our Constitution will
not find authority for such
government programs.
Government Charity is Not
Charitable

True compassion is an act of
individual free will motivated by
avoluntary desire to assist
another Using one’s own
resources. Government charity is
coerced compassion by
government edict using other
pecpie’s resources through
compelled taxes and enforced by
fines and imprisonment. In
reference to the compulsive
aspect of government programs,
the 19" century French economist
Frederic Bastiat referred to it as
“legalized plunder.” Every
person has the right to dispense
with their own property for
charitable purposes, but we don‘t
have the right to dispense with
other people‘s property for
charitable purposes. Todosois
neither charitable nor
compassionate.

If | were to go to my neighbor
and, under threat of agun pointed
at his head, command my
neighbor to give his money to a
charity of my choice, no one
would call that charitable or
compassionate.

Y et, by filtering the act of force
through a government program,
and enforcing it by government
laws and fines, we sanction what

is clearly immoral theft and call it
“social justice” or government

“charity.” Indeed, under the
guise of “compassion” we not
only excuse such conduct, we
actually applaud it. Let’s be
honest about this: free will acts
to help the poor with our own
money is compassionate;
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compelled gover nment handouts
to the poor using other people’s
money is not.

It is easy to claim to be
compassionate when using other
people‘s money. It is interesting
that those who claim to be the
most compassionate and support
government programs for the poor
are the least “charitable” with their
own money. Many of us may
recall one notable example from
1997 when Vice President Al Gore
and wife Tipper reported adjusted
gross income of $197,000, yet

gave only $353 to charity.
In his 2006 book, “Who Really

Cares,” Arthur Brooks, found that

households headed by
conservatives gave 30% more on
average to charity than households
headed by liberals. Brooks found
that religiously active
conservatives who raise traditional
families are the most generousin
every measurable area. These
conservatives, who do not accept
the belief that forced government
spending is aform of charity,
ensure that they give more of their
own money to such causes.

That study was consistent with
a study conducted by Google that
found an even greater disparity:
average annual contributions by
conservatives were almost double

those of liberals. Thusit is easier
to be “charitable” when it comes

to giving other people‘s money
away through government
programs, yet when it comes to
true charity using your own
money, there wasn‘t as much

compassion.
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The widespread belief that
government programsto assist the
needy are compatible with
Christian principlesisin error.
According to Dr. Thomas L.
Johnson, former university
economics professor, “government
welfare is the antithesis of
Christian charity. Government
welfare operates on the premise of
force, whereas Christian charity
can only exist wherethereis

freedom of choice — wherethere
is an act of the individual will.”
Government is not capable of
showing love or compassion; only
people are. Likewise, we cannot
use the coercive force of the tax
code to absolve ourselves of our
moral responsibility toward the
needy by getting someone other

than ourselvesto pay for it. That
is not compassion; that is a “cop

out.”

Government Charity is Not
Biblical
Thereisnot asingle Biblical
example teaching that government
should be involved in charity. In

an excellent thesis on this matter
(“Christian Charity and the

Welfare State,” The Dakota

Beacon, April 14, 2011), Dr. Mark
Hendrickson notes that Christ uses
internal compulsion (conscience)
while government uses externa
compulsion (physical force);
methods that are diametrically
opposed. Dr. Hendrickson asks
this important question: “Where
in the Bible is the church of Christ
instructed to delegate its

charitable mission to civil
government, or to seek a “joint

custody,” or shared responsibility,
for Christian beneficence?
Christians may “reprove, rebuke,
exhortl (‘1] Tim. 4:2) othersto
increase their charitable
activities, but wherein the Bibleis
it written that we may compel
others to act charitably?”
Supporters of government
charity sometimes cite to the
passage in Mark 10:21 where
Jesus confronts the rich man who
asks how to obtain eternal lifein
God‘s kingdom. Jesus responded
by telling himto; “ - - go thy way,
sell whatsoever thou hast, and
give to the poor, and thou shalt
have treasure in heaven: . ..”
This scripture provides no basis
for government charity or
government redistribution of
wealth. Jesus merely tellstherich
man what the consequences will
beif the rich man sells what he
has and givesit to the poor based
on His awareness of this particular
man‘s issue with money. Had the
man been struggling with lust,
Jesus may have told him to stop
committing adulterous affairs,

return to his wife and then he
would have treasure in heaven.
The critical point here thoughiis
that Jesus did not forcefully
impose His will over this man.
The man was free to choose his
own course of action and indeed,
the man chose not to give to the
poor and he was freeto leave.
Jesus allowed the man to depart i
peace. Had government charity
been involved, the man‘s refusal
would have been met by IRS ire,
then fines and possibly even
imprisonment.

Mark Hendrickson makes the
further clarification about
Christians who claim that
communism is compatible with
Christianity by citing to Acts 4:3
37 and 5:1-10 where the Christian:
share a common purse after Jesus*
ascension. “There is a crucial
difference,” Hendrickson notes,
“between the apostles’
arrangement and communism,
which the Christian socialists
overlook. The apostles practiced
communalism, not communism. 4
Communalismis entirely
consensual. It includes only those!
member s of the larger community:
who voluntarily decide to '
participate. The apogiles’
communalism was radically
different from socialism, fascism
or the democratic welfare state,
which membership is not optiona
but compulsory, and everyone =
living within that political
jurisdiction must pay into the
common treasury.”’ i

Nor isthe parable of the Good
Samaritan in Luke 10:30-35 d
supportive of agovernment rolei
charity. The Samaritan who
assisted the man in need did so
voluntarily using his own money.
Nowherein that parable was
government involved or
encouraged to be involved.

Finally, we should note the
response by Jesusin Luke 12:14
after aman asked that Jesus tell t
man‘s brother to share his
inheritance with him. In refusing
the request, Jesus replied: “ -+
who made me judge or a divider
over you?” |n this account, Jesus
has the chance to encourage weal
redistribution schemes yet he not
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only declines to do so, noting He
isnot justified to make such a

| determination, he further

admoni shes them about being
covetous. If Jesusisnot willing to
order the involuntary redistribution
of one person‘s property to
another, then upon what moral
authority does government seek to
. do so today?

Those in need invariably
require more than a government
handout. They invariably will
have mental and spiritual needs
that are at the root of, or in
addition to, their physical needs.
Private charity engaged in

voluntarily and motivated by love
can minister to the entire spectrum
of a person‘s needs and the causes
of those needs to permanently
transform a person. Compelled
government charity, that only
addresses the surface monetary
problem and that uses other
people‘s money to do it, cannot.

With God, the goal is not just to
meet a person‘s physical needs, it
is ultimately to lead them to Christ
where their entire life can be
restored. A bureaucratic hand out
is a poor substitute for what God
intended.

It istime to end the nonsense
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that government charity is o
compassionate. We are all
individually responsible for our
own Christian charity. We are not
called to push off our

responsibilities to “the rich” or to
“society,” and we are certainly not

called to force othersto give their
money SO we can pat ourselves on
the back and feel that we have
done our job toward the needy.
The Bible makes clear that
compelling others to do good
deeds is not what pleases God. As
Dr. Johnson so astutely noted,
forced compassion is the antithesis
of charity.
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