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FACT SHEET

Representatives of more than 100 Jewish groups across the country are meeting
today (Wednesday, Oct. 8) at a "National Leadership Assembly for Soviet Jewry" to
serve —— in the words of Morris B. Abram, assembly chairman --"as a reminder of concern
over the deteriorating condition of Soviet Jews, and of the urgency that their rights
be included on the agenda of the simmit talks."

Mr. Abram is chairman of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry and the Confer-
ence of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations, two of the sponsors of the
Leadership Assembly with the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council.

Cooperating agencies are the Coalition to Free Soviet Jews, Council of Jewish

Federations and Synagogue Council of America. The day's agenda follows:

'S - — -

Senator Dennis DeConcini (Dem., Ariz.).

Rep. Robert Michel (Rep., I1l.), House minority leader.

Rep. William Gray (Dem., Pa.), former chairman, Black Congressional Caucus.
Lane Kirkland, president, AFL-CIO. .

Ruth Daniloff, wife of the U.S. News & World Report correspondent.

Rabbi Gilbert Klaperman, vice president, Synagogue Council of America.

3:15 p.m.: In Lafayette Park, opposite the White House, the Jewish representatives will

begin a Rabbinical
Council the shofar
ram's Yo . il ol

Ml i, e e m e e et g m ————— y e by Mr. Abram, will

fly aboard a chartered plane to Rejkavik, Iceland "to express support for President
Reagan's pledge to raise the issues of human rights and Soviet Jewry in his pre-summit
meeting with Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev,'" according to Mr. Abram. . Flying to
Rejkavik (they arrive Friday morning) will be, in addition to Mr. Abram:

Albert D. Chernin, exec.vice-chairman, Nat, Jewish Communitvy Relations Advisory Council. -
Jerry Goodman, executive director, National Conference on” Soviet Jewry.

Burton D. Levinson of Los Angeles, chairman, Anti-Defamation League.

Theodore R. Mann of Philadelphia, president, American Jewish Congress.

Michael Pelavin of Flint, Mich., chairman, National Jewish Community Relations Adv. Coumcil
Alan Pesky, chairman, Coalition to Free Soviet Jews.

Seymour Reich, international president, B'nai B'rith.

30 East 60th Street ® New York, N.Y. 10022
(212) 758-6969
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It ie a privilege to mspeak to you today, exactly 199 years after
the migning of the Conetitution of the United States. In the coming
year, the Bicentennial Commission, chaired by Chief Justice Burger,
will coordinate our national commemoration. As part of the
Department pf Education’e participation, I will deliver three
bicentennial lectures. I will focus not on constitutional law but on
congtitutional principles--on the woral and philosophical
underpinnings of the document at the base of our republic. I will
argue that the Constitution of the United States reflects and

supports the constitution of the American people.

I have mstudied the Constitution as a student of philosophy and as
a student of lavw. So I feel confident wvhen I say that it’s time to
retrieve the Conatitution from the lawvyers. For the Constitution
belongs to all of us,. It wvas written not only to protect our legal
rights but aleo to expfess our common values. And we cannot
underastand ourselves as individuals without understanding the ideas

that "constitute" us ag a people.

As the emblem of our national values, the American Constitution
reflects three distinct and related elements of our common culture:
the Judeo-Christian ethic, the democratic ethic, and the work ethic.
In fact, the process that produced the Constitution has itself been
ascribed to all three of these ethics. To Walt Whitwan, “the
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Canatitution vas the product of divine inspiration. He called it a
*bible of the free" for the modern wvorld. To John Quincy Adams, the
Constitution vas the product of democratic compromise. He said that
it vae "extorted from the grinding necessity of a reluctant nation."
To William Gladséone. the Conatitu@ion vags the product of hard vorﬁ.
He called it "the greatest vork eQer:struck off at a given time by
the brein and purpose of man." In my three bicentennial lectures, 1
wvant to discuss these three aspects of our constitutional order.

And o I will consider, in turn, the role of religion and the

Judeo-Chriastian ethic, the role of education and the democratic
ethic, and the role of commercial and scientific progress and the

vork ethic in a conatitutional democracy.

I have chosen to devote this first lecture, on the anniversary of
the migning, to the role of religious belief in American democracy.
] mpeak aa mameone in sympathy vith the religious beliefs of the
overvhelming majority of the American people--although I am
personally, I would guess, rather average in the degree of my
‘'religinoue oheervance. I go to church some, but not as wuch as 1
probably should, and not as much as the head of my church believes 1
ghould. But my upbringing, my experience, and wmy study have made me
sympathetic to religious beliefs. And as a8 friend of religion, I
face this academic audience fully avare that I may be considered a
lion in a den of Daniele. Let me be candid. In my encounters vwith
the academic cémmunity, I am often etruck by the fact that, of all
the issues I address, my support of religion seems to 1n!Pire the

deepest bewvilderment and suspicion.
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0f courge, it is not only wembers of the academy who disagree
with me. A year ago, I gave s speech to the Knights of Columbus on
the relationship of our political and social order to religious
belief. ] atated wy position clearly: that the American experience
cannot be underefood wvithout refefence to the Judeo-Christian
tradition; and that the First Ameﬁdmént vas not 1n£ended to result in
the complete exclusion of that tradition from public life. For
saying this, I vas attacked as an "Ayatollah." It wvas suggested
that merely broasching the subject of religion in public life was an
incitement to "Khomeiniam and Kahaneism.® It vas also suggested
that ] considered mysmelf a messenger "heaven-sent to silence the

heathen. "

I have described this line of atteck as a reductio ad Khowmeini.
It ignores my reaffirmetion in that speech of this nation’s
commitwment to the principles of tolerance and equal righte for all --
for the non-believer as well as for the believer. With its fear of
religioua intolerance, the attack denies the fundamental strength of
the American people--a people at once deeply religious and deeply
tolerant. And the attack betrays a misconception that it is somehov
improper for public officiale in America to speak publicly and

positively ahaout the role of religion in American life.

As ve prepare for the bicentennial of the Constitution, let us
take a serious look et the historical record. The Founders
discusged the role of religion in democracy calmly and frankly. Let

ug follov their lead and reclaim their legacy. There are those vho
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argue that it is impossible, in the tventieth century, to gauge the
intent of the Founders in the eighteenth century. I disagree. On the
question of religion and the Constitution, the Framers’ intent is
explicit and the history is clear. It is true that the Framers of
the Constitution.vere themaelveeg divided by a rich diversity of
religious allegiancee and personai'cbnvictions. But virtually ell
wvere united by a common belief in the importance of religion as an
ald and a friend to the Constitutional order. As Tocqueville Baid,
*l do not knov wvhether all Americans have a sincere faith in their
religion--for who can search the human heart? -- but I am certain
theat they hold it to be indispensable to the maintenance of

republican inatitutions."

From devout churchgoere to rationalizing deists, the Founders
spoke vith one voice about the importance of including religion in
civiec life. Washington, & Virginia Episcopalian, wvarned in his
Farevell Address: "0f asll the dispositions and habits vhich lead to
political prosperity, religion and morality are indispensable
supparte. And let us vigh caution indulge the supposition that
morality can be maintained without religion." John Adams, a -
Magsachusetts Unitarian, agreed in no uncertain terms: "Qur
Constitution vas made only for a moral and religious people. It is
vholly inadequate to the government of any other.® Madison, another
Episcopalian, insisted that "He who vould be & citizen in civi;
society must f;rst be considered a subject of the divine governor of
nature.” And even Jefferson agreed. Jefferson, the gre:} deiet who

vas alvays skeptical of sectarianism in any form, asked, "Can the
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liberties of a nation be thought secure ... when we have removed
their only firwm basis, 8 conviction in the minds of the people that
these liberties are the gift of God?"™ Religion, Jefferson concluded,
should be regarded as "a supplewent to lav in the government of men,"

and as "the alpha and omega of the moral lav."

1 could go on, quoting source after source, speech after speech.
From Sam Adame to Patrick Henry to Benjamin Franklin to Alexander
Hamilton, all of the Foundere intended religion to provide a moral
anchar for our liberty in democracy. Yet all would be puzzled were
"they to return to Americe today. For they would find, among certain
~elite circles in the academy and in the wedia, a fastidious disdain
faor the public expression of religious values--a disdain that clashes
directly with the Founders’ vision of religion as a friend of civic
life. That ie why, on the bicentennisl of the Constitution, it is
not enough merely to identify the intent of the Founderasa. It is alsmso

necesasary actively to defend the intent of the Founders.

The first question we lhouid ask ourselves is: Why did the
Founders msee a connection hetwveen religious values and political
liberty? Tocqueville, as alvays, pointe to an anmver. "Liberty
regardae religion ... as the safeguard of morality, and morality as
the beast security of lav and the sureat pledge of the duration of
freedam. Religion promates self-restraint, in the rulere and ghe
ruled, and mitigatea the individualiset tendencies that atomize
society." 1In short, Tocqueville concluded, "religion 1¢.puch more

needed in democratic republice than in any others."
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But it ie not necessary to go back to Tocqueville to see the
connections betveen religion and liberty in democracy. It’s simply
common &ense: Our commitment to liberty of conscience--including the
freedom to belieée or not to believe--follows, in good part, from the
regpect for religion felt by the ﬁajﬁrity of Americans. It is ironic
that anyone vho appesls today to religious values runs the risk of
being called *"divimive," or attacked as an enemy of pluralism. For
the readiness of wost Americesns to defend tolerance and equality does
not derive only from an abstract allegiance to Enlightenmwment ideals.
It comes also from a concrete allegiance to the Judeo-Christian

ethic.

The connection between religion and liberty is one reasan that
the Founders considered religion to be indispensable to democracy.
1'd like to propase tvo more reasons. Dne} At its best, religion
deepensg politice. It is s wellspring of the civic virtues that
democracy requires to flourish. It promotes hard work and individual
respongibility. It lift; each citizen ocuteide himself and inspires
concern for community and country. At the same time, it offers a -
sense of purpose snd a8 frame of reference for the claims that
transcend everyday politics--claims like our collective
respongibility to foster liberty around the globe, snd to be kind and
good and decent and forgiving in our homes, our schools, and our

-

communities.



Two: Religion promotes tolerance. Thig sounds like a paradox.

Religion, after all, is about absolute truth, and does not the search
for absolute truth lead to absolutism and to intolerance? Not
necesesarily--and, in America, thankfully, not very often. At its
most sectarian, feligion cen indeed be used in the service of
intolerence. When religion is 'kindied into enthusiasm, " as Madison
said, it may "itself become a motive to persecution and oppression.”
But more often in America, religion has had the opposite effect. 1
am alwvays struck by the vay different schools receive me vhen I
speak. I remember starting off a recent speech at a Baptist
college--kno;n for its enthusiasm--by stipulating that I spoke as &
Catholic. The audience wvas at first surprised by my frankness, but
quickly settled down and courteocusly listened to vhat I had to say.
Many even liked it. On the other hand, some in the so-called
*enlightened"™ universities--aggressively secular, perhaps even
intolerantly so--are more likely to greet me as an ayatollah or to
shout dowvn aspeakers with wvhom they disagree. 1In thise instance,
atrongly held religious qonvictions Beem to go hand in hand with

respect for the convictionas of others.

I think President Reagan put it well when he told an ecumenical
prayer breakfast: "Our government neede the church because those
humble enough to admit they are sinners can bring to democracy the
tolerance it requires in order to survive.®" I think the President
was right. 1 also think that his proposition cuts both ways. Just as
religion moderates the potentially divisive tendencies of democracy,

@0 8 properly functiaoning democracy moderatees the potentially
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divigive tendencies of religion. When religion is excluded from
public life, it can become resentful, extremist, and sectarian. But
wvhen religion is included in public life and is subject to public
scrutiny, it learns to speak in a language that all sects and all
citizens can undérstlnd. Ae Jefferson wrote to Madison, "by bringing
the aects together ... we shall adftén their asperities, liberalize
and neutralize their prejudices, and make the general religion a

religion of peace, reason, and morality."

Jefferaon vas right. In a free democracy, vhere wuch depends on
broad public mentiment, religious groups must indeed soften their
asperitiea; and they find they must pursue their ends by appealing to
a consenaus aof shared, not particularized, values. This has happened

throughout American history, and it happens today.

The question of tolerance, wmoreover, points to a protection at
the very heart of the Constitution: equel justice under law, for

naon-believers as wvell as for believeras. When Patrick Henry proposed

‘A tax for the "annual support of the Christien religion, " Madison

successfully opposed it on these grounds: "Whilst we aassert for
ourselves a freedom to ... observe the religion which ve believe to
be of divine.origin, ve cannot deny an equal freedom to those vhose
minde have not yet yielded to the evidence vhich has convinced us."
And Jefferson agreed, in his Virginia statute for religious freedom:
*No man, ® he séid, "ghall be compelled to fregquent or support any

religious worship plece, or winistry whatsoever."

8



This is an important point, and I will streas it. Absoclute
freedom of conscience is the first of our freedoms. The Awerican
people and this Administration are irrevocably committed to equal
rights for all. No one can or should ever be forced in Awerica to
assent to any particular religious belief, or even to the general
religious beliefs derived from the Judeo-Christian tradition and
embedded in our common culture., At the same tiwe, hovever,
religious beliefs do deserve, in our time, common acknowvledgment,
mutual reapect, and public encouragement. And ve tend to forget that
the Foundera sav no conflict betveen our individual rights and our

" cammon values. In their wminds, gomplete neutrality between particular

liefs can and should coexist with public scknowledgment

of genersl] religious values.

Thia is not wmerely a question of constitutional principle, though
it is that. It is also a question of civic health. My point is not
simply that children vho go to church are leas likely to take drugs,

or that empirical studies shov an inverse relation betwveen religious
beliéf and teen age pregnancy, although both are true. My point is i
that ve are coming to recognize the extent to which wmany of our
mocial) problems require for their melution the nurture and
improvement of character. And for wany of us, for most of us,
religion is nn’important part of the developwent of character. - That
is not to say that religious faith is necessary for sound character.

But that it can help, and that it has helped wany--vho cen doubt? And

so, as wve move toward a nationeal consmensus that, in dealing with
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social problems, ve must improve the character of our citizenry--of
ourselves-~ve should not, out of a wmisplaced fastidiousness, spurn
the vast resources of ethical precept and practice that are inspired,

and reinforced, by religious belief.

In effect, I am calling for a reconstitution of the consensus of
the‘Foundere. All of them vere comfortable with a public role for
religion, a= long as there was no preference for one sect over
another. To Jeffersmon, religion was an essential elewent of

education. His "Act for Establiehing Elementary Schools" in Virginia

permitted religious activity in the classroom, as long it wvas not
"inconmistent wvith the tenets of any religiohs sect or denomination.*
Similarly, as the founder of the University of Virginia, Jefferson
made provision for religious instruction with a "professor of ethics”
rather than a clergyman. Students vere required to take courses that

taught the "moral ohligetions, of those in vhich all sects agree."

The firat United Siates Congresses, too, sav nothing
unconstitutional about some support of religious values. The first
three Congressea authorized chaplaincies for the‘Congress, the Armf}
and thé Navy. And the mame Cangress that adopted the First Amendment
8lmo adaopted the Northwest Ordinance, wvhich reads: "Religion,
wmorality, and knovledge, being necessary to good government and the
happiness of mgnkind, schoals and the weans of learning shall forever
he encouraged." If the Congress had meant to forbid all coaperation
betveen the government and the church, wvhy wvwould it calX on the

states "to promote religious and moral education"? On the occasion
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of the bicentennial, let us learn again from the wisdom of the
Founders. They knev that it is never easy to maintain neutrality
betwveen secte. They knew that the preservation of equal rights
requiree political sensitivity and legal vigilance. But they also
knev that, for the make of liberty, government should acknowvledge the
religious beliefe on wvhich democracy depends--not one single belief

but belief in general.

History showe fewv other examples of nations thst have wanaged to
maintain the delicate balsnce betveen religious faith and political
'tolerance. In the twentieth century, we have seen both stheistic
communiem and religious fanaticism degenerate into tyranny. The
Founding Fathere pledged their lives to avoid tyranny in any form.
And the real genius of the Constitution lies in the balance it
strikes between unity and diversity, betveen religious liberty and
political equality, to the wmutual benefit of both religion and

politics.

But to maintain that balance is no easy task. In Awmerica today,
ve face misunderstandings from both ends of the spectrum--from the
secularisete on one side and from the sectarians on the other. First
there is the secularist orthodoxy, vhich seeks to eradicate all signs
of religion from public life. With a recklese disregard for both
American history and the American people, some secularists are .not
content to pursue government neutrality among beliefs, or even
government protection of non-belief. Instead they seek .to vanquish

religion altogether. For as former Supreme Court Justice Potter
13



Stevart has pointed out, the banishment of religion does not
\ represent neutrality betveen religion and secularism; the conduct of

public inatitutione without any acknowvledgment of religion is

|secularism.

In my mpeech to the Knights of Columbus, I offered wmy opinion
that the Supreme Court in recent years has failed to reflect
sufficiently on the relationship betveen our religious faith and our
political order. The Court itself has acknowvledged the lack of

— %glarity and predictability" in its decisions. But wy purpose here
ie not to criticize the Court; and the Court does not bear sole
responsibility for the shunting aside of religion. A recent study by
Nev York University Professor Paul Vitz found that the overvhelming

majority of elementary and high achool textboaoks go to extraordinary

A

lengtha to avoid any references to religion.

Here is & representative item from the study--just one among
many. One sixth-grade reader includes a story called "Zlateh the

—_ Goat, " by Nobel reate Isaac Bashevis Singer. In the story, a boy.

named Aaron is told to take Zlateh, the family goat, to a butcher in
the next village to be sold. On the vay, Asron and Zlateh get caught
, in a three-day blizzard and are lost in the snov. At this point,
' Singer writes, "Asron began to pray to God for himself and for the
innocent animal."” But in the reader this has been changed to: "Aaron
 began to pray for himself and for the innocent animal." Later, after
Aaron and Zlateh have found shelter in a haystack, Singe; writes,

 *Thank God that in the hay it wvas not cold." But in the reader this

has been changed to: "Thank goodness that in the hay it wvas not
12



cold. *

Thie would be funny if it wvere not so serious. Has the very
mention of God's name in public become not just an offense but a
8in? Among orthodox Jews, it hns‘alvaya been cansidered a religious
blasphemy to write the name of God in full. Well, have we come to the
point vhefe, in school textbooks, it is nov considered a secular
blasphemy to write the nawe of God, even if owmitting His name does
violence to the original text? Have we come to the point wvhere it is
now consideréd a secular blessphemy to acknowvledge the name of God at
all? Have ve come, in sowme bizarre way, full circle, from scrupulous

piety to fastidious disdain?

The wmain conclusion of'Profeeaor Vitz’s study is that many high
school textbooks go to extreme lengths to ignore the role of religion
in American history. In case after case, the study points to
exclusione, misrepresentations, and distortion-, ranging from the

milly to the outrageous. One wvorld history book completely ignores

i the Reformation. An American history textbook defines pilgrims as -

*n@aaple vho make long tripe." Another defines fundamentaliste as
rural people vho “"follovw the values or traditions of an earlier
period." Still another lists 300 important events in American

hiatory. Only three of the 300 have anything to do with religion.
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Soon after Professor Vitz’s conclusions vere released, Americans
United for the Separation of Church and State conducted a study of
its owvn. This is a group hardly sympathetic to the religious lobby.
But it, too, lgréed that "most high school social studies and civice
textbooks cowmpletely ignore religiéus liberty and give little or no
consideration to the religious clauses of the First Amendment." Then
Norman Lear’s People for the American Way also endorsed the finding.
Finally, the Washington Post published an op-ed piece called "A

Liberal Case for Religion in School." Well, I’m glad that’s settled.

0f course, the findings only remind us of what wve already knovw.
In 1749, Benjamin Franklin issued a set of "Proposals Relating to the
Education of Youth in Pennsylvania."™ And he advocated, above all,
the etudy of history vhich would "afford frequent opportunities of
shoving the Necessity of a Publick Religion, from its Usefulness to
the Publick; the Advantage of a Religious Character among private

Pereaons; the Mischiefs of Superstitions, etc."

Today, almost two centuries after the signing of the
Conatitution, let us remember Franklin and wake a pledge to one
another. Let us pledge simply to tell our children the truth, and
the whole truth, about our history. The story of America ie the
story of the higheaet aspirations and proudest accomplishments of
mankind. And it is impossible to understand those aspirations and

accomplishmente without understanding the religious roots from wvhich

they sprang. We ghould tell our children about the Puritans who
14



} founded a "shining city" with a sacred mimsion: to be a beacon unto

the nationa and to lead a community of saints to the Newv Jerusalem.
We should tell our children about Jefferson and Franklin, who
proposed that the Great Seal of the United States depict Moses
leading the chosen people from the wilderness to the prowmised land.
We should tell our children about Abraham Lincoln, who sav the Civil
War as "a punishment inflicted upon us for our presumptuocus sins to
the end that the vhole people might be redeemed.®™ And we should tell
our children about Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., who carried the
*gospel of freedom® to the mountain top and wvho wrote a letter to the
vorld from Birmingham Jail. "Wwhen these disinherited children of God
sat dovn at lunch counters, " he wrote, 'tﬁey vere in reality standing
up for wvhat is best in the American dream and for the wmost sacred

values in our Judeo-Christian heritage."

In recent years, ve have showvn a reluctance to tell the wvhole
truth. We have excludgd religioue history from our textbooks. We
have excluded religious values from our public life. And we have paid
a double price. Firat, our efforte to deny religious values in thg
name of religious liberty threaten the very toleration that it
affirms. As John Locke rewinds us: "Those that by their atheiem
undermine and destroy all religion, can have no pretence of religion
vhereupon to challenge the privilege of toleration.® Second, we have
created, in the vords of Richard John Neuhaus, something like a
*naked public square.” We seem to be unable to celebrate in public

the common valuees that most of us still affirm in private. And eo
15



Qur politicse, deprived of religion, has threatened to become
short-sighted and self-interested. And so, as ve might expect,
religion, excluded from politice, has threatened to becowme resentful,

extremist, and sectarian.

Ironically, those wvho seek to exclude religion frow politice may
end by inciting the dangers they fear. For there are sowe wvhose
vision of America yields nothing in dogmwmatic certainty to the
opposing vision of the secularists, and vho, no less than the
- mecularists, wisunderstand the character of our constitutional
arder. There are those in America today vho believe, like Samuel

o Adams, that America ehould be a "Christian Sparta." They properly
d;aerve the name "sectarian® rather than "religious." For though they
mometimes speak in the name of religion in general, they would
promote their own particular brand of religion into a favored
position in public life. Not content to bring religious values into
the publiec square, they would deny the government’s constitutional

obligation to be neutral among particular religious communities.

Like their secular antagonistse, these zeslots suffer from a
wmisreading of history. If the secularists assert, wrongly, that the
Founders meant to exclude all public support of religion, then the

' sectariesns assert, vrongly, thatvthe Conatitution vas designed, first

and foremost "to perpetuate a Christian order." One scholar argues

that Christianity wvas the primary cause of the American revolution.

i -\_;fﬂ

He callse for a "Christian historiography and a Christian
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revisionism" to foster a "return to the Protestant restoration of
feudalism. " A nevspaper columnist insiste that the Founders intended
that all schoolchildren should be taught to acknowledge the divinity

of Christ.

This ie bad scholarship as vell as dangerous politicse. In the
days of the Puritans, ﬁnss-chusetts may, indeed, have been an
intolerant Calviniet theocracy. But as the "church covenant"
evolved into a "half wvay covenant," so the Calvinist theocracy gave
vay to a constitutional democracy. By 1787, the Founders vere
. determined at all costs to prevent the national government from
establishing any form of religious orthodoxy. This past July, in
Nev York City, all of us celebrated the 100th anniversary of the
Statue of Liberty. Tomorrow in New York City, I will speak at the
100th anniversary of Yeshiva Univereity. Throughout the last
century, Protestants, Catholics, Jevs, Buddhiste, NMuslims, and many
others have flocked from all over the globe to the "shining city on a

hill."™ All, in their turn, have come to find their own peace in this

land of religious liberty.

Like the Founders, ve wmust remain vigilant against those wvho
would disturb that peace. A public figure recently said: "Christians
feel more strongly about love of country, love of God snd support for
the traditional family than do non-Christians." This sort of
*invidious sectarianism must be renounced in the strongest terms. The
vihrant familiees and va¥m patriotiem of millions upon wmillions of

non-Chriastisan and non-religious Americans give it the lie. Its
17



narrovness vould have dimappointed the Founders. And ite intolerance

clashes wvith the best traditions of our democracy.

The same public figure wvas on much firmer ground when he later
observed: "] don’t think we should invest any candidate with the
mantle of God." Thim point is crucial. On the one hand, religion

should never be excluded from public debate. But on the other, it
-~ mhould never be used as a kind of divine trump cerd to foreclose
further debate. Those who claim that their religious faith gives
them a monopoly on political truth make democratic discourse
difficult. Disagree with me and you’re damned, they seem to

suggest. In doing 8o, they insult the common sense and the tolerant

spirit of the American people.

In America, the roots of religious liberty and political equality
are long and deep. On August 17, 1790, in the first years of our
conatitutional government, the Hebrew Congregation of Newport, Rhode
Island, wrote to Preesident George Washington, expressing thanks that
the Government of the United States gives "to bigotry no sanction, to

persecutiaon no assistance." This vas President Washington’sas reply: _

The Citizense of the United States of America have a right to
applaud themselves for having given to wmankind examples of an
enlarged snd liberal policy, a policy worthy of imitation.

All possesss alike liberty of conscience and immunities of
citizenship. It is nov no more that toleration is spoken of, as
if it was by the indulgence of one class of people, that another
enjoyed the exercise of their inherent natural rights.

And President Washington added, in besutiful wvords:
18



May the children of the Stock of Abraham, wvho dvell in this land,
continue to merit and enjoy the good will of the other
inhabitants, vhile every one shall git in safety under his own
vine and fig tree, and there shall be none to make him afraid.
So to those ;oday vho make others afrasid by calling Awerica a
*Christian nation, " this is wmy reply: You are wrong. Sam Adams wvas
vrong. We are not a "Christian Sﬁarta.' But Justice William Douglas
vas right vhen he said, "We are a religious people." We are
indeed--the most religious free people on earth. A recent survey
. shoved that wvhile 76 percent of the British, 62 percent of the
French, and 79 percent of the Japanese said they.believed in God,
fully 95 percent of Americans said they did. It is notewvorthy that
~;in each case, a gimilar percentage said they vere villing to die for

their countries. For the virtues that inspire patriotism--hard work,

self-discipline, perseverance, industry, respect for family, for

t

learning, and for country--are intimately linked with and
strengthened by religious values. In short, the democratic ethic and
the work ethic flourish in the context of the Judeo-Christian ethic

X from vhich they take their original shape and their continued

| vitality.

Let me be clear. The virtues of -elf—dincipline, love of
learning, and respect for family are by no wmeans limited to the
Judeo-Christian tradition alone, or to any religious tradition. My
point is that in America, our civiec virtues are inseparable from our
common values. And values such as courage, kindness, honesty, and
discipline are, to a large degree, common to slwmost gll meligious

traditions. But it is the Judeo-Christian tradition that has given
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birth to our free political institutions; and it is the

poa

Judeo-Christian traditiaon that has shaped our national ideals.
Although we should never forget the contributions of a hoat of people
from other religions and cultures vho have come to our shorese in
search of freedom and opportunity, we should also acknowledge that
freedom and opportunity have flourished here in a political and

social context shaped by the Judeo-Christian tradition.

In & book called The Vietnamese Gula a recent immigrant named
Doan Van Toai describes his escape to Awmerica after years spent in a
.™ communist prison. MNr. Toai warvels at the liberty of our society and
at our license to take it for granted. "Perhaps, " he tells use, "it
is the immigrants’ function from generation to generation to remind

[Americans)] of vhat a treasure it is they own."

One of the treasurese of America is the treasure that Tocqueville

‘called the "civil religion" and that Jefferson called the "general
religion." This is the nition-l creed that distills values common to

- all sects, in all religions, from all cultures. Neither Tocqueville
nor Jefferson could have anticipated the variety of faiths that would
eventually find a home in America--more than three hundred
denominatione at last count. MNuch divides each of these
denominationg from the others--small questions of doctrine and large
questionse of revelation. But what is agreed upon is important. It
has content and power. It infusee American life with a sense of

transcendence. All profit from it, although none is forced to
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assent to it. And, as the Founders predicted, the constitutional

order depends on it.

This, then, is the first lesson of the bicentennial. To protect
religious liberty, the Founders sought to outlav religious
establishments and to moderate religious passions. At the sawme time,
they recognized that religious values require public acknovledgment,
common defense, and mutual respect. And nothing has happened in the
past two hundred years to suggest that Washington and Madison and
Adams and Jefferson wvere wrong. All of them envisioned a government
neutral between religions in particular but sympathetic to religion
in general. For they knev that to be indifferent to the vitelity of
religious belief is to be indifferent to the vitality of our
constitutional order, and of our Constitution. On the occasion of
the bicentennial, let us keep faith with our Constitution--the .

greatest political document ever struck off by the hand of wan.
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THE MORAL OF THE STORY

W
g

How to Teach Values in the Nation’s Classrooms

GARY BAUER

In the past decade, it has become the conventional wis-
dom in the academic establishment that moral education is
illegitimate because it constitutes “indoctrination.” As a
result, teachers have approached the subject in a diffident
manner. And our children are growing up with very con-
fused and sometimes dangerous notions of what it means
to act morally and responsibly in today’s society. The
problems of alcoholism, drug abuse, vandalism, promiscu-
ity, and simple lack of common decency which pervade
our schools are clearly related to the terrible state of moral
education in the American classroom.

Until very recently, the idea that values or morality were
part of the educational process was unchallenged. Indeed,
it has been at the core of the educational philosophy of
Western civilization since the time of the Babylonians.
Both Plato and Aristotle believed that virtue was the high-
est form of wisdom and it was the duty of elders and
educators to transmit such knowledge to their students.
Irving Babbitt in Literature and the American College
maintained that a large component of learning is ethical
and there is no such thing as education without moral
education. These ideas guided American public education
from the outset. The govering philosophy was that stu-
dents should not just be taught about the world but also
about themselves—how they could be better persons, how
they should behave in a civilized society. The great McGuf-
fey Readers embodied the approach of distilling clear
moral lessons from texts like Milton and Shakespeare,
which children read in the original.

Moral education fell into disrepute for several reasons.
The first is that several of the values that were previously
taken for granted came to be challenged. For example,
many psychologists came to think that sexual restraint was
not necessarily the best option for children, that moderate
drug use could be salutary, that some forms of destructive
behavior served a therapeutic function, or at least consti-
tuted “self expression.” The second is growth of the
fact/value dichotomy, a brainchild of positivism, and the
concomitant notion that if education aspired to be a sci-
ence, it could only teach empirically verifiable propositions
and not subjective values. Finally, it was recognized that
the values being taught in schools were intrinsically con-
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nected with the Jewish and Christian religions; educational
philosophers wondered if moral education was simply a
means to impose theological beliefs on children.

In recent years, a new system of values education has
gained enormous influence in the teacher training schools.
“Values Clarification” is rarely taught as a separate course
to students; rather, it is a methodology of learning that is
aggressively promoted in courses that prospective teachers
take. Thus, it greatly influences teacher attitudes toward
moral education—attitudes that express themselves in
courses ranging from literature to government to history to
philosophy. From being a marginal element in values edu-
cation theory, Values Clarification has become the main-
stream. This is alarming, because although it claims to be a
theory of moral education, in fact Values Clarification is a
repudiation of moral education.

Choosing Dishonesty

The standard Values Clarification text is Values and
Teaching by Louis Raths, Merrill Harmin, and Sidney Si-
mon. It argues that teachers should not try to “impose
values” on students. Even to teach such fundamental val-
ues as honesty or compassion is to be oppressive. “All the
traditional methods of moral education have the air of
indoctrination, with some merely more subtle than oth-
ers.” Teachers should try to “flush out™ or clarify students’
own value systems; they should “be concerned with the
process of valuing and not particularly with the product.”

The fact that Values Clarification focuses entirely on
procedures and is indifferent to outcomes is part of its
appeal. It sounds so scientific, individualistic, and non-
judgmental, all phrases congenial to the progressive ortho-
doxy. And yet what are its practical results?

In one Values Clarification class, students congenially
concluded that a fellow student would be foolish to return
$1,000 she found in a purse at school. The teacher’s reac-
tion: “If I come from a position of what is right and wrong,
then [ am not their counselor.” In Values and Teaching
Raths, Harmin, and Simon provide a case to illustrate what

Gary Bauer is the Under Secretary of Education and
chairman of the Presidential Task Force on the Family,
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In a recent speech, Mark Curtis, president of the Associ-
ation of American Colleges, argued that today “there is a
pervasive sense that values are private, personal matters,
rising from individual subjective preferences or even preju-
dices, not from widespread agreement on the basic ends
and means to be used on the conduct of our life and
dealings with others.” But our “commitment to plural-
ism,” Curtis said, should not “obscure the possibility that
certain values can unite rather than divide us.”

—

The fables of Aesop, the legends of
Hans Christian Anderson, and the
works of the Brothers Grimm, all
make sharp distinctions between
good and evil in a context that the
child’s mind finds exotic and

appealing,.

The most important unifying values that our public
schools must teach, I believe, are the fundamental princi-
ples that are the basis for our free society and democratic
government.

Such documents as the Mayflower Compact, the Dec-
laration of Independence, and the Constitution embody
the values of our Western heritage. They teach such things
as the inviolability of the individual, the rule of law, and
the rights and duties that citizens incur when they enter
into civilized society with the purpose of protecting them-
selves, promoting the general welfare, and enjoying free-
dom. In today’s society, we are very conscious of “rights,”
whether they be civil rights or human rights. But as de
Tocqueville said, “The idea of rights is nothing but the
conception of virtue applied to the world of politics.”
Ironically, while rights multiply in our society, we have lost
our common vision of what values undergird those rights
and make them worth having.

Cicero writes in De Res Publica that “Our age inherited
the Republic like some beautiful painting of bygone days,
its colors already fading through great age, and not only
has our time neglected to freshen the colors of the picture,
but we have failed to preserve its form and outlines.” This
is our predicament today. We cannot subsist forever on the
moral capital of the past. It is not just social continuity or
personal happiness—it is the very future of our political
system, of democracy and freedom—which require that
we be alert to moral values, and pass them on to our
children.

Moral education is not the same thing as religious edu-
cation, and teachers in public school classrooms are not
permitted to teach theology. But constitutional prohi-
bitions on promoting sectarian religious beliefs should not
be used as an excuse to avoid teaching about the role of
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religion in our history and culture. Professor Paul Vitz in

“an Education Department study documented a shocking
bias against religion in textbooks commonly used in our
schools. The Pilgrims, for example, are identified as “peo-
ple who make long trips” and Christmas as “a warm time
for special foods.” Not only is this a form of censorship,
*but it severely damages our children’s moral development
because so many of the values Americans can agree on
have as their source the Judeo-Christian ethic.

Here, for example, is a lesson from McGuffey’s First
Reader, a very popular textbook in public schools until
quite recently. “Always do to other children as you wish
them to do to you. This is the Golden Rule. So remember
it when you play. Act upon it now, and when you are
grown up, do not forget it.” Suspicious lawyers for the
American Civil Liberties Union might detect that this
sounds alarmingly like something Christ once said. But
what if it is? To teach about the values of the Jewish and
Christian religions (as distinct from the doctrine) is to teach
love, dignity, forgiveness, courage, candor, self-sacrifice—
all the highest manifestations of what it means to be alive
and to be human.

In our effort to identify values that can be taught in
public schools, we should attempt to discover a common
body of ethical knowledge that, even if it has a religious
origin, serves the purpose of maintaining and strengthening
devotion to our country, to democratic institutions, to
fellow citizens, to family members, and finally to an ideal
of human dignity.

The Role of Literature

Once we can agree on the values that are to be taught,
there remains the question of how to teach them. I do not
think that the best approach is to preach to students or to
ask them to write “I will not lie” a hundred times on the
blackboard. Obviously there is a place for propositional
teaching—setting forth a set of moral propositions and
getting students to memorize them. But there are other
ways to transmit values that are more effective over the
long term.

Perhaps the method of moral education that would har-
monize best with the existing curriculum would be to
demonstrate the working out of moral rules through ex-
perience. Several courses in the humanities and the social
sciences provide teachers with the opportunity to view
such principles in action. Sometimes conflict in the areas of
history or literature provides a wonderful dramatization of
moral ideals set against each other. This not only exposes
students to the relevant ethical criteria, but it complicates
the issue by making them choose, as indeed in real life we
frequently have to do.

In literature, we have the example of Raskolnikov in
Dostoyevsky’s novel Crime and Punishment. Here is a
very intelligent young man who has developed a great deal
of pride and some very strange theories. He convinces
himself that he is justified in murdering an old woman and
stealing her money because he is a superior person to her,
and because she—being ugly and miserly—does not de-
serve her possessions. Surely Raskolnikov can do more
good with her money than she is doing now, he reasons, his
pride leaning on a defiant utilitarianism.
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Yet through the fabric of thesnovel, Dostoyevsky illus-
trates the disastrous consequences of this thinking. He
gives the reader, with great force, a sense of the urgent
need for moral norms which transcend cost-benefit analy-
sis, the need for a principle which affirms the moral dignity
of the human being above considerations of what they
look like and what they are “worth.” Because we are
creatures of God, Dostoyevsky shows, we are equal in His
image. Crime and Punishment is many things, but it is an
excellent example of moral education.

Naturally very young minds might find Dostoyevsky too
complex. But there are numerous alternatives. The fables
of Aesop, the legends of Hans Christian Anderson, and the
works of the Brothers Grimm, all make sharp distinctions
between good and evil in a context that the child’s mind
finds exotic and appealing. Even films like Star Wars illus-
trate the benevolent force and the evil force in conflict. In
my own childhood, I remember reading Rudyard Kipling’s
Jungle Book. Then, of course, there is Kipling’s fascinating
and moving poem “If,” which consists of wise and timely
advice from a father to his son, advice from which all
young children could benefit immensely.

Recently U.S. News and World Report asked the Ameri-
can Federation of Teachers for some simple moral lessons
that could be derived from children’s texts. The A.ET.
provided the example of the Bible: “And the Lord said to
Cain: where is Abel, thy brother? And he said: I know not.
Am I my brother’s keeper?” This can be used to teach
responsibility. In the Story of Pinnochio we read, “Lies, my
dear boy, are found out immediately because they are of
two sorts. There are lies that have short legs and lies that
have long noses. Your lie, as it happens, is one of those that
have a long nose.” This can be used to teach honesty.
Finally, in To Kill a Mockingbird by Harper Lee we read,
“You never really understand a person until you consider
things from his point of view ... untl you climb into his
skin and walk around in it.” This can be used to teach
compassion and empathy.

As students grow older and are exposed to more sophis-
ticated works, they can understand moral principles of a
higher order. Hamilet is not just a morality tale which says
you should not commit murder and incest; it is about the
paralysis of indecision in the face of moral obligation.
King Lear is about the ingratitude of the young, but it is
also about the imperiousness of the old. Moral principles
can be stated with clarity at a young age, then refined in
higher grades. Patriotism can be presented in the first grade
as a virtue, but later students must be taught not to be
uncritical of their country. “For us to love our country, our
country ought to be lovely,” as Edmund Burke remarked.

Our children will retain their moral principles only when
they have been thoroughly explored and students have had
an opportunity to see them challenged and successfully
defended. Even the good people in the classics didn’t al-
ways behave well. Achilles was pompous and cruel, Saint
Peter was cowardly, Lancelot and Guinevere committed
adultery. But these stories leave no doubt about how they
should have acted, and the heavy price of their misdeeds is
outlined. Children need to see that immoral actions have
serious consequences—that virtue is not something you
just talk about, but something you do.
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I have great confidence in the power of stories to teach.
Flannery O’Connor once said that “A story is a way to say
something that can’t be said any other way—you tell 2
story because a statement would be inadequate.” The liter-
ary device of showing instead of telling is a very effective
way to convey truths to young minds.

Then there are the lessons of history. Recently I read a
very disturbing comment by Richard Hunt, a Harvard pro-
fessor who teaches a course on the Holocaust. Professor
Hunt reports that over half his students felt that Hitler and

From Napoleon and Hitler, who
were finally destroyed by their blind
ambition, students can see where the
totalitarian instinct leads.

the Nazis were not to blame for their atrocities. The stu-
dents believed that Hitlec’s rise was “inevitable,” that it
was impossible for Britain and France to have resisted
German imperialism, and that no one was really responsi-
ble for what happened in the end. “No-fault history” is the
term Hunt used to describe his student’s refusal to ascribe
moral responsibility to historical actions.

Most of these students seem to have been influenced by
theories like determinism and behaviorism, even though
they may not know it. It is important for those who teach
history in the public classroom to convey clearly the no-
tion that historical events and conflicts are rife with moral
meaning, that the human beings who took part in them
chose actions which had consequences, and that many
similar moral choices are before us today.

From Napoleon and Hitler who were finally destroyed
by their blind ambition, students can see where the totali-
tarian instinct leads. From the Roman wars, students can
learn about great valor but also about conceit and cru-
elty—rthis great civilization held slaves and treated them
inhumanely. Of course, evil is not always extinguished in
history—Stalin, after all, died in bed—but by making itself
known, it incurs the harsh judgment of posterity and be-
comes a lesson in what successive generations should ab-
hor and avoid.

Our goal in teaching values is not merely the transmis-
sion of a desired set of beliefs. Rather, it is a process,
integrated into the general curriculum, which provides stu-
dents with a clear articulation of the norms and concepts
that have sustained this free and democratic society since
its founding; which informs the student, at appropriate
stages of development, of alternative value systems; which
encourages a comparison between them; which gives the
student the tools to examine and defend personal beliefs;
which brings students into contact with the moral circum-
stances of the past; which gives the student the justification
and the equipment to participate in the conservation and
improvement of this civilization of ours. iy
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*134874 PEOPLE FOR THE AMERICAN WAY (Civil Liberties) (PFAW)
1424 16th St., N.W._, Suite 601 Phone: (202) 462-4777
Washington, DC 20036 Tony Podesta, Pres.
Founded: 1980. Members: 150,000. State Groups: 4. A project of Citizens
for Constitutional Concerns (see separate entry). Religious, business, media,
" and labor figures committed to reaffirming the traditional American values of
" pluralism, diversity, and freedom of expression and religion. Does not engage
" in political or lobbying activities. PFAW was developed out of concern that an

. - anti-democratic and divisive climate was being created by groups that sought

to use religion and religious symbols for political purposes. Encourages Ameri-
" cans to maintain their belief in self; believes that in this society the individual
. still matters and that, in order to improve the quality of life, we must
strengthen the things that unite us as humans and as citizens. Engaged in a
‘mass media campaign to create a positive climate of tolerance and respect
for diverse peoples, religions, and values. Maintains speakers’ bureau; con-
" ducts research programs; compiles statistics. Presents awards. Distributes
educational materials, leaflets, and brochures. Operates National Resource
. Center, a collection of printed and visual materials. Councils: National Advis-
ory. Publications: (1) News From People for the American Way, monthly; (2)
PFAW Forum (newsietter), quarterly; (3) Quarterly Report; (4) Attacks on the
Freedom to Leam, annual; also publishes issue papers, reports, and books.
Absorbed: (1982) Moral Alternatives (formerly Moral Alternatives in Politics);
- (1985) Citizens for Constitutional Concerns.
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- touches on almost every aspect of life, that t'ormula is one for
“the permanent parking of religious beliefs altogether. How

réligious beliefs and symbols can find a place in public life

consonant with pluralism remains a complex question. What is
. relatively simple, however, is that giving school districts the
power to endorse prayers, requiring school teachers to pro-
claim them, and asking school children to join in — voluntarily

or not — is an exercise certain to do injury to the deepest

-conscience of numerous citizens. One hopes that conserva-
tives in particular, since they have the administration’s ear,

govemment s inserting itself between parent and child should

recognize here a blatant example of this trend. Those who have

-

- . will be clear.on this point. Those who have worried about the ~

raised questions about ‘‘value-free’’ sex education in the class-

rooms ought immediately to perceive the far more dublous
enterprise of dogma-free prayer.

The president’s school-prayer amendment comes at a bad -

time — at least for getting any serious scrutiny and debate. The

administration has put a proposal before the world on reducingi
nuclear arms. It continues to push a distinttive economic.
. policy that promises either redemption or ruin, _depending

upon your point of view. Its foreign policy still must meet the

challenges of Central America, the Middle East, Poland _

and now the Falklands.. These are the issues on which its
performances should be judged in the coming congressional
elections. And in terms of conshtutlonal amendments, the

Hatch amendment, dealing with the crucial issue of unbom °

human life, deserves far greater attention than prayer in
schools. It would'be a shame for a school-prayer amendment,
like the recent tuition tax-credit proposal, to serve only as a

political IOU to a religious constituency, a debt that may prove -

ultimately uncollectible but meanwhile be eminently distract-
ing from the pressing issues of the hour.

THE AMERICAN WAY?

. Norman Learis to ﬁolitics pretty much what Jerry Falwell is
to theology. They are both television preachers with a natural
capacity for packaging the pieties of their separate worlds.

Ledr, in fact, is far and away the more successful *‘prime-time
preacher’” of the two of them; perhaps it was inevitable that he
would square off against upstart Falwell. In any case; he has
organized ‘People for the'Amencan Way,’’ a group dedicated
to using the medla to counter the 1nﬂuence of the new rehgrous
right. - 3 .

Lear spoke about this effort not long ago at a luncheon
sponsored by the National Council of Churches’ Information
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_ Committee, and he dldn tdo a very good job. He was amiable,
‘to be sure, but in good liberal fashion he eschewed challenging

the substance of the religious right’s platform and complained,

. instead, about the way that Falwell and Company went about
their business. Said Lear: the right employes emotion and fear
" 'to manipulate people. Yet by the end of his address, Lear was

himself arguing in favor of a “‘visceral’* appeal to people in
defense of all the good causes (of course). People are too beset
with thejr everyday lives, he explamer?(o deal'with complex-
ity. The message had to be delivere 'suitably coated with ;
emotion and entertainment.

This was - probably said in defense of his *‘ Love Liberty’’

' television extravaganza, a kind of *‘Let Poland Be Poland’’ for
the Flrst Amendment. But it may also explain the unfortunate
. character of People for the American Way’s recent advertiz-

ing. Those advertisement are aimed at ‘‘the moral majorita-
rians,”” a group that is never identified but is held accountable -

" for the most outrageous examples ‘of book-bumning and even

found guilty of wanting to establish a dictatorship 1nAArAner1ca
The ads combine tabloid-style headlines and a few shocking
examples or quotations with a list of vague charges that might
apply to a much wider group of Americans. It is a technique

.that a clever copywriter could use against the woman’s move-

ment or-the nuclear disarmament movement. Itis, in fact, very
much like the technique that the religious right employs
against ‘‘secular humanists’’ or *‘atheistic liberals.”* The only ’

excuse for this sort of thing is the old line about fighting ‘“fire

with fire,”” and we don’tthink that’s good enough. Some of the
falr-mmded people that Lear has signed onto his Board of
Advisors — Theodore Hesburgh, Martin Marty, Marc H.

Tanenbaum, and others — ought to raise objections.

- Of several minds: Abigail 'McCarthy

PRAYER & PEOPLE

MORE CONGRESSMEN ARE PR_AYING THAN PARTYING

probably as many congressmen meeting -
in prayer groups as there are partying..

-And not all of them are members of the

New Right or inspired by the Moral

Majority.

One such prayer group of long stand-
Jing includes liberal Republican Senator
Mark Hatfield, Senator Lawton Chiles, a
Democrat, Senator Sam Nunn of Geor-
gia, also a Democrat, and Senator Pete

HE DELEGATE from United
4 T States Samoa — new to the House
of Representatives — was humor-
ously describing his discoveries. Life for

- a congressman was not full of the wild
parties he had read about in the sensa-

. Commonweal

tional revelations of Rita Jenrette, wife of
the ‘ill-fated former congressman. The
first invitation he himself had received
was to a prayer breakfast! It is, in truth, a
little reported fact but on any given day
here in the nation’s capital there are
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Domenici, a Republican. The first three
are Baptist, Presbyterian and Methodist

respectively. Senator Domenici is a

Catholic. These men are not eccentrics of
the right and new on the scene but men of
some stature in the Senate and respected

-
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tratlon would like to wage total economic war on the USSR in

an effort to bring the Commumst system down, and they think e
- therewasa suggestion of this in Mr: Reagan’ s London speech.
- They are simply not persuaded that such-a course is anything

but a dangerous and ili-conceived idea which could well lead
to international catastrophe. They certainly do not want sucha
course to be followed without ample consultation among the

allies, and this condmon they feel has not been glven even -

lip-service.

So there the matter stands at this momemt. Mr. Reagan is
clearly trying to go far beyond the normal limits of an em-
bargo, endeavoring to nullify sales that were perfectly legal
when they were made. And to make matters worse from a
European and Canadian point of view, he is trying to enforce
American decrees on foreign companies through their Ameri-
can owners or through their licenses for American
technology—in short, to make such companies compliant in-

- struments of U.S. foreign policy inside their host country.
- How can our allies be expected to tolerate such a procedure?

In sum, what the Reagan administration has managed to do
is to create what may be the most serious crisis inside the

- Atlantic alliance since its creation—and this after ‘already
.. ‘alienating most of our Latin American allies by our policies in .

that area. All it needs to do now is drive China back into the
Soviet Union’s arms and it will have come full circle to what it

may really want—back to a Fortress America, armed to the

teeth and alone in the world. o .

| DISAPPEABING PRIESTS

It is underlining the obvious, but let us do it anyway. The

" new official Catholic Directory, published by P.J. Kenedy' &

Sons of New York, is out, and the figures make plain the fact
that the shortage of priests in the United States will in the not so
distant future reach the crisis stage. By the end of this

century—only eighteen years away—there will be fifty per-.

cent fewer active priests than there are today.

The seminaries reflect the problem. In 1966 there were
48,000 seminarians. Six years later that figure had declined to
just short of 23,000. Today there are 11 ,500—down 800 from
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a year ago. Chicago, the largest archdiocese in the country, is

_more or less typical. This year it will ordain only seven priests,

far fewer than the number who will die or retire. The diocese of
Brooklyn, with thirteen men retiring, will ordain only three.
Going by past indications, about half of those ordained this
year may be expected to resign from the priesthood by the year
2000. The chief reason, as indiCated in research by the Na-
tional Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago:
rejection of the policy of celibacy. According to the Kenedy
directory, there are now 58,085 religious and diocesan pnests

" in the United States. The prediction by the NORC is that there
“will be fewer than 25,000 by the end of the century.

All of this is happening at a time when the Catholic popula-

_tion is increasing. Last year there Were 51,207,579 Catholics.
~in the U.S., up 57,737 from the fear before. Infant baptisms
“.were up 38,954 to 982,586 and there were 92,861 adult

conversions.: The .meaning of these figures, obvrously a.
greater need for priests, not lesser.

Church leaders customarily refer to the declining number of
pnests as a cnsls caused by a shortage in the number of
vocations. But this way of describing the problem, of course,

" ignores any question of permitting married priests and of
.reconsidering the question of women priests. It simply pre-

sumes that the only ones who can be called to the priesthood

_are male and celibate. How many churches will have to be-

without priests, we wonder, and how many Catholics without
the Eucharist before the leadership in the church is w1llmg to
re-examine this assumption?

'MORE ON PAW

At the beginning of the summer, this journal criticized a
series of newspaper ads run by People for the American Way.
That organization’s Executive Director quickly wrote to say
that the PAW ads are only deploying ‘‘facts’’; his letter is

_ printed in this issue. We don’t think the matter is that simple.

First, even on the most elementary level, PAW’s “‘facts’’
are deceptive. One ad, for example, quotes the Rev. Charles
Stanley as saying, “*We do not want a democracy in this land

- because if we have a democracy a majority rules.”” Professor
Jeffrey K. Hadden, author of Prime Time Preachers, kindly
brought to our attention the source of this quotation. In a
sermon (preached four years ago), Rev. Stanley contrasted a
republic (*‘rule by law .. . . the Constitution . . . a Bill of
Rights’’) with a monarchy (‘‘rule by one’), an oligarchy

~(“‘rule by afew’”), and a democracy (*‘rule by a majority’*). It

was in this context—the familiar one of warning against the
limits of majority rule—that the preacher said, **In our country
we have a republic. We do not want an oligarchy. Nor do we
want a democracy in this land because if we have a democracy
a majority rules . . . and a majority oftentimes becomes mob
rule.”” = -

Political philosophers might not be satisfied with the Rev-
erend Stanley’s distinction between republic and democracy;
nor are we satisfied with many of the other things he said in the
same sermon. But the context clearly shows that his intent was
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National Catholic Reporter, April 11, 1986

God abused in

U.S. elections, says group

P ointing to an upsurge of religious bigdéry
in U.S. politics, the public-interest group
People for the American Way, last week
launched a project to
prevent the abuse of reli-
gion and God in the 1986
elections.

Organizers said the
project is designed to
counter increasing claims
by some conservative
Christian candidates
that “God is on their side”
and to try to rid the elec-
toral process of anti-
Semitism. Project leaders
cited moral report cards
on candidates put out by - DRINAN
the fundamentalist group Christian Voice, and one
politician’s promise to “take territory for our Lord
Jesus Christ” as clear examples of the dangerous
exploitation of religion for political ends.

“Religion has been abused or misused in political
campaigns since 1979,” said project cochairman
Jesuit Father Robert Drinan, a former U.S. con-
gressman. “The whole idea is to monitor people
who misuse religion,” he said. Other project officials
include former Texas congresswoman Barbara Jor-
dan; Rabbi David Saperstein of the Union of Amer-
ican Hebrew Congregation's Religious Action
Center; and the Reverend John Buchanan, a Bap-
tist minister and former Alabama congressman.










THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 20, 1986

NOTE TO LINAS, MAX, RUDY, RITA, JULI

FROM: MATT

Just to recap two DFP procedural changes-

1. Staff meetings every Tuesday and Friday at 9:30 a.m. These
meetings are set in concrete and everyone must be there.
Mark these times on your calenders to hold the times open.

2. We need to designate a "weekend duty officer" each week.
This person needs to be near a phone most of the weekend and
needs to know where everyone else is that weekend. I will
coordinate this - let me know when you will be in town

anyway, so that no one will have to change their travel
plans. *












FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE Institute of Human Relations, 165 E. 56 St,, New York, N.Y. 10022, (212) 751-4000

\\/ The American Jewlsh Committes, founded In 1806, Is the pioneer human-relaticns
3 e agency In the United States. It protects the clvil and rallgious rights of Jews hare
- and akroad, and advances the cause of improved human ralations for all paople.

|1
\wv . .
MOGRTON YARMON, Birector of Public Relati
C FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 0 oowons

NEW YOHK, October 28.,,.The American Jewish Committee declared today that radio ads

sponsored by the Republilcan Senate Campaign Committee crossed the lines of
¢

permigsible sectarianism by relating voters’ political interests to a personal
relationship to Christ,

Theodore Ellenoff, President of the American Jewlsh Committee,criticized
the Republican Senate Campaign Committee for sponsoring ads in a number of South-
ern states that, according to Mr, Ellenoff, "had 2 good cause in mind -- that is,,
to get more voters to come out on election day, but was marred by a narrow and

religiously sectsrian message deslgned to appeal specifically to born-again
Christians and others.”

"In religiously pluralistic America, " Mr. Ellenoff declared, 'we have to he
egpecially vigitant about protecting the political process from an improper use
of religion or religlous termimology."

"While it is perfectly proper to appeal to voters' sentiments that may be
shaped by either their secular or relligilous values," Mr, Ellenoff concluded, "this
particular ad flirts with the kind of religlous exclusivism that makes minority
religious groups like Jews and other non~Christians very uncomfortable. This
1s especially so in an election in which a number of candidates have already
begun to identitfy thelr particular relipgious loyaii}ies as superior to those of
thedr opponents. This is neither good politics, good religlon nor good sense.”

Mr, Ellenoff appealed to the Republican Senate Campaign Committee to with-

draw their radio ad and revise it to exclude any sectarian references,

Theadare Ellanotf, Presivent; Leo Nevas, Chair, Board of Governors; Robert §. Jacobs, Chair, Natianal Executive Goungil; Edward E. Eisan, Chair, Board of Trustees;
Davia M. Gordis, Exacutive Viea-Prasident
Waghinglon Dttice, 2027 Massachusatts Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 « Eurape hq.; 4 Rug da 1a Bisntaisance, 75008 Pans, France « 1srael hg.: 8 Eithopia 8t , Jerusalem 85148 lsreel
South Amarica hq. (temporary office): 165 E. 56 51, New York, N.Y, 10022 « Mexico-Central Amarica hy.: Av. Ejercito Nacional 533, Maxico 5, 0.F
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