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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 27, 1982

Mr, William J, Murray

Faith Foundation, Inc,

17625 E1 Camino Real, Suite 405
Houston, Texas 77058

Dear Mr. Murray:

You are correct that the 1963 ™Mwrray vs, Curilett ruling
was one of the major blows whicn the Supreme Court dealt
to the concept of prayer in schools.

1e President's proposed Voluntary School Prayer Amend-

ant would once more make it legal for public school
jurisdicti 1s to permit students to organize themselves
for voluntary prayer in schools.

The aim of the amendment is to restore the status quo
before tl 1962 and 1963 decisions. Thus jurisdictions
would be permitted great freedom to set their own
standards regarding prayer in schools., Some might

opt for a period of silent prayer; others might prefer
conscious y non-~denominational prayers; others may wish
to allow students of different faiths to lead prayers
for those willing to participate, and so on.

It was a great pleasure to meet you both on the
occasion of your visit with Cecil Todd and later at
the Rose Garden on the National Day of Prayer., I
greatly appreciate your support of voluntary school
prayer and know that your intention to play an active
role in the consideration of the amendment will
produce noteworthy results.

Cordially,

- B - - - ”7

Morton 1
Special Assistant to the President
for Public Liaison


















desire for "non-sectarianism."

Finally, the sentence would probably harm the chances of the
endment by giving oppor 1ts something new to make fun of.

It would be an unprecedented establishment of "local gover 1t

sovereignty" in the constitution. Opponents of school pra

would argue that this contravenes the principle of federalism,

under which state governments can decide how to allocate

authority among political subdivisions and other state agencies.

Those of us who worked on the drafting of the Reagan langue @
were aware of the political problems that might result from

the omission of the word "non-sectarian" and also from tl
objection that government at some level might be involved in
the drafting of prayers. I emphasize that these two obejctions
are contradictory. The only existing "non-sectarian" prayer

I know is "Now I lay me down to sleep," and I am not sure
Justice Brenr 1 couldn't find some impermissible Judeo-Christian
dogmatism lurking even there. The best of a number of
politically unattractive solutions is to emphasize that tl
Reagan amendment is that someone might have to listen to a
prayer with which he disagrees. Nobody can be forced to
participate.

3. The last senteéence.

I have no objection to this, although I think its re¢ 1t is
already implicit in the Reagan amendment. If school rayer
could no longer be regarded as an establishment of reitigion,
then school boards would not have "compelling interest"”
ecessary to justify an abridgement of free exercise, or a
content-based discrimination against some kinds of speech.
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September 17, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE

THRU: DIANA LOZANO
FROM: MORTON C. BLACKWELL:%

SUBJECT: Draft Presidential Radio Speech on Prayer

This is a fine statement except for the second full para-
graph on page 3. Here there are two problems.

The second sentence should be changed to read: “In one c¢
a court ruled against the right of children to say grace i
their own school cafeteria before they ate."™ This is a
better statement of the facts. In this case the principal
had ruled against the right of children to say grace.
Parents contested the principal's decision. The court
refused to uphold the children's right to voluntary prayer.

The last sentence of this same parragraph should be changed
to read: “Some people are now in federal court objecting
prayers being said in the Congress." It is stronger to
point out that there is a pending court case. As a matter
of fact, it is a Madelyn Murray O'Hair court case, and she
won an initial round and was given by the courts standing to
sue against prayer in the House of Representatives.

This statement will have a good political impact.
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the history of menkind -- a land where man ic not beholcden to
goverrnrent, government is beholden to man. A land where peopl
are free to worship as they choose, seek the truth and live in
peace with their neighbors and their God.

The Founding Fathers felt this so strongly that they
enshrined the principle of freedom of religion in the First
Amendment of the Constitution. The purpose of that amendment v
to protect religion from the interference of government, and t
guarantee, in its own words, "the free exercise" of religion.

Yet today we are told that to protect the First Amendment,
we must suppress praver and expel God fr?m_opr children's ,

I as
classrooms. In one case, a court ruledjéhat children sannot e
say grace in their own school cafeteria before they eat. A grc
of children who sought, on their own initiative and with their
parents' approval, to begin the school day with a l-minute pray
meditation have been forbidden to do so. And some students who
wanted to join in prayer or religious study on school property
even outside of regular class hours have been banned from doing
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so. A-fcw(peopl% have even objeected to prayers being said in t

Congress.
That is just plain wrong. The Constitution was never meant
to prevent eople from praying. Its declared purpose was to
t S : i _ 7.
The time has come for this Congress to give a majority of
American families what they want for their children, a .

constitutional amendment that will make it unequivocally clear

that child: n can hold volunt ry prayers in t! ir schools, just



s the Congress itcelf begins each of its ceily sescions with 1
opening prayer. With this in mind, last May I pro?osed to the
Congress a constitutional amendment that declares, for once ar
all, that »>thing in the Constitution prohibits prayer in publ:._
schools or institutions. It also states that no person shall
required by government to participate in prayer who does not v :
to. So everyone's rights -- believers and non-believers alike -
are protected by our voluntary prayer amendment.

I'm sorry to say that, so far, the Congress has failed to
vote on it.

Today, on one of the holiest days of one of our great
religiotv faiths, I urge the Members of the Congress to set :
their differences and act on this simple, fair and long-overdu
measure to help make us "one nation, under God," again.

Thank you, God bless you, and God bless America.






























-7 -

"Conclusion

In the President' May 17 letter td Cor ey
introducing the school prayer amendment, the President said:
"The amendment will allow...individuals to decide for
themselves whether they wish to participate in prayer.”

_ Thus, the fundamental issue 1is whether or not a fre
people, wunder their Constitution, will be &entitled to
exercise the freedom to express their religious faith in the
form of prayer. This long cherished liberty. == so deeply
imbedded in the history and traditions of the United State
-- is one which the President is committed to restoring.

#









' LYONS, PIPES & COOK

July 23, 1982
Page Two

——— e

We belie : very strongly that the Supreme Court's extension of
a secularist mandate to public institutions and laws across
this country is extremely dangerous. On the face of it, what

business does t 2 Federal government have in silencing the
teachers and student who want to pray to God while in the
chools.

On behalf f the Governor of Alabama, I appreciate your con-
siderat »n of our 1 juest.

Very truly yours,

LYONS, PIPES & COOK

Fob James, III

FJ,I11I/mes
enclosure
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attendance. This is what re ‘ous freedom — in truth, academic freedom —

about. Our approach, to a great extent, reflects the free speech rationi of the
Supreme Court in Widmar v. icent, 102 S. Ct. 269 (1981), which held that relig s
speech is entitled to the same constitutional protection as any other form of

speech on a state university campus.

Far from being divisive, such a free and diverse program would promote
understanding and tolerance of others' beliefs. That to us would be a fi health-
ier situation than the present state of affairs in the public schools where there is

often intolerance of religious belief.

We ‘e encouraged by the potential of a constitutional amendment wh™ -
would restore a balance between the Establishment Clause and the Free «xere
Clause. We see no good reason why the states, if they choose, should not be
permitted to cooperate with the people in allowing religious expression — unin-
fluenced by the state — in our public schools. It is time that our public schools
cease to be the only public institution where a meaningful acknowledgment of God

is forbidden.





