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THEY SAY,
“WE INSIST UPON SEPARATION

OF CHURCH AND STATE”
Kenneth Ratcliff

INTRODUCTION1

This topic is one which can easily be perceived as being very
complex, and requiring one or more volumes to explore. It will
therefore be difficult to confine the discussion to a few pages and, at the
same time, do it justice. Part of the difficulty lies in the fact that the
basic issue does not appear to arise from a single source but from
several, and possibly from some that will not be discussed or readily
perceived. It is also broader than a matter of “separation of church and
state,” which can potentially lead in several directions and even lead to
becoming bogged down in one area.

What needs to be realized from the beginning is that the church and
the United States are faced with a serious threat. It is not new. It has
been gradually working its way into our society for a number of years.
The youth of today will possibly not perceive that there is a threat
because it is a part of the culture to which they are accustomed. It is a
repeat of the old story about the frog in water that is gradually heated
until it is boiling. Because it is a gradual process, the frog is unaware
of what is happening and ultimately dies. So it may be with the harm
being done to the church and to the nation. However, there is a
difference in that the threat and the alarm are coming from a number of
sources. Are we willing to listen and respond as Christians?

Part of our problem lies among members of the church (and
others). There are those who will vote based on being a member of a
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particular political party, regardless of the issues or the candidate. It
will make no difference if there is a clear conflict with the Scriptures.
They do not want any sermons or discussions that they label as
“political,” but are likely to moan over the downward movement in the
morals and freedom in our society. They close their eyes to the fact that
they are partly responsible. In fact, those of this nature may constitute
a sufficient number to have made a difference. We cannot promote the
devil at the ballot box and then claim to fight him as a member of the
church (or another religious body). “No man can serve two masters: for
either he will hate the one, and love the other; or else he will hold to the
one, and despise the other. Ye cannot serve God and mammon” (Mt.
6:24).

If one does volunteer work or gives to those they see in need, they
do a good work and may be pleased with their efforts. If one gives to
a beggar on the street, they do it voluntarily and could have refrained
if they desired. It takes on a different appearance if the beggars get in
one’s face and it becomes difficult to evade them. One may be giving
because they feel intimidated, but still realize it was their choice. It is
a different matter if one steals from them or takes what they have by
force. Then, it is a crime, and the one responsible should rightly be
prosecuted and appropriately punished. That is easy to understand and
likely everyone agrees, but what does that have to do with the topic?

When we work and earn our wages, we usually want to spend the
money as we please. As a result, one may save while another quickly
spends everything on food and entertainment. As long as it does not
impact others, we are likely to say that it is their business. However,
suppose the government steps in and takes part of your money and
gives it to others? It may be given through a number of government
programs and, although some may consider it to be a good work, it
would not be a work that you would have supported. What does that
have to do with the church?

Suppose government funds are used to assist abortions, would you
have willingly contributed to this? True, we cannot pick and choose
how our tax money will be used, but should there be a limit on where
our government (local, state, federal) can spend tax dollars? Suppose
tax money is used to pay for housing, medical care, and/or education
for those below a certain income level. Surely, those are worthy causes.
However, most people would like to make their own decision as to how
their income is spent. Does this issue become even more pressing if you
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have difficulty making ends meet? Suppose you have children in
college and you have college loans which will haunt you for years. Do
you want your tax dollars going to support other students? The same is
true in the other areas. It is not that the tax money may be spent on
worthy causes (after all administrative costs are deducted). It is the fact
that the government could be getting into areas that are not really the
role of government and is telling the taxpayer that others know best
how to spend their money. It is a redistribution of wealth based on a
criteria set by the government. If you were left with more of your
income, would you not like to decide when and where it was to be
spent? If you desired to help those in need, would you not like to decide
who should receive that support? You might even be able to contribute
more to the local congregation.

Keep in mind that the encroachment once started has a tendency to
grow. Programs started never seem to find an end, particularly if they
appear to serve a worthwhile effort. In fact, they are inclined to grow
for there will always be more that can be done. That means more taxes
and more government control. Do not be surprised if churches are
looked to as another source of tax revenue. It could easily be deter-
mined that churches should not be free of taxation, and that all
contributions as well as church property are subject to tax. Religions
have grown accustomed to being exempt so that we may quickly
consider this to be unlawful. On the other hand, it can readily be seen
as a special privilege that should never have been given. Contributions
become church revenue and subject to being taxed. If so, then the
money so raised could be used for many endeavors that the church
would never have considered.

Considering the general trend of today, it might become law that
anyone being hired by a congregation must be hired (assuming they are
considered otherwise qualified) regardless of factors such as religious
beliefs on matters, such as marriage, divorce and homosexuality. The
possibilities are endless. They may appear to be unrealistic and that
such could never happen, but some years ago many would probably
have thought that conditions that exist today could never come to pass.

Some events and involvement with the state can easily be perceived
as the natural outcome of the growth and development of our society.
For example, some years ago a church building might be constructed
in any location and as desired by the religious body. Now, there must
be compliance with a great host of regulations to meet building codes,
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fire regulations, et cetera. If there is to be a kitchen area where food
will be cooked, then the facility may be required to meet the same
standards as required of restaurants. Auditoriums may be required to
meet standards so as to accommodate the handicapped and, based on
the auditorium’s occupancy estimates, there may be requirements for
a certain number of car parking spaces, adequate restrooms, et cetera.
We might well appreciate that church buildings should not be exempt
from many such regulations, but this becomes another area where the
state is involved. The nose of the camel is under the tent, not just in one
location but in many, which makes it all the easier for further encroach-
ment to occur.

Let us consider some of the factors that have brought us to our
present situation. In and of themselves they are not necessarily of a
religious nature, but ultimately they impact religion and the church.
The very fiber of our nation and our basic freedom is also placed in
jeopardy. Having painted with a broad brush regarding the overall
issue, attention will now be directed to the more narrow issue of
“separation of church and state.”

SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE

There is a general tendency to label groups according to their
beliefs and practices. This can be misleading because splinter groups
often emerge that have some differences. Remembering the names,
beliefs and distinctions can at times prove difficult. Therefore, no
significant effort will be made to label groups. Instead, consideration
will be primarily focused on beliefs and practices. We can appreciate
that no individual is exactly the same as another, and it is therefore easy
to grasp that our thoughts can easily differ. Nevertheless, common
goals, interests, and even common enemies can bring people together
at least for a time, particularly as long as it suits the individual’s or
group’s interest. What are some of those that might be applicable to this
topic?

1. There are those who have a desire for influence and power. It is
questionable if there are very many who will openly acknowl-
edge that this is their goal. They may even fool themselves into
believing this is not their motivation. For those seeking a public
office, they are likely to speak of their desire to serve the public.
Having obtained an office, many will seek a higher office and
make politics a lifetime career. It can be much the same in the
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private sector where individuals seek to reach the top in a field
or profession which brings wealth, recognition and influence.

2. There are those, whose primary purpose is to gain wealth, and for
some of these it may not matter to them how it is obtained. If it
is obtained, it may bring with it influence and power, but that is
secondary. They may use their riches to influence others, but it
may not be so obvious, and even then their ultimate objective is
to achieve further wealth.

3. Some focus their thoughts on man as the center of all things. It
is the intellect and abilities of man that is the center of all things.
The individual may (or may not) believe in God (or a god) but to
him man can solve all problems. All things are for him and by
him and we need look no further. It is this type of thinking which
leads to a belief in evolution as the explanation of life and of
various theories as to the creation of this planet. God can be
eliminated from the thought process as what is considered to be
a logical or scientific explanation is sought. Even some who
claim to be Christians have likely bought into this form of
thinking. This can also lead men to believe that they are capable
of deciding and dictating what is best for them and for nations.

4. Others are almost (or completely) self-centered. Whatever
pleases them is what they will do, if at all possible. They will lie,
cheat and steal to obtain their desires. The fact that others may be
hurt is of no consequence. How many people live for the so-
called pleasures of life? The family may go without as the
income is spent on hobbies or other activities that please the
individual.

5. There are those who are old enough and can work but will not
seek gainful employment. They would rather do without, or even
beg, rather than work. They are not reluctant to seek and accept
handouts and even expect society to provide for them. To put it
bluntly, they are lazy.

6. Some have differing concepts as to the type of government(s)
that is best for a people. All too often they are likely to think that
they know best and should rule.

7. Others have differing concepts as to the creation of this universe
and the nature and needs of man. These may claim to believe in
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God as our Creator but then look upon man as the one who
controls the earth, determines the climate, et cetera. To some this
may be their religion, and they seek to impose their will on
others by law or otherwise. If they happen to be preachers or
Bible teachers in a religious group, their dogma will no doubt
surface in their lessons. They have continually sought to influ-
ence our laws. If not already reflected, the impact on both church
and state may ultimately be felt.

Other concepts may come to mind, but these should prove
sufficient for the purposes of this study. It may be easily observed that
a number of these may be linked together. Within many in the above
list we can see the hand of Satan directly involved. Consider a basic
principle—things tend to move along the path of least resistance (or
that things tend to move downward and not upward). If one does not
look after his physical life and neglects his appearance, does it improve
or get worse? If we neglect the upkeep of our house or our livelihood,
does it make any difference? If we allow all of our animals to run free
(such as our pet dogs), will they maintain their distinct pedigree or
gradually digress to a general mixture? I think we all know the answers
to these questions. We must work to develop something, and then we
must work to maintain or improve it. Left alone it will deteriorate.

 The above concept is true with our spiritual lives and relationship
with God, it is true with our nation, and the two are very closely linked
together. Those who have lived very many years, or have given any
attention to the history of the United States, will readily be aware that
a great transformation has already occurred and continues. Some will
applaud the changes, but it is believed that the trend is downward and
ultimately threatens our physical liberty—including that which relates
to property, speech and religion. In fact, our well being may already be
threatened. It is time that Christians, and others, wake up before it is too
late. Failure to know the threat and act to turn this nation around will
only lead to further deterioration of the nations morals, our liberty and
freedom of religion as we know it today.

Colleges In Colonial America

With regard to higher education in our early colonies, the book
Faiths of the Founding Fathers states the following:

Readers can gain a good indication of where religious groups
were concentrated in colonial America by looking at its colleges.
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Because religious groups established all but one of the ten
institutions of higher education in the colonies, the schools
tended to be located where a denomination had strength. Thus in
New England, Harvard, Yale and Dartmouth were Congregation-
alists, though Harvard later became Unitarian (a denomination
that emerged from the liberal wing of Congregationalism). In
Rhode Island, where several churches had strength, Baptists
founded the college of Rhode Island (now Brown University).2

Religious groups or individuals likely initially founded even the
schools for younger children, and the Bible was the textbook from
which they learned to read.

The U.S. Supreme Court

Some may not perceive that the U.S. Supreme Court is a part of the
issue. It is expected to be blind to the biases of politics and the different
individuals or groups that would seek to sway decisions in their favor.
It is the responsibility of that court to uphold our constitution and to
abstain from making laws, which is the purview of the legislative
branch. That may be what many either believe or expect, but that is not
the way that is seen by many others. The fact that a president relishes
the opportunity to appoint a replacement on the Supreme Court should
tell us something. It would be desired that the most unbiased, qualified
judge possible would be appointed, but that may be one of the last
things under consideration. Some of the factors that appear to come
first are such things as race, sex, political party, and whether they are
likely to rule in keeping with the political party in power. To the extent
this is true, it also tells us something of the nature of the rulings to be
expected, particularly if the majority of the court leans in the same
direction as the party in power. So much for the balance of power,
upholding the constitution, and our liberties.

There is another factor, which must be considered. In spite of oaths
being taken by those in government to uphold our constitution, there
are two basic views with respect to the constitution, which weigh
heavily in making decisions, along with factors already mentioned. One
is that the constitution is to be interpreted to mean what it meant at the
time that it was written. If some portion appears inappropriate, for
whatever reason, then the constitution contains provisions whereby it
may be amended. The other view is that our constitution is a “living”
document. That simply means that it may be interpreted according to
the time. The Supreme Court can thereby interpret the constitution to
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mean whatever the court desires. The Supreme Court bypasses the
constitution, the Executive and Legislative branches and makes its own
laws. This should not be surprising, as some lower courts have done the
same. Instead of pronouncing that, in the opinion of the court, the law
is poor (or otherwise) and then ruling according to the law as written,
they rule based upon what they believe the law should provide. Unless
deemed to be unconstitutional, any changes in the law should be left to
the legislative branch. If a law is found to be unconstitutional, then it
is simply not enforced by the court.

Where do we find any evidence of members of the Supreme Court
being of the opinion that the constitution is a living document subject
to being revised by that court? A lengthy quotation from the book,
Scalia Dissents, should assist in understanding this concept. This book
is written by Kevin Ring, a former counsel to the U.S. Senate’s
Constitution subcommittee, in which he lets Associate Justice Antonin
Scalia (appointed to the Supreme Court in 1986), speak for himself.
Ring says:

In applying his unique judicial philosophy, Scalia bucks some
modern trends in constitutional interpretation. Chief among those
theories is that of a “living” Constitution. The idea is that the
document’s meaning changes from age to age to accommodate
the evolving values of the American people. This view of
constitutional interpretation, which is shared to some extent by
nearly all liberal legal scholars, gives judges tremendous power.
After all, it is the judge who gets to decide which rights and
responsibilities are valued by the public and which can be
discarded. The obvious danger in such an approach is that the
rule of law becomes rule by lawyers.

In politically incorrect splendor, Scalia says he likes his constitu-
tion “dead.” He argues that only a fixed and enduring charter can
keep judges from reading new fads into the Constitution and less
popular mandates out. He has pointed to the death penalty,
ironically, as a good example of the dangers of a “living”
Constitution. Although the text of the Constitution specifically
contemplates capital punishment, three members of the Supreme
Court during the last twenty years have declared it unconstitu-
tional in all situations (see chapter six). In their view,
government-administered execution is no longer in synch with
“evolving standards of decency.” Still other judges have limited
states’ use of capital punishment against certain classes of
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convicted criminals after deciding, in their view, that it is now
“cruel and unusual.”3

The writer goes on to point out that just as breezily as some Supreme
Court Judges who favor a “living” Constitution would write the death
penalty out of the Constitution, they are willing to write new “rights”
into the nation’s charter. The book proceeds to give illustrations of such
action.

The more one ponders the impact of the concept of a “living”
Constitution, the more they can see the power exercised by a president
when one or more judges are appointed during his term of office. Since
the judge will serve for a lifetime (or until resignation) the impact can
easily live well beyond the time the president is in office and as power
shifts between political parties. It takes very little imagination to
envision how far the Court can potentially go, and the impact that it can
have on this nation. There should not be any doubt that our religious
freedom can be affected even more than it already has.

Alexis De Tocqueville

Alexis De Tocqueville was born in Paris, France, in 1805 and died
in 1859. Between 1831-33, he visited the United States and subse-
quently published Democracy in America, which is composed of two
parts published at different times. This is part of his observation of
religion in the United States:

The sects that exist in the United States are innumerable. They
all differ in respect to the worship, which is due to the Creator;
but they all agree in respect to the duties that are due from man
to man. Each sect adores the Deity in its own peculiar manner,
but all sects preach the same moral law in the name of God. If it
be of the highest importance to man, as an individual, that his
religion should be true, it is not so to society. Society has no
future life to hope for or to fear; and provided the citizens
profess a religion, the peculiar tenets of that religion are of little
importance to its interests. Moreover, all the sects of the United
States are comprised within the great unity of Christianity, and
Christian morality is everywhere the same.

It may fairly be believed that a certain number of Americans
pursue a peculiar form of worship from habit more than from
conviction. In the United States the sovereign authority is
religious, and consequently hypocrisy must be common; but
there is no country in the world where the Christian religion
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retains a greater influence over the souls of men than in Amer-
ica; and there can be no greater proof of its utility and of its
conformity to human nature than that its influence is powerfully
felt over the most enlightened and free nation of the earth.

I have remarked that the American clergy in general, without
even excepting those who do not admit religious liberty, are all
in favor of civil freedom; but they do not support any particular
political system. They keep aloof from parties and from public
affairs. In the United States religion exercises but little influence
upon the laws and upon the details of public opinion, but it
directs the customs of the community, and by regulating
domestic life, it regulates the state.4

There was certainly no claim that the United States was in any way
perfect in religion or otherwise. However, we can appreciate his
observations. He fully recognized the great number of religious bodies
and beliefs, but it must have been easily observable that religion had a
great influence on the young nation. There was neither an interest nor
an effort to establish a state religion, or for a religious body to act to
influence the laws of the nation. This did not mean that the nation was
not influenced by religion. Rather, individuals who were influenced by
the Christians beliefs, influenced their communities, the colonies/states
with their laws and ultimately the United States. It should, therefore,
not come as a surprise to find men and women in all walks of life
openly speaking/writing with references to God. It would not matter
whether it related to government or private communication. Would
anyone even have reason to consider the appropriateness of praying in
any public assembly much less a school? If anything, it would probably
have been highly objectionable if prayer had not been offered. How is
it that this far down the stream of time, men even consider that public
prayer to God either is or could be objectionable, if not illegal? Did we
fail to understand our history, the constitution, and those who founded
this nation? This should tell us of the great influence our religious lives
should be and of the need for God-fearing individuals to become
involved in local, state and national affairs.

This writer attended a number of schools in several states before
finishing high school. In fact, it was ten schools in six states. Prayers
were prayed in all of those schools and at their functions. Frequently,
prayers were offered at the beginning of each school day, and it was not
uncommon for willing students to lead the prayers. No one was forced
to pray. In the Dallas, Texas, high schools (and possibly others) in the
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1940s, credit could be received for a Bible course. There was an
established textbook, but the course was taught where the student
attended worship. It was not a required course, and it is doubtful if
anyone considered it to be inappropriate.

In some areas, a Bible course is now available in schools, but it is
generally limited to being taught as either history or as a literary work.
Possibly many school districts (or states) are reluctant not only because
of the idea of separation of church and state, but because of the
potential of facing a number of other religious groups that may insist
on having the same opportunity. This is a sad commentary on how far
this nation has departed not only from the Bible, but also from the
attitude that prevailed in the early days of this nation.

 If one traveled throughout the colonies in the 1600s and 1700s
they could expect to find a great variety of religious bodies and beliefs.
This was due to the religious background of those who settled in a
particular area. It is said in the book, Faiths of the Founding Fathers:

For right or wrong, North Carolina had the reputation as the most
irreligious of the American colonies. In the 1730’s William Byrd
of Virginia declared that North Carolinians had “the least
Superstition of any People living. They do not know Sunday
from any other day.” Several decades prior to Byrd’s comment
one of a series of frustrated Anglican missionaries declared that
North Carolina contained four kinds of people: “First the
Quakers ... Second ... a great many who have no religion, but
would be Quakers, if by that they were not obliged to lead a
more moral life ... A third sort ... preach and baptize through the
country, without any manner of orders from any sect or pre-
tended Church. A fourth sort, who are really zealous for the
interest of the Church (of England), are the fewest in number,
but are the better sort of people.”5

What would be the observations and writings of these same men if they
could travel throughout the United States today?

An effort will not be made to touch on the religious beliefs (or lack
thereof) of our founding fathers. However, considering the factors
briefly discussed, it can readily be expected and appreciated that the
Bible and Christian influence would be a part of the background of the
men and women who formed the basic society in the early days of this
nation. They were still very close to their ancestors who, for religious
reasons, had come before them.
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Separation Of Church And State

The Declaration of Independence adopted by the colonies’ Second
Continental Congress contains at least two statements related to God
and thus religion. One statement is possibly the more familiar and is
found in the first few sentences. The other is near the end of the
declaration. The first states: “We hold these truths to be self evident,
that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator
with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and
the pursuit of Happiness.”6 As readily noted, there is both the reference
to the fact that man is a created being and that there is a Creator.

The second statement, in part, reads:

We, therefore, the Representatives of the United States of
America, in General Congress, Assembled, appealing to the
Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude of our intentions ...
And for the support of this Declaration, with a firm reliance on
the protection of divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each
other our Lives, our Fortunes and our sacred Honor.7

The above statements are a clear recognition of God as the ruler
over all nations. It very clearly appears that those who signed the
Declaration of Independence did not think of the separation of church
and state in the manner that it now appears to be perceived. What it
does make clear is that our founding fathers had an abiding belief in
God and of His power over the universe. Their background alone
would indicate that they would oppose a state religion, but surely their
language does not suggest that they envisioned a separation of church
and state as promoted in more recent times.

Turning to our Constitution, we give consideration to the First
Amendment of the ten, which were ratified on December 15, 1791. It
declares: “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of
religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the
freedom of speech, or of the press, or the right of the people peaceably
to assemble, and to petition the Government for redress of grievances.”8

This is the only provision that relates to religion (“religion” is not
defined). Nothing within the context suggests that it was the intent to
separate religion from the state. Rather, the government was not to
establish a religion. The thought of other religions besides “Christian”
may not have entered their thoughts, but the fact remains that the
language only opposes a state religion. Even if every citizen in the new
nation held exactly the same belief, law could not mandate that
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religion. The common belief would exist on an individual basis. That
would be freedom of religion and not freedom from religion. Consider-
ing the high respect given to God and the Bible, and that many early
educational institutions were founded by religious bodies, it cannot be
imagined that prayers, references to God, and the reading of the Bible
would be excluded from schools or public assemblies. It is far more
likely that such would be expected.

Could it be that what we are now learning is that past generations
did not understand what the founders of this nation intended? We have
been praying and reading the Bible in schools and public assemblies
without any thought that it violated the beliefs and intentions of our
founders, the Declaration of Independence and our Constitution. How
long will it be before “In God We Trust” is removed from our money?
How long will it be before chapels and religious services are not
permitted on military installations, there is no prayer in the opening of
sessions in Congress, and Bibles are outlawed from being used when
administrating the oath of office? That is separation of church and state.
We might also live to see groups that do not believe in God, or His
Word (the Bible), insist that such practices cease as it discriminates
against their religion.

When did we first begin to entertain this concept, how, and why?
Time and space do not permit a complete examination and explanation.
We must keep in mind that freedom of religion is not the same as
freedom from religion, which appears to be the direction in which the
nation is moving. This is particularly true if we think in terms of the
“Christian” religion. The outlook and attitudes of various individu-
als/groups have already been listed, and these play a role in the changes
that have occurred (and continue). It may therefore be unrealistic to lay
the blame on one source. Judges might be blamed, but, in turn, they
may be a reflection of attitudes already existing in our society.

What should be immediately obvious is that we are speaking of two
different entities, the "church” and the “state.” By “church,” for the
purposes of this article, will be meant any of the so-called “Christian
bodies.” Considering the great influx of groups that do not fall into that
category, the term “church” more properly could be construed to mean
any religion of whatever nature. Even this can require further definition
as there are groups, such as environmentalist, that generally may not be
thought of as a church, or religion, but because of their beliefs and
efforts they might be brought under the umbrella of a church or
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religion. One can see the danger if “church” is limited to those labeled
as being of the “Christian” belief, and a separation is made between
church and state. Would Jews be excluded? What about Muslims and
other groups? There may be the impression by some that separation of
church and state relates only to those considered to be “Christians.”

The basic intent of our founders appears to have been to prevent
having a church of the state or state religion, such as the Church of
England or the Catholic Church that had dominated nations. It was not
freedom from religion but freedom of religion. This was what had
prompted many to come to this country and suffer many hardships, and
there was no desire for history to repeat itself. Our founders were of
different beliefs with their lives greatly influenced by the Bible, and
they had every intention of maintaining their freedom.

The idea of “state” most likely brings to mind our government, and
especially our federal government. If we are to think in terms of
separation of “church” and “state,” what role, if any, are either to play?
Is there to be any interaction, and is it possible that one (church or
state) will seek to dominate and even control the other? We have
already noted among our early founders that their religious background
was reflected in what they wrote, said, and did. They neither desired
nor attempted to establish a state religion, but a “Christian” influence
was present. The state now gives the impression of wanting to erase
any suggestion of “Christian” influence. Thus, we have the removal of
the Ten Commandments from public buildings, curtailing of public
prayers, hindrances to teaching the Bible in public schools, et cetera.
On the other hand, consider the government’s support of such things as
ease in obtaining divorces, abortions and homosexuality. This is not
just a matter of separation of church and state, it is a movement away
from anything relating to Christianity. An overall view of action by the
state suggests that there is far more involved. The freedoms upon which
this nation was founded, and for which so many have suffered and died,
are being taken by the state. We are in a society that is becoming more
and more socialistic in the sense that more and more control is being
exercised by the government over every aspect of our lives. Private
property is coming under greater control, taxation increases in every
area, and businesses are taken over by the government. Some, who may
not feel directly influenced, may be very pleased. They could be
receiving various forms of assistance including medical care and free
lunches for their school children. When problems arise, some form of
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government assistance is expected. No thought is given as to the source
of the aid they receive. Someone must pay taxes to make such benefits
available. Corporations may pay taxes, but they pass it on to the
consumer. Those who pay the taxes are carrying the load for others, and
it is being taken from them without their consent in most instances.

Although such comments as those above may appear to be a
deviation from the topic, it is but a part of what is happening. From
every indication, the “state” is in the process of dominating and
controlling every aspect of our lives, including the distribution of
wealth and the control of property. A very necessary part of the process
is to separate itself from the “church.” To the extent that the state
controls society and separates itself from the church, it will of its own
necessity need to also control the “church.”

The book, A People’s History of the Supreme Court, by Peter Irons,
gives a brief account of several cases that have played a major role in
shaping the separation of church and state. Although it may appear that
court cases involving religion have arisen within the last ten to fifteen
years, they actually arose much earlier. They may not appear to relate
to the separation of church and state, but the mere fact that the cases
involve the Christian religion puts the foot in the door. The type of
situations which are, or can be posed, have the potential of creating a
problem even for courts which desire to keep hands off of issues
involving religious bodies. Should the court consider cases involving
a young child seriously ill when the parents’ religious beliefs prohibit
them from going to doctors, or if they believe they can be bitten by
poisonous snakes and not suffer harm? Should religious beliefs enable
some to escape any form of military service (even in the medical field)
in time of war when the nation is seriously threatened? Where is the
line to be drawn? Such issues create what might be considered a
conflict in the strict concept of separation of church and state. If there
is a strict and definite separation, then it might well be considered that
what one does in the name of religion is of no concern to the state.
However, the state, at some point, does consider that some matters are
of interest to the state. That line can be moved so that the state becomes
more and more involved in matters of religious bodies. This might
reach into the area of discrimination so that a congregation could not
limit the hiring to those of that religious belief, particularly of those
positions unrelated to teaching a particular doctrine. The next step
could be to prohibit the teaching of anything that is contrary to that
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which is either legal or accepted by society. This might prohibit lessons
on such topics as abortion, homosexuality, and divorce/remarriage.
Even if not prohibited by law, the door could be opened so that
congregations may be successfully sued by those offended by the
teaching. Ultimately there is no limit.

The above might appear to be contrary to the concept of separation
of church and state as the state becomes very much involved in
religion. However, they work hand-in-hand. They control certain
actions of the Christian religion while at the same time maintain the
idea of separation by prohibiting as much interaction as possible
between the church and state. Thus, general public prayers, displays,
teachings, et cetera, are prohibited. The state can remain separate and
aloof while at the same time have a great influence on religious bodies.

An early Supreme Court case that involved religion was Reynolds
v. United States. The case arose from the Utah Territory and involved
a man (George Reynolds) who was accused of bigamy. He claimed to
be a member of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
(Mormon), and that he had been a member for a number of years and
that he believed their doctrine. Further, he claimed that the doctrine of
the Mormon Church was that all males should practice polygamy. He
had obtained authority from the church for the marriage in question and
had been married according to the church doctrine. In spite of his
religious position and doctrine, he was convicted. It was considered
that the law of the land must prevail. This case obviously brought the
Supreme Court into the realm of religion. An interesting factor is a
statement of Thomas Jefferson that found its way into the Court’s
opinion, one which has been cited on other occasions. This statement
was in reply to an address to him by a committee of the Danbury
Baptist Association. Jefferson stated:

Believing with you that religion is a matter which lies solely
between man and his God; that he owes account to none other
for his faith or his worship; that the legislative powers of the
government reach actions only, and not opinions—I contemplate
with sovereign reverence that act of the whole American people
which declared that their legislature should ‘make no law
respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free
exercise thereof,’ thus building a wall of separation between
church and State. Adhering to this expression of the supreme
will of the nation in behalf of the rights of conscience, I shall see
with sincere satisfaction the progress of those sentiments which
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tend to restore man to all his natural rights, convinced he has no
natural right in opposition to his social duties (emphasis added).9

It is the statement, “thus building a wall of separation between church
and State,” that has been grasped to promote “separation of church and
state.” Some thoughts come to mind. First, the Constitution and
Declaration of Independence should be construed based on what they
say. The intent of those who write legislation may be of assistance in
determining the meaning, but it is what the document says that becomes
law and should control. Second, it would be important to further
examine the beliefs of Thomas Jefferson to disclose whether such a
statement is out of harmony with what he has stated elsewhere.

Consider briefly a few more of the Supreme Court cases that have
had an impact on the issue of separation of church and state. The first
of such cases is Everson v. Board of Education, which was decided in
1947. In this case, New Jersey permitted the payment by school boards
for the cost of transporting students to and from schools, including
private schools. This included religious schools. The suit brought by
Everson argued that this was an indirect aid to religion. The case
ultimately reached the U.S. Supreme Court where, by a 5-4 decision,
the law of New Jersey was upheld as being constitutional.

The next case of interest (decided in 1948) involved the State of
Illinois, and again related to the school system, in McCollum v. Board
of Education. In this case religious classes were held in public schools
during regular school hours. There was no indication that students were
coerced to attend such classes. It was entirely at their discretion. In an
8-to-1 ruling, the Supreme Court held that the program violated the first
amendment. The basic reason was that state-supported educational
facilities were used to teach religious doctrine. The rationale was that
the students had a legal responsibility to attend school, and that they
were released from that obligation to attend religious instruction. It was
further expressed that government and religion can best achieve their
goals if each works free of the other. The dissenting opinion questioned
the distinction made in this case and in the Everson case previously
mentioned. One might at least perceive the potential of judges moving
in a desired direction and making distinctions that suited their personal
beliefs. There is also the possibility that in all honesty they might have
seen the Everson case as right on the verge, and the McCollum case as
having crossed over the line. We might honestly ask ourselves how we
would judge if faced with the issue. As long as taking the course was
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entirely voluntary, would we have an objection when from every
indication it would not add to the cost of operating the school district?
Would we feel any different if only one schoolroom during one period
was available and that it would be used to teach Islam?

The thought expressed in the McCollum case of government and
religion working free of each other may sound reasonable at first
glance. However, it is not as reasonable as it might appear. How free
are those holding public office or employment to make reference to
God and God given rights in their public writings and speech? To what
extent is the government holding itself free from interfering in matters
of religion? It might be perceived that there is an effort by government
to eliminate all references to God while at the same time exercising
more and more influence on religion.

The case of Torcasco v. Watkins was decided in 1961. In this case,
the Maryland constitution required that public officials express their
belief in the existence of God. The Supreme Court ruled that this was
unconstitutional.

In 1962, the Supreme Court decided the case of Engel v. Vitale.
Under the laws of the State of New York, a specifically worded prayer
was to be said aloud in the school in the presence of a teacher at the
start of each school day. The prayer consisted of the words: “Almighty
God, we acknowledge our dependence upon Thee, and we beg Thy
blessings upon us, our parents, our teachers and our country.”10 By a
vote of 6-to-1, the Supreme Court held that this prayer violated the First
Amendment.

It is interesting to note how frequently the cases involved the
school systems. In many respects this is not unexpected. It is within the
schools that children are generally coming in contact with formal
education. A part of this is learning to have proper respect for teachers
and those in authority as well as fellow students. Somewhere in their
educational process, it is expected that they will learn something of the
history of their nation and civics. To properly understand U.S. History
it would seem essential to see the role played by religion, regardless of
what one might personally believe. There will always be things in our
nations’ history (and our personal lives) that we may not like. Never-
theless, a true account will include those factors that help to explain our
past and the road we traveled to reach today. When our society thinks
of itself as being “Christian,” with the desire of having “Christian”
principles as a part of the lives of their children, it is not unexpected
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that it should be reflected in the formal education process by prayer and
the reading of passages from the Bible. No objection would be expected
when neither the prayers nor the readings promote a particular religious
belief. If a poll had been taken in the U.S. when these cases arose, it is
likely that it would have heavily favored the prayers and readings.
Although that should not be the controlling factor, if true, it would
indicate that a few could overturn what had likely been a practice going
back before we became a nation. All that is needed in some instances
is the threat of being sued. Is it not surprising that for many years no
one would realize that our constitution was being violated?

The Impact Of Immigration

During the early history of this nation most of the immigrants to
what would become the United States came from Europe, which meant
they fell under the label of “Christians.” If they did not speak English,
they would learn the new language and ultimately blend in with the
society of their adopted home (with exceptions). Now, we have a great
influx of Spanish speaking immigrants, both legal and illegal. In many
instances they will not learn to speak English, and some maintain their
allegiance to the country from which they came. In addition, a great
number are coming from the eastern part of the world. Not only is their
language and culture different, but they also bring with them religions
that have been foreign to the large majority of the U.S. population.
There is nothing to suggest that they be denied freedom of religion.
However, should this mean that our culture must change rather than
that they adapt to ours? If we have prayed to the God of the Bible and
read the Bible in schools and public assemblies, should it now be
expected, or required, that we either cease or grant other religions the
same opportunity? Schools might be willing to have the Bible taught
as history or literature but may not allow it because of the problems that
might arise from various religious “non-Christian” groups.

The Government Cannot Determine
What A Christian’s Service To God Is To Be

This concept is easy for a Christian to understand. From Genesis
through Revelation, it is clear that God rules over all. Nations and
rulers rise and fall at His pleasure (Jer. 18:1-10; Isa. 40:15-17). If there
was nothing otherwise, Romans 13:1-7 is sufficient to prove that
governments are ordained by God. Just as God commands that all are
to be good, law abiding citizens, so also are governments/rulers to act
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in harmony with the will of God, and all are accountable to Him. If
there is a conflict between God’s law and the law of man, we ought to
obey God rather than man (Acts 4:18-19; 5:25-29).

Those who claim to believe the Bible probably understand and
believe this concept. However, we are aware that there are many who
are ignorant of, or do not accept, the Scriptures’ teachings. They may
be atheist, embrace another religion, or consider it another work of
man. Such individuals are very likely to ultimately look to the attitudes
and desires of man in determining the nature of government as well as
the place of religion in society. Frequently, this will be based on a quest
for power by individuals or political bodies. They will then to the
extent possible shape matters to suit their ideology. Human desires and
intellect as to what is best will control. If religion plays a role it will
likely be manipulated to promote those in power, rather than being that
which influences the decisions and conduct of those in power.

When the nation was for all intents and purposes “Christian” in
nature, and society was strongly influenced by the Bible, it was only
natural, and to be expected, that Christian principles would be a strong
influence on our founding fathers and generations to follow. In our
present age it is highly doubtful if the same is true. The general attitude
about such things as modesty, individuals living together without the
benefit of marriage, divorces, abortions, homosexuality, crime, et
cetera, reflect a society that is becoming more and more Godless. It is
made worse by the fact that some so-called “Christian” bodies condone,
if not embrace, some of these sins. From every indication, society is
continuing a downward trend. What this ultimately means is that man
believes that he knows what is best for his life. He may attend a
worship of God and carry a Bible, but he is likely to know little of its
contents and will look to his personal reasoning for guidance rather
than God. Should he discover that his thinking is contrary to the
Scriptures, then he will find some rationale to justify his opinions and
conduct. The situation is aptly described in Romans 1:16-32.

CONCLUSION

From every indication there are several forces that are driving the
direction this nation is taking. Although at times our courts give every
indication that they are making law, that is probably true in only a few
of the total cases heard throughout the land. Generally, the courts tend
to follow behind the trends rather than make them. Following WWI we
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had the roaring twenties that likely had an adverse impact on our
society. However, the great depression, starting in 1929 and ending at
least by WWII, resulted in many people taking a more serious look at
their spiritual lives. Coupled with that is the fact that much of our
population lived on farms and in small communities where family and
local ties were very strong. Entertainment was likely to be found among
friends and neighbors with no televisions. With the end of WWII came
prosperity that had not been known before and the development of
products that went beyond our dreams or expectations. It might well be
that people began to think: “Look what we have done!” and “Nothing
is impossible for us to accomplish given the time and money.” People
freely left their roots and moved about the nation and even to foreign
countries. The television and air-conditioning moved families indoors
and away from their neighbors, while young people frequently found
their entertainment away from home and neighborhood. This was
further assisted by better roads and families owning two or more
vehicles.

Possibly without realizing what was happening, new generations
were arising that saw little need for God. Their time was spent in
pleasing self. They might go through the motions of attending religious
services when it was convenient, but there was little time for serious
Bible study or prayer. With any such decline there will be a decline in
morals. Those who have lived for very many years can well attest to
what has happened—and is happening—even if we do not have a clue
as to why.

Note that no effort has been made to place the cause of change on
any one factor. Those who favor the government being in complete
control and/or redistributing wealth are playing a role. Those who
believe that man is the end in himself and has the capability of
determining his own destiny are partly responsible. The immoral and
ungodly who insist on living as they desire are at fault. Primary goals
such as fame and fortune turn men away from God. We must likewise
not forget the lukewarm Christian who will just drift along wherever
the current goes, and those who have closed their eyes to what is
happening. Then, there is the impact of the “Non-Christian” religions
that have increased their presence and influence.

This chapter has briefly considered the history of the development
of the concept of separation of church and state. A number of issues
and questions have been posed. In some instances we may believe that
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the courts have been right in getting involved, but where would you
draw the line? Nevertheless, it is believed that there is a real threat to
our religious freedom and the freedom of this nation as it has existed in
the past. There is no easy answer, and none has been suggested.

This writer hopes he is completely wrong in his observations, but
he believes that the church and the nation had better wake up before it
is too late. The only answer is in living a strong life as a Christian. That
includes spending more time studying the Bible, being more diligent as
a Christian, and taking an active interest in the affairs of our communi-
ties, states, and nation. That may mean spending less time on the things
of this world and more on God’s work. There is nothing to suggest that
it will be easy or can readily be accomplished by the present genera-
tion. Chances are that the United States is in its present situation
because those who claim to believe in God have not taken their work
for Him seriously. We can change that beginning with ourselves.
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