The
Lockout

of God
in Our
Public Sc

A famous bishop who

also is a lawyer favors strong
action to counter the
Supreme Courl's prayer ban

By the Rt. Rev. JAMES A. PIKE

Epistopal skop of Calitornia

Ewmrvons” Nove: The US. Su-
mreme Conrt's recend ban of o
gtatp-written, nougectarion
privger in the New York public
sehopls has ereated o wationwide

dobitte. Rishop Pike’s views on
the subpont are controversial, bt
Tow gphalificat oms for expressing thew are ercep-
franatl. Before enterving the ministry, he practiced
law. He ix a member of the Bar of the Suprome
Conrt, and for five years he tawght in the field of
ehreli-gtafe relations af the Columbio University
laart! sebind,

HEN WE CLOSE a church building

that has been hallowed by genera-
tions of worship, prayer, and Godly fel-
lowship, we conduct a service called the
“Deconsecration of a Church.” With
this in mind, it seems proper to say that
the Supreme Court has deconsecrated
the nation.

Governments have three choices when it
vomes Lo religion:

1. They ean establish one church as official,
with or without full play for the activity of
ather churches,

2, They can seeularize all public life. (This
was the method chosen by the French Revolu-

tion and by Soviet Russin und other Commu-
nist countries, |
A They can avoid establishment of any par-
ticulur organized religious bodyi while still
giving public recognition—by solemn declarn-
—to God and His
Providence.
Our  Founding
Fathers chose
the thivd solution
—and sinee that
time we have fol-
wiv.” I ds not as clear-cut or strictly logical
us the other two choices; hut, by and lnrge, itis
workiable in our pluralistic society, It recog-
nizes the religious dimension of our common
herituge without imposing uny sort of conform-
Hy upon anyone,

Now the Supreme Court has made 4 profound
cent opinion, "the middle way" iz now out; and
we are left, in logic, with the same approach
as that of the Communist countries, OF course,
the six members of the Court who voted this
way il not have the slightest intention of
favoring Communism, | am sure they sincerely
thought they were achieving neutrality; but
Godly ones.

The justices interpretod the First Amend-
ment to mean something it was never intended
to menn. By prohibiting the “establishment of
religion,” the amendment meant to avoid—and
rightly so—the first solution to the problem of
religion: that is, church-state union. It did not
ulirizntion of our public institutions).

Instead, it left the way open for the third
solution, “the middle way.” With us, sepura-
tion of church and state was never intended to
muean separation of eeligion from society,

Fine as the brief New York praver was, the
snyving of it is not erueial either to'the churches

tion and by prayer

ools
lowed this “middle
change in the American experiment, By its re-
Guodless institutions are o more neutral than
intend to drive us into the second solution (see-
or 1o education. It is the principle of this deci-

sion that is erucial. Let us look at some of the
specific implications.

—In commenting on the opinion, President
Kennedy urged the American people to pray
more at home and to go to ¢church more regu-
larly, Here our chief public officinl, right out
in the open on office time, is seeking to further
veligion! What would be the outcome of an
injunction suit against the President to prevent
i orepetition? 1 know this sounds strained; but
a0 15 the rensoning of the Court opinion.

—Government-paid clergymen conduct serv-
jves of worship for members of our armed
forees in chapels built at government expense
on government property, or in assigned space
on government-owned vessels, Are we to say
now that onr young people in the armed forces
are to be denied the opportunity for worship
except when they are stationed reasonably near
to parish churches or temples? Would this not
interfere with the “free exercise of religion”
clanuze of the First Amendment?

What can we do about the impasse to which
the Supreme Court has brought us?

My answer is: the Court’s decision should be
eraged by Constitutional amendment.

[t grent care hould be tuken as to the form
of this amendment, 1T propose that the First
Amendment be left just as it is, except for the
three words which the Court has distorted—
"eotablishment of religion.” These ghould be
replaced by words which would leave no doubt
#s to what our Founding Fathers intended:
“the recognition as an established cHurch of any
denomination, sect, or other organized religious
nssociation.”

This would forever cut the ground from un-
der attempls to bar the "middle way™ in all its
traditional applications, At the same time it
would protect us fully from an official favoring
of any of the religious segments in our plural-
igtic goviety, including secularism,

ONSTITUTIONAL amendment  takes {luito i
C while. What do we do in the meantime?

The President’s idea is good, and it always
has been: there should be more prayer at home,
more frequent chuveh attendance,

P, in addition, why could not a teacher ev-
ery morning take w coin out of his pocket and
read from it the inseription, “In God we trust”™?
This could be followed by rending phrases
from the Declaration of Independence that
mention God and by singing the third stunza
of "The Star-Spungled Banner.”

Also cand here | speak half-seriously), school
hoards could declare that school officinlly opens
three minutes after the now-gppointed hour and
let the children gather outside the school and re-
cite s prayer under the lendership of their teach-
ers twho would be “off duty'i or velunteer
purents. This wonld vividly demonsteste the
lovkout of God which the Supreme Court has
recently achieved.
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Thix hunter and hiz dog, photographed by
Jim Pond, secm ready for the new hunting
geazon, For tips on hine yon can be a befter
hunter by opeming day, see sfory on p. 12,

Family
Weealkly
LEONARD § DAVIDOW 'aions amd Publiohes
WALTER € DREYFUS | "
FATRICK £ O'ROUNKE | i /
MORTON FRANK Ihsectir uf Puybiibar My

Send all odeertiving communiiatians to Fomity Weskly
15 N Mishigoh Ave ]

Addenin ol communiomt aut editesiol Teatuten e
Family Waebly 0 € Ssih S0 MNew Yark 32 & ¥

1967, FAMILY WEEKLY MAGAZING. INC. 153 N Mubigon Ave

October 7. 1962

Board of Ediines | ERNEST V. HEYN Eifitor-in £hied

BEN KARTMAN K reewtive Editor
ROBERT FITIGIBBON Muwdying Nditor
PHILLIF DYKSTRA Art [ireefor
MELANIE DE PROFT Mool Nditer

Rosulym Abtevaya, Arden Eidall. Hal Landon
Jock Ryan, Pesr 1. Oppenhwimer, Hellywood
Chicaga 1. 1. ALl rights iwsarved




