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This section starts with the frank admission that religion did play a large part in the early creation and administration of public schools.  However, start in the 1960s, a series of Supreme Court decisions ruled unconstitutional many religious practices included coerced or administrated school prayer and the use of school time or facilities for religious purposes.  Contrary to popular belief, it is still legal to discuss religion in class (so long as its in a secular framework—like a history lesson) and students can pray silently to themselves.  


Staring in the late 70s there cropped up a group of reactionary conservative Christians, led by televangelists like Pat Robertson and Jerry Falwell, who claimed that secular humanism somehow had a stronghold on America.  They used the lack of forced prayer in public schools as a firebrand issue to scare millions of Americans in believing that the country was falling to atheism.  These same Christians still claim that the country is too secular, despite Evangelical Christians controlling all three branches of our government and most major media outlets.  They still point to a lack of forced prayer and religious monuments on public school grounds as proof of their supposed disenfranchisement.  


What is clear is that these Christians do not want religious freedom or even equal treatment:  they are radicals who will not be satisfied until they have total control over every aspect of American life.  As Edd Doerr points out in “Yes” article, religion is already well accommodated in public schools, and the crusades undertaken by Evangelicals have little in the way of reasonable motives.


Doerr first discusses the failure of the Religious Freedom Amendment in 1998.  The amendment, should it have passed, would have “embroiled school districts and communities in prolonged, bitter, divisive conflicts over religious activities in the classroom” (236).  Doerr was one of a majority of experts to speak against the Amendment at a “Schools and Religion” public hearing, saying that “a fair balance has been established between the free exercise of rights of students and the constitutional obligation of neutrality” (236)  


The few who spoke in favor of the amendment used hyperbolic anecdotes to prove their claims of “alleged violations of students’ religious freedoms”  (237)—which is exactly what Warren Nord does in his “No” article.  His piece is a poorly-written mess of illegitimate halves of ideas that I frankly am ashamed to dignify with discussion.  His “argument” is based upon the “appalling” realization that most school subjects do not discuss the purely religious objections religions have to them—no mention is made of biblical prohibition of usury in economics class.  This is a nothing more than a thinly-guised press for Intelligent Design, and the thought that all school subjects should take time examining superstitious objections to themselves is insane.  

