EXCERPTS FROM THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE MEETING OF
THE LEADERS OF THE DIFFERENT FAITHS REPRESENTED
IN TURKEY CONVENED AT IRCICA ON THE OCCASION OF
THE VISIT OF MRS. HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON,
FIRST LADY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Welcoming address of IRCICA Director Generai
Prof. Dr. Ekmeleddin lhsanoglu

Dear Mrs. Hillary Rodham Clinton, distinguished guests,

| am delighted to welcome you to IRCICA. On behalf of the Centre
and myself, | would like to thank you for the honour given to us by
your visit. | also welcome the distinguished guests who accepted the
invitation to attend this meeting. Your visit to our Centre is another
positive step in your efforts towards promoting inter-cultural
understanding, a mission which we share. Our Centre, which was
established fifteen years ago as the first intergovemmental cultural
institution of the OIC and also the first intemational organisation to be
set up in Istanbul, endeavours to strengthen cooperation among
Islamic countries and to promote understanding between the Muslim
world and other nations. With this aim, we try to inform world opinion
about the civilisation of Islam, the history and culture of Muslim
nations, their cultural and scientific exchanges with other civilisations,
particularly with the West. For many years now, we have been
participating in various forums which brought together representatives
of different religions. We have also undertaken a great many activities
in cooperation with major intemational organisations and with
hundreds of institutions engaged in Islamic studies, including eminent
institutions in the United States of America, such as the Library of
Congress, the Center for Middle East Studies of Harvard University,
and the Middle East Studies Association of North America. Around
three hundred universities, research centres and libraries in America
and approximately ten thousand institutions in other parts of the world
receive our publications. The main purpose of these activities is to
present a true image of the Islamic civilisation and foster affinities
between peoples of different cultures. We included a number of
relevant research projects in our work programs and are currently
building up the endowment of a foundation that we have established
to help the success and continuity of these efforts.
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We believe that inter-religious dialogue ought to be based on the
principles of tolerance and respect of others which are shared by all
religions and shape the ideal human values of major civilisations.
Guidance comes from the religions themselves. All three revealed
religions teach man to strive to live his short life on earth in peace.
Despite this, relations between religions and cultures still suffer from
misunderstandings, intolerance and distrust. Some go so far as to
suggest that conflict and confrontation between civilisations are
inevitable. Furthermore, statements are made characterising Islam as
violent - a label that is in total contradiction with the essence of Islam,
a religion of peace. Such assertions overlook the fact that economic,
political or other reasons of acts of violence are fundamentally the

same in all cultural or religious contexts.

These and other views prejudicial to inter-faith relations are fraught
with danger and can be disastrous for the future of mankind, all the
more so in the present intemational environment where new balances
of power replace the old bi-polar system. This process, more than
ever, calls for joint efforts to prevent religious hatred, which went to
the extent of ethnic cleansing in the very recent war in Bosnia and

Herzegovina.

Therefore, inter-faith dialogue carries the utmost importance in our
time. | believe that your valuable efforts, and in particular this meeting
at IRCICA, will help to reinforce this understanding. Your visit to
Istanbul is also highly significant because this is a city which for over
five centuries has been one of those rare lands of peace where
peoples of different religions live together in an environment of perfect
harmony. Your presence in the atmosphere of this historic Yildiz
Palace, with the distinguished representatives of our different
religious communities, is another meaningful manifestation of inter-
cultural dialogue. Towards this goal, our Centre, for its part, will
continue to make all efforts possible in cooperation with the
institutions concemed all over the world. ...
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Address of Mrs. Hillary Rodham Clinton,
First Lady of the United States of America

Thank you very much, Director General. | feel privileged to be here,
and | feel privileged to be here with all of you. Istanbul, as the Director
General has already said, has been and remains the meeting place of
the world's great religions. | am grateful that the leaders of these
religions should gather here this aftemoon to assist me in
understanding and being part of a dialogue on behalf of peace and
tolerance and respect among all people. It is an honour for my
daughter and me to be here at the Research Centre for Islamic
History, Art and Culture. My daughter has studied Islamic history in
school in the United States and has a deep and abiding interest in
Islam.

My visit today to just a few of the religious sites that are part of this
great city's heritage underscores the deep history and importance of
this city and this country to religion. | also had the opportunity
yesterday to speak to leaders of the communities of business and
academia and other institutions, and | spoke about the dramatic costs
of ethnic and religious conflict in the past and in the present.

| saw at first hand in Bosnia just a few days ago, what the failure to
respect and tolerate can bring to innocent people. While | was there |
met with some religious leaders and leaders of the communities
represented in Bosnia, and we discussed how each of them will
attempt to play a major role in bringing peace to that troubled land.
They know very well that reconstruction consists not only of rebuilding
the physical plant, repairing the houses, once again opening the
roads, and enabling people to live their lives, but it also involves
spiritual reconstruction and reconciliation. They told me they knew
that peace cannot be realised unless there is both physical and
spiritual renewal, and unless peace, tolerance, respect and
understanding replace the hatred and violence that marred their lives.

The leaders gathered here already know the importance of dialogue,
community, tolerance and reconciliation. And | am very grateful that
we have such leaders representing the major monotheistic religions
here in this city, because this city has so much symbolic and religious
importance to people throughout the world. As the Director General
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said, we face enormous challenges in the future and the religious
community will have to be at the forefront in assisting the rest of us in
meeting those challenges, in creating conditions for coexistence and
harmony, in making it possible for all religions and religious people to
exemplify their own spirituality in ways that enhance their lives and
the quality of life among all of us. | am very grateful that | have this
opportunity to meet with leaders who stand against those who, as the
Director General said, would use and misuse religion for political or
other reasons. And | am also grateful that there are efforts such as
those that emanate from this Centre to bridge the divides that too
often separate us, man from man, woman from woman, people from
people, and instead, attempt to bring reconciliation to all the children
of God.

| look forward to our opportunity to exchange ideas and views, and |
am appreciative of the chance | have been given to listen to these
leaders gathered here who speak for so many others and whose
voices have been strong on behalf of the need for all of us to be
humbler, to work harder and to understand our obligations to make it
possible for each of us to fulfil the divine mission that we have been
given as believers. And | thank you very much for convening this
gathering.












































































































































































With work on the 100-day “Contract With America” completed, and Speaker Newt
Gingrich (R-GA) and others presenting general outlines of a legislative agenda for the
rest of the 104th Congress, the new Speaker faces a difficult challenge: his party staked
its election on a Contract that sought to avoid many of the divisive social issues nearest
the heart of the Religious Right leadership. Yet, Religious Right groups that helped
carry the election are now expecting what they themselves have termed “payback” for
their efforts in the 1994 campaign.

Throughout the course of the first 100 days, the Republican majority walked something
of a legislative tightrope, addressing a number (though certainly not all) of the Religious
Right’s social issues, but still managing to keep the principal focus of its work on budget
and tax issues not generally associated with the Religious Right. At the same time,
movement leaders operated from the premise that their electoral efforts last fall, and their
lobbying support for the Contract this winter, would be rewarded with a rich legislative
harvest come spring and summer. Already, troubling signals are in view that the new
conservative majority is poised to pay back its Religious Right supporters with a full-
scale assault on reproductive freedom, public education, free expression and other
movement targets. While the new leadership continues to shy away from public
discussion of the Religious Right’s divisive social and cultural agenda and to downplay
differences in the party over such issues as reproductive rights, congressional activity has
already begun to put those rights at risk.

The Religious Right and the Contract

The Religious Right concluded early on that their best chance for winning congressional
approval for their sweeping legislative agenda was to demonstrate loyalty to the
Republican party Contract. To the mainstream press, movement leaders have generally
portrayed their support as grounded in the merits -- arguing for the balanced budget
amendment, term limits, and tax cuts on economic grounds. But in more private
communications with their members and followers, they have taken a different tack. The
contrast was best demonstrated by Ralph Reed, executive director of Pat Robertson’s
Christian Coalition, and the most visible political leader of the Religious Right. The
Christian Coalition produces a 30-minute program for National Empowerment
Television, the Paul Weyrich-founded cable channel on which Speaker Newt Gingrich
has appeared regularly. The NET Christian Coalition program provides -- quite literally -
- only half the story. In fact, the Coalition produces a full-hour program, which is
packaged for closed-circuit satellite feeds to members and subscribers across the country.
What NET viewers do not see, because it is not available to them, is a considerably more
tailored message. On one such recent broadcast, Reed told Christian Coalition members
and supporters precisely why they should support the Contract, even though it omitted
many of their key issues: “If the Contract gets off on a bad foot and stumbles, and if the



the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, targeting reproductive choice for poor women,
or for assurances that anti-gay initiatives will be on the congressional agenda. Religious
Right organizations have been invited to put their imprimatur on Contract legislation in
numerous Congressional hearings, with Gary Bauer’s Family Research Council, for
example, testifying for tax credits, welfare reform, and the elimination of public
broadcasting, and Concerned Women for America speaking on tax credits and welfare
reform. But the Religious Right’s achievements so far are just a glimmer of what
movement leaders are hoping to push through Congress in the months ahead.

A New Contract

Religious Right support for the Contract has not stopped movement leaders from
advancing their issues during or after the first 100 days. Many of them remain
dissatisfied that the Contract excluded the so-called “family agenda” in the first place,
and have launched an aggressive campaign to insist that their agenda take priority in the
Congress' second "100 Days." As Gary Bauer of the Family Research Council explained,
"We are disgruntled and we don't intend to tolerate it. I think across the board we feel
that the Republican Party is taking us for granted." Some Religious Right leaders have
begun to single out Republican leaders for censure. When Senate Majority Leader Robert
Dole (R-KS) said he would not use abortion as a litmus test for choosing a running mate,
James Dobson of Focus on the Family fumed, "What an insult to the millions of
Americans who grieve over the killing of pre-born children. What arrogance it was to
trivialize an issue that burns in their hearts." Dobson also branded New Jersey Governor
Christine Whitman unfit to serve as Republican party spokesperson: "She's pro-abortion,
pro-gay, pro-lesbian and pro-condom distribution. She stands for the opposite to what the
pro-family movement believes."

Religious Right leaders have explicitly employed Contract rhetoric to advance their social
agenda. Shortly after the November election, Martin Mawyer of the Christian Action
Network issued a "Pro-Family Contract With America," which listed among its top
priorities a constitutional amendment for school prayer, the abolition of the National
Endowment for the Arts, and a "de-fund[ing] of the homosexual agenda." Similarly, D.
James Kennedy of Coral Ridge Ministries wasted no time in unveiling a "Family Values
Contract," covering such hot button issues as abortion, prayer in school, funding for the
arts, and gay rights. In April, Jerry Falwell circulated a “Moral Contract With America”
to all members of Congress seeking their signatures. Falwell threatened, “We will find
out once and for all who is for us -- and for a strong America -- and who is against us.”
His litmus test includes support for “God-centered education,” defining American
families as limited to those made up of one man and one woman, and supporting welfare
reform.

Also in April, Religious Right leaders led by Ralph Reed of the Christian Coalition and
James Dobson of Focus on the Family have stepped up the pressure, declaring abortion
the most critical issue facing the Republican party. Reed wamed that the Christian

Coalition would not support a presidential ticket that included a candidate who favored



many planks of their platform. On other issues, they have seized, or in some cases
created, opportunities to advance their proposals within the context of the Contract.

What follows is a description of the progress of the Religious Right’s agenda during the
first 100 days and the expressed agenda for Day 101 and beyond, taken from their own
broadcasts, writings and mailings, and legislative initiatives during the first hundred days
of the 104th Congress. Even the greatly increased influence of the Religious Right will
be insufficient to enact the entire agenda over expected opposition from mainstream
religious, education and other groups, as well as moderates of both parties. But it is clear
that the Religious Right will have an unprecedented opportunity to translate their once
theoretical policy objectives into statutory reality.

REPRODUCTIVE RIGHTS

Unable to gain support for a constitutional amendment prohibiting abortion in the face of
majority support for a woman’s right to reproductive freedom, Religious Right
organizations at the federal level are seeking to “chip away” at this right by targeting
access to clinics, discouraging doctors from providing the procedure, denying poor
women access to abortion services and counseling, and encouraging states to reduce the
number of abortions through cash bonuses offered in the House welfare reform bill.

The Republican party’s attempt to avoid an early focus on abortion backfired in February
when Christian Coalition Executive Director Ralph Reed issued a threat to the party that
Religious Right followers would not support “a national ticket or a platform that does not
share Ronald Reagan’s belief in the sanctity of human life.” Reed’s statement established
abortion as the defining social issue for the party and its policy decisions during the
current Congress and the coming presidential campaign.

Religious Right groups have set out an ambitious agenda on reproductive rights for the
104th Congress. While their ultimate goal is to amend the Constitution to ban abortion
and give human fetuses all the legal protections enjoyed by American citizens, groups
have vowed to end federal funding for abortion procedures, counseling and referral, ban
third-trimester abortions, pass national parental consent laws, end federal funding for
fetal tissue research, and prohibit the sale and manufacture of RU-486. When the 104th
Congress convened, legislation introduced in the House based on the “Contract” provided
vehicles to limit access to abortion services. Given the strength with which the Religious
Right has exerted its influence, more forced “test” votes on abortion are likely as the
electoral primary season approaches.

e Pass a permanent Hyde Amendment, to restrict federal funding of abortions and
restrict Medicaid funding of abortions.



choice Rep. Chris Smith (R-NJ) unsuccessfully attempted to vote down the rule over the
provision, the “family cap” was preserved in the House legislation.

Representative Smith’s efforts were opposed by the Family Research Council and
Concerned Women for America, which expressed support for provisions to cut off aid to
children born to teenagers out-of-wedlock, because “illegitimacy” was the root cause of
“countless social ills.” The National Conference of Catholic Bishops, however, spoke
strongly against several of these provisions, insisting that “we must not penalize innocent
children by cutting off their support because their mother was too young, or has other
children on welfare.”

In an effort to assuage concerns that “family caps” provisions might increase abortions,
the House Ways and Means Committee added pernicious language to the welfare reform
bill which would provide cash incentives to states which decrease a so-called
“illegitimacy ratio,” defined as the annual percentage of live births born to women out-
of-wedlock plus any increase in abortions statewide (to women off or on AFDC). An
increase in the ratio would render the state ineligible for an increase in grant funds. The
“illegitimacy ratio” would not only encourage states to enact restrictive abortion policies,
but at a time when clinic violence is escalating, it offers an incentive to ignore clinic
security.

Representative Pete Stark (D-CA) sought to offer an amendment on the floor to strike the
ratio altogether and replace it with an incentive for states to reduce teenage pregnancy,
but the Rules Committee, chaired by Rep. Gerald Solomon (R-NY), blocked it from
being debated on the House floor. As welfare reform legislation was being debated and
passed on the House floor, Religious Right groups expressed their support for initiatives
that would end federal subsidies for “illegitimacy.”

e Restrict women on welfare from having access to abortion services.

On the House floor, Rep. Henry Hyde (R-IL) succeeded in adding an amendment to the
welfare reform bill that prevents any funds under the welfare block grant from going
toward “medical services.” Hyde specifically explained that the amendment would
prohibit federal funding for abortion services. Representative Hyde has gained
substantial support from the Religious Right for his anti-choice positions and his efforts
to restrict access to abortion services for poor women, earning him praise as one of 10
family advocates in the 103rd Congress by the Family Research Council. Restricting
Medicaid abortions is a top priority for these organizations and even appeared as the first
declaration on Coral Ridge Ministries’ “Family Values Contract” which demanded that
legislators, “[f]ree citizens from having to fund abortion or abortion referrals. Do not
force taxpayers to subsidize in any way the slaughter of innocent unborn children.”

To many moderates, however, it was unclear whether the Hyde amendment as offered
also targeted family planning services. In an effort to clarify the restriction, Rep. James



In an op-ed in the Washington Times, Christian Coalition Legislative Director Marshall
Wittmann reaffirmed the group’s goal of ending federal grants for Planned Parenthood,
stating that “it will be difficult even for pro-abortion politicians to defend Planned
Parenthood’s radical agenda of opposing parental consent and waiting period laws, as
well as its support for graphic sex-ed programs and condom distribution to school
children.” Planned Parenthood has been providing voluntary family planning services for
up to four million Americans a year since 1917.

¢ Reinstate the abortion “gag rule.”

This Reagan-originated regulation prevented medical professionals in family planning
clinics receiving federal funds from even discussing abortion with their patients, and was
overturned by President Clinton in 1993. Although the “gag rule” provision originally
included in the “Contract with America” was removed due to pressure from moderate
Republicans, restoring and enacting the provision remains a top priority for the Religious
Right. The restoration of the “gag rule” would seriously affect the ability of women to
receive comprehensive family planning information and services.

e Reject Surgeon General Nominee Dr. Henry Foster.

The nomination of Dr. Henry Foster as the next Surgeon General provided both religious
and secular right-wing groups with an additional opportunity to make inroads into the
provision of safe and legal abortions. Thomas Jipping of the Free Congress Foundation
Center for Law and Democracy, an organization supported by the Christian Coalition,
Concerned Women for America, and Family Research Council, claimed in the
Washington Times that “Dr. Foster’s professional career is inextricably tied to abortion.
His supporters’ response that abortion is a legal medical procedure is irrelevant.”

Dr. Foster, a well-regarded and distinguished obstetrician/gynecologist and the acting
dean of Meharry Medical College, was chosen by President Clinton in part because of his
successful program to reduce the number of teenage pregnancies. Dr. Foster’s program,
“I Have a Future,” aims to reduce teenage pregnancy by encouraging teenagers to delay
sexual activity and to focus on their education, health, and self-esteem. In addition to
promoting abstinence, Dr. Foster’s comprehensive sex education and health program
offers contraceptives to teens with a parent’s permission. Recognized as one of
America’s Thousand Points of Light by former President George Bush, the “I Have a
Future” program has succeeded at providing children in Nashville, Tennessee with the
self-esteem and educational skills necessary to avoid the trap of teen pregnancy.

Well before the nomination became official, however, the Family Research Council
flooded the airwaves, attacking Dr. Foster’s affiliation with Planned Parenthood and
characterizing him as “Elders-lite.” Shortly after it became known that he had performed
abortions during his 30 year career, the attacks became more vicious, with Judie Brown
of the American Life League labeling Dr. Foster as a “ghoul” who “opted out of the



the 1962 Supreme Court’s landmark decision limiting prayer in public schools “was the
single event that triggered a sudden and precipitous decline in the character of the
nation.” Not surprisingly, nearly every Religious Right organization that has crafted
some version of a “Pro-family Contract with America,” has included either passing a
school prayer or so-called “Religious Equality” amendment in their legislative agenda.
The Religious Right is also sure to redouble its efforts to cut off federal funds to school
districts that “effectively prevent” voluntary constitutionally protected prayer

e Enact a broad “Religious Equality” or “Religious Freedom” Constitutional
Amendment or statute to permit prayer and proselytizing in schools and other
public places.

The Religious Right’s long-standing goal of restoring government-sponsored prayer to
public schools is certain to be part of the House Republican leadership’s agenda this year.
During the 1994 campaign, Speaker Gingrich carefully signaled to Religious Right
activists that he would move a school prayer constitutional amendment by July 1995.
However, when Gingrichrevealed this intention to the general public in the wake of the
1994 elections, he was met with widespread criticism, forcing Gingrich and his lieutenant
on the prayer issue, Rep. Emest Istook (R-OK), to regroup.

The starting point for Gingrich and Istook’s efforts was a school prayer amendment that
Istook introduced in the House in October 1994. This proposal was limited to school
prayer and gave school officials broad discretion to select prayers to be recited, triggering
opposition not only from mainstream religious organizations, but also from a few
organizations allied with the Religious Right that considered the proposal overly statist.
This year, Gingrich and Istook have worked with Religious Right leaders to “make over”
the original amendment. Among others, Religious Right leaders Jay Sekulow of Pat
Robertson’s American Center For Law & Justice (ACLJ), Richard Land of the Southern
Baptist Christian Life Commission, and the Rev. Lou Sheldon of the Traditional Values
Coalition, have all provided input on the language of the proposal that Representative
Istook plans to unveil.

This drafting effort appears close to completion. Hearings on the proposed amendment
are tentatively scheduled for June in the House Judiciary Committee, and Representative
Istook may introduce the amendment in June. By all accounts, Istook’s proposal will be
even broader than his amendment of last October. Rev. Lou Sheldon of the Traditional
Values Coalition, who claims to have had a major role in preparing the amendment, has
written supporters that a “broad constitutional amendment, rather than a narrow prayer
amendment” will be unveiled shortly after the April recess. Ralph Reed of the Christian
Coalition has repeatedly made clear that “For us the issue is much broader than voluntary
school prayer.”

An early draft published by the L.4. Times indicates that Istook will propose a
constitutional amendment to authorize proselytizing, organized prayer and other religious
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o Establish a cut-off of all federal funds to school districts as a club to promote
government-sponsored prayer in public schools.

Sen. Jesse Helms (R-NC) and Rep. Sam Johnson (R-TX) will revive a dangerous school
prayer amendment to education authorization bills that was defeated in the last Congress
on Goals 2000 and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The amendment,
which according to Pat Robertson’s American Center for Law and Justice was crafted by
the ACLJ and Senator Helms, would deny federal funding to any state or local education
agency that “effectively prevents” (intentionally or inadvertently) voluntary,
constitutionally protected prayer in public school. Sen. Helms has introduced the
language as a free standing bill, S. 319, and Rep. Johnson is planning to introduce the
amendment to one or more of several education authorization bills that will begin to
move through the House Economic and Educational Opportunities Committee.

Federal law already provides for termination of federal funds to state or local education
agencies that willfully violate a court order to respect constitutional rights regarding
prayer. The Helms/Johnson amendment would go further, imposing a confusing federal
mandate on schools. Lower courts disagree about what is considered “voluntary,
constitutionally protected prayer.” The amendment language would force school
authorities to navigate this unsettled area of the law under the threat of school children
losing all federal education dollars. The amendment would likewise undermine local
_control of education by empowering Education Department bureaucrats to second-guess
local decisions regarding school prayer, cutting off federal funding if they did not like the
results. Moreover, the funding cut-off measure would radically expand the ability of
Religious Right litigation groups to force unconstitutional prayer into the public schools.
School officials would be pressured to allow unconstitutional prayer and proselytizing as
a way of avoiding threatened termination of all federal education funds to their entire
school district. Costly litigation and divisive threats against teachers and other school
officials would likely increase.

Religious Right groups have not shied away from jeopardizing public education in
pursuit of their social agenda. The Helms/Johnson amendment is just one example.

PUBLIC EDUCATION

The new Congress has proved receptive to the Religious Right’s aim of undermining
support for the public education system. The Religious Right’s zeal for cutting federal
education funding is dramatically at odds with the views of the 68 percent of Americans
who, according to an NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll conducted in early March,
strongly oppose cutting funds for the Department of Education. In the face of such
opposition Christian Coalition Executive Director Ralph Reed cast his organization’s
goal as “de-federalizing education policy” by “block granting federal functions back to
the states, locally elected school boards, and parents.” He stated further that, “Education
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In addition to targeting specific programs, House Republicans recently announced the
formation of a task force that will press for legislation to dismantle the Department of
Education, repeal Goals 2000, and eliminate all federally mandated education regulations
on state and local school districts. These Reagan-era idea have found considerable
support from conservative interest groups, as well as a number of newly-elected members
of the House of Representatives. Freshman Rep. Joe Scarborough (R-FL), an ally of the
Religious Right and the chairman of the House task force, has attempted to justify this
agenda by charging that, “The Department of Education has been an absolute and total
abject failure,” and further claims that there is a direct causal relationship between the
establishment of the Department of Education and the decline in educational standards.

e Pass education vouchers legislation.

Religious Right leaders have long viewed school vouchers as a way to divert tax dollars
from public education and direct them to private and religious schooling. In his book
America Can Be Saved, Jerry Falwell writes,

I hope to live to see the day when . . . we won’t have any public schools. The
churches will have taken them over again and Christians will be running them.
What a happy day that will be!

Private and religious school voucher amendments that were offered to both Goals 2000
and ESEA were all defeated in floor votes in the House and Senate during the 103rd
Congress. The Religious Right and members of the new congressional leadership,
however, have made passing voucher legislation a top priority for the 104th Congress. In
laying out the Christian Coalition’s legislative agenda for the next two years, Ralph Reed
declared, “We should return much of the $33 billion we spend at the federal level . . . and
convert it into scholarships or vouchers.” While Majority Leader Dick Ammey (R-TX) is
expected to lead efforts to pass a voucher proposal bill in the House, Sens. Dan Coats (R-
IN) and Joseph Lieberman (D-CT) have introduced a voucher proposal bill that seeks to
establish a beachhead on the issue by creating voucher demonstration projects.
Furthermore, Speaker Gingrich has stated that Congress will propose school vouchers for
the District of Columbia before the end of May.

e Pass the Family Privacy Protection Act of 1995.

The Religious Right has long sought congressional legislation that will give them
powerful tools to remove curricula they dislike from the public school system. In 1978,
Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-UT) sponsored an amendment the General Education Provisions Act
(GEPA) to require parental consent before a student could participate in any
psychological or psychiatric “examination, testing or treatment.” This amendment, also
known as the Protection of Pupil Rights Act (PPRA), was never intended to reach
curricula. According to Senator Hatch, the intent of the 1978 amendment was to “let
parents decide whether or not to permit their school children to be subjected to research
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upbringing of their children and creating divisive community conflicts over government
endorsed religious activity are not “pro-family” in the wildest stretch of the imagination. A
Peter Hart poll conducted last summer found that more than 58 percent of American voters
would oppose student-led prayer that involved school officials or administrators in selecting
or approving the prayer. By a margin of 47 to 31 percent, Americans would oppose student-
led prayers that offended the religious beliefs of students of different faiths.

While Reed calls publicly for “civility” among people of different faiths, Robertson
continues to demonstrate a contempt for other religious traditions. In March, Robertson told
700 Club viewers, “We’re importing Hinduism into the United States. Edgar Cayce is here in
Virginia Beach, talking about reincarnation. The whole thought of Karma, of meditation, of
the fact that there is no end of life, and there is an endless wheel of life, this is all Hinduism.
... The origin of it all is demonic. We can’t let this kind of thing come into America.” Last
month he told viewers, “Islam in truth is a Christian heresy. Mohammed had been deeply
taught in Christianity and Judaism, and he sort of mixed some of it up. But I would strongly
recommend you get some of his background, the story about his various marriages, all the
things that went on in his personal life. Then you get to the teachings of what he really
taught. You’ve got to get some history on it. There are those who have been Islamic who are
excellent. They’ve written books concerning that and they’ve debated the matter. But the
excellence of the teaching of Jesus is so much superior, if you will, to Islam.”

Abolishing the Department of Education:
Ralph Reed has called the abolition of the Department of Education his number one

legislative priority.

The Christian Coalition’s attacks on public education are far from friendly to
American families, the great majority of which depend on public schools to provide children
with opportunities to learn and prosper. Public schools, often the only places where families
of diverse backgrounds interact, help sustain communities. Among the pro-family efforts that
the Christian Coalition would sacrifice by dismantling the Department of Education are Title
I funding for poor school districts, which give children from under-privileged families
educational opportunities they would otherwise be denied, and Parental Literacy programs
that better equip parents to play a role in their children’s education. Not surprisingly, 68
percent of Americans surveyed in a March 1995 Wall Street Journa/NBC News poll said
they opposed cutting funding for the Department of Education.

School Vouchers:

The Robertson-Reed Contract calls for vouchers that would divert taxpayer funds from
public education into private schools. The Christian Coalition and other Religious Right
groups have a long-term strategic goal of delegitimizing and dismantling public education in
favor of private sectarian schools.

Voucher programs that would funnel scarce resources away from public education
and into private schools would devastate already struggling school districts in poorer areas. In
Milwaukee’s five-year old voucher program, only half of students eligible have taken
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advantage of vouchers; one third of them returned to public schools after the first year of the
program, and 40 percent retumed after the second year. The real “choice” exercised in a
voucher program is made not by parents and children, but by private schools, which may and
do reject applicants on the basis of a host of factors. In addition, private schools lack the
capability to teach all types of students. Most voucher proposals would subsidize parents
who can already afford to send their children to private schools, while financially strangling
the schools attended by poorer families.

A Peter Hart survey in 1994 found that American voters overwhelmingly favored, by
66 to 28 percent, concentrating on improving the quality of public schools over using tax
funds to send children to private or religious terms.” And in the only poll that really counts,
voters have soundly rejected vouchers wherever they’ve appeared on the ballot.

Here’s what Pat Robertson told viewers in January this year: “They took prayer out of
the schools. The next year the Supreme Court ordered Bible reading taken from the schools.
And then progressing, liberals, most of them atheistic educators, have pushed to remove all
religion from the lives of children ... The people who wrote the Humanist Manifesto and their
pupils and their disciples are in charge of education in America today.” Earlier this month,
Robertson complained about Supreme Court rulings on religion in public schools, saying that
“the Supreme Court continuously takes its fingers and sticks them in the eye of Almighty
God.”

Cultural agencies:

The Robertson-Reed Contract calls for abolishing federal support for the National
Endowment for the Arts, National Endowment for the Humanities and the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting. Ralph Reed says these agencies ‘“‘undermine moral values.”

The Christian Coalition continues to recycle a few outdated examples of Reagan-
Bush era NEA-funded projects that it deems “anti-Christian” or pornographic. In its voter
guides, it has translated support for continued NEA funding as support for “taxpayer-funded
obscene art.” In truth, the vast majority of NEA-funded projects and institutions contribute
greatly to families and communities and to the understanding of American values. These
projects teach children about the arts and allow families to learn together about the world’s
great artists through symphonies, ballets and operas, which federal support helps bring to
rural as well as urban areas. In addition, NEA-funded projects like Theater IV, which was
started in Richmond, VA and travels throughout the nation presenting plays dealing with
child sexual abuse, substance abuse, delinquency and teenage pregnancy, can help
communities identify cases of abuse and similar problems and begin to help families being to
solve them.

Public broadcasting provides the vast majority of educational and children’s
programming watched in this country, and the only alternative to the sometimes violent,
adult-oriented material that commercial broadcasters provide under market pressure. Where
do parents go when the programming on broadcast and cable television is not pro-family or
pro-children? They go to public broadcasting. In fact, Sesame Street and Barney are the two
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most watched series on television among pre-schoolers. While CPB opponents claim that
public broadcasting viewers are elitists, the facts say otherwise: more than 57 percent of the
children who watch public broadcasting come from families with household incomes of
$40,000 or less. In addition, public broadcasting has been a leader in the development of new
educational tools through the use of technologies for distance leamming, helping to ensure that
all American children will be productive citizens in the information age. Public broadcasting
is the uncontroverted leader in pro-family and pro-children programming and initiatives.

An Opinion Research Corporation Poll released in January reported that 84 percent of
Americans supported current or increased levels of funding for public television. A 1994
Lou Harris poll indicated that 60 percent of the American people believe that the federal
government should provide financial assistance to arts organizations, such as art museums,
dance, opera and theater groups, and symphony orchestras. Almost as many, 56 percent, said
they would be willing to pay $15 more in their own taxes per year to support federal efforts
in the arts.

“Parental Rights”
The Contract calls for “protecting parental rights in the care and nurturance of their
children.”

Reed did not provide any details in today’s announcement, but his parental rights
plank appears similar to a proposed “parental rights” constitutional amendment that is being
promoted nationwide. The amendment states that “The right of parents to direct the
upbringing and education of their children shall not be infringed. Parents rights are already
well protected under existing law. Among the questions raised by these new “parental rights”
proposals: would they hinder the prosecution of parents who abuse their children? would they
nullify child labor laws? would they make it impossible for children to receive counseling or
medical treatment under any circumstances without parental consent?

The vague language released today does not make it clear whether Robertson and
Reed view their call for parental rights as a way to give parents a veto power over school
curricula, requiring a logistically unworkable pre-approval by every parent to all material
used in public schools.

The parental rights language may be a veiled attack on comprehensive sex education,
which the Christian Coalition and other Religious Right groups have sought to eliminate
from public schools. The vast majority of Americans support sex education that emphasizes
abstinence but also arms students with potentially life-saving information about birth control
and disease prevention. The Christian Coalition and its political allies seek to replace
comprehensive sex education with “abstinence-only” programs that prohibit discussion of
birth control and disease prevention. A 1994 Peter Hart survey found that 67 percent of
American voters are concerned about Religious Right opposition to teaching about birth
control and disease prevention. A 1992 USA Today/CNN/Gallup poll found that 53 percent
of Americans would be more likely to support a presidential candidate who took a position in



favor of providing condoms to public high school students to prevent AIDS; only 32 percent
said such a position would make them less likely to support the candidate.

It is imperative that young women and men are educated about sexual activity and its
consequences. It is not pro-family to put more teenagers at risk of unwanted pregnancy,
sexually-transmitted disease, and AIDS.

Restricting information on the internet and cable television
The Robertson-Reed Contract calls for restricting access to “pornography” on the internet
and on cable television.

Robertson and Reed would have the Congress make for all families decisions that
should clearly be left to the judgment of individual parents. Ironically, the Contract singles
out for government intrusion into family decision-making two technologies that already give
parents significant power to control what their children see. Legislation to restrict
information on the internet has already been introduced in this Congress. But it is not
necessary to restrict adults’ first amendment rights to freely exchange information in order to
protect children. Parents can currently block unwanted channels from their homes in most
cable systems. And parents and teachers can exercise significant control over how and when
their children use the internet.

Reproductive Choice

The Robertson-Reed Contract calls for further restrictions on women's access to abortion
services. The Contract as announced today will call for further restricting access to
abortion, eliminating federal “subsidies” and tax funding for abortion, and banning certain
abortion procedures..

Americans are adamant in supporting women'’s access to safe and legal abortions.
More than 70 percent of Americans believe that abortion should be available and should be a
choice left up to a woman and her doctor.

Robertson and Reed have previously called for an end to federal funding for Planned
Parenthood on the grounds that the organization provides abortion services. It is not clear
whether the Contract’s call for ending “subsidies” for abortion refers to a ban on funding for
Planned Parenthood. Planned Parenthood has been providing voluntary family planning
services to over four million Americans each year since 1917. Planned Parenthood received
Title X family planning funds for gynecological exams, HIV- and sexually-transmitted
disease-testing, prenatal and obstetrical care, midwife services, breast exams, and
contraceptive services for women and men. Planned Parenthood does not perform abortions
with funds from the U.S. government. Itis not pro-family to deny women and men
affordable information and services that allow them to make decisions about the size of their
families and the spacing of their children.



The Contract with The American Family

(as reported on the 700 Club on May 16)

1. RELIGIOUS EQUALITY

A Constitutional Amendment that would protect public expressions of faith by Americans.
2. LOCAL CONTROL OF EDUCATION

Transfer of Education funds from the Department of Education to state and local school districts.
3. SCHOOL CHOICE

Scholarships allowing parents to choose their child’s school.

4. FAMILY-FRIENDLY TAX POLICY

Women at home could contribute to retirement accounts.

S. PUNISH CRIMINALS, NOT VICTIMS

Require all federal inmates to work and study as well as pay restitution to victims.

6. PROTECTING PARENTAL RIGHTS

Protection of Parental Rights in the care and nurturing of their children.

7. RESTORING RESPECT FOR HUMAN LIFE

Real limits on late-term abortion.

Ban controversial abortion procedures.

Eliminate federal subsidies and tax-funding of abortion.

8. RESTRICTING PORNOGRAPHY

Protect children from pomography on the Internet and cable TV.

9. SUPPORT FOR PRIVATE CHARITIES

Allow contributions to private charities instead of federal welfare programs
Bring back a faith-based charitable system

10. PRIVATIZING FEDERAL FUNDING OF CULTURE

End Funding For National Endowment for the Arts, National Endowment for the Humanities, and
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.
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PAT ROBERTSON

HURCH AND STATE

“We reaffirm our belief in the notion that church and state
should be separate institutions.”
to The New York Times

“The Constitution of the United States says nothing about
the separation of church and state. That phrase does
appear, however, in the Soviet Constitution, which says the
state shall be separate from the church and the church from
the school. People in the educational establishment, and in
our judicial establishment, have attempted to impose Soviet
strictures on the United States.”

to Consersvtive Digest

RELIGIOUS INTOLERANCE

*“There are two things that have made America great. One
is her essential moral goodness... but you also have to
acknowledge diversity and pluralism.”

on Meet the Press

“The Constitution of the United States, for instance, is a
marvelous document for self-government by Christian
people. But the minute you tumn the document into the
hands of non-Christians and atheistic people they can use it
to destroy the very foundation of our society.”

on The 700 Club

2ING Faiti

MonoroLi

“We shouldn’t be denigrating other people’s faith. We
shouldn’t have our public discourse polluted by casting
aspersions on other people’s religious beliefs.”

on Good Moming Amenica

“[1]t is painfully obvious that you are a deeply
troubled individual who has somewhere along the way lost
your Judaic roots only to seek in radical secularism what

only Ged cangivgyod. to ADL President Abe Foxman

“I think our motivation is primarily a parents-rights
agenda. We're not interested in geationism or prayer in
school.”

to the Boston Phoenix

“[TIhe public education movement has also been an anti-
Christian movement...We can change education in America
if you put Christian prindples in and Christian pedagogy
in. In three years, you would totally revolutionize ed uca-

fron.in fmerica. on The 700 Club

RepPrODUCTI

“What we believe as an organization is that abortion should
not be used as a form of birth control.”
on Meet the Press

Ve FREeDOM

“What Planned Parenthood is doing is absolutely contrary
to everything Christian. It is teaching kids to fornicate,
teaching people to have adultery, teaching people to get
involved in every kind of bestiality, homosexuality, lesbian-
ism — everything that the Bible condemns. And teaching
to be without absolutely any moral constraint.”

on The 700 Club

“I think Pat Robertson is very pro-woman.”
on Meet the Press

Homos

“The feminist agenda is not about equal rights for women.
It is about a sodalist, anti-family political movement that
encourages women to leave their husbands, kill their chil-
dren, practice witchcraft, destroy capitalism and become

lesbians.”
in fundraising letter
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“We don’t oppose homosexuals having jobs, running for
office, being involved in the dvic process, owning and
renting property....It’s not a matter of being against or
hating homosexuals.”

on Mect the Press

“When lawlessness is abroad in the land, the same thing
will happen here that happened in Nazi Germany. Many of
those people involved in Adolph Hitler were Satanists,
many were homosexuals — the two things seem to go
together.”

on The 700 Club






