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Whether or not one agrees that the Obama administration has declared war on religion (or is fighting an 
undeclared war), most of us can quickly agree that at the very least we have an administration which 
does not appreciate what religion can bring to the public discussion.  The backbone for a dissenting 
opinion on everything from slavery to abortion, from the death penalty debate to the place of science, 
war, human rights or art in the human community is largely provided by religious institutions and none 
more so than the Roman Catholic Church.  In most cases individuals do not have the fortitude to 
maintain heroic stances against the tide of political and public opinion if it were not for religious 
convictions, sustenance and support.  One need not reach back to the founders of the country for 
examples.  Martin Luther King, Jr. was primarily a religious figure, not a political one.  Pick a pivotal 
figure, scratch the surface and you will likely find a religious conscience alive and well.  From a purely 
utilitarian point of view, religion provides a unique role in the public life, informing conscience and 
standing with a contemplative independence above the fray of political life. 

At a time when the regulations proposed by the governing bodies of the United States, the HHS 
mandate in particular, would attempt to eviscerate religion in general and Catholicism in particular, of 
its public role as a contributor to the nation's conscience, it is important to seek a president who at least 
appreciates the role of religion in the public life even if he or she does not profess it in their own 
lives.  This is not an argument for a theocracy.  It is merely a plea that the history of religious tolerance 
which reconciled the bloody conflicts of the European continent and influenced the founding of this 
nation be continued.  This religious tolerance is not only healthy for religions, it is the source of a great 
deal of insight and principled consideration for the nation.  The role of religious faith in shaping national 
policy is more of an art than a science, but it is undeniably important.  The footprints of religious 
intuition cover our constitution, our Bill of Rights and appear in every major policy debate in every era of 
our nation's history, nearly always to the betterment of the country's decisions and directions.  To 
propose to impoverish the nation of such insight and wisdom is to do a grave disservice to the 
country.  This is not only an attack on religious freedom (and let's make no mistake, it is that), it is also 
an attack on the well-being of the nation as a whole. 

The very notion of a common good presumes that there are some common truths which the nation as a 
whole can apprehend.  Certainly those who point to those founding phrases of the nation, "We these 
truths to be self-evident...." believed in the very notion of truth itself.  Yet we live in a time when truth 
itself is under attack.  This adolescent reaction to authority has become policy. The notion that some 
things can be self-evidently true is declared an absurdity.  In an impossible calculus, everybody is treated 
as the source of their own truth with the only crime being to hamper another's freedom to live 
according to their own lights.  Recent papal comments have referred to this dynamic as a dictatorship of 
relativism.  The notion of truth and any good that we all hold in common is held as a quaint relic of 
a naive past.  So, while a baby in the womb is declared a person by every shred of scientific and moral 
reasoning and evidence, this allergy to 'truth' allows that some fathers and mothers may terminate that 
life because they do not believe what is true to be true.  In the meantime it becomes a task of the 
dictatorship to suppress the evidence and reasoning which indicate the truth of that 



personhood.  Similar dynamics on other issues abound, notably the nature of marriage and the purpose 
of the sexual faculty in the lives of our citizens. 

The Churches and Synagogues and Mosques of our nation remain outposts of a different view, largely 
free of the winds of public opinion and strengthened by ancient traditions, sacred texts and rites of 
renewal in the truths they profess.  To mandate that these faiths live in contradiction to their belief is 
the very heart of religious intolerance.  It destroys one of the most important national assets, a 
generator of dialogue in the search for the common good and truth which enables the human animal to 
live according to its own rational and free nature.  To say that this dialogue and these valuable insights 
are not consumer items which we can find at the local mall is to state the obvious.  Even in a time when 
truth, the golden egg, has lost its value in the national conversation, we should think twice about 
marginalizing and destroying religious institutions, thus killing the goose which lays that egg. 

In the history of the Roman Catholic Church, moments of crisis have often been followed by Councils of 
the Church.  Those Councils deepen awareness of the subtly of certain aspects of believing in and 
following Jesus Christ.  While a generation of heresy is cause for concern and even panic, there has 
usually been a clearer articulation of the faith as a result.  I would suggest that the United States is 
experiencing something similar.  Few of us Christians have a deep appreciation of religious freedom.  We 
have taken it for granted, as a part of our private lives and our public processes.  As this administration 
lays the groundwork for the destruction of Catholic institutions by way of a unconscionable HHS 
mandate which the bishops cannot and will not implement, we find that our appreciation of religious 
freedom is more acute.  We understand that it not only threatens our personal and family lives, it 
undermines Catholic businesses and our public policy. 

Dialogue pursues truth together.  Dialogue enables truth to govern and delusion to be 
rejected.  Dialogue allows the value of one's ideas, insights and principles to carry the day by their own 
'self-evident' truthfulness.  Dialogue does not need to exclude any speakers.  It is free and open to all 
parties.   But exclusion of religious perspectives from public life does happen.  It is a form of tyranny to 
exclude some generators of insight from the table of discussion and dialogue.  Ultimately such choices 
for exclusion and the elimination of minority opinions, however true or false, has to be maintained by 
violence and the considerable force of government.  It is a scorched earth policy which eliminates those 
with whom it disagrees.  The American republic has never experienced or embraced this position and 
has been a unique political experiment precisely because of its ability to protect conscience, provide a 
place for religious life and cull the best from all of the participants in the dialogue which develops public 
policy in forming and protecting a common good.  The dictatorship of relativism does not share the 
assumption that there can be common good and a shared truth.  That is why it has to be a dictatorship 
and not a democratic republic.   The defeat of the HHS mandate which attempts to steal the voice of the 
Church within its own walls is exactly this kind of dictorial actions we must fear, for the sake of the 
Church as well as the good of the country. 

 


