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CHAPTER ONE


COERCED

Ominous shadows fall beneath Barack Obama’s “rainbow” of “hope and change.” This book will illuminate the darkest one: his sweeping abuse of the American people’s religious liberty—a right of conscience and free worship of God enshrined in the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

The policies of the Obama administration represent the greatest government-directed assault on religious freedom in American history. In the 2008 campaign, candidate Obama promised a “transformative” presidency; as president, he has delivered one. Through stealth and sophistry, he is gradually transforming America into a secularist and socialist dystopia along modern Western European lines.

If you think his first term has been troubling, gird yourself for his second. “The future casts its shadow backwards,” wrote the late British writer Malcolm Muggeridge. In January 2012, we saw a shadow of Obama’s imagined future for America when he decreed, through his Department of Health and Human Services secretary Kathleen Sebelius, that all employers, including most religious ones, pay for the contraceptives, sterilizations, and abortion-inducing pills of their employees.

“Today the department is announcing that the final rule on preventive health services will ensure that women with health insurance coverage will have access to the full range of the Institute of Medicine’s recommended preventive services, including all FDA-approved forms of contraception,” said Sebelius on January 20, 2012. “Women will not have to forego these services because of expensive co-pays or deductibles, or because an insurance plan doesn’t include contraceptive services. This rule is consistent with the laws in a majority of states which already require contraception coverage in health plans, and includes the exemption in the interim final rule allowing certain religious organizations not to provide contraception coverage. Beginning August 1, 2012, most new and renewed health plans will be required to cover these services without cost sharing for women across the country.”

Sebelius’s phrase, “certain religious organizations,” excluded the vast majority of religious schools, hospitals, and charitable institutions throughout the country. Obama had arrogated to himself the right to define which organizations qualify as “religious” and which do not. Most religious schools, hospitals, and charitable groups don’t meet his definition, as it turns on narrow and unconstitutional criteria. Under Obama’s definition, a religious institution must have “the inculcation of religious values as its purpose” and must “primarily” employ and serve “persons who share its religious tenets.” That would obviously exclude Catholic hospitals, as well as many Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish schools and charities.

Regarding herself as generous, Sebelius informed horrified members of these groups that she was granting them extra time with which to adjust their religious views to the regulatory decree. “After evaluating comments, we have decided to add an additional element to the final rule,” said Sebelius. “Nonprofit employers who, based on religious beliefs, do not currently provide contraceptive coverage in their insurance plan, will be provided an additional year, until August 1, 2013, to comply with the new law.”

The secularist hubris of the Obama administration left religious leaders stunned.

“In effect, the president is saying we have a year to figure out how to violate our consciences,” said a frustrated Cardinal Timothy Dolan of New York City.

The Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of America drew attention to Obama’s outrageous presumption in determining for more than 300 million Americans that only private sects who exclusively serve their own are “religious organizations” worthy of conscience protection:


Most troubling, is the Administration’s underlying rationale for its decision, which appears to be a view that if a religious entity is not insular, but engaged with broader society, it loses its “religious” character and liberties. Many faiths firmly believe in being open to and engaged with broader society and fellow citizens of other faiths. The Administration’s ruling makes the price of such an outward approach the violation of an organization’s religious principles. This is deeply disappointing.



The announcement of Obama’s fiat triggered a severe backlash of comments like these.

Obama had smugly assumed that birth control-using Catholics, Protestants, and Jews wouldn’t care about the mandate. Bill Daley, his then chief of staff, warned him that he was walking into a political firestorm, according to Edward Klein, a recent biographer of Obama, in his book The Amateur. But the president ignored Daley’s advice and instead listened to the likes of White House advisor Valerie Jarrett, a loud and influential feminist within the administration. Daley was proven right by the outcry that erupted after Sebelius’s announcement, and a stung Obama had to cobble together a hasty “revision” to try to quell it in February 2012.

The “revision” amounted to nothing more than an accounting trick. Under it, insurance companies, instead of employers, are required to pick up the tab for contraceptives and abortifacients. “Religious liberty will be protected and a law that requires free preventative care will not discriminate against women,” Obama implausibly asserted in the White House briefing room on February 10.

The heads of religious and conservative political groups, among others, scoffed at this statement. They denounced the change as an insulting distinction without a difference, noting that insurance companies would simply satisfy it by passing the costs of these “free” drugs to them in the form of higher premiums. Don’t fall for this deception, said then-presidential candidate Newt Gingrich to Catholics, the group that generated the most intense criticism of the original HHS mandate. “I frankly don’t care what deal he tries to cut; this is a man who is deeply committed. If he wins re-election, he will wage war on the Catholic Church the morning after he is re-elected,” said Gingrich.

As we will detail in this book, Obama’s HHS mandate marks just one of many battles in his unfolding war on religious liberty—a war that began with an opening shot in secularist San Francisco. Recall that in April 2008 candidate Obama—unaware that a blogger was recording his remarks at a private fundraiser for moneyed Bay Area radicals—dismissed religion as a consolation for the “bitter” in Middle America.

Contained within this one remark was the seed of secularist bigotry toward the religious that would come to full and odorous flower in his first term. Conservatives correctly noted that his “spread the wealth around” aside to Joe the Plumber on an Ohio campaign ropeline in 2008 foreshadowed his quasi-Marxist agenda of high taxation and confiscation of wealth. But less attention was paid by conservatives to his quasi-Marxist spin on religion.

Karl Marx famously belittled religion as an “opiate for the masses,” a drug that the spread of worldwide socialism would one day make undesirable. Obama’s aside in San Francisco about “bitter” Americans clinging to belief in God out of economic frustration was nothing more than a restatement of Marx’s view of religion. Like Marx, Obama views traditional religion as a temporary opiate for the poor, confused, and jobless—a drug that will dissipate, he hopes, as the federal government assumes more God-like powers, and his new morality of abortion, subsidized contraception, and gay marriage gains adherents.

“You go into some of these small towns in Pennsylvania, and like a lot of small towns in the Midwest, the jobs have been gone now for 25 years and nothing’s replaced them. And they fell through the Clinton administration, and the Bush administration, and each successive administration has said that somehow these communities are gonna regenerate and they have not,” Obama said, warming to his theme in San Francisco. “So it’s not surprising then that they get bitter, they cling to guns or religion or antipathy to people who aren’t like them or anti-immigrant sentiment or anti-trade sentiment as a way to explain their frustrations.”

Out of this Marxist mindset came the HHS mandate, his conveniently cramped definition of non-public “religious institutions,” and his planned death of Judeo-Christianity by a thousand cuts.

But isn’t Obama—skeptical readers of this book might ask—religious? Why would a president, who describes himself as a professing Christian, wage war on religious liberty? Isn’t this charge just the usual partisan alarmism? No, it isn’t. In this book we will demonstrate that Obama is a secularist ideologue first and a Christian second, if at all. (Even the Reverend Jeremiah Wright, Obama’s pastor of many years, now doubts that he is a believing Christian.)

We acknowledge Obama’s political skills and his apparent domestic virtue. By most accounts, he is a loyal husband to his wife and an attentive father to his children. But the evidence of his totalitarian secularist design on America’s future is overwhelming. His toxic admixture of socialism and secularism—an ideology that he learned from his family, radical professors, his chosen pastor, and Saul Alinsky, among others—explains his habitual violations of the American people’s God-given freedoms, and portends the even grimmer violations yet to come.

Obama calls himself a revolutionary—the “one we have been waiting for,” as his starry-eyed supporters put it in 2008. But to what revolutionary tradition does he appeal? It is not the God-fearing American Revolution of our Founding Fathers. Rather, it is the starkly anti-religious tradition of the French Revolution. “Men will never be free until the last king is strangled with the entrails of the last priest,” bellowed the Parisian intellectual Denis Diderot, whose thought contributed to the French Revolution. While Obama would never put his aims so crudely, his agenda points, albeit without violence, to the same end: purging the traditionally religious from public life.

In his beliefs if not his methods, Obama is a revolutionary of 1789 Paris, not of 1776 Philadelphia. “The audacity of hope,” a phrase and concept that he adopted from Jeremiah Wright, the racist and socialist Chicago pastor who baptized his daughters and presided at his wedding, signifies a radical form of liberal Christianity without Christ that seeks to secularize everything, including religion itself.

We will show in this book that Obama is working to build not a glorious America under God, but one nation under coercive secularism. By reducing religion to the status of a wholly private sect, by silencing God’s voice in public affairs, Obama seeks to monopolize civic life. In his imagined America, no higher power exists than godless government.



CHAPTER TWO


ONE NATION UNDER OBAMA

Barack Obama often casts himself as a “tolerant” liberal. He prides himself on having grown up in the carefree, Aloha-style atmosphere of Hawaii, a place of “aborted treaties and crippling diseases brought by the missionaries” (as he put it in his first memoir, Dreams from My Father) that he grew to love. He has also highlighted his years spent in the ethnic diversity of largely Islamic Indonesia. The Islamic call to prayer is the “most beautiful sound in the world,” he once said while musing upon his childhood spell in Jakarta.

He has written about attending college in casual, diverse California and in the melting pot of New York City, attending law school with the best and brightest at Harvard, and then settling into Chicago, where he became a community organizer on the city’s downtrodden South Side. Throughout his life he has thought of himself as a “progressive,” pushing for more expansive rights, justice, and opportunity for the oppressed.

But his much-advertised tolerance contains a bald contradiction: it permits him to behave intolerantly towards conservative Americans, particularly religious ones. His record on the issue of religious freedom is one of blatant intolerance. It reveals a consistent prejudice in favor of a secularist federal government that has no qualms about bullying the religious, even to the point of dictating which ministers their churches can hire and fire.

Exhibit A of this secularist arrogance is the October 2011 Supreme Court case of Hosanna-Tabor Evangelical Lutheran Church and School v. EEOC. Before the high court, Obama’s lawyer for the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission made the astonishing argument that the federal government could force a Lutheran church to rehire a teacher/minister for its school, after religious officials there had decided to hire someone else and after the rejected teacher/minister had violated church procedures.

The school, affiliated with the Missouri Synod of the Lutheran Church, had conferred on the teacher the title of “Minister of Religion.” The school fired her after she violated the rules of the church by threatening to sue it under the Americans with Disabilities Act. The teacher/minister then filed a complaint with the EEOC, which in turn successfully sued the school and demanded that it hire her back.

The case ended up in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, which ruled against the church school. In 2011, the Supreme Court took the case up and concluded that the EEOC had openly defied what federal courts have long recognized: a “ministerial exception” to federal employment laws—the exception covering, among others, priests, rabbis, and Protestant ministers subject to religious authority.

Even Obama’s former solicitor general and now a Supreme Court Justice, Elena Kagan, couldn’t believe her ears when the EEOC’s lawyer, Leondra Kruger, claimed that the Evangelical Lutheran Church’s ministerial hiring and firing decisions enjoyed no First Amendment protections:


JUSTICE KAGAN: Do you believe, Ms. Kruger, that a church has a right that is grounded in the Free Exercise Clause and/or the Establishment Clause to institutional autonomy with respect to its employees?

MS. KRUGER: We do not see that line of church autonomy principles in the Religion Clause jurisprudence as such. We see it as a question of freedom of association. We think that this case is perhaps one of the cases—

JUSTICE KAGAN: So, this is to go back to Justice Scalia’s question, because I too find that amazing, that you think that the Free—neither the Free Exercise Clause nor the Establishment Clause has anything to say about a church’s relationship with its own employees.



Kagan was referring to the colorful moment earlier in the hearing when Kruger had told Justice Antonin Scalia that religious organizations and secular businesses should be seen as exactly the same under the Constitution. Scalia had exploded at this remark: “That’s extraordinary! There, black on white in the text of the Constitution, are special protections for religion. And you say it makes no difference?”

The Obama administration’s case was so flimsy and ludicrous that it ended up losing 9 to 0 in January 2012.

This unanimous rebuke from the Supreme Court would have given most presidents pause. Not Obama. In the very next month, he pulled the trigger on his Health and Human Services order coercing most religious employers into paying for the contraception and abortion-inducing pills of their employees. Within two months Obama had discovered two new rights: Americans could not only demand a job from their church but also demand that that church pay for their sex lives.

The Obama administration regards contraceptives and abortifacients as essential services to be provided free of charge by “public” religions for the sake of “women’s health.” How aborting embryos and rendering functioning parts of the body sterile meet any normal definition of “health” has never been explained by Kathleen Sebelius. Obama’s commissars within the bowels of the HHS have declared it “health,” she says, and that’s that.

Called to testify before Congress, Sebelius had no coherent answers to offer outraged conservatives. Pennsylvania Congressman Tim Murphy asked her, “Who pays for it? There’s no such thing as a free service.” Sebelius replied: “The reduction in the number of pregnancies compensates for cost of contraception.”

“So you are saying, by not having babies born, we are going to save money on health care?” asked an astonished Murphy.

In Obama’s America, pregnancy is a curse (he once said, on the campaign trail in 2008, that if his daughters made “a mistake” he didn’t want them “punished with a baby”), fertility is a disease, and contraception and death represent a final solution to deficits.

In 2009, Nancy Pelosi made a crass comment not unlike Sebelius’s on the economic efficiency of not having children, as she explained Obama’s reasons for including millions of dollars in new spending for contraceptives and abortifacients in his “Stimulus package.” “It will reduce costs,” a coldly utilitarian Pelosi claimed. France and Russia, among other demographically challenged countries, pay parents to have children; Obama pays parents to “stimulate” the economy by killing theirs. Jonathan Swift’s literary work A Modest Proposal has gone from satire to stimulus.

When asked by another congressman about the constitutionality of the HHS mandate, Sebelius revealed that she hadn’t even bothered to study the matter. “So, before this rule was promulgated,” Congressman Trey Gowdy asked, “did you read any of the Supreme Court cases on religious liberty?”

“I did not,” Sebelius answered. Gowdy asked her about a series of cases in which the Supreme Court sided with religious groups. Sebelius said that she wasn’t aware of those cases or the reasoning that went into them. “I’m not a lawyer, and I don’t pretend to understand the nuances of the constitutional balancing tests,” Sebelius told him, causing titters of muffled laughter in the room.

MINDLESS PROPAGANDA

All the HHS secretary knows is what “experts” tell her: that contraception and abortion are indispensable supports to the “well-being” of women. Under this mindless propaganda, not only can the federal government require insurers to provide them and employers to offer them, but this new “right” to free contraception and abortifacients trumps the right of conscience covered by the First Amendment’s guarantee of the free exercise of religion.

To Obama, religion has no freedom outside of a church and sometimes not even there, judging by his administration’s EEOC policy. Previous presidents have peppered their speeches with references to “religious freedom.” Obama prefers the narrower phrase, “freedom of worship.” (Journalists have studied his speeches and found that phrase in them far more often than “religious freedom.”) This rhetorical shift is freighted with meaning, as it implies that Obama considers religion a purely private matter. Cardinal Francis George of Chicago, among others, has drawn attention to the president’s sleight of hand here:


Liberty of religion is more than freedom of worship. Freedom of worship was guaranteed in the Constitution of the former Soviet Union. You could go to church, if you could find one. The church, however, could do nothing except conduct religious rites in places of worship—no schools, religious publications, health care institutions, organized charity, ministry for justice, and the works of mercy that flow naturally from a living faith. All of these were co-opted by the government. We fought a long, cold war to defeat that vision of society.

The strangest accusation in this manipulated public discussion has the bishops not respecting the separation between church and state. The bishops would love to have the separation between church and state we thought we enjoyed just a few months ago, when we were free to run Catholic institutions in conformity with the demands of the Catholic faith, when the government couldn’t tell us which of our ministries are Catholic and which not, when the law protected rather than crushed conscience. The state is making itself into a church. The bishops didn’t begin this dismaying conflict nor choose its timing.



Several Catholic prelates, including Cardinal George, have warned that unless the HHS mandate is rescinded, Catholic hospitals—which form one of the largest private providers of health care in the country—will go out of business in 2014. The price tag for refusing to comply with Obamacare’s fiat is $2,000 per employee. This bill of fines will add up quickly for Catholic hospitals that employ thousands and that provide millions of dollars worth of free and charitable care to the indigent. The fines will effectively bankrupt these hospitals.

Catholic hospital directories may soon become “souvenirs,” wrote Cardinal George near the beginning of Lent in 2012:


What will happen if the HHS regulations are not rescinded? A Catholic institution, so far as I can see right now, will have one of four choices: 1) secularize itself, breaking its connection to the church, her moral and social teachings and the oversight of its ministry by the local bishop. This is a form of theft. It means the church will not be permitted to have an institutional voice in public life. 2) Pay exorbitant annual fines to avoid paying for insurance policies that cover abortifacient drugs, artificial contraception and sterilization. This is not economically sustainable. 3) Sell the institution to a non-Catholic group or to a local government. 4) Close down. . . .

If you haven’t already purchased the Archdiocesan Directory for 2012, I would suggest you get one as a souvenir. On page L-3, there is a complete list of Catholic hospitals and health care institutions in Cook and Lake counties. Each entry represents much sacrifice on the part of medical personnel, administrators and religious sponsors. Each name signifies the love of Christ to people of all classes and races and religions. Two Lents from now, unless something changes, that page will be blank.



The cardinal’s apocalyptic tone is justified. His realistic scenario of shuttered Catholic hospitals would make most administrations hesitate. Not this one. The Obama administration remains blithely indifferent to that prospect. The administration takes the view that contraception and abortifacients are morally good, and that the state is perfectly justified in mandating such moral goods. Private institutions, like churches, aren’t granted, under Obama’s view, any real independence. They are vehicles for the state and for the Obama administration in particular to enact social change and policies of which it approves. By standing in the way of progressive “social reform,” according to this view, the Catholic Church forfeits her freedom and deserves to be co-opted or shut down.

Cardinal Timothy Dolan of New York City revealed in a March 2012 letter that Obama’s aides had sought to lecture him and other bishops on what Catholicism should mean. The aides used an editorial written by political liberals at the Jesuit magazine America as part of their lecture. Dolan wrote:


At a recent meeting between staff of the bishops’ conference and the White House staff, our staff members asked directly whether the broader concerns of religious freedom—that is, revisiting the straight-jacketing mandates, or broadening the maligned exemption—are all off the table. They were informed that they are. So much for “working out the wrinkles.” Instead, they advised the bishops’ conference that we should listen to the “enlightened” voices of accommodation, such as the recent, hardly surprising yet terribly unfortunate editorial in America. The White House seems to think we bishops simply do not know or understand Catholic teaching and so, taking a cue from its own definition of religious freedom, now has nominated its own handpicked official Catholic teachers.



The German sociologist Max Weber coined the term “caesaropapism,” defining it as “the complete subordination of priests to secular power.” Were Weber alive today and living in America, he might have revised the term and called it Obamaopapism.

Is this what the American people want? A president who treats the U.S. bishops in a manner similar to Joseph Stalin’s control of the Orthodox clergy? Stalin turned cowed Orthodox bishops and priests into stooges for state propaganda and fiats; Obama endeavors to do the same with threatened monks, nuns, priests, pastors, and rabbis. He expects them, if they wish to enter the public square, to bless his secularism or shut up.

The Obama administration has tried to paint Republicans who defend the Catholic Church’s autonomy as combatants in a “war on women.” You see, the liberation theology Obama learned at the knee of the Reverend Wright—and the entire leftist narrative of “brave liberals” fighting for aggrieved groups—aims at lifting political oppression. Anyone who opposes the Obama administration, or the march of leftist progress, must ipso facto be an oppressor. The fact remains, however, that Obama is the one waging war—he is attacking the freedom of men and women of religious faith to abide by their beliefs. Obama is the cocky victimizer who likes to play the victim.

Most Americans have never regarded the absence of federally mandated contraception and abortifacient coverage in health insurance as a form of oppression; and the real effect of the law is a much more radical one: establishing the federal government as the arbiter of acceptable religious teaching and practice in public life—and not for some obscure sect with outlandish beliefs, but for the largest Christian denomination in the United States and in the world.

Most Americans do not yet grasp the depth of Obama’s contempt for religious freedom. His secularist view of it floats above the Constitution—which he once dismissed in a radio interview as flawed and stunted—and America’s long history of religious freedom. If the “separation of church and state” means anything—and it is well to remember that this unhelpfully vague phrase comes not from the Constitution but from a letter by Thomas Jefferson, who was not at the Constitutional Convention (he was serving as ambassador to France at the time)—it means the separation of the federal government from religious activity at the state and local level.

The Founding Fathers did not want the federal government to impose a national religion. They feared replicating in America an institution like the Church of England, which would set at the federal level an official religious denomination for the United States. They wanted not only to protect individual conscience, but also to protect the religious freedom of the states. Six states, in fact, refused to accept the U.S. Constitution until it was made clear that the First Amendment prevented the federal government from imposing a national church on them. Here is an important and neglected fact: those six states that finally signed the Constitution ran established churches.

It is indisputable that the First Amendment was written not to suppress those state churches but to protect them from the federal government. Leaders from those six states would have never signed the Constitution otherwise. They insisted on the language, “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,” to make clear that the federal government had no right to establish its own religion and disestablish theirs. In other words, the supposed “wall of separation” contained in the Constitution is not between government and religion but between the federal government and the peoples’ religious activities within individual states.

The Founding Fathers’ fear of a federally mandated religious orthodoxy has not been achieved by any recognizable Christian denomination. But it has been achieved by an Obama administration that is intent on imposing a federal religion of secularism on the states and on the people.

If you don’t want to underwrite the contraceptive-driven promiscuity of your employees, well, too bad, says Obama in effect. He has created a “right” to contraception that trumps your right to conscience. In Obama’s politicized mind, it is more important to wow secularists and leftist feminists than to honor the Founding Fathers and the Constitution they framed. Just as the Constitution was “flawed” by its initial failure to recognize the civil rights of black Americans, according to his logic, so too is it flawed in myriad other ways, including its failure to recognize a constitutional right to subsidized condoms, IUDs, and contraceptive pills.

The notion that American citizens enjoy a constitutional right to force employers to underwrite their sex lives would have left George Washington and the other Founding Fathers baffled and near speechless. Where, Washington might have asked a brazen colonial barmaid taken with that notion, does such a right originate? Does it come from God? Surely not; it can only come from the whims of a degraded regime of fallen and deluded men. Who else would dare dignify such an absurdity as an “inalienable right”?

The Constitution’s Framers always assumed that the American people’s basic Christian assumptions, regardless of denominational differences, had a rightful role in guiding law: the Founders did not assume that they needed to draw up a new standard of morality, a new ten commandments, a new golden rule. They assumed that their rights were God-given rights. But the Obama administration, with much leftist precedent behind it, has overturned this assumption. Not only does Christianity have no rightful role in guiding law, under Obama’s secularist philosophy, but it is the federal government that stands as the arbiter of moral standards and justice, and can overturn whenever it wants traditional Judeo-Christian principles, whether the issue is subsidized contraception or a ban on open homosexuals in the military.

IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WE TRUST

America’s currency still says, “In God We Trust.” But under the Obama administration it might as well say, “In the Federal Government We Trust.” Under Obama, government, not God, holds itself out as the sole measure of morality and rights; government, not God, is the determiner of the “common good.” Never mind that the word “good” derives from the word God; in practical terms, to the Obama administration, the word “good” derives from the word government.

The actions of the Obama administration represent a final phase in the unfolding of modern liberalism’s radical and implicitly atheistic ideology, an ideology which is tantamount to a man-centered willfulness writ large. Under this arrogance the caprice of central planners replaces traditional Judeo-Christian, not to mention constitutional, restraints on power. The fluctuating and often corrupt desires of arrogant men form the measure of “good government.” As the grim chapters of recent history show—from the 100 million people put to death under atheistic communism, to the 25 million executed by the pagan National Socialists, to the millions of unborn children whose lives have been sacrificed on the altar of modern convenience—taking God out of “goodness” (the Communists, the National Socialists, and the abortionists all believed that they were doing “good”) drains the term of any coherent meaning, leaving humans at the mercy of power-seeking ideologues.

On one level, Obama appears like a harmless, if glib and empty, pol, who careens from focus group to pollster as he stumbles towards a second term. But on another level, buried deep within his curious and amorphous personality, he is a man of perverse tenacity, a convinced socialist and secularist who was trained long ago to run the ball into the end zone for radicalism.
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