
George W. Bush’s 
Faith-Based Initiative:

Responses from the Administrative Committee of the Seventh-day 

Adventist Church, Am ericans United for the Separation of Church and 

State, Christianity Today, and Rolling Stone

A s part of his campaign for the U.S. presidency, George W 
Bush expressed his intention if elected to launch a major national 
effort to direct taxpayer money into churches and other religious groups to 

provide social services. On January 29, shortly after his inauguration, Bush followed through 
by forming a new federal agency, the Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, through execu
tive action. T h e  office has a com m ission  to  e x p an d  g o v e rn m e n t aid to  re lig io u s  m in is tr ie s  and  to  c rea te  ch u rch  
s ta te  “p a r tn e rsh ip s .”

C hurches, lo b b y in g  g ro u p s , and  th e  m ed ia  have re sp o n d ed  to  th is  u n p re c e d e n ted  s tep  on  th e  p a r t  o f  th e  
p re s id e n t. O n  M a rc h  6, 2000, th e  A d m in is tra tiv e  C o m m ittee  o f  th e  S ev en th -d ay  A d v e n tis t C h u rch  w o rld w id e  
considered , adop ted , and  e n te re d  in to  its  m in u te s  a s ta te m e n t o f  p rinc ip le , p a r t ly  in re sp o n se  to  th e  in itia tive , 
re g a rd in g  g o v e rn m e n t fu n d in g  o f  re lig io u s  o rg an iza tio n s.

A c c o rd in g  to  C la rence  H odges, pub lic  affairs and  re lig io u s  lib e r ty  d ire c to r  for th e  A d v e n tis t C h u rch  in 
N o r th  A m erica , 1 his w o rk in g  s ta te m e n t is a s tep  to w a rd  deve lo p in g  g u id e lin es  for p ro p e r ly  e v a lu a tin g  fu n d in g  
p ro g ra m s  th a t  m ay  im pact th e  re la tio n sh ip  be tw een  chu rch  and  s ta te .” John  G ra n z , H o d g e s’s c o u n te rp a r t  for 
th e  w o rld w id e  ch u rch , does n o t see th e  s ta te m e n t as “th e  end  o f  th e  ro ad ,” b u t as g u id an ce  for fu tu re  d iscu s
sions ab o u t th is  issue.

l o  p ro v id e  p e rsp ec tiv e  for th e  A d v e n tis t C h u rch  response , w e have g a th e re d  c o m m en ts  from  severa l o th e r  
sources: A m erican s U n ite d  for S ep ara tio n  o f  C h u rch  and  S ta te , a se lf-described  “re lig io u s  lib e r ty  w a tch d o g  
g ro u p ” based  in W a sh in g to n , D.C., Rolling Stone m agazine , and  Christianity Today.

The Seventh-Day Adventist Church Consensus Statement Regarding 
United States Government Funding of Religious Organizations

v o t e d , T o  re c o rd  th e  fo llow ing  s ta te m e n t w hich  w ill se rv e  as a g u ide  to  th e  o n g o in g  co n v e rsa tio n s  c o n c e rn in g  
th e  fu n d in g  o f  fa ith  based  in itia tives  as p ro p o sed  by th e  a d m in is tra tio n  o f  th e  U n ite d  S ta tes  g o v e rn m e n t.

T h e  S ev en th -d ay  A d v e n tis t C h u rch  reco g n izes  b o th  th e  n a tu ra l in v o lv em en t o f  re lig io u s  g ro u p s  and  th e  
n e cessa ry  and  p ro p e r  invo lv em en t o f  g o v e rn m e n t in  seek in g  so lu tio n s  to  social p rob lem s. R e lig ious g ro u p s  are  
re q u ire d  by fa ith  to  be of service, to  heal th e  w o u n d s o f  society. G o v e rn m e n t m u st, to  fulfill its  responsib ility , 
ad d ress  th e  sam e issues and  search  for so lu tio n s  to  th e  sam e p rob lem s. N e ith e r  m ay  p ro p e r ly  look  to  th e  o th e r



to  take  th e  e n tire  bu rd en . A d d re ss in g  th e  needs of 
peop le  is a sh a red  responsib ility . T h e re fo re , re lig io u s 
g ro u p s  and  g o v e rn m e n t sh o u ld  co o p e ra te  in seek ing  
so lu tio n s  to  social p rob lem s, each d o in g  so w ith  
m u tu a l re sp e c t for th e  ro le  o f  th e  o ther.

T h e  ch u rch  also  reco g n izes  th e  fra g ility  o f  
re lig io u s  freedom  and  th e  n ecessity  o f  g iv in g  careful 
a tte n tio n  to  ev e ry  aspec t o f  any  p ro p o sa l o r  p ro g ra m  
th a t  m ig h t ch a n g e  th e  re la tio n sh ip  be tw een  re lig io u s  
o rg a n iz a tio n s  and  g o v e rn m e n t th a t  has been  so 
carefu lly  developed  over th e  ce n tu rie s  o f  th e  A m erican  
exp erien ce . W h ile  th e  re la tio n sh ip  is ever ch an g in g , as 
it e x is ts  in an  ever c h a n g in g  society, c e rta in  aspec ts o f  
th a t  re la tio n sh ip , m ade c lea r from  experience, m u s t be 
safeg u ard ed . T h e  fo llow ing  aspec ts o f  th is  re la tio n 
sh ip  re q u ire  special a tte n tio n  in th e  c o n te x t o f  gov
e rn m e n ta l  fu n d in g  o f  any  fu n c tio n  o f  any  re lig io u s  o r 
re lig io u sly  affiliated o rg an iza tio n .

/ .  Autonomy. T h e  ch u rch  m u s t rem a in  free to  be w ho  
and  w h a t it is. C o o p e ra tio n  b e tw een  g o v e rn m e n t 
and  re lig io u s  g ro u p s  shou ld  n o t co m p ro m ise  th e  
r ig h t  and  freedom  o f th o se  g ro u p s  to  m an ag e  
th e ir  ow n  affairs. T h e  m ission  and  voice o f  the  
ch u rch  m u s t n o t be d im in ish ed  o r  c ircu m scrib ed  
by g o v e rn m e n ta l in te rv e n tio n . I f  a chu rch , in 
o rd e r  to  p a rtic ip a te  in g o v e rn m e n t p ro g ra m s, 
g ives up th e  r ig h t  to  h ire  o n ly  th o se  w ho  sh a re  its  
conv ic tions, it  g ives up to o  m uch . A  delicate  
ba lance  m u s t be m a in ta in e d  be tw een  th e  in te rn a l 
a u to n o m y  o f  re lig io u s  g ro u p s  and  th e  necess ity  to  
avoid g o v e rn m e n ta l fu n d in g  o f  re lig ious functions.

2. Dependence. R eligious g ro u p s  m u st bew are o f 
becom ing  so d ependen t on  g o v e rn m e n t la rg e ss  th a t 
th e ir  in d ependence, th e  a u th e n tic ity  o f  th e ir  
w itn ess  and  voice, and  indeed  th e ir  v e ry  su rv iva l, 
a re  th re a te n e d .

3. Neutrality. T h e  g en iu s  o f  th e  A m erican  re la tio n  
sh ip  be tw een  re lig io n  and  g o v e rn m e n t has been 
th e  re q u ire m e n t o f  g o v e rn m e n ta l n eu tra lity . 
G o v e rn m e n t m u s t never be allow ed to  d ifferen tia te  
b e tw een  accep tab le  and  unaccep tab le  re lig ions.
T h e  s ta te  know s and  e stab lish es no  re lig io u s 
o rthodoxy . Few  th in g s  cou ld  be m o re  d e s tru c tiv e  
o f  th e  frag ile  re la tio n  ship  th a t  has p ro d u ced  so 
m uch  re lig io u s  freedom  in th e  U n ite d  S ta tes  th a n  
to  allow  g o v e rn m e n t to  evade th e  re q u ire m e n t
o f  neu tra lity .

Source: Adventist News Network

Americans United for Separation of 
Church and State -- The Bush “Faith-Based” 

Initiative: Why It’s Wrong

1. Bush splan violates the separation o f church and state.
A c co rd in g  to  A m erican s U n ited , “B ush ’s fa ith - 
based  p lan  tu rn s  th e  tim e -te s te d  c o n s titu tio n a l 
p rin c ip le  o f  c h u rc h -s ta te  se p a ra tio n  on its  e a r . ... 
F o rc in g  taxpayers to  subsid ize re lig ious in s titu tio n s  
th e y  m ay o r m ay  n o t believe in  is no  d iffe ren t from  
fo rc in g  th e m  to  p u t  m o n ey  in th e  co llec tion  p la tes 
o f  chu rches, sy n ag o g u es  and  m osques.”

2. Federally funded employment discrimination is unfair.
B ush’s p roposal w ould allow churches to  use tax 
payer m oney, y e t to  d isc rim in a te  on  th e  basis o f  
re lig io n . In  effect, a U.S. ta x p ay e r w ou ld  be forced 
to  provide funding for a job  for which he or she could be 
considered  ine lig ib le  because o f  re lig io u s  beliefs.

3. Religion could be forced on those in need o f assistance.
B u sh ’s app roach  w ou ld  allow  re lig io u s  in s titu tio n s  
th a t receive tax p ay e r su p p o rt to  p ro v id e  social 
serv ices, y e t also  g ive th e  sam e o rg a n iz a tio n s  
freedom  to  p ro se ly tize  am o n g  th o se  w ho  receive 
assis tan ce  p ro v id ed  by th e  sam e m oney.

“B ush’s policies w ill p u t th e  d isadvan taged  in an 
im possible position ,” A m ericans U n ited  po in ts  out. 
“T h e y  w ill e ith e r subm it to  relig ious coercion o r go 
w ith o u t food, sh e lte r  o r o th e r  needed  serv ices to  
w hich  th e y  are  leg a lly  e n title d .”

4. Bush s plan opens the door to federal regulation o f religion
P ublic  officials have a re sp o n s ib ility  to  acco u n t for 
funds e x p en d ed  u n d e r th e ir  ju risd ic tio n , w h ich  
a lm o st inev itab ly  leads to  g re a te r  g o v e rn m e n t 
sc ru tin y  and  re g u la tio n . O n  th is  p o in t, A m erican s 
U n ite d  q u o te s  th e  Rev. W an d a  H enry , a B ap tis t 
m in is te r: “D r. M a r tin  L u th e r  K ing, Jr., said  th e  
ch u rch  is n o t th e  m a s te r  o f  th e  sta te , n o r  th e  
se rv a n t o f th e  state, b u t the  conscience o f  th e  state. 
C h aritab le  choice th re a te n s  to  m ake re lig io n  
th e  se rv a n t o f  th e  sta te , ra th e r  th a n  its  conscience.”

3. The vitality o f our faith  communities w ill be hurt.
F o r cen tu ries , re lig io u s  o rg a n iz a tio n s  in th e  
U n ite d  S ta tes  have d ep en d ed  on  v o lu n ta ry  c o n tr i
b u tio n s  for su p p o rt. “O nce re lig io u s  in s titu tio n s  
a re  w o rk in g  in tandem  w ith  the  federal g o v e rn m en t 
and receiv ing  ta x  do llars to  p ro v id e  serv ices,” 
w a rn s  A m ericans U n ite d ,” m em b ers  m ay be less



inclined  to  ‘d ig  a lit t le  d e e p e r’ to  help  w ith  
e x p e n se s .... O nce th ese  c o n tr ib u tio n s  d ro p  off, 
th e  a t te n d a n t sp ir it o f  v o lu n te e rism  m ay also 
w ith e r  away.”

6. Bush splan p its fa ith  groups against each other.

In th e  U n ited  States, g o v e rn m en t has trad itio n a lly  
rem a in ed  n e u tra l on  re lig io u s  issues, n e ith e r  
fav o rin g  o r  su p p o r tin g  an y  p a r tic u la r  faith  
tra d itio n . H ow ever, B u sh ’s p lan  w ould  re q u ire  
th o se  g ro u p s  to  “b a ttle  it  o u t for a piece o f  the  
g o v e rn m e n t pie. P it t in g  houses o f  w o rsh ip  
ag a in s t each o th er,” cau tions A m erican s  U n ited , 
“is a rec ipe  for d iv isive conflic t.”

7. Some religions w ill be favored over others.

B ush has p rom ised  n o t to  d isc rim in a te  ag a in st 
“M e th o d is ts  o r  M o rm o n s  o r M u slim s o r good  
peop le  w ith  no faith  a t a ll,” y e t he has also 
an n o u n ced  his in te n tio n  to  exclude th e  N a tio n  o f  
Islam  because it “p reaches hate .” A c co rd in g  to  
A m erican s U n ited , B ush has su g g e s te d  th a t  his 
a d m in is tra tio n  “m ay  also  d isc rim in a te  ag a in s t 
g ro u p s  affiliated w ith  th e  W iccan  fa ith .”

A m erican s U n ite d  sees B u sh ’s p ro p o sa l “on 
shaky  lega l g ro u n d ,” even w ith o u t th is  conside- 
ation . Yet “once the  p resid en t s ta r ts  p ick ing  and 
choosing  w hich  fa ith s w ill g e t  g o v e rn m e n t aid 
and  w hich  ones w o n ’t, th e  p lan  qu ick ly  s ta r ts  to  
d ro w n  in c o n s titu tio n a l q u ick san d .” 8

8. There s no proof that religious groups w ill offer better 
care than secularp?vviders.

acco rd in g  to  A m erican s U n ited , “and  it is unw ise  
to  launch  a m a jo r federal in itia tiv e  w ith  so lit t le  
re sea rch  in  th e  a rea .”

9. Both libe?als and conservatives are concerned about 
Bush splan.
O pponen ts o f  the  B ush p roposal ra n g e  from  
A m ericans U nited , to  th e  n a a c p , th e  L e ad e rsh ip  
C onference  on  C ivil R ig h ts , th e  A m erican  C ivil 
L iberties U nion, th e  N ational E ducation  A ssociation, 
th e  A m erican  C o u n se lin g  A ssocia tion , and  th e  
B ap tis t Jo in t C o m m ittee  on  P ub lic  A ffairs.

T h e  co n serv a tiv e  C ato  In s t i tu te  and  C ap ita l 
R esearch  C e n te r  have also  e x p re sse d  rese rv a tio n s . 
A m ericans U n ite d  q u o te s  C ato  In s t i tu te ’s M ichael 
T a n n e r  as say in g  th a t  th e  B ush p lan  “risk s  
d e s tro y in g  th e  v e ry  th in g s  th a t  m ake p riv a te  
c h a r ity  so effective.”

10. I f  it ai?i 1 broke, don’t fix  it.
T h e  p re sen t system  p e rm its  re lig ious o rgan iza tions 
to  p rov ide services using  public  funds, b u t req u ire s  
s tr ic t  sa feg u ard s to  p ro te c t  tax p ay e rs  and  th e  
re lig ious liberties  o f  th o se  w ho receive service. 
“B ush’s p lan  rad ically  a lte rs  th a t se t-up  by a llow ing  
ch u rch es  and  o th e r  houses o f  w o rsh ip  to  p reach , 
p ro se ly tiz e  and  d isc rim in a te  w hile  p ro v id in g  
public  serv ices,” w a rn s  A m erican s U n ited .

Source: Americans United for Separation of Church and State.
For an unabbreviated list, see < www.au.org/press pr22001 ,htm>

“Few  stud ies have exam ined  w h e th e r relig ious 
m in istries are  m ore  successful th a n  secu lar g ro u p s  
in p ro v id in g  aid o r  p ro d u c in g  b e tte r  resu lts ,”

http://www.au.org/press_pr22001_,htm

