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April 24,2014

SENT VIA MAIL & EMAIL TO mcdaniels@mustangps.org

Mr. Sean McDaniel
Superintendent
Mustang Public Schools
906 S. Heights Dr.
Mustang, OK 73064

Re: Hobby Lobby’s Bible Curriculum is unconstitutional
Dear Mr. McDaniel:

As you know the Freedom From Religion Foundation has been examining the proposed bible class for
Mustang Public Schools. At the behest of several worried families. While we have yet to receive the
records we requested from MPS relating to the curriculum, we have received a draft copy of the textbook
MPS intends to use from another source. All the concerns raised in our November 2013 letter remain.
Indeed, after examining the draft materials we are considerably more alarmed.

The textbook does not comport with the legal requirements of a public school bible class. Its use in a
public school would be unconstitutional and subject the school to serious legal liability. This letter is
necessarily brief as we have only just received the materials. But even a cursory glance raised so many
problems that we were compelled to write immediately.

As we pointed out in our November 2013 letter, in theory, a bible as literature or history course may be
permissible, if “presented objectively as part of a secular program of education.” Sch. Dist. of Abington
Twp. v. Schempp, 374 U.S. 203, 225 (1963). Courts have ruled bible classes unconstitutional, including
in cases FFRF has brought: “This is not a close case. Since 1948, it has been very clear that the First
Amendment does not permit the State to use its public school system to ‘aid any or all religious faiths or
sects in the dissemination of their doctrines.”” Doe v. Porter, 188 F.Supp.2d 904, 914 (E.D. Tenn. 2002),
affirmed, 370 F.3d 558 (6th Cir. 2004) (quoting /llinois ex rel. McCollum v. Bd. of Ed., 333 U.S. 203, 211
(1948)). See also. Herdahl v. Pontotoc County School Dist., 933 F.Supp. 582 (N.D. Miss. 1996).

FFRF does not have a problem with teaching the bible from a fair, scholarly, critical standpoint as the law
requires of any such course. Bible courses “should be taught in an objective manner with no attempt
made to indoctrinate the children as to either the truth or falsity of the biblical materials.” Crockett v.
Sorenson, 568 F. Supp. 1422, 1431 (W. D. Va., 1983). If the course “seeks either to disparage or to
encourage a commitment to a set of religious beliefs, it is constitutionally impermissible in a public
school setting.” Wiley v. Franklin, 474 F. Supp. 525, 531 (E. D. Tenn. 1979).

But the draft materials MPS intends to use unequivocally fail to meet the legal standards required by our
Constitution. The materials show a clear Christian bias, treat the bible as historically accurate and true in
all respects, and make theological claims, to name but a few problems. Again, these criticisms are not
exhaustive, they were apparent at a glance. MPS should refuse to implement this program.

Dan Barker and Annie Laurie Gaylor, Co-Presidents



The text uses leading questions to make theological points

Generally, it seems that Hobby Lobby believes the simple addition of a question mark to a sentence
makes it fair and unbiased. For example, instead of asking “is the bible historically accurate?” and giving
a fair pro and con investigation into the question, Hobby Lobby asks, “how do we know that the bible’s
historical narratives are reliable?””’ They assume the answer in the question and stifle all scholarly
discussiogl. Another example, “How did the encounter at Mount Sinai become a turning point in
history?”’

The book phrases other questions and answers in ways clearly designed to favor Christianity, to the point
of explaining away biblical contradictions: “Exodus shows how the Israelites were freed from slavery to
Pharoah in Egypt. Later in the Bible, God calls these same people his slaves (Leviticus 25:55). Is this a
contradiction? Not at all! The Bible says there is no such thing as unlimited freedom.” Here’s another
example on the same page: “Was Moses mentally unstable? No. His titanic swings of emotion and
behavior sprang from his special call to stand in the gap between God and the people. At times, he was
called on to represent the face of God to the people. At other times, he represented the people to God. In
this respect, he was one of the Bible’s greatest mediators.” These are examples of Christian apologetics
and cannot be part of the public school curriculum.

The text’s “Rainbow Color Filters” espouse Christian interpretations of the bible
One of the most alarming aspects of the materials is part of every chapter, “Phase 4: Applying the Color
Filters” in which students are meant to discover “the deeper themes and meanings behind them [the bible
stories].” The deeper meanings espoused in the book boil down to:’
a. The Love of God — “Red represent love, the unbreakable bond and self-sacrificing actions
between people, and between God and people.”
b. The Presence of God — “Orange indicated presence of God in and among his creations.”
c. The Promise of God — “ Yellow follows the promise made by God to Abraham and his
descendents....”
d. The Justice of God — “Green emphasizes God’s requirement for justice...”
e. The Plan of God — “Blue examines the overall plan and design of God outlined in the Bible
for the Cosmos, humanity, and human history.”
f.  To Trust in God — “Indigo explores trust (faith or the lack of it) between fellow human
beings, or between them and god.”
g. Choice — “Violet underscores choice...” [Basically getting at “free will.”]

These filters conclude each chapter to help students interpret the bible stories as Christians do. For
instance, following the story of Abraham’s attempt to murder his son, Isaac, because God demanded a
sacrifice, the text reads, under the red filter: “Abraham’s bond of love with God was unbreakable, and
vice versa. Even though he loved his son Isaac (Genesis 22:2), Abraham was willing to sacrifice him to
God.” This is clearly an attempt to justify and explain away this horrific action. These are Christian
apologetic interpretations of the bible. They cannot be part of any public school curriculum.

The entire text is rife with Christian bias

Perhaps the best example of the book’s Christian bias is the question it asks and answers: “What is God
like?”® It goes on to list only positive attributes (“Faithful and good,” “gracious and compassionate,”
orderly and disciplined,” “full of love™) or theologically Christian attributes (“always was, always will

! All citations are to the April 7, 2014 Working Draft. Bible History chapter, page 1. Page 10 of the pdf found here:
http:/ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum51to100.pdf
% The Law of Moses chapter, page 1. Page 4 of the pdf found here: http:/ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum51t0100.pdf
i The Law of Moses chapter, page 4. Page 7 of the pdf found here: http://ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum51to100.pdf
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be,” “ever-present help in times of trouble,” “righteous judge™). None of the negative aspects of god are
mentioned. For instance according to the same bible, in the Ten Commandments (Exodus 20:5), god says
“I the LORD thy God am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the
third and fourth generation.” Not only does he admit that he is jealous, he promises to punish innocent
children for the crimes of their parents in the Ten Commandments. Any fair, balanced listing of god’s
attributes must include those that god allegedly gives himself.

Another example is the book’s claim that “When humans rest and stop working on the Sabbath, they are
actually imitating God.”” This unsubstantiated invention is wildly inappropriate for a public school
textbook.

Yet another stark example appears in the lists of biblical heroes and villains.® Elijah is listed as a hero
because he “faced and defeated Queen Jezebel” who is listed as a villain. Elijah is a hero because he
worshipped the “right” god, Jezebel a villain for worshipping the “wrong” god. Jezebel is only “evil” for
leading her husband, Ahab, away from the Jewish god. This hero-villain dichotomy is a comment on
which god is the appropriate god to worship. Moreover, Elijah is only a hero if you ascribe to the idea
that murdering in the name of the Judeo-Christian god is acceptable. In 1 Kings 18: 17-46, Elijah
engages in a bizarre contest between the priests of another religion and himself. After “mocking” those
who don’t believe in his god (verse 27), Elijah wins the prayer contest then rounds up the losing priests
and kills them all (verse 40).

The text uses only Protestant bibles

The textbook utilizes only four versions of the bible, all protestant: the New Living Translation, the New
International Version, the New King James Version, and the English Standard Version. Catholic,
orthodox, Jewish and other biblical traditions are omitted, leaving only one particular sect. The
translations chosen are not the most accurate, up to date, or inclusive version of the bible. See The New
Oxford Annotated Bible: New Revised Standard Version with the Apocrypha, Editor’s Preface and Note to
the Reader (Oxford University Press 2010) (hereinafter Oxford Bible).

Even the terminology is strictly Christian, not scholarly. The materials use the term “Old Testament” to
refer to the Hebrew Bible. This is the Christian term and contains the implicit theological claim that Jesus
created a new covenant with man that replaced the old, Jewish covenant.

The text treats the bible as historic truth

The materials also treat the bible as historically factual and accurate. There is no critical examination of
the bible’s claims or historical accuracy. The book assumes all the stories to be true, going so far as to list
biblical artifacts yet to be discovered including: Noah’s Ark, the Ark of the Covenant, the Holy Grail, and
Moses’ magic wand.’

In an almost ridiculous failure, 16 pages later, the textbook criticizes the “historical half-truths” of Dan
Brown’s The Da Vinci Code, a work of fiction, but fails to apply that same critical lens to the bible it is so
clearly promoting. The summary contained on that page reads, “we can conclude that the Bible,
especially when viewed alongside other historical information, is a reliable historical source.”'® This
book even makes the claim that bible characters wrote the book: “The writer of Genesis (traditionally
thought to be Moses) says ....” Genuine scholarship shows that Moses was not the author. According to
the Oxford Bible, “ancient manuscripts of Genesis lack any claim of authorship” and there are “problems
with this claim of authorship by Moses. Some verses in Genesis refer to events after the time of

7 Creation chapter, page 6. Page 7 of pdf found here: http:/ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum1t050.pdf

¥ Hall of Fame chapter, pages 3-5. Pages 20-22 of pdf found here: http:/ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum1to50.pdf
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10 Chapter on Sennachrib, page 6. Page 27 of pdf found here: http://ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum101to150.pdf




Moses...”"" The Oxford Bible also notes that some interpreters “have made it an article of faith to affirm
Moses’ authorship.”'* Hobby Lobby’s text grossly fails by pointing out the article of faith and neglecting
the scholarly point that Moses, if he actually existed, did not write any of the bible.

Another example of the twisted historical approach of the text is its attempt to co-opt feminism as
biblical.”” The text fails to mention that the bible subjugates women to an alarming degree. It has a
picture of a suffragette, but fails to mention that suffragette leaders like Elizabeth Cady Stanton and a
committee of other suffragettes were forced to rewrite the bible, dubbing their new, equality-centered
book The Woman's Bible. This page of the textbook is an affront to women, history, and the long fight to
equality women have faced against biblical claims of their inferiority.

Other erroneous claims include: “The Founding Fathers’ idea that we are all created equal was at least
partly grounded in the biblical notion that all people are created equal by the same God”'* and the attempt
to co-opt the invention of the “Freedom of the Press” for the bible,"” instead of the American
Constitution. Both are heavily disputed and dubious statements, especially given the total lack of biblical
or Christian references in our godless Constitution.

That the class is elective does not cure the curriculum defects

Several media reports seem to indicate that some believe, because this class is an elective, it can be taught
with Christian bias. If MPS has based its approval of the course on the fact that it is an elective, this trust
is misplaced. As we pointed out in November, courts have summarily rejected arguments that
voluntariness excuses a constitutional violation. See, generally, Lee v. Weisman, 505 U.S. 577, 596
91992) (“It is a tenet of the First Amendment that the State cannot require one of its citizens to forfeit his
or her rights and benefits as the price of resisting conformance to state-sponsored religious practice.”);
Abington Sch. Dist. v. Schempp, 374 U.S. 203, 288 (1963) (Brennan, J., concurring) (“Thus, the short, and
to me sufficient, answer is that the availability of excusal or exemption simply has no relevance to the
establishment question...”).

We reiterate that MPS’s best approach is to cancel this class. Hobby Lobby and the Greens have made it
abundantly clear that their goal is not to educate students, but to convert students. Those students are
under your charge. You have a duty to ensure that the public schools and their employees do not
inculcate religion. Any class based on the draft text we’ve seen will violate this duty. This book reads
like a Sunday school lesson for elementary schoolchildren, not a legitimate public high school text. The
criticism set forth in this letter is not exhaustive, correcting only these errors will not save this course.
This course is too tainted with Christian bias. It should be scrapped altogether.

Sincerely,
o
[

Andrew L. Seidel
Staff Attorney

"' Oxford Bible, page 7, available at http://tinyurl.com/Oral-Moses.
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13 Esther chapter, page 3. Page 30 of pdf found here: http:/ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum101to150.pdf

' Creation chapter, page7. Page 8 of pdf found here: http:/ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum1to50.pdf

15 King David chapter, page 5. Page 2 of pdf found here: http:/ffrf.org/images/BibleCurriculum101to150.pdf




