[bookmark: _GoBack]	MEMORANDUM TO: Dr. Everett Piper
	FROM: David W. Preston
	DATE: January 5, 2019
	RE: Wesleyan Higher Education Board of Trustees Meeting, January 2019 and 				Information about CCCU and Fairness for All Legislation

	You have informed your Executive Cabinet that the Schedule at the Wesleyan Higher Education Board of Trustees meeting in Florida next week will feature discussion about the proposed Fairness for All legislation (FFA).  It appears that the discussion will be a continuation of the recent WEC meetings in Indianapolis in that WEC seems intent on promoting FFA without presenting opposing points of view on the issue.  Stanley Carlton-Thies, who presented at the earlier WEC meeting, is one of the leading proponents of FFA, will be the sole keynote dinner speaker at the Board conference, and will lead the FFA Break-Out Sessions.  

	Recall also that the organizers of the WEC meeting in Indianapolis sent the attendees in advance an 8-page position paper on FFA prepared by Shapri LoMaglio of the Council of Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU).  That paper amounted to a piece of slick propaganda that amounted to a one-sided and shortsighted view of FFA and its effect on the Christian community.  It is likely that the CCCU propaganda will be disseminated at the Board meeting as well.  It does not look as if there will be representatives of the FFA opposition in attendance or in a position to direct any of the discussion.

	Because we are the only WEC school to have fought the federal government, and won, on the issue of religious liberty and have been a national leader in fighting for religious freedom and Christian college autonomy against the overreach by the federal government, our voice should be heard on this issue.

	Thus I have compiled the following information about FFA for your use at the Board conference.  And, lest CCCU be afforded undue respect and support for its position on FFA, I also have set forth below a few reminders of CCCU’s ambivalence and fecklessness when it comes to defending religious liberty and Christian principles.  

	Fairness for All	

	FFA is a proposed sexual-orientation/gender identity anti-discrimination (SOGI) act that would grant protected class status (like race, sex, or national origin) to those who claim to have been discriminated against because of their then-current sexual orientation and/or gender identity preferences.  It would apply in decisions made in housing, employment, public accommodation, and other areas typically covered by anti-discrimination acts.  

	It would create a “religious exemption” for some Christian institutions – churches, synagogues, mosques, their auxiliaries, Christian colleges, and a few other Christian institutions.  The proposed exemption would not include private businesses or individuals owned and operated by Christians, and thus would offer no relief to persons like Jack Phillips or Barronelle Stutzman.  That is, those who support FFA would be abandoning the very people who have risked everything to stand up for the Gospel and for their religious principles against the enormous power of the state.

	As you have frequently stated, it is also a fool’s errand.  If Christians concede the point made by FFA – that a person’s then-current sexual orientation or self-realized gender identity is so essential to a person’s identity that it demands protected-class status under federal law, then the religious exemption is doomed from the start.  How can some Christian colleges admit the premise but then be free to discriminate against a person they have already conceded has protected rights based on his sexual preference or gender identity?  It is a contradiction that cannot stand as an exemption over time.

	It is also a capitulation in an essential fight for first principles.  It is a debate in which Christians should not compromise.  It is fundamental to our faith in Christ and in the Truth of His Word that a person’s identity is in Christ and in salvation and not in his or her then-current sexual predilections.  It is terrible precedent and is not likely to end well for Christian institutions.    	

	I have attached hereto Alliance Defending Freedom’s “SOGI FFA Messaging” document, which Greg Baylor sent to us last month.  I have also attached ADF’s “Questions for FFA Supporters.” Together, they expose the falsehoods and contradictions inherent in the FFA proposals.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

	Council of Christian Colleges and Universities

	That CCCU endorses FFA should not persuade anyone in WEC or among the Board.  In fact, it should make the member schools and their presidents wary about FFA’s merits.  

	While all within WEC are aware of the reasons we terminated our affiliation with CCCU over its willingness to “have a conversation about,” and then permitting, affiliated schools to recognize and sanction same-sex marriages on their campuses, they may not be aware of some of the other misguided efforts of CCCU.  Here is a summary based on a file I have maintained.

	1.  California SB 1124 – When the sponsor of this measure, Sen. Ricardo Lara, amended the language to remove some of the more offensively unconstitutional provisions that would have denied access to state education funds to Christian college students, he was praised by, among others, Shirley Hoogstra of CCCU.  

	In its press release, CCCU put the interest of SOGI students ahead of the interests of its member colleges, which it defended almost as an afterthought.  CCCU first accepted Sen. Lara’s flawed premise and applauded his goal of “safety, transparency and recourse for LGBT students.”  Only then did it raise an objection to the manner by which he sought to achieve it.  CCCU recommended that the California legislature find another way to “accomplish its goals of safety, transparency, and recourse while respecting the constitutional rights of its religious institutions.”  In other words, CCCU established a moral equivalence between “the free exercise of religion” and “the free exercise of whatever sexual rights one thinks one ought to be entitled to.”  In fact, it might be argued that its promotion of the constitutional rights of its members was an afterthought, expressed subordinately to its interest in the safety of SOGI students.

	Here is Dr. Hoogstra’s recommendation in her letter to the Chair of the California Senate Appropriations Committee: “We urge you to modify the bill so that it can adequately protect LGBT students while also respecting the constitutional rights of religious institutions.”  Again, her interest in “protecting” LGBT students, while merely “respecting” the rights of her member colleges.  This statement, we submit, evinces a less than strident defense of her member colleges’ rights. 

	When Sen. Lara amended the bill to remove some of its provisions, CCCU and NAE cheered and fawned all over Sen. Lara and his willingness to compromise.  

	In fact, the revised bill contained several provisions that were deeply troublesome for Christian colleges, including a “public shaming” website calling out those schools that had received federal Title IX exemptions and public reporting of all student dismissals attributable to the college’s Biblically-based code of conduct.  Sen. Lara and his allies openly stated that they would then gather that data and use it as evidence of Christian abuse of LGBT students, and therefore as a basis to reintroduce the full bill at a more opportune time.  Sen. Lara was not entitled to praise for restraint.  He was then, and remains, an enemy of religious freedom and institutional autonomy.  CCCU did not distinguish itself as an ally in this fight.

	My entire statement on SB 1146 is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

	2. Post-Charlottesville Statement – After the violent confrontation in Charlottesville, Virginia in 2017, CCCU made a statement in its widely-disseminated email Advance and recommended that readers learn more about the confrontation by promoting and linking to two outside sources, statements by Brian McLaren and Sojourners.  Both are notably and unapologetically left-wing commentators.  CCCU called the two pieces “thought provoking.”   

	Here is an excerpt from the Sojourners piece, wherein the writer, an African-American millennial, is giving her white friends advice on how to be an ally in the fight against racism in the U.S.  

	“6. And finally, stop talking about colorblindness. It’s not a thing. Colorblindness is totally impossible in a nation whose land was taken from the indigenous inhabitants through an attempt at genocide and horrific colonization. The same nation that enslaved humans and exploited them in every way imaginable built a nation on their backs, hung them, hunted them, and for centuries kept them from their basic inalienable rights and still does. The same nation that exploits and deports immigrants who were promised refuge within the American Constitution. The same nation that incarcerated Japanese Americans during World War II and continues to promote bigotry, exclusion, and violence against LGBTQ/gender non-identifying folks. This nation that allows swastika-wearing, Confederate-flag-toting, anti-Semitic racists to have a platform for their hate. The same nation that promised religious freedom, yet targets those who do not believe in a white, capitalist Jesus.  I love Jesus. And promise, Jesus was not white (literally brown, and wonderfully Jewish) and would have never been a capitalist.”

	This passage only provokes thought in the sense that it is incomprehensible that CCCU would consider this article worthy of its promotion and sanction.  McLaren’s piece is just as bad.  As Greg Baylor of ADF noted, the shame is that there were innumerable thoughtful articles written by faithful Christians addressing the events of Charlottesville, but CCCU decided to ignore those and promote race-baiting ignorance like the Sojourners’ piece.  

	Consider for a moment CCCU’s tacit, if not explicit, endorsement of the statement, “The same nation that promised religious freedom, yet targets those who do not believe in a white, capitalist Jesus.”  Should WEC trust this organization when it promotes a SOGI anti-discrimination law?  I believe the questions answers itself. 

	I emailed the editor of the CCCU Advance to inquire about this issue, but received no response. 

	3. Young Alumni Award Winner – CCCU’s “Young Alumni Award Winner” in 2018, Angie Thomas, was inspired by Black Lives Matter to write a book about a teenager who watched her friend be gunned down by racist cops.  It was a successful book, resonating with the intersectional left and earning Ms. Thomas plaudits from those who seemed to revel in the fact that a Christian college graduate could embrace the causes of the left, from institutional racism to support for reproductive rights.

	Shortly after winning the award, Ms. Thomas appeared as a keynote speaker at a conference at the University of Oklahoma - “Red State Perspectives on Reproductive Justice.”  The conference schedule included speakers from Planned Parenthood, NARAL Pro-Choice Missouri, United for Reproductive and Gender Equity, and something called the Rez Condom Tour, which purports to “promote healthy sexual expression by Navajo youth” (by dispensing condoms).  

	The sessions include such topics as “We Are Not Guaranteed Safety Here: How Immigration Status Impacts Sexual & Reproductive Health Decisions” and “Teen Access to Abortion: The Failure of Judicial Bypass,” “Sex Workers and Reproductive Justice,” and “سوف نبني جسور: Doing Reproductive Justice Work with Muslim Communities.”  

	I inquired of Ms. LoMaglio whether participation in such a conference by its honored alumna was problematic for CCCU, but I received no response.  

	4.  Continued Support for the LGBT Agenda – In 2018, an LGBT publication published an article about the spread of LGBT clubs and support groups on Christian college campuses.  It highlighted Azusa Pacific University and Calvin College and praised the work of Brave Commons, the first (and so far only) advocacy group for LGBTQ students at conservative Christian colleges.  The founder of Brave Commons argues that he has a genuine desire on to work alongside conservative evangelical universities to “change their systems.”

	When asked for a comment on the work of Brave Commons and other LGBT activists on Christian college campuses, a representative of CCCU responded: “The question that Christian colleges and universities across the country are seeking to navigate is, how do they live out their call to … both care for and show compassion towards all students, affirming that they are loved by their Creator God and their community, while upholding their institutions’ theological convictions?  These two items are often pitted against each other, yet we continue to see many of our campuses working towards this more holistic expression of their biblical convictions.”

	The leftists at CCCU may know what it means to have a “more holistic expression of their biblical convictions” is, but to me, and to us, it sounds like mere heresy.  And, as with SB 1146, the “theological convictions” part of the equation seems to be the afterthought rather than the interest of the CCCU hierarchy.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

	There is much more that I have in my file about the fecklessness of CCCU.  But my point, for purposes of your attending the Board meeting in Florida next week, is that CCCU’s endorsement of FFA should be viewed warily by the attendees.  CCCU has shown an inclination to support modern culture, and not Biblical orthodoxy, in this debate.  It has not demonstrated fidelity to Biblical principles.  I hope that some of the examples I have set forth above can help you advance that argument. 

								David W. Preston
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ATTACHMENT 1

ADF – SOGI FFA MESSAGING

SOGI (including ‘Fairness for All’) Messaging

Topline: Every American should be free to live out their faith without fear of unjust punishment. SOGI laws like so-called “Fairness for All” proposals open the door for attacks on people of faith, while denying women and girls their constitutional right to bodily privacy.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  SOGI = “sexual orientation and gender identity”. Use full term on first reference, if needed.] 

· “Fairness for All” threatens freedom for all on beliefs about marriage, sex, and gender.
· Freedom is important and laws that give government the power to restrict freedom should be the exception. 
· “Fairness for All” takes away religious liberty for a vast amount of Americans.
· These laws empower the government to punish people who simply don’t want to express a message or participate in an event that violates their convictions, especially on deeply divisive subjects such as marriage, sex, and gender. For example, these laws are used to: 
· Force a women’s shelter in Alaska to allow a biological male to room with women escaping trafficking rings and other abusive situations. 
· Demand that faith-based adoption providers and foster parents compromise their beliefs or close their doors. 
· Punish Jack Phillips, Barronelle Stutzman, and Blaine Adamson when they declined to create custom art that expressed messages conflicting with their religious beliefs.
· People of faith should not be treated like second-class citizens. Tolerance is a two-way street.
· SOGI laws like “Fairness for All” proposals make the price of citizenship obedience to state-dictated beliefs about marriage, sex, and gender.
· Disagreement is not discrimination. SOGI proposals like “Fairness for All” wrongly equate the two in order to target religious believers. 
· Tolerance and respect for good-faith differences of opinion are essential in a pluralistic society like ours. They enable us to peacefully coexist with each other.
· The U.S. Supreme Court has ruled twice—in Obergefell and Masterpiece—that the government must respect the belief that marriage is between one man and one woman.
· Capitulation is not compromise. “Fairness for All” is a poor substitute for freedom and diversity.
· “Fairness for All” is presented as compromise, but really is capitulation of your rights—and your neighbor’s rights—to live and speak consistent with your faith. 
· We can live at peace with each other without forcing anyone to surrender their freedom to live consistent with their faith.
· These types of laws legislate hypocrisy, shielding religious believers on Sunday while forcing them to violate those beliefs in the workplace Monday morning.
· These types of laws may protect a religious school, but they expose students to ruinous fines and penalties just for living out what they learned once they graduate. 
· These laws are a solution in search of a problem.
· These types of laws have repeatedly been used to target individuals, non-profit organizations, and small businesses who happily serve everyone. 
· These types of laws authorize men to use women’s locker rooms, restrooms, and showers, and even homeless shelters in violation of constitutionally protected bodily privacy.
· SOGI laws do not help—and may harm—local economies. Nine of Chief Executive’s 10 best business states do not have statewide SOGIs, while 12 of the 13 worst do.
· Protection for some—such as churches and Christian colleges—doesn’t justify the loss of freedom for church members and Christian college graduates. 
· As Martin Luther King Jr. wrote from the Birmingham Jail, the test of a just law is whether the very people behind it are willing to follow it. Church leaders and college administrators will not have to abide by the very same “Fairness for All” mandates they endorse.
· Temporary exceptions for churches, schools, and small businesses are just that—temporary.

	














ATTACHMENT 2

ADF QUESTIONS FOR FFA SUPPORTERS

Questions for Federal “Fairness for All” Supporters
A.	Theological Questions
1.	What is the theological case for the proposition that theologically orthodox Christians should urge the government to outlaw discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity?
2.	Should a Christian who accepts the Bible’s teaching about marriage and sexual morality argue that engaging in homosexual conduct confers protected class status on someone?
3.	Do you agree that laws banning gender identity discrimination embrace—or at least reflect—an understanding of the human person that is inconsistent with biblical teachings?
4.	Doesn’t the elevation of sexual orientation to protected class status send the message that homosexual, transgender, and/or polyamorous behavior is, at a minimum, morally neutral, or even morally praiseworthy?
5.	What is the theological basis for the idea that only non-profit religious organizations should have the freedom to decline to hire homosexual or transgender individuals? 
6.	Do conservative Christians act inconsistently with the Gospel when they oppose adding sexual orientation and gender identity to non-discrimination laws?
7.	If so, will the CCCU, the NAE, and other FFA supporters publicly apologize for their past opposition to proposed gay rights laws?  
8.	Did Jack Phillips sin by declining to prepare a custom wedding cake for a same-sex couple? 
9.	Is it your view that “discrimination” against LGBT people in the name of religion is morally good but that discrimination against LGBT people for some other reason is morally bad?
10.	Along the same lines, what is the distinction between “just” and “unjust” discrimination?
11.	Do you believe that one’s sexual attractions and behavior are legitimate foundations for a person’s self-identification?  Is this foundation as valid as religion is? 
B.	Policy Questions
1.	What is the evidence that FFA-style legislation is necessary as a policy matter (i.e., is there evidence of widespread unjust discrimination against people who identify as LGBT)?
2.	Isn’t it fair to say that most of the impetus behind support for SOGI laws is not to eliminate widespread unjust treatment of LGBT people, but rather to communicate a message of acceptance of LGBT behavior?
3.	Should any employer, business, or landlord have the legal freedom to require individuals to use private facilities consistent with their biological sex as opposed to their subjective gender identity?  If some but not all, why the distinction?
4.	Should any employer, business, or landlord be forced by the government to use pronouns consistent with a person’s subjective gender identity?  If some but not all, why the distinction?
5.	Should any or all employers be compelled by law to cover sex reassignment in their employee health plans?  If some but not all, why the distinction?
6.	Do you acknowledge that the application of this law to some people will be unjust?  That it will violate their religious freedom?
7.	Should the government prohibit all unjust behavior?  If not, what criteria should one use to decide whether the law should prohibit certain unjust behavior?
8.	Does it advance the common good for the law to embrace or reflect gender theory that elevates self-understanding over objective reality?
C.	Political Questions
1.	Please identify all the other organizations that support Fairness for All-style legislation.
2.	Please identity all the Representatives and Senators, including their party affiliations, who have agreed to sponsor, co-sponsor, or vote for federal FFA-style legislation.
3.	What is the likelihood that FFA legislation will pass the Congress and be signed into law?  What is the thinking behind your conclusion?
4.	Given that Democrats, without exception, opposed the Russell Amendment, what is the basis of your apparent belief that a significant number of Democrats will support FFA-style legislation?
5.	Given that most major gay rights groups withdrew their support for the Employment Non-Discrimination Act for the very reason it exempted non-profit religious employers, what is your basis for believing that FFA-style legislation can pass?
6.	Do any gay rights organizations (other than the American Unity Fund) draw a distinction between religiously based discrimination and non-religiously based discrimination against LGBT people, accepting the former while rejecting the latter?
7.	What, in your opinion, are the consequences of trying to enact FFA-style legislation but failing?
8.	How you will you overcome the opposition that FFA will inevitably face from states, counties, and cities whose non-discrimination laws will be pre-empted?  Do you acknowledge that such opposition will occur?
D.	Legal Questions
1.	Will federal FFA legislation pre-empt state and local laws that balance non-discrimination and liberty differently, e.g., ones that have narrow or non-existent religious exemptions? 
2.	What provision of the Constitution confers power on the Congress to impose SOGI non-discrimination obligations on employers, landlords, places of public accommodation, etc.?  The Commerce Clause?  Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment?
3.	Will the bill undo or stop administrative agencies at the federal, state, and local levels from interpreting existing bans on sex discrimination to reach SOGI discrimination?
4.	Will the bill require covered employers to use a transgender person’s preferred pronouns?
5.	Will the bill require employers to allow transgender women (biological men) to use private facilities reserved to women?
6.	Will the bill require federal prisons to house violent males in women’s facilities?
7.	Will the bill require homeless shelters and other forms of transitional or emergency housing to allow biological males in women’s dormitories and other private facilities?
8.	Will the bill deny or withhold payment for treatment to people suffering from gender dysphoria if that treatment does not steer them towards a gender transition?
9.	Will the bill require employers to include sex reassignment in their employee health plans?
10.	Are you aware that many left-leaning legal scholars are arguing that religious exemptions are unconstitutional?
11.	Do you anticipate a legal challenge to any FFA bill that passes?  If not, why not?  Have you thought through the likelihood that such challenges would succeed?
12.	Doesn’t the elevation of sexual orientation and gender identity to protected class status increase the possibility that federal courts will hold that sexual orientation and/or gender are protected classes under the Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause, making it illegal for government to financially support discriminatory organizations?
E.	Tactical Questions
1.	What is the basis of your apparent belief that once FFA-style legislation is adopted, the conflict between traditional religious believers and LGBT advocates will end?
2.	Will the majority of the LGBT community be grateful for a law that permits religious non-profits to discriminate against them?
3.	Why won’t LGBT advocates accept the territory that FFA cedes and move on to attacking the exemptions, as they did in California SB 1146?













ATTACHMENT 3

DWP STATEMENT ON SB 1146

	It is good news that California Sen. Ricardo Lara withdrew the more offensive part of SB 1146 before amending it and re-submitting it for consideration by the State Assembly. While we wish we at OKWU could join in the celebration many well-meaning Christian groups are expressing, there is still something disquieting and vaguely ominous about the amended bill and its ramifications for Christian colleges.

	It’s worth noting that the provisions removed from the bill, which in effect eliminated all religious exemptions for religious colleges from anti-discrimination laws related to sexuality, blatantly violated both the California and U.S. constitutions.  While it is a victory for religious liberty that those provisions were withdrawn, it is unlikely they would have passed constitutional muster anyway.  Still, not having to seek legal recourse and subjecting the claim to the vagaries of today’s court system is, granted, somewhat of a victory.  But Sen. Lara has indicated he will likely continue with his attack on private religious colleges and eventually re-present the bill as drafted.  It’s safe to say the provisions have been withdrawn, but are not dead.

	The remaining bill is still extremely troublesome, but it seems from the press coverage that the groups who have battled Sen. Lara and his progressive secular allies to this point are willing to concede that the amended bill will become law without further resistance. We think that is a mistake.

	Let’s start with what remains from the original bill.  SB1146 requires colleges that have received Title IX exemptions from compliance with the Office of Civil Rights’ mandates with respect to accommodation of LGBT students (as we have) to submit evidence of the exemption to the state Student Aid Commission. The commission will then compile and maintain a list of those schools on the state website. While we have obviously not minded disclosing that we have received a Title IX exemption, it will have a chilling effect on others and this provision is nonetheless offensive in its premise and breaks new ground in the unequal treatment of religious people.

	While the federal government has started compiling a similar so-called “public shaming” page on the Department of Education website, it did so under agency interpretive authority, not because a statute required it. DOE was under orders to do so from one of this administration’s most vocal and influential benefactors, the Human Rights Campaign. Under a new administration, DOE could just as easily reverse the interpretation and cease operating the website. 

	But the California requirement has the force of law and can only be changed through the legislative process. In addition, reports today indicate that the Senate has also added provisions that give State regulators additional powers to inspect Christian college campuses and require the publication and posting of materials and notices specified by the State and identifying the colleges’ religious beliefs as “discriminatory.” This is not agency rule making. This would be a California statute, coming soon to other states around the country.

	And consider this.  The exemptions sought and received by Christian colleges were granted by OCR because there is a specific exemption in the language of Title IX requiring OCR to grant those exemptions if the requesting college satisfied certain requirements.  It is squarely within the language and intent of the law that such exemptions be granted. So why should Christian colleges be singled out and publicly “shamed” when they were acting in accordance with federal law? 

	In our view, that constitutes disparate and unequal treatment based on religious beliefs. The survival of this provision alone is sufficient for us to deny that yesterday’s news was “Great News.”

	Second, the newly-added provision requiring colleges to report to the State when they expel a student who violated their “morality code” is vague and likewise troubling. The stated reason amplifies that concern. Sen. Lara has said he wants to quantify the incidences of expulsion of LGBT students from Christian colleges so that he will have the evidence he needs of “appalling and unacceptable discrimination against LGBT students at these private religious institutions.” 

	His goal is to compile such evidence and re-present his original bill for consideration in the future. No one expects the evidence so compiled to be fairly analyzed or presented. It will be spun to make the case the secular progressives want it to make and will give credence to their plan to re-submit the temporarily-withdrawn provisions of SB1146. 

	As one conservative California legislator said, “Voting for this amended bill assures a full SB1146 in the future.”

	Even worse, it is a thinly-veiled threat. This reporting requirement is intended to have a chilling effect on colleges to compromise their disciplinary process for violations based in Christian morality and thereby weaken their Biblically-based codes of conduct. A reluctance to report expulsions will mean a reluctance to enforce their codes of conduct. But either Christian colleges have the autonomy to set a code of conduct and discipline students based on that code or they don’t. Sen. Lara is trying to have it both ways. We are suspicious of the effect a reporting requirement like this can have on a college’s internal disciplinary procedures. This provision is rife with potential problems and unintended consequences and it should be opposed rather than celebrated as a less-offensive alternative to the sections removed from the bill.

	Two additional points are worth considering.

	First, CCCU’s press release expressed support for Sen. Lara’s goal of protecting LGBT students from harassment and discrimination on Christian college campuses. CCCU thereby accepted his flawed premise and applauded his goal of “safety, transparency and recourse for LGBT students.” Only then did it raise an objection to the manner by which he sought to achieve it. In its press release, CCCU recommended that the California legislature find another way to “accomplish its goals of safety, transparency, and recourse while respecting the constitutional rights of its religious institutions.” 

	In other words, CCCU established a moral equivalence between “the free exercise of religion” and “the free exercise of whatever sexual rights one thinks one ought to be entitled to.” Here is Dr. Hoogstra’s recommendation in her letter to the Chair of the Senate Appropriations Committee: “We urge you to modify the bill so that it can adequately protect LGBT students while also respecting the constitutional rights of religious institutions.” This statement, we submit, evinces a less than strident defense of her member colleges’ constitutional rights. CCCU did not distinguish itself as an ally in this fight.

	Finally, we don’t think it’s cause to celebrate when an influential legislature passes a bill that contains the offensive provisions noted above. It is an appalling sign of the times that Christians have become so used to losing cultural battles that the simple act of withdrawing part of an offensive bill is cause for such an unseemly celebration. We ought to be more sober in our assessment and reaction to news like this.

	We would be more effective if we had pledged to continue the fight against the amended bill and had stated emphatically, “The amended bill is still not acceptable and ought to offend any among us who believe in the Constitution and the rule of law. The provisions remaining in the bill are intended unfairly target religious people for their deeply-held religious beliefs and to minimize their role in the public square. We will continue to fight against government oppression and its willful hostility to the guarantees of liberty set forth in the First Amendment.” 

	Instead, we get “sighs of relief and prayers of gratitude the SB1146 has been dropped!” from the president of the National Association of Evangelicals. Little wonder we are losing ground in this fight.
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