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Myth #1: It's in the Constitution
The Phrase Does NOT Appear In:

The U.S. Constitution

The Bill of Rights

The Declaration of Independence

The Actual Source: Private 1802 letter from Thomas Jefferson to the Danbury Baptist Association of Connecticut
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The Binding Text: The First Amendment

"Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof..."

Two Distinct Clauses:

Establishment Clause: Government cannot create a state religion or coerce religious participation

Free Exercise Clause: Citizens can practice faith without government interference
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The Danbury Baptist Letter (1802)
Context: Baptists feared persecution in Connecticut where Congregationalism was established.

Jefferson's "wall of separation" was a shield for religious liberty, not a weapon to exclude religion from public life.

The Wall's Direction: Protection FOR the church FROM government interference, not the reverse.
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The Judicial Turning Point (1947-2022)

Everson v. Board (1947)
Justice Hugo Black elevated Jefferson's metaphor into strict doctrine: "wall must be high and impregnable"

Lemon Test (1971)
Three-part test created "entanglement" doctrine, leading to decades of religious exclusion from public life

Result: Government viewed any proximity to religion as constitutional violation
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The "Danger Position": The Hostile Squeeze
The Misconception: Neutrality requires a "naked public square" void of all religious expression.

Schools suspend coaches for private prayer

Religious symbols removed from public property

Students punished for discussing faith

Government purges religion to avoid "offense"

The Result: Suppressing religious expression to achieve "secular" aesthetics becomes HOSTILITY, not neutrality
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Supreme Court Correction: Kennedy v. Bremerton
(2022)
The Ruling (6-3): The Court explicitly rejected the "wall" doctrine and the Lemon Test.

Key Holding: "The Constitution neither mandates nor tolerates suppression of private religious expression."

Coach's private prayer after games was PROTECTED

School district's fear of Establishment Clause violation was UNFOUNDED

New Standard: "History and Tradition" (not strict separation)

Hostility toward religion violates the Free Exercise Clause

Implication: Government can accommodate religious practice without "establishing" religion.
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What the Public Must Know

Separation ≠ Segregation: Not removing religion from public life

One-Way Wall: Protects church FROM state, not state FROM church

Coercion is the Line: Can't force faith, can't suppress it either

Secularism Isn't Neutral: Favoring non-religion is discrimination too

The Path Forward: Civil public squares where government accommodates faith without mandating it.
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