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October 18, 2019
By U.S. Mail & Email
Hon. Steve Linick, Inspector General
U.S. Department of State
Office of the Inspector General
SA-39
1700 North Moore Street
Arlington, VA 22209
steve.a.linick@stateoig.gov
Re: Request for investigation regarding unconstitutional endorsement of religion
by Secretary Pompeo
Dear Inspector General Linick:
On October 11, 2019, Secretary Mike Pompeo gave a proselytizing religious
speech to the American Association of Christian Counselors on “Being a Christian
Leader.”1 Mr. Pompeo noted at the beginning of his speech that he was there
because “I am the Secretary of State” and explained that he would be talking “not
just [about] being a leader” but “about being a Christian leader.” The speech was
filled with biblical quotations; endorsements of Christian beliefs and values, such as
his “experience with God and my own personal faith in Christ”; and repeated
statements about how his faith influences his job as Secretary of State. The
Department then heavily promoted the speech on its website and currently hosts
the text and video of the speech.2
We write to urge you to investigate Mr. Pompeo for delivering a proselytizing
speech that endorsed Christianity in his official government capacity, as well as the
Department’s use of its resources to promote the speech. Both actions violate the
Establishment Clause of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
Church–state separation is a constitutional principle that ensures that
government does not favor one religion over another or religion over nonreligion. It
protects taxpayers from being forced to fund the religious activities, education, and
proselytizing of others. And it ensures that all people have the right to choose their
Mike Pompeo, Being a Christian Leader, U.S. Department of State, Oct. 11, 2019,
https://www.state.gov/being-a-christian-leader.
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faith, or no faith at all, and that all are treated equally under the law regardless of
their religious beliefs. Mr. Pompeo’s speech and the Department’s continuing
promotion of it violate the fundamental American value of religious freedom,
sending the message to non-Christians “‘that they are outsiders, not full members of
the political community, and an accompanying message to [Christians] that they
are insiders, favored members of the community.’”3
The Establishment Clause prohibits government from taking any action that
communicates “endorsement of religion.”4 Instead, government and all its officials
and employees must, when acting in their official capacities, maintain
“neutrality . . . between religion and nonreligion.”5 Public officials are
constitutionally prohibited from presenting religious messages in the course of their
duties, whether to employees or to members of the public.6 And the Department
“may not promote or affiliate itself with any religious doctrine or organization.”7
While Mr. Pompeo is entirely free to engage in religious activities in his personal
capacity, he must not use his official role as Secretary of State to promote his
religion. In his role as Secretary, delivering a speech that enthusiastically endorses
Christianity is a violation of the Establishment Clause.
What is more, the Department’s promotion of the speech and the event at which
it was delivered are also violations. The government must not lend its name or
imprimatur to endorse a religious event.8 “[I]f the [state]-sponsorship is known, that
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aid connotes the state approval of a particular religion, one of the specific evils the
Establishment Clause was designed to prevent.”9
And lest there be any question, speeches by the Secretary and materials on the
Department’s website are all government speech, not private speech, 10 so the
Department has both the right and the constitutional duty to ensure that they
comply with Establishment Clause mandates.11
We therefore urge you to initiate an investigation into violations of the
Establishment Clause by Mr. Pompeo and the Department, and that you take steps
to ensure that violations will not be repeated. If you have any questions, you may
contact Ian Smith at (202) 466-3234 or ismith@au.org.
Sincerely,

Richard B. Katskee, Legal Director
Ian Smith, Staff Attorney
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university courses); Roberts v. Madigan, 921 F.2d 1047, 1057-58 (10th Cir. 1990) (teacher lacked
free-speech right to display religious poster and to keep Bible on his desk).
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