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| A Statement of Concern
Believing that separation of church and state does not mean separation of
|

gion’s basic moral and ethical principles from the conduct of public affairs, we
voice our concern over some recent developments in public life and reaffirm
our commitment to the fundamental principles of democracy.
At a time when there is widespread distrust of govermment resulting
from the abuse of political power, we need to be reminded of the premises
upon which our government was constituted. We are gratified that there is to-
day a widespread reaction against this abuse. Indced, we view this reaction as
evidence of the intrinsic sirength of our American tradition.
The times call for an affirmation of trust in the basic principles of the
American system of democracy. These include: (1) government’s powers are 1
!
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religion from government or politics, nor should it imply the divorce of reli-

derived from the consent of the governed; (2) the harmful potential in any
concentration of governmental power makes necessary the distribution of
powers among those who make, execute, and interpret law; (3) government
is Lo protect the rights and liberties, and to promote the well-being of all peo-
ple; and (4) al} public officials must be subject to law in both public and pri-
vate conduct.

In affirming these principles, we express our faith in the ultimate tri-
umph of the right and of the truth in a nation whose citizens are dedicated to
justice and righteousness in every aspect of life. In this confidence, we urge
our people 1o exemplify and to require character and integrity in both public
and private life, and to discharge responsibly their duties as citizens. More-
over, we encourage our Christian young people to seek for themselves a voca-
tion through which they may make their contribution to government and to so-
ciely in general. DALl
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‘schools.

Religion and the Public Schools
By James E. Wood, Jr.

In no area has there been greatcr misunderstanding and mis-
apprehension in American public affairs than in religion and the
public schools. There are those who think that the t).S. Supreme
Court has removed religion from the public schools and denied
religion any role in American public education. This way of
thinking is itself evidence of the appalling
ignorance and distortion (hat surrounds
the subject of religion and the public

Recognition of the role of religion in
the human family, in both American and
world history, is widely recognized as
both constitutionally supportable and cul-
turally inescapable. Though long overduc,
this recogpition is widely manifested to-
day in American public cducation at all
levels.

Wood

The role of religion in public education has clearly been retuy,
ognized by the U.S. Supr Court. While the Court has ruled
out governmcnl-sponhé'r:ligious education, prayer, and Bible
reading in the publi s, and has denicd the constitutional-
ity of teaching a farticular dogma under the sponsorship of a
school board, teacher, or other public official, it has explicity
and rightly disclaimed that it has ruled out the study of the Bible
or religion from the public schools.

In fact, the Court has emphasized that teaching about religion
is an integral part of secular cducation. Justice Robert Jackson
wrote 25 years ago in the McCoflum casc: “Nearly cverything
in our culturc worthy of transmitting, cverything which gives
meaning to life, is saturated with the religious inflacnces derived
from . . . a large part of the world’s peoples.™

Justice William O. Douglas wrote in his opinion on the Zor-
ach case in 1952: “We are a religious people whose institutions
presupposc a Supreme Being” Ten ycars ago, in Schempp-
Murray, the Court, whilc ountlawing school-sponsored Bible
reading and prayer, categorically dectarcd that the state “may
not establish a ‘religion of secularism® in the sense of affirma-
tively opposing or showing hostility to religion.” Indced, the
Court continued, “It might well be said that one’s cducation is
not complete without a study of . . . religion. . . . Nothing we

have said here indicates that such study of the Biblc or of reli-

gion, when prescnted objectively as part of a secular program of
education, may not be cffected consistent with the First Amend-
ment.”

]|

During the past few years, as never before, the role of reli-
gion in the public schools has received ithe attention of educa-
tors and churchmen as wall as private and professional organi-
zations. After World War I, a special committee of the Amer-
ican Council on Education published in its first report the fol-
fowing: “The problem is to find a way in public cducation to
give due recognition 1o the place of religion in the culturc and
coanvictions of our pcople while at thc same time safeguarding
the scparation of church and state.” Failure to recognize the
role of rcligion in public education, th¢ Commitice declared, is
“sheer cultural madncss.”

The repost of thc Commission on Rcligion in the Public
Schools of the Amcrican Association of School Administrators
is of particular significance. In the final section of its report,
“The Curriculum and Our Religious Heritage,” the Commission
ably cxpressed itself as fotlows: “The Commission believes that
the public school curriculum must give suitable attention to the
rcligious influences in man’s development. A curriculum which
ignored relipion would itsclf have serious religious implications.
It would- scom 14 proclaim that religion has not been real in
men’s lives as health or politics or cconomics. By omission it
would pppear to deny that religion has been and is important in
man’s history—a denial of the obvious. In day-by-day practice,
the topic can not be avoided. As an integral part of man's cul-
ture, it must be included. Whatever clse the Supreme Court de-
cisions may or may not have done, they have stimulated the pub-
lic schools to a scarch for appropriatc mcans to deal effectively
with religion as onc of the great influences in man’s history. . . .”

III

The Baptist Joint Committee sirongly supports the study of
religion as both legitimate and integral to American public edu-
cation. Through the yecars the Baptist Joint Committce has ex-
pressed its concern for the role of religion in the public schools.
In 1966 the annual Religious Liberty Conference of the Baplist
Joint Committee on Public Affairs had as its theme “The Role
of the Christian Fhrough Church and State in Education.” The
Baptist Joint Committec is a charter member of the National
Council on Religion and Public Education, and the cxccutive
director of the Baptist Joint Committee serves on the Council's
Board of Dircctors.

Organized in 1971, the National Council on Religion and

(See, RELIGION AND SCHOOLS page B)
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BILLY JAMES HARGIS and his Christian Echoes National Ministry must now pay taxes if current
court rulings are not challenged further. The U. S. Supreme Court refused to hear the Hargis
case that was appealed from the Circuit Cournt of Appeals in Denver. The Appeals Court ruled

I that Christian Echoes violated Section 501{c) (3) of the U. S. Internal Revenue Code and there-

| forxe has its tax exemption status reversed.

THE COMPLICATED CASE arose when the Internal Revenue Service challenged in 1962 the exemp-~
tion of Christian Echoes on the grounds that the ministry‘'s radio programs and periodicals went
beyond the limits of the tax code for exempt groups. District Judge Allen E. Barrow of Tulsa

e ruled that Christian Echoes was a church within the meaning of the law and entitled to tax ex-

emption. IRS appealed both to the Circuit Court of Appeals and to the U. S. Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court remanded the case to the Circuit Court since it was not a case on the con-

stitutionality of the tax code.

IN DECEMBER 1972 the three-judge panel in Denver overturned Judge Barrow's ruling, declaring
that the government does have a right to determine for tax purposes when a church's activities
are political or religious and that Christian Echoes violated the IRS Code for exemption.

IN SEPTEMBER 1973 the U. S. Supreme Court refused without comment to hear Hargis® appeal
from the three-judge Circuit Court of Appeals. 4

IRS CODE SEC. 501(c) {3) provides in part tax exemption for religious bodies "ro substantial part
of the activities of which is carrying on propaganda, or otherwise attempting, to influeace legis-
lation, and which does not participate in, or intervene in {including the publishing or distribu-
ting of statements), any political campaign on behalf of any candidate for public office.”

NOW THE FAT IS IN THE FIRE about the significance of these rulings in relation to tax exemption
for churches, church agencies, ministers, etc. who attempt to influence public policy by legis-
* lation or by supporting or opposing candidates. Optimistic views of the Hargis decision are that
IRS will not vigorousiy press its authority and that the Supreme Court will come ouwt on the side
of the churches in future cases.

HARGIS SAID; "This is a sad day for all religion. Freedom of speech and freedom to worship God
according to the dictates of our conscience ended today.™ Dean Kelley of the National Council
of Churches said the decision gave IRS a “blank check to harass religious groups with unpopular
views." He further said the ruling means a church or religious group can "attempt to influence
legislation or can be tax exempt, but not both.”

IN THE MEANTIME, religious bodies continue to attempt to influence legislation and they continue
to receive tax exemption, Future court cases may result in more precise definitions and in
clarifying decisions. Also, the Congress may enact legislation relating to lobbying by religious
groups.

>
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Bishops Want Religious Education in Public Schools

By John W. Baker

In November 1971 Bishop Joseph L.
Bernardin, then General Secretary of the
United States Catholic Conference, wrote
a letter to members of the United States
House of Representatives cxpressing the
opposition of
American Catholic
bishops 1o the Wy-
lie Prayer Amecnd-
ment (H.J. Res.
191) which was
pending in the
House. Bishop Ber-
nardin’s  statement
helped some Rep-
resentatives decide
to vote against the ,
amendment Baker
ang was an element in the vltimate defeat
of H.J. Res. 191.

The Wylie amendment stated:
Nothing in this Constitution shall
abridge the right of persons lawfully as-
sembled, in any building which is sup-
ported in whole or in part through the
expenditure of public funds, to partici-
pate in nondenominational prayer.

Ta tement explaining the Bishops’
oppasition, Bishop Bernardin said that the
pwposed amendment “would accomplish
nothing on behalf of the goals it purports
to serve and would represent a threat to
the existing legality of nondenominationat
prayer."” He also said, “Passage of the
amendment might lead many to think that
something serious had been done about
the problem of religious education of pub-
lic school children. In fact, nothing of any
moment would have becn achicved.”

The difficulty of the slate authorizing
and writing ‘‘nondenominational” prayers
which would not be offensive to some
Christians, Jews, Buddhists, Muslims, ag-
nostics, atheists, etc., is' obvious. But this
was not the most crucial problem for the
bishops. Nothing was done to insure reli-
gious instruction a miche in the educa-
tional process. Additionally, Catholic
schools, hospitals, and many other public
service activities which the church consid-
crs a part of its mission receive some pub-
lic funds in their operation. The possibil-
ity that only nondenominational prayers
could be said in these institutions and ac-
tivities is repugnant to the purposes for
which they were established.

Bishop Bernardin and the Conference
of Bishops received criticisms from Catho-
tics who did not understand why the bish-

Pdge Four

ops had takcn a position against thc
prayer amendment. They were unjustly
accused of opposing prayer and betraying
their responsibilitics to the church. In re-
sponsc, Bishop Bemardin asked the gen-
eral counsel of the United States Catholic

_Conference (USCC) to suggest wording

of an amendment which would achieve
the cnds which the bishops desired: vol-
untary prayer in schools and the assertion
of a right to rcligious cducation for all
children.

The Administrative Committee of the
USCC, which has the authority 1o act for
all of the bishops in matters such as this,
adopted a proposed amendment which, if
approved by Congress and the states,
would achicve their goals. The proposed
amendment states:

Scction 1. Nothing in this Constitulion

shall be construed to (i) forbid praycr

in public places or in institutions of the

scveral states, including schools; (ii)

forbid rcligious instruction in public

places or in institutions of the scveral

States or of the United States, includ-

ing schools, if such instruction is pro-
*wided under privatg auspices whether

or not religious.

Section 2. The right of the people to

participat¢ or not to participate in

prayer or religious instruction shall
never be infringed by the several States
or the United States.

This proposal poscs some serious prob-
lems for those concemed for religious lib-
crty and the separation of church and
state. Therefore, it deserves a closer fook.

Nothing in this Constitution shall be

construed 1o (i) forbid prayer in public

places or in instilutions of the several

states, including schools. . . .

The bishops contend, as do the Jeaders
of most religious and civil liberty groups,
that the Supreme Court did not prehibit
prayer in the public schools but that it
did forbid state-written and state-spon-
sored prayer. It can be asserted that the
first clause of Section 1 of the proposed
amendment reaffirms the Supreme Court’s
position and that the wording does not au-
thorize state participation in prayers.

If this is a correct interpretation of the
#use, it becomes a superfluous restate-
ment in statute form of ruling case law.
The courts would be forced to hear sub-
stantial Jitigation to develop a satisfactory
interpretation of the clause and, in so do-
ing, might seriously alter the religion
clauses of the First Amendment.

It must be noted that this clausc avoids
both the terms “voluntary” and “nonde-
rominational” in refereace to prayer.
Could this wording be interpreted as per-
mitling the statc or its agents to provide
for denominational prayers in the pubiic
schools? There is the possibility that only
Scction | would survive the amending
process or that a case could arise which
applicd only to Section 1. In the absence
of the word “voluntary,” could a court
held that prayers could be made compul-
sory for all students? Reasonable and pru-
dent men could casily apply such inter-
pretations, The mischief inherent in this
clause is very real.

Nothing in this Caonstitution shall be

construcd to . . . (i) forbid religious

tnstruction in public places or in insti-
tutions of the scveral States or of the

United States, including schools, if

such instruction is provided under pri-

vate auspices whether or not religious.

The cffect of this clause would be to
reverse the Supreme Court’s decision thist
the tcaching of religion in public schools,
as opposed to the tcaching about religion,
is unconstitutional, It would also reverse
the Court's decision in McCollum v,
Board of Fducation, 333 US. 203
{1948), that it is unconstitutional to re-
leasc some elcmentary school children for
rcligious instruction during school hours
on school premiscs, Additionally the pro-
posal would authorize a released time pro-
gram for all public school students—not
just clementary students.

Thus, through released time programs
on school premises, public frmds would
be madc available to undcrwrite sectarian
teligious instruction. This clause docs not
specifically exempt those who do not wish
to participalc in rcligious instruction and,
therefore, could—if taken alone—permit
schools to make religious, indoctrination
compulsory for all students.

This clausc has two additional defects.
The wording of the clausc lcaves as an
open question whether or not public funds
could be used to pay for instructors in re-
ligion who are “under private auspices.”

A morc scrious flaw is evident. If scc-
tarian religious instruction is to be given
in all public schools, it can be logically ar-
gued that public funds may not constitu-
tionally be denied to scctarian parochial
schools for the same purposes.

The right of the people to participate or

not to participate in prayer or religious

(See, BISHOPS, p. 8)
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Brethren Take Policy

Positions on Issues

Readers of Report From The Capital
may be interested in positions taken on
public affairs or social concerns by a de-
nomination other than Baptist. Ralph E.
Smclizer, Washington Representative and
Soctul Justice Consultamt for the Church
of the Brethren, has sharcd some of the
policy statements of his church, adopted
in Junc 1973,

A summary of policy statcments on six
public affaics issucs by the Church of the
Bretheen is as follows:

1. Ammnesty. Based on the New Testa-
ment  teaching of reconciliation  the
Church of the Brethren believes that the
United States Government should grant
unconditional amncsty (o all those who
are alicnated from their nation because of
their personal acts of conscicnee in rela-
tion to war., The church pledges to work
toward ‘‘unconditional amncsty” and to
help thosc persons who are alicnated from
their goveenment, their familics and their
local communitics because of their acts of
conscience.

2. Noncooperation. The Chuorch of the
Bretheen pledges its support to the drafi-
age mcmber facing conscription  who
chooses open noncooperation with the
system of conscription as a conscicntious
objector. The church insists that the non-
cooperation be open and nonviolent and
with a willingness 10 accept the legal con-
sequences of civil disobedicnce.

3. Taxation for War. The Church of
the Brethren agrees that “all war is sin
and that the gospel calls us 1o the way of
peace.” However, the payment of taxes 1o
a government that cogages in war prescats
a ditemma to thc church. Ahbkough the
Brethren canaot agree as to whether tax

withholding is proper, they do encourage

their members to use the means of dissent
which the social order ilsclf recognizes
and provides.

4. Welfare Reform. The Brethren “rec-
ommend cnactment of lcgislation which
would provide a basic floor of economic
support for all Americans (U.S. resi-
dents), be it by a guwaranteed annual in-
come, negative income tax, or family al-
lotment, as may be found best after thor-
ough study.” They rccommend a shift in
governmental prioritics in order to makce
possible such programs. They call for a
“drastic revision of the welfare system”
to climinatc the “punitive and degrading
aspects of current welfare practices.™

5. Strip Mining. The Church of the

October-November 1973

Groups Ask Overseas Voting Rights

WASHINGTON—Baptists have joined
i numbcer of bipartisan groups in asking
Congress to cnact a law guaranteeing the
right of U.S. citizens living overscas to
vole in federal elections.

Some 750,00 Amcricans living over-
scas have cffectively been preveated from
voling because of the varicty of state elec-
tion laws. These citizens include mission-
arics, tcachers, setirecs, business men and
women, news correspondents and a vari-
ety of others.

Jumes E. Wood, Ir., cxccutive director
of the Baptist Joint Committee on Public
Allyirs, testified before the Senate Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elcctions of
which Scn. Chiiborne Pell (D., R.L) is
chairman. He asked the Senate o act fu-
vorably on S. 2102, a bill to make it pos-
sible for overscas citizeas o vote in fed-
cral clections.

Wood testificd on behalf of six . Baptist
forcign mission boards that requested him
to represent their viewpoint before the
Scnatc Commiltec. These were foreign
mission boards of the American Baptist
Churches in the US.A., Bapltist General
Conference, North American Baptist Gen-
cral Conference, Progressive  National
Baptist Convention, Inc., Seventh Day
Buptist General Conference, and  the
Southcrn Baptist Convention.

Sen. Charles M. Mathias, Jr. (R, Md.)
cxplained to the subcommittee that the
750,000 citizens abroad were disenfran-
chiscd because of many stalc clection

Brethren declares that “steip mining is
a desecration of life: the people—ihe vic-
tims, the land—the waste.” The church
urges Congress (o pass legislation: (1)
banning both contour and arca strip
mining, and (2) placing responsibility
for cnforcing the reclamation of strip-
mined lands with the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, to assurc just and uni-
form rectamation.

6. Health Care. The Brethren believe
‘“that all persons should receive adequate
health carc as a basic human right, as
a legal right, and as a reflection of the
dignity of personhood.” To that cnd
they urge Congress to enact legislation
that would assurc cvery person, regard-
less of wealth, social status, or any other
condition, access to the best available,
comprchensive health care  (including
physical, dental and mental care) with
emphasis placed on preveation as well as
treatment and rehabilitation.

taws, Some of these states reguire a vot-
er’s actual presence or maintenance of a
home in the stawe as a requirement for
voling. Some raise a doubt of voting cli-
gibility for nonresidents because their re-
turn date is uncertain. Some citizens ure
uasurc that they will return to the state of
their last residence. Many citizens abroad
refrain rom voling because of fear that
they will then become subject 10 state in-
come taxes in the state where they vote.

S. 2102 and H. R. 9023 would;

® Allow the otherwise qualified citizen
o vote in the state in which he or she had
last voted or registered 10 vote, or if the
citizen had not voted or registered, in the
last state in which he or shic maintained a
domicile before  departure  from  the
US.A.:

® Assure the American citizen over-
scas that exercising the right 10 register
and vote absentee would not jeopardize
lax cxcmptions from stalc income tax
laws; and

# Recommend that a uniform applica-
tion form, similar 0 the Federal Post
Card Application, be used for application
registration.

Wood stated that Baptist support of
S. 2102 is motivated by commitment to
three propositions: (1) the gght of ail
citizens to vote in federal clections is a
bastc right of U.S. citizenship and integral
to American democracy; (2) the right of
sullrage should be compatible with basic
Amecrican concepts of cquity and justice
as applied to all without discrimination
between private citizens and those asso-
ciated with government and military serv-
icc; and (3) the right of a private citizen
to movement and travel (as guarantced by
the 14th Amendment), including the
maintcnance of a permanent rvesidence
overseas for legitimate purposcs, showld
not be the basis of a citizen's disenfran-
chiscment.

In addition to the Baptist spokcsman,
the National Association of Evangelicals
was represenied by Floyd Robertson of
the NAE oflice of Public Affairs. He took
a similar position to that of the Baptists.

Other Senators testifying for the bill
were Barry Goldwater (R., Ariz.) and
William V. Roth, Jr. {R., Del.).

These were joined by William G, Whyte
of the Chamber of Commerce of the U.S.,
Nathan Lewin, fofmer deputy assistant
Attorney General of the U.S., Sargent
Shriver, former Ambassador to France,
and other notable citizens groups.
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Baptist Joint Committee Meets Semiannually

(Kiitor's wote: The Baptist Joint Committee on Public A fairs meels twice 6 year

—in March and tn October. At these times the officially clected or appointed repre-
sentalives of the nine denominations sponsoring the agency meet in Washingion, D.C.
to discuss matters of commaon concern in various areas of public policy. The Commuat-
tee iy authorized to take posittons in harmony with official denominational stalements
anid vesolulions. In no case does the Baptist Joint Canimitlee pretend to speak for all
Baptists, although 1t is authorized to represent ils coustituent bodies or thesr agencies
twhen requested to do so or when denominational positions ave relevant to the public
polivies under consideration. The following news accounts veflect some of the actions of

the Baptist Joint Conmitiee October 1-3.)

Baptists Make Bicentennial Plans

WASHINGTON—Baptists of the United States will jointly
observe the nation’s Bicentennial in 1976 by a national confer-
ence here, according lo recommendations approved by the Bap-
list Joint Committee on Public Affairs in its semiannual meeting.

At the request of the North American Baptist Fellowship,
the Baptist Joint Commitiec in its meeting last March accepted
the responsibility for sponsoring an observance of the Bicen-
tennial in which all Baptist groups would be invited to partici-
pate. James E. Wood, Jr. is the executive director of the Baptist
Joint Committec.

An ad hoc committec was appointed by the staff of the Baptist
Joint Commillec for consullation to plan for the Baptist ob-
servance of the Bicentennial.

The three recommendations of the ad

Iﬁ commitice that
were approved by the Baptist Joint Commi are: . r

L t a national conference be held in Washington, D.C.,
Jan‘a?‘lz-ls. 1976 at the Shorcham Hotel;

2. That several regional conferences, possibly on seminary
or college campuses, be planned for 1975 looking toward the
national conference in 1976; and

3. That each of the Baptist fellowships in the nation be
encouraged 10 engage in its own participation in the Bicenten-
nial in accordance with its own dcnominational program plan-
ning.

Although the national confercnce in 1976 is sponsorcd by
the Baplist Joint Committee, Wood pointed out that it will be
broader in scope and in attendance than the rcgular religious
liberty conferences of the past.

Two guidelines were proposcd by Wood: (1) the Baptist
observance of the nation’s Bicentennial should be independent
of the official civil observance, and (2) the Baptist observance
should be both appreciative of the nation’s history and critical
{or prophetic) concerning the nation’s life.

The ad hoc committee will continue to work with the staff of
the Baptist Joint Commitice in developing plans for the national
conference and in promoting the regional confcrences. In addi-
tion to Wood, othcr members of the Baptist Joint Committee
staff are John W. Baker, associate director in charge of research
services, and W. Barry Garrett, associate director in charge of
information services.

Members of the ad hoc commiltee are: Frank Woyke, retired
executive secretary of the North American Baptist General
Conference, Lynn E. May, Jr., executive secretary of the
Historical Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention,
C. C. Goen, professor of church history, Wesley Theological
Seminary, Washington, D.C., Lorraine Williams, chairman of
the Department of History, Howard University, Washington,
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D.C., representing the National Baptist Convention, Morgan
Patterson, professor of church history, Southcrn Baptist Semi-
nary, Louisville, Ky., Winthrop Hudson, from the American
Baptist Churches, U.S.A., and professor of church history at
Colgate-Rochester Divinity School in New York, and E. C
Smith, pastor of the Mctropolitan Baptist Church, Washington,
D.C., representing the Progressive National Baplist Convention,
Inc,

Opposes Abortion Amendments

WASHINGTON—The Baptist Joint Committcc on Public

Affairs, in semiannual session October 1-3, voted opposition
to proposed constitutional amendments that would prohibit
abortion. The Committec made it clear, however, that it was
Jaking no stand for or against abortion.
The action of the Baplist Joint Committcc was aimed at
proposcd amendments now in Congress to guarantee that pro-
tection of the right to life granted “persons” by the Constitution
would be extended to include “unbom offspring at cvery stage
of their biological development. . . .”

In the Senate such an amendment has been introduced by
Scns, James L. Buckley (R., N.Y.) and Mark O. Hatfield (R.,
Ore.). In the Housc of Rcpresentatives a similar proposal is
being pushed by Rep. Lawrence J. Hogan (R., Md.). Some other
members of Congress arc lisied as cosponsors of thesc (wo
measures, or have introduced proposcd constitutianal amend-
ments which would have the same intent.

The Baptist action was based solely on the principles of civil
liberties and religious freedom, according to James E. Wood,
Jr., exccutive director of the Baptist Joint Committee. The
Committee has not taken a stand either for or against abortion,
although some member bodies have resolutions concerning
abortion rights. The discussion during the three-day meeting
indicated that there is no consensus among Baptists on the
question of abortion.

In voting opposition to the Buckley-Hatfield and similar
amendments, the Baptist agency asked its Washington-based
staff to “take all available action to oppose™ such efforts: ta
amend the Constitution.

Here is the wording of thc Buckley-Hatfield amendment:
{S.J. Res. 119)

“Section I. With respect to the right to life, the word ‘person,’
as used in this article and in the fifth and fourteenth articles of
amendment o the Constitution of the United States, applies to
all human beings, including their unbom offspring at every
state of their biological development, irrespective of age, health,
function, or condition of dependency.

*“Sec. 2. This article shall not apply in an cmergency when a

Report From The Capital
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reasonable medical cortainty cxists that continuation of the preg-
nancy will causc the death of the mother.”

Most of the proposed constitutional amendments would
reversce the Supreme Court’s decision of tast January which said
ihe state could not deny medical scrvices relating to abortion
to a woman during the first 12 weeks of her pregnancy. The
High Count did not cndorse or recommend abortion for anyone.

In 1971 the Southern Baptist Convention adopted a resolu-
tion calling “‘upon Southem Baptists to work for legislalion that
will allow the possibility of abortion under such conditions as
rape, incesl, clear cvidence of severe fetal deformity, and
carefully ascertained evidence of the likelihood of damage 1o
the motional, mental, and physical hcalth of thc mother.”

The American Baptist Convention, in 1967 and 1968, ap-
proved resolutions concerning abortion. The first one was
similar to that approved by Southern Baptists in 1971. Later
the American Baptist Convention enlarged its position to include
the recognition *“that abortion should be a matter of responsible
personal decision.” The resotution called for legislation that
would include strict limitalions on when and under what con-
ditions a pregnancy could be terminated and the medical safe-
guards that should prevail for such procedurecs.

Civil Rights Get Baptist Attention

WASHINGTON—The Baptist Joint Committce on Public
Affairs in its scmiannual meeting here (Oct. 1-3) gave major
attention to religion in schools, civil rights for all people and
proposed constitulional prayer amendments.

In an address on *“Religion and Public Education,” James
E. Wood, Ir., executive director of the Baptist Joint Commit-
tec, declared that “the purely secular view of education, which
ignores Lthe role of religion in the life of man, is neither aca-
demically tenable nor historically defensible no matier what
one’s personal views toward religion may be.”

Religion in Schools

He reviewed historic Supreme Cowurt decisions related to
religion in schools together with the development of the Na-
tional Counci! on Religion and Public Education (NCRPE).
The NCRPE is a coalition of organizations for including re-
ligion in public school curriculum in accordance with the
Supreme Court guidclines.

Wood hailed the work of NCRPE, the American Association
of School Administrators, programs developed by a number
of universities, and cfforts by religious organizations for the
inclusion of religion in the curriculum of schools.

So optimistic was the Baptist leader 1oward these develop-
ments that he declared, “Clearly, we are on the threshold of
a new day in American public education.”

He continued, “Recognition of the rightful role of religion
in public education, long overdue, is being increasingly recog-
nized by educators and the cilizeary alike. The academic
study of religion presages for Lhe future a new dimension in the
cducational expericnces of American youth cnrolled in the
public schools and provides, at the same time, acknowledg-
ment at long last that the study of religion is essential to the
integrity of public education.”

Prayer Amendments

At the same time that thc Baptist Joint Commitlce was
hearing these developments in educational circles, it stood
firm in its opposition 10 proposed constitutional prayer amend-
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ments that are being advocated by other groups in the U. S.
Congress. The Committce has been adamant in its opposition
to governmentally-written prayers and school board-sponsored
rcligious devotions.

The position of the Baptist Joint Committee is that unless
prayer and religious devotion are voluntary it is neither genu-
inc prayer nor truc devotion. For this reason the Committee
has insisted that the celigious life and indoctrination of school
childten be kept out of the hands of public agencies and
rctained by the homes and churches of the nation.

A number of proposed constitutional” prayer amendments
have been introduced both in the U. §. Scnate and House of
Representatives, Two days of hearings have been held by
the Scnate Subcommittce on Constitutional Amendments on
seven proposals before the Senate. Only advocates of these
amcndments have been heard thus far.

If and when the hearings are continued. the Baptist Joint
Commitice will be among the leading religious bodics in the
nation to appose these proposcd prayer amendments.

The United States Catholic Conference, the action agency
of the Catholic bishops, has announced that it intends not
only to seek a constitutional prayer amendment but also an
amendment that will overthrow all the Supreme Court deci-
sions banning religious instruction and indoctrination in the
public schools.

John W. Baker, associate director in charge of research
services for the Baptist Joint Committee, is chairman of an
ad hoc coalition of religious and civil libertics organizations
in Washington to opposc all such proposed changes in the
U. §. Constitution relating to religion.

Civil Rights for Al

In the area of civil rights for all people, the Baptist Joint
Committee instructed its staff o continuc working with such
groups as the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, when-
cver the concerns of the Leadership Conference and the con-
cerns of the Baptist Joint Commiitec are the same.

The’ Leadership Conference on Civil Rights is a voluntary,
nonpartisan association of morc than 120 national civil rights,
religious, labor, civic, profcssional and fratemal organizations
secking to advance civil rights for all Americans through gov-
ernment action. While some of the Baptist bodies that sponsor
the Baptist Joint Committce arc members of the Leadership
Conference, others arc not. The Baptist Joint Committee. it-
self is not a member, although many times the interests of
both bodies overlap.

In other actions by the Baptist Joint Committec it re-clected
its officers for another year, paid tribute to its fiest executive
director, J. M. Dawsan, who dicd in July, and taok steps to
include young people as visitors in the next March mecting of
the Committee.

The officers of the Baptist Joint Committcc arc: Alton L.
Wheeler, general sccretary of the Seventh Day Baptist General
Conference, chairman; William F. Keucher, pastor of the
Covenant Baptist Church, Detroit, Mich., first vice chairman;
S. S. Hodges, exccutive secrctary of the Progressive National
Baptist Convention, Inc., sccond vice chairman; Gerald L.
Borchert, scademic vice president of the North Amcrican
Baptist Semtnary, Sioux Falls, S. D., recording secrotary;
James E. Wood, Jr., treasurcr; and Miss Ina Lintz of the
Baptist Joint Committee staff, assistant trcasurer and assistant
recording secretary.
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Subscription Rate Increase in 1974

Report From the Capitai has never raised its subscription rales, but inflation
has finally overtaken us. Increased costs of paper, printing, postage and per-
sonnel bave forced an increase in prices.

Our new rates are not yet high cnough. However, in an cffort to serve a
maximum number of pcople we arc trying to hold the rates at a minimum

Subscribers wishing to take advantage of present rates must do so before
the end of 1973, The new rates take cffect January 1, 1974,

New Subscription Schedule

$2.50 cach per ycar

Individual subscription

Club rate for 10 or more

Bulk rate (10 or morc to single address)

Report From The Capital
published by
Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs
200 Maryland Ave., N. E., Washington, D. C. 20002

2.00 cach per year
1.75 cach per yecar

Bishops Want Religious Education . . .
{Continued from Page 4)

instruction shall never be infringed by

the several States or the United States.

(cmpheg® added)

On the'surface this scction does not al-
ter eefrthing. At present the First Amend-
ment, which was made applicable to the
states by the Fourteenth Amendment, for-
bids all governments to force participa-
tion or nonparticipation in religious in-
struction. The thrust of this scction of the
proposcd amendment seems to be in an
entirely different dircction.

The right to participate in individual

voluntary prayer has never becn ques-
tioned by the Supreme Court. However,
this section clevates participation in reli-
giousgnsiruction to the Igyel of a consti-
tutional right which®candot be infringed
upon by any government. It would then
be logical to arguo that parochial schools,
parents of children in parochial schools,
or childecn who attend parochial schools
have a constitutionally guarantced right to
public aid in their quest for religious in-
struction.

The nct cflect of this section would be
1o reverse the precedents which have been
developed over the years prohibiting di-
rect or indircct public aid to private and

parochial schools which include the teach-
ing of religion in their curriculum or pro-
gram.

This proposed amendment has many
facets which run contrary to the principle
of religious liberty and the scparation of
church and state. Thercfore, it must be
walched carcfully and Baptists should be
preparced to share their feclings about it
with their representatives in Congress.

Religion and Schools
(Continued from page 2)
“"Public Education has stated that its purpose is “to provide a
forum and means for cooperation among organizations and in-
stitutions conccrned with those ways of studying religion which
are cducationally appropriate and constitutionally acceptable to
a sccular program of public education.”

The functions of the National Council on Religion and Public
Education are: (1) to create public and professional awareness
and support for the objective study of religion in the public
schools; (2) to establish liaison with other professional and lay
cducational, religious, and civic organizations; (3) to provide
a forum for continuing dialogue on issues, programs, and proj-
ects which deal with the academic study of religion in public
cducation; and (4) to serve as a referral center for information
about ccsource persons, programs, projects, curriculum mate-
rials, teacher education opportunities, and legal decisions related
to religion and public cducation.
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Specific significance may be scen in the program planned for
the annual mceting of the Amcrican Association of Schoo! Ad-
ministrators, planned for December 10-12, 1973, in St. Louis,
which will focus this ycar on “Religion: Education’s 4th R.”
Meanwhile, the sccond annual meeting of the National Coyneil
on Religion and Public Education is scheduled to convenc im-
mediately after the AASA annual meeting, December 12-14,
thereby affording an opporiunity for members of these two or-
ganizations to attend both meetings if they choosc to do so and

to benefit from periods of sharing together in matters of com-

mon concern.

Clearly we are on the threshold of a new day in American
public education. Recognition of the rightful role of religion in
public cducation, long overdue, is growing among cducators and
the citizeary alike. This recognition is an acknowlcdgment that
the purely secufar view of education, which ignores the role of

e
.

religion in the life of man, is ncither academically tenable nor .

historically defensible no matter what onie’s personal views to-
ward religion may be.
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