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What are the churches saying 
about President Kennedy’s proposals 
for tax reduction and tax reform?

The answers to this question range' 
all'the way from bitter opposition, 
because of fear Of reduced income for 
the churches and their agencies, to a 
cool analysis of what is actually pro
posed and how the churches should 
react to governmental support by spe
cial tax arrangements.

In addition to a $10.2 billion tax re
duction program, the President has 
recommended that a floor be placed 
under alhitemized deductions before a 
taxpayer figures his income tax.

This means that taxpayers who 
itemize their deductions would be al
lowed deductions in excess of five per 
cent of their adjusted gross income 
and ^ot to exceed 20 or 30 per cent.

Taxpayers who do not itemize their 
deductions would be allowed a 
stra -ht 10 per cent deduction to 
cove their interest, taxes, contribu
tion and medical expenses.

T i President proposes that tax
jay s in high income brackets who 
qua! y for “unlimited” deduction for 
coni buttons, thus escaping all in- 
com taxes, be allowed only the same 
20 < 30 per cent deductions as other 
tax] yers.

A ompanying these changes, the 

Administration recommends a new 
series of reduced tax rates that are 
calculated to relieve taxpayers in 
most brackets. This, the Adminis
tration says, will much more than off
set the result of the five per cent 
floor.

The purpose stated by the Presi
dent in asking these changes is (1) 
to reduce the number of taxpayers 
who itemize their deductions, and (2) 
to broaden the tax base for additional 
revenue.

A is the Administration’s conten
tion that these and other changes 
will put more money in the hands of 
the people to spend, to invest, and to 
contribute to charitable causes.

Response of the Churches
Although many church groups 

have not yet had time to give 
thorough study to the President’s 
proposals, a number of responsible 
denominational agencies and church 
leaders have expressed themselves. 
Some have re-thought their original 
positions and have revised their state
ments, while others are yet in the 
formative stage. Here are a few that 
have spoken:

Methodist—The Council on World 
Service and Finance of the Methodist 
Church has written to all Methodist 
pastors to enlist their opposition to 
the President’s tax program. The 
Council suggested that the pastors 
communicate with their Senators and 
Representatives in Congress.

. The Council, in a letter to Joseph 

W. Barr, Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury, asserted that the proposed 
tax legislation would be “highly detri
mental” to American institutions 
such as churches and their agencies.

The Council further charged that 
the “proposed tax structure would 
seriously effect our American civili
zation” in three ways: (1) by gravely 
reducing the incentive to give, (2) 
by penalizing the donor, and (3) by 
making less money available to the 
churches and other organizations.

The Council said that the five per 
cent tax floor on deductions “is a 
tremendous blow to our traditional 
and constitutional right for volun
tary support of our religious and 
other eleemosynary institutions.”

No evidence was offered by the 
Council to explain how it reached its 
conclusions.

National Association of Evangeli
cals—Mr. Frank Nicodem, chairman 
of the Stewardship Commission of 
the National Association of Evangeli
cals, testified before the House Ways 
and Means Committee., He opposed 
the President’s tax proposals “be
cause of the serious effect it would 
have upon donations to churches” 
and other religious agencies. He 
said thAt the effect of the five per 
cent floor in deductions “would be to 
divert some funds which are now 
being given to churches . . . toward 
the government in the form of taxes.”

The NAE spokesman said that the 
Administration’s proposals would

(Continued on next page)
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hqye an “adverse affect” on" the peo
ple in the churches who normally are 
tithers. “The immediate result of 
this particular proposal would be to 
reduce .contributions,” he asserted.

Nicodem also opposed the proposal 
to eliminate unlimited charitable de
ductions because “its net effect would 
be adverse to churches and other 
charitable organizations.”

No firm evidence was offered by 
the NAE to substantiate its opinions.

Lutheran—The Church Council of 
the American Lutheran Church, with 
offices in Minneapolis, in* February 
issued a statement thatZstrongly op
posed the President’s tax proposals 
as being unfair to some taxpayers 
and adversely affecting religious and 
charitable groups. Later, however, 
a revised statement was issued that 
toned, down its opposition and made 
more constructive suggestions.

The revised Lutheran statement 
sought to lift the level of Christian 
stewardship from response to govern
mental tax policies to genuine teligi- 
oujpcommitment. The statement said:

“The offering made by a member 
of the Church should be a response 
to the love of Christ, an expression 
of the desire to impfement the work 
of the Kingdom, and an attempt to 
etomply with the instructions given 
to us in Scripture. Such giving 
should not be motivated by a desire 
to minimize tax obligations nor in any 
sense a substitute for the fair re
sponse of the Christian to the finan
cial demands of his government.”

The Lutheran statement question
ed the wisdom of a tax law which 
would limit the deductibility of dona
tions to religious and charitable pro
grams. It asked if there are not cer
tain benefits to the nation for individ
uals to accept responsibility for cer
tain services, “which values are di
minished or lost when the same or 
similar services are provided through 
tax sources.” ‘

The, Lutherans further suggested 
that benevolent contributions are of 
a different nature from other cate
gories of tax-deductible expenses. 
Due to their voluntary character, it 
was suggested that these contribu
tions be put in a category to which 
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the five per cent floor would not ap
ply. "This would be consonant with 
the historic recognition on the part of 
the federal government of the social 
value of voluntary benevolent giv
ing,” the statement said.

The Lutheran statement concluded 
with a caution to the, churches lest 
they “unwittingly facilitate, or even 
appear to facilitate, evasions of 
proper tax liability.”

National Council of Churches—The 
General .Board of the National Coun
cil of Churches in a "Statement on 
U. S. Tax Revisions” expressed its 
"concern over the possible effects” 
of the Administration’s five per cent 
floor under legally allowable itemized 
deductions.

The National Council’s Board 
recognized “that the Congress has the 
constitutional right to tax an indi
vidual’s gross income and that there
fore any deductions granted in the 
Federal income tax code are at the 
full discretion of the Congress.” It 
also agreed that tax reduction should 
be accompanied by tax reform to 
eliminate unfair provisions in the, 
present tax code.

The Board did not challenge the 
Administration’s prediction that the 
reforms would not adversely affect 
charitable giving, and it did not. raise 
questions about the proposals “as a 
special plea for charitable organiza
tions.”

The major concern of the Board 
was whether or not the long run ef
fect of the Administration’s proposals 
would discourage “support of a broad 
variety of voluntary associations of 
our citizens which assume personal 
and private responsibility for pro
grams and organizations freely estab
lished for social ends in which they 
believe.”

■The Board took a view opposite 
that of the Administration about en
couraging taxpayers to use the stand
ard deduction rather than the item
ized deductions. It ameed Congress 
and the Administration to consider 
four questions:

1. Is there any good reason why 
charitable, deductions should not be 
separated from tax and interest de
ductions if it is desired to put the 5 
per cent floor under the latter?

2. Is it not possible to achieve an 
equitable general tax reduction 

which the Federal Government can 
afford without immediately recoup
ing $2.3 billion from a partiinbr 
group of taxpayers for w.hom the 
general tax cut was supposed to be 
equitable in the first place.

3. At a time when other Fedeial 
tax proposals and rulings are laying 
a hea’vy bookkeeping burden on busi
ness firms, is it defensible to encour
age an increase in the use. of the 
standard deduction by individuate, 
thereby discouraging them from 
maintaining proper records of their 
legal tax deductions?

4. Is the auditing advantage of 
this proposal really worth modifying 
the long history of the U. S. Govern
ment’s encouragement of free and 
voluntary association and enterprise?

Baptist — C. Emanuel Carlson, 
executive director of the Baptist 
Joint Committee on Public Affairs, 
after a study of the President’s tax 
proposals, wrote a staff report on 
“Baptist Principles and Tax Revi
sion.” He took no position for or 
against the recommendations, and he 
recommended that church leaders 
proceed with caution in their reac
tion to tax reduction and reforms. 
He probed deeply into the motiva
tions of the churches;

“If the churches go to the public 
saying that their programs cannot 
exist without the aid of a tax policy 
which encourages people ‘to give’, 
the churches would be declaring 
their dependence rather than their 
independence of the government’s 
powers. ... A self-centered agency 
or institution has never been able to 
communicate the gospel of a self
sacrificing Savior,” Carlson said.

“It is earnestly to be desired,” he 
continued, “that the time of tax revi
sion shall be a time of increased 
strength in the churches, rather than 
an increased subservience anti de
pendence upon public policy It 
should be a time when church , ople 
think through the nature of their 
commitment to Christ and t ■ his 
qhurch.”

“Strange to say,” Carlson ob ved, 
“in this land of ‘complete sep; ition 
of church and state’ the first vave 
of protest correspondence cam- rom 
church interests.” After cart 1 ex
amination of the President’s t: pro
posals, the Baptist executiv said 
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"th> e issues are primarily questions 
of t < policy rather than of church- 
stai relations.”'

Ii his attempt to relate Christian 
prir. iples to tax policies, Carlson 
poir ed out that church concern 
sho d be primarily for people and 
for he advancement of the Christian 
me> age. He indicated that Chris
tian are concerned for the relief of 
the poor, the care of the aged, and 
for the establishment of principles 
of justice and equity.

Administration spokesmen say that 
such relief will be accomplished by 
the proposed tax reductions and re
forms. Carlson indicated that he 
was willing to leave these questions 
for the economists to debate.

He explained that the proposed five 
per cent floor for deductions had been 
widely misunderstood and misinter
preted. The proposal would allow 
those deductions which are more than 
five per cent of adjusted gross in
comes. This includes all deductions, 
not just church' contributions.

The purpose given for this pro
posal is “to arrest the erosion of the 
tax base.” The problem of deduc
tions is seen in the figures since 1944. 
The itemized deductions listed by 
American taxpayers have increased 
from $6 billion in 1944, to $10 billion 
in 1950, to $27.5 billion in 1958, and 
to about $40 billion in 1962.

This increase resulted from several 
factors: (1) a rapid increase in State 
taxes (equalled 30 per cent of total 
deductions in 1960); (2) increased 
interest, especially on home mort
gages; (3) increased contributions; 
and (4) increased medical expenses.

Carlson pointed out that under the 
new proposed five per cent floor on 
deductidhs, the five per cent would 
be reached in many cases by invol
untary expenses such as taxes, inter
est. and other items. This would 
place church and charity giving above 
the five per cent floor.

T .e Administration proposes that 
the tax rate be reduced for persons 
wit the highest incomes from the 
pre -nt 91 per cent to 65 per cent. 
Th i means that giving costs the 
do: >• 9f on the dollar at present, 
bul vould cost them 35f on the dollar 
if t e revised plan is enacted. Many 

-chi ch institutions fear that this 
wil cut heavily into their support 
fro big gifts.

The reasoning of the Administra
tion also is that persons with high 
incomes should pay income taxes 
even though they have given away 
more than 90% of their income for 
several years past. Such persons are 
now permitted “unlimited deduc
tions,” and are able to avoid paying 
any taxes. The Administration’s 
plan would provide for-30% as the 
top allowable deduction.

Carlson predicted that the result 
of such a reduction in non-taxable 
percentage income of wealthy per
sons would be minimal as far as 
church institutions are concerned. 
He gave three reasons: (1) the num
ber of such persons is very small; 
(2) many of those that exist are in 
the habit of giving to foundations 
or projects which they and their 
families control; and (3) often their 
giving consists of properties which 
are valued at high market value even 
though they were acquired at lower 
costs.

The Baptist leader adopted an op
timistic attitude toward giving on 
the part of church members. He said 
that if the federal government re
frains from collecting $10.2 billion, 
one could presume that the people 
would have more money with which 
to contribute to the churches.

"To assume that the reduction of 
the tax rate would reduce people’s 
motivation for giving to the churches 
would be to indict our people’s religi
ous commitment beyond evidence or 
reason,” he said.

He concluded, “Baptists have a 
long heritage of emphasis on free 
commitment to God, and on volun
tary stewardship to God. These 
should relieve denominational appre
hension regarding the quality of 
stewardship among us. It is the 
writer’s opinion that if the Baptist 
people have more money, they will 
also give more money, and that most 
of them do not give for the sake of 
reducing their taxes.”

United Church of Christ—The 
Council for Christian Social Action 
of the United Church of Christ has 
issued a new study paper on “Taxa
tion.” Although most of the work 
on the paper was done before the 
President’s tax proposals, it sets 
forth some pertinent principles that 
should be helpful to churches.

The paper says, among other 

things, “Christians understand gov-. 
ernment to have an important place* 
in the providence of God, in meeting 
His purposes and human needs. 
Thus, Christians are concerned both 
that the costs of government be met 
and that they be met as fairly as pos
sible. At the same time they are 
aware that not only justice but a 
prosperous, growing economy is an 
important objective. On such an 
economy depends the welfare of all 
—including the underprivileged per
sons at home and in other lands.

“Thus, Christians approach the 
problems of taxation in the spirit of 
the principle of stewardship; Taxes 
differ from individual contributions 
to the church in that they have their 
distinctive functions, are universal 
in their impact, arid carry an element 
of compulsion which does not exist 
within the church. This coercive 
quality calls for a critical as well as 
appreciative view not only of the 
methods of taxation and the uses of 
tax money, but also of the exercise 
of the power of government. Never
theless, we recall that certain pur
poses formerly served by the church
es are in our society administered by 
the state. In a real sense the pay
ment of taxes levied through the 
democratic process should be regard
ed as a civic duty rather than an an-, 
noying burden. I

“In any event, Christian citizens 
especially should be scrupulously hon
est in reporting and meeting their 
tax liabilities. About this there can 
be no question.

“At the same time, Christian citi
zens have a responsibility to work 
for such changes as will improve tax 
policies and develop the best possi
ble tax system. Here there will be 
understandable and sincere differ
ences of opinion among Christians. 
All of us, however, have the obliga
tion to examine our attitudes in the 
light of our Christian commitment 
so that we make our decision as ob
jectively as possible after obtaining 
all the information possible.”

Roman Catholic—Conspicuous by 
its absence is any public oppression 
of approval or disapproval of the Ad
ministration’s tax proposals by the 
Roman Catholic spokesmen. A call 
to the National Catholic Welfare 
Conference confirmed the opinion 

(Continued on next page)
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»
that it decided to take no position in 
this debate. Reason given was that 
after a careful study of the proposals 
it was impossible to determine 
whether the church would be helped 
or hurt by the hew program.

(Note: Since the above was written a 
National Catholic Welfare Conference news, 
story has reported opposition to two of the 
Administration’s tax proposals by Catholic 
Charities of the Chicago archdiocese. Msgr. 
Vincent W. Cooke, head of the Catholic 
Charities in Chicago, sent a special report 
to pastors, priests, directors and contribu
tors urging strong opposition to these two 
proposals. .

Specifically, the report said that incen
tives for giving would be removed by pro
posed adoption of a fivcper cent limit on 
itemized deductions and the elimination of 
the unlimited charitable contribution de
duction.)

Protestant Welfare Agencies—The 
"Federation of Protestant Welfare 
Agencies, in a letter to Rep. Wilbur 
D. Mills, chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Committee, opposed 
the five per cent floor in income tax 
deductions. The reason given* was 
that such a program would reduce 
the'incehtive for charitable giving. 

"The Federation favored reduced taxes 
but did not want the existing incen
tives to giving to be disturbed.

The Federation said that "most 
substantial donors decide how much 
to give on the basis of the gift’s net 
cost after taxes.” It said that this 
also applies to “modest givers.”

Goodwill Industries—In a memo
randum to executives and presidents 
of Goodwill Industries of America, 
Inc., John C. Harmon, Jr., director of 
Speoial Services, opposed the Presi
dent’s proposals relating to charita
ble contributions and broadening the 
base of tax income. The reason given 
was that "the tax incentive to give 
would be removed.”

Harmon- further stated that “the 
proposals for changes as to charitable 
deductions can become the first step 
away from the historical position 
which the government has hitherto 
taken in relation to voluntary, edu
cational, religious and cultural organ
izations.” He was anxious that ‘^the 
actual language of any legislation . .. 
be carefully scrutinized to be sure it 
would clearly include Goodwill In
dustries.”

(Goodwill Industries is related to 
the Methodist Church.)

Values to be Explored
r It is obvious, from a study of the 
President’s proposals* and of the con
flicting reactions to. them, that 
church groups have much study and 
discussion ahead of them before they 
arrive at'a clear Christian concensus. 
Among the topics already on the list 
for discussion are the following:

1. The morality of deducting for 
gifts that were hot given or listed. 
Included here could be the encourage
ment by the government for persons 
to follow tax avoidance practices by 
unduly high rates.

2. The motivation for giving. The 
witness of the church is more impor
tant than the increase or decrease in 
the volume of contributions.

3. Concern for voluntary, charita
ble organizations. Churches have a 
legitimate concern about any tax 
policy that may result in harm to 
such activities.

4. Concern for human need. It is 
a concern of the churches that the 
poor, the aged and other needy per
sons be cared for. Tax policies to 
encourage this need to be supported.

5. Concern for justice. It 'is. a 
legitimate concern of the churches 
that no person or class of persons be 
unjustly treated by the tax practices 
of the nation.

6. Home ownership. It is a fact 
that home ownership makes for a 
more stable society. Many of the so
cial problems that are of concern to 
the churches are related to the per
centage of home owners. Tax policies 
to encourage home ownership need 
to be advocated.

7. Reasons for income tax deduc
tions. In the original income tax law 
of the United States there were no 
deductions for religious, educational 
or charitable contributions. This 
provision was enacted in 1917, a war 
period, for the purpose of assisting 
wealthy persons whose income tax 
was unusually high. The churches 
seem to have concluded that it was 
the purpose of the government to aid 
religious and charitable institutions 
and that now it would be a blow at 
the churches if deduction privileges 
were abolished or even reduced in a 
substantial amount.

Politicians Wait For
Court Rulo On Religion

Congressional activity concerning 
religion in public schools has cone 
to a stand-still, according to the staff 
of the Senate committee on the judi
ciary.^

The Senate committee on, the judi
ciary, headed by Sen. James 0. East
land (D., Miss.), conducted Kearinji 
last year on proposals to amend the 
Gonstitutioh to offset the effect of the 
Supreme Court decision in the New 
York Regents’- Prayer Case. The 
court ruled “official” prayers re
quired in the public schools violate 
the establishment clause of the first 
amendment.

A number of senators and repre
sentatives have introduced proposals 
in the 88th Congress thpt, in their 
opinion, would be a blow at the Su
preme Court and would make provi
sion for some form of “official” re
ligion in public life.

The Supreme Court this year has 
heard arguments for and against re
quired Bible reading and recitation 
of the Lord’s Prayer in the public 
schools. The cases came from Penn
sylvania and Maryland. The deci
sion could be announced at anytime, 
but it more likely will come near the 
end of June.

Future action on the part of mem
bers of Congress awaits two develop 
ments, according to Washington ob
servers. They are: (1) what the Su
preme Court may say in the Pennsyl
vania and Maryland Bible reading 
and Lord’s Prayer cases, and (2) 
what the public reaction will be in 
response to that decision.

The public reaction to the court’s 
ruling in the Regents' Prayer Case 
last year ranged from highly emo
tional opposition at first to a growing 
approval of the decision as the facts 
became better known.

Washington observers are not 
agreed in their predictions of the pub
lic reaction to the possible decision 
in the Pennsylvania and Maryland 
cases.

Some predict that the public Earn
ed last year not to jump at inclu
sions based on hasty report! t and 
that a more mature. reaction an be 
expected this year. Others ’-edict 
that the explosion last year " ra'^ 
compared to what might hap1 i this 
year if the court says the Bi can
not be read in public schools IP)
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Eu opean Baptists 
Ta < Church-State .

R chlikon-Zurich, Switerland — 
Bap st leaders in Europe say gov
ern; ants should guarantee the free
dom >f the churches and of people to 
sen God according to the dictates 
of t eir consciences.

A i the same time, they said, Chris
tian should be good citizens and 
abide by the laws of their countries 
"as long as these do not demand dis
obedience to God. The churches,” 
they continued, “should recognize the 
rights and duties of the state in its 
own sphere and encourage good citi
zenship.”

A Baptist “declaration on church 
and state” was issued at the close of 
the first European Baptist Confer
ence on Church and State at the 
European Baptist Theological Semi
nary here. J. D. Hughey, president 
of the school, took the lead in call
ing the conference together.

Although the conference was spon
sored by the seminary, it was first 
proposed by members of the Baptist 
World Alliance commission on religi
ous liberty and human rights. The 
council of the European Baptist Fed
eration later endorsed the proposal..

Those present at the conference 
expressed the hope similar discus
sions could be continued in the fu
ture.

Fifty-eight Baptist leaders from 
18 nations met for the week-long dis
cussions. They came from countries 
with various types of government. 
Some were from western democra
cies, many of which are welfare 
states. -Some were from Catholic 
countries. Other parts of Europe 
were represented, too.

Both the biblical and historical 
views of church and state were dis
cussed by the group.

Ti e practice in the United States 
was reported by W. Barry Garrett, 
asso iate director of the Baptist Joint 
Committee on Public Affairs, Wash
ing! i, D. C. “Communism and Re- 
ligii s Liberty” was discussed by 
Eri) Ruden, European secretary of 
the laptist World Alliance.
' F st-hand reports on church-state 
prac ces were given from Germany, 
Aus ia, Holland, France, Yugoslavia, 
Poli d, Spain, Portugal, Norway,

A Baptist Declaration On Church and State
A European Baptist Conference on Church and State, with repre

sentatives from 18 nations, was held at Riischlikon-Ziirich, Switzer
land, March 21-26, 1963. The participants considered relevant ques
tions in the context of today, and made the following affirmations:

1. The Church is the Body of Christ, comprising those redeemed
by him, who personally trust in divine grace and seek to do God’s 
will. Organized churches should consist of those who as believers in 
Christ have experienced the grace of God. A state (also under God) 
is a political body made up of persons living within a certain terri
tory who owe allegiance to a particular government. Citizenship and 
all its rights and responsibilities should be independent of religious 
considerations. ’ .

2. Churches are concerned with man’s relationship to God and 
its personal and social consequences; worship and evangelism are 
their unique responsibility. The state is concerned with the main
tenance of order, peace and justice; it is responsible for making and 
enforcing law. Both church and state are properly involved in 
human relationships and human welfare.

3. The methods of the church include preaching, teaching, per
suasion, and acts of love. The state may employ similar methods, 
but it is entitled to use force in the exercise of its proper functions. 
Force should not be used by church or state to regulate man’s rela
tionship to God.

4. Government is made necessary by man’s social nature and by 
human wrongdoing; its alternative is chaos. Christianity prescribes 
no particular form of government, but it calls for a recognition of 
the dignity and worth of all men.

5. Christians are under obligation to pay taxes and otherwise 
perform their duties to the state, to abide by the laws of their 
country so long as these do not demand disobedience to God, and to 
take part in public affairs as conditions permit or demand.

6. The state should guarantee the right of men to believe (or not 
to believe), worship, teach, evangelize, change their religious affilia- 

ation, and serve their God as their consciences dictate, so long as the 
freedom of others is not violated. Churches should be free, and the 
state should offer the same protection to them that it offers to other 
legitimate groups, without favoring one above another. The churches 
should recognize the rights and duties of the state in its own sphere 
and encourage good citizenship. They have the right to speak on 
public issues, but not to exercise political control.

7. Church and state should have separate sources of income, the 
state levying taxes on its citizens, and the church receiving gifts 
from its members. Careful consideration should be given to the 
question whether state support of churches tends to weaken the sense 
of responsibility and participation of church members. If churches 
accept public subsidies for projects in which the state is also inter
ested, they should be aware of possible limitation of their authority. 
Christian service may often be rendered as effectively in state institu
tions as in those under church auspices.

Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Great 
Britain and Italy.

Church-state practices in Europe 
range all the way from complete free
dom in some areas to the severest re
strictions in others. European prob
lems in church-state relations arise 
from (1) the welfare state, (2) the 
established church in many coun

tries, and (3) the atheistic state in 
other areas. *

Four jnajor problems in the prac
tice of religious liberty were out
lined by A. F. Carrillo de Albornoz, 
a former prominent Roman Catholic 
priest of Spain, who is now a Protes
tant and who heads the religious lib- 

(Continued on page 7)
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Supreme Court Hears* Bible Reading Cases
Two cases about required Bible 

reading and recitation of the Lord’s 
Prayer in public schools were argued 
before the United States Supreme 
Court. A Federal court in Pennsyl
vania said that the practice is uncon
stitutional, while the Court'of Ap
peals in Maryland said it does not vio
late the state or the Federal con
stitution.
| In the Maryland case (Murray v. 
nirlett) the problem revolved around 

a Baltimore school board regulation 
requiring the reading of a chapter 
from the Bible and/or recitation of 
the Lord’s Prayer^t the .Beginning 
of each school day. —

In the Pennsylvania case (Abing
don Township v. Schempp) the prob
lem dealt with a state law requiring 
a reading of 10 verses from the Holy 
Bible without comment at the begin
ning 6? each school day. Although 
•the law does not require it, the Lord’s 
Prayer is usually recited following 
the Bible reading.

In both cases there is provision for 
objectors to be excused.
--Ffancis B. Burch, attorney for the 
Baltimore Board of School Commis
sioners, and Phillip H. Ward, attor
ney for the Abingdon Township 
School Board, defended the practice 
on the ground that it is not a religi
ous exercise but that it is instruc
tion in morality.

Both attorneys contended that, al
though the practice of Bible reading 
and recitation of the Lord’s Prayer 
had its beginning in religious moti
vation, this is no longer the case.

Burph- argued that “these ma
terials are utilized as ethical precepts 
of value in a salutary and sobering 
exercise with which to begin the 
school day. Their use in such a tradi
tional and significant role transcends 
their religious origins, and does not 

^constitute a' sufficient encroachment 
or impipgement to abridge the Es
tablishment Clause.”

Ward staked his case on the con
tention that the people of Pennsyl
vania do not require Bible"reading in 
the schools for a religious purpose. 
He dwelt at length on the point that 
the Bible.is the world’s greatest book 
on morals and that its religious con
tent is only incidental as far as the 
use in schools is concerned. He re

peatedly denied that the people of 
Pennsylvania have any religious in
tent in their schdol use, of the Bible.

A divided opinion in th,e Maryland 
case showed up in an argument pre
sented by Thomas B. Finan, Mary
land Attorney General, when he as
serted that the problem is actually 
religious. He tried to prove that 
the issue at stake is theism against 
non-theism. He argued for a theistic 
base for morality promoted by the 
State iri contradition to the other at
torneys who were defending required 
Bible reading and prayers in the 
schools as a moral exercise.

Attorney Leonard J. Kerpleman, 
representing Mrs. Madalyn E. Mur
ray and her son William of Balti
more, argued that the point of objec
tion was governmentally conducted 
religious exercise in the public 
schools. He said that there was no 
objection to the reading of the Bible 
in public schools in English classes, 
in courses about religion, jn compara
tive religion studies, or in music and 
history.

Henry W. Sawyer, attorney for 
Edward Lewis Schempp, et al of 
Pennsylvania, argued that the moral
ity and the religion of the Bible could 
not be separated. He further con
tended that it was for the specific 
religious purpose that the people of 
Pennsylvania and the State legisla
ture required the Bible reading in 
public schools.

Hitting hard at the argument for 
required Bible reading and recitation 
of the Lord’s Prayer exclusively for 
moral and ethical infraction pur
poses, Sawyer pointed out that this 
has been the only reason for an es
tablished church by government any
where. The purpose of government 
in requiring religion, he said, is the 
belief that religion is good for the 
State, hence the provision^ for an es
tablishment of religion.

All of the attorneys representing 
both sides agreed with the Supreme 
Court ruling in Engel v. Vitale last 
year (New - York Regents’ Prayer 
case). This, they said, was a clear 
case of a religious exercise required 
by government. All of the attorneys 
agreed that there is no need for a re
view by the Court of the Engel case.

Throughout the argument the Su

preme Court justices asked questiftw 
and expressed opinions. Mr. Justice 
Stewart, who was the lone dissenter 
in the New York Regents’ Prayer 
case, repeatedly attempted to develop 
the idea that objections by a minor 
ity was a restriction of the religious 
freedomof the majority.

Stewart asked if it would violate 
the constitution if the majority of 
students in a public school wanted 
to read the' Bible and recite the 
Lord’s Prayer, if there were no stat
ute or school regulation involved.

Sawyer replied that there could be 
no constitutional objection to stu
dents exercising this religious free
dom, but when such practice is super
vised by the government it collides 
with the Establishment Clause. He 
said that the students have a right 
to the free exercise of their religion, 
but they have no right to get the 
state to help them.

Mr. Justice Black pointed out that 
the "free exercise of religion” does 
not mean that people can disrupt pub
lic functions anytime they want to 
pray. For instance, he said, the ses
sion here in the court is a public 
function. "Should we disrupt our 
proceedings if someone, should come 
in and want to start praying?”

Chief Justice Earl Warren brought 
up the situation in Hawaii, where a 
majority of students in some schools 
are Buddhists. “Do you say that in 
schools of that kind it would be 
proper to have a Buddhist ceremony 
and have all Christian children par
ticipate in it or have their parents 
request that they be excused?” he 
asked.

Burch said that it would be consti
tutional as long as the ceremony had 
some purpose in addition to the prac
tice of Buddhism.

Similar questions were asked about 
the use of the Book of Mormon in 
Utah opening school exercises.

Justice Black pointed out that if 
this were the case, the use of re igion 
in public schools would be a sort of 
local option in which the ma rity 
would, select the religious book o be 
used and the ceremony to be rec ired. 
To which Justice William 0. D° iglas 
suggested, “Then the contest ould 
be which church could get con' >1 of' 
the school board.”

In several instances durii the 
arguments possible conflict b> veen
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the Es blishment Clause of the First 
Amen< ent and the Free Exercise 
Clause was discussed. Mr. Justice 
Stewa; insisted that if the Estab
lishing ’ Clause were continually 
pushed o ita limits, it would inevita
bly co’ de with the free exercise of 
religion. .

Sawyer agreed that this is true and 
he cited such problems as the chap
laincy in the armed services and in 
prisons and the power of taxation by 
the state.

Exploring the argument that Bible 
reading and prayers are solely moral 
and ethical exercises and not for re
ligion, Mr. Justice Brennan asked 
why students were excused from par
ticipation. Teaching morality may 
be more important than teaching 
arithmetic, he said. “Why don’t you 
excuse pupils from the teaching of 
arithmetic?” he asked.

Ward replied that the same exemp
tion is open to those who object to 
saluting the flag and to those who 
object to dental or physical examina
tions. He insisted that the teaching 
of morality by Bible reading and reci
tation of the Lord's Prayer is devoid 
of theology, but that a person could 
be excused for religious objections 
if he wished.

The Pennsylvania and Maryland 
Bible reading and Lord’s Prayer cases 
will now be weighed by the Supreme 
Court and their decision will be an
nounced sometime before adjourn
ment at the end of June. (BPA)

EUROPEAN BAPTISTS....
(Continued from page 5) 

erty work of the World Council of 
Churches in Geneva. They are:

1. The protection of minorities in 
a state that is considered a secular 
arm of th£ church;

2 The protection of the religious 
majority in the face of a state which 
wit' its protection insists on some 
authority in religious affairs;

The protection of all religious 
peo.-le in the face of an atheistic 
st<r ■ which is opposed to all religion 
gei rally; and

■ The protection of all citizens in 
th' face of a state which is friendly 
to ligion generally.

1 irrillo said the right method of 
de :ng with Roman Catholicism is 
to ike the middle way and speak the 
coi plete truth—protest when neces- 
sai but commend when possible.

(BP)

Carlson Asks Congress For Clear Principles
A Baptist spokesman in Washing

ton appealed to Congress for the ap
plication of sound church-state poli
cies in proposed legislation for Fed
eral aid to education,

C. Emanuel Carlson, executive di
rector of the Baptist Joint Commit
tee on Public Affairs, presented the 
Baptist concern for separation of 
church and state during testimony 
before the House Committee on Edu
cation and Labor.

He told the Committee that “the 
Baptist movement has been marked 
by emphasis on voluntarism. . .. . 
Baptists have emphasized that qual
ity in religious experience is depend
ent upon a voluntary response to 
God,” hence their emphasis on religi
ous liberty and separation of church 
and state..

Carlson pointed out problem areas 
in the omnibus education bill (H.R. 
3000 and S. 580) now before Con
gress and asked the Congressmen to 
clarify them before enacting it into 
law. The 182-page bill contains pro
posals for Federal aid to education 
in 24 areas.

As the bill now stands, Carlson’s 
testimony pointed out, there are four 

‘major premises in it that involve 
church-state problems. They are:

1. JThat Federal funds can properly 
be used to aid a person either as a 
welfare service or to provide leader
ship to meet a particular need in so
ciety ;

2. That at the elementary and sec
ondary school levels constitutional 
principles and public policy judg
ments require the allocation of funds 
to public schools only;

3. That in higher education there 
is historically and currently a sector 
of public concern which justifies some 
specific aids toward public objectives, 
and that this public sector increases 
as the studies become more advanced, 
more technical, or more specialized; 
and

4. That loans to a church-related 
institution do not constitute an im
proper aid.

It is on the basis of the above 
premises that the proposed bill makes 
provision for church-related schools 
at certain points. Carlson asked for 

clarification of the church-state is
sues at these points.

Specifically, the Baptist executive 
asked for clarification of policies re
lating to forgiveness of student loans 
for those who teach in private as 
well as public schools, the confusion 
about interest rates in loans to 
church institutions, special purpose 
loans and grants to church schools, 
and the welfare concept of aid to 
those attending church schools.

Discussing the difference between 
education on the secondary level and 
the higher education level, Carlson 
said, “we cannot assume the absence 
of vital church relationships in in
stitutions of higher learning.” He 
then summarized various proposals 
to distinguish between a church-re
lated college and a public or private 
college.

Carlsop cited a religious liberty 
conference report that “an institu
tion is church-related when both the 
denomination and the institution 
have affirmed their relationship to 
one or more of the following: (1) 
control of the institution, (2) finan
cial support, (3) curriculum and its 
objective, (4) a statement of rela
tionship, and (5) charter relation
ship.”

In the question period following 
Carlson’s testimony it became clear 
that the battle on Federal aid to 
church schools would be fought 
around two concepts: (1) welfare as
sistance to persons in "need,” and 
(2) special purpose aids to all schools 
for subjects not directly related to 
religion.

This new tone in the House Com
mittee on Education and Labor is 
seen in the crusading spirit of Rep. 
Hugh L. Carey (D„ N.Y.) who was 
transferred from the Appropriations 
Committee this year. Carey is a 
member of the national board of di
rectors for Citizens for Educational 
Freedom, an organization dedicated 
to obtain public assistance for par
ents of children attending parochial 
schools.

Carey commented after Carlson’s 
testimony that no one in Congress is 
attempting to provide aid to church 
institutions. Rather, he insisted, aid 
should be given to persons and they 
could use it in schools of their 
choice. (BP) (
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open again at hearings before the 
House Committee on Education and 
Labor.

Two spokesmen for national organ
izations challenged the position taken 
earlier by the Department of Educa- 

of the National Catholic Welfare 
Conference. They were Mrs. F. L. 
Bull, chairman of the committee on
Legislation, National Congress of 
Parents and Teachers, and Gerald E. 
Kpoff, executive secretary of the Di
vision of Christian Education of the 
National Council of Churches.

The hearing was cpnducted by Rep. 
Carl D. Perkins (D., Ky.), chairman 
of a special subcommittee on educa
tion.

Mrs. Bull stated that Parent Teach
ers Associations in 41 States in 1962 
approved Federal aid to education, 
both for elementary and secondary 
education and for higher education. 
She emphasized, however, that public 
funds “should go to publicly con
trolled, tax-supported schools only.”

The Parent Teacher Association po
sition excluded public aid not only 
from parochial schools but also from 
church-related colleges.

The .major reason given by Mrs. 
Bull for Parent Teachers Association 
opposition to Federal aid to parochial 
schools was that such practice would 
eventually undermine the pdblic 
school system.

Knoff told the committee that the 
General Board of the National Coun
cil of Churches had adopted a posi
tion “declaring the indispensable role

he said, (1) favor Federal funds for 
tax-supported elementary and sec
ondary public schools, (2) opposed 
grants from public funds from Fed
eral, State or local tax funds for non
public elementary and secondary 
schools, (3) opposed payment from 
public funds for tuition or “scholar
ships” or grants to parents for .chil-
dren to attend parochial schools, (4) 
opposed tax credits or forgiveness or 
exemption from school taxes for par
ents of children attending parochial 
schools, and (5) favored welfare 
services from public funds for pupils 
in all schools.

Knoff also expressed the opinion 
that Federal aid to parochial schools 
would be bad public policy and that 
it would produce d\fe effects in the 
nation if Congress were to follow this 
course.

When pressed for an explanation, 
Knoff predicted that public funds for 
private and parochial schools would 
produce an undignified scramble on 
the part of countless gnjjps for their 
share of the public funds, that large 
’Protestant private school systems 
would develop, that it would spell the 
end of effective public school educa
tion, and that the churches should be 
allowed to preserve their independ
ence by maintaining their own 
schools.

Rep. Thomas P. Gill (D., Hawaii) 
asked for illustrations of the erosion 
of public schools where public funds 
were also provided for parochial 
schools.

He also reported on Holland where 
separate schools are supported by 
public funds. In some areas, he said, 

(all three types of schools (public, 
Protestant and Catholic) are main
tained. “We cannot conceive that 
this country with its numerous re
ligious groups, could) find this sys
tem satisfactory,” he said.

Earlier in the series of hearings, 
Monsignor Frederick G. Hochwalt, di
rector of the Department of Educa
tion of the National Catholic Wel
fare Conference, testified that provi
sion for public schools without aid 
for parochial schools would be "dis
criminatory and unfair.”

Hochwalt summed up the position 
of the National Catholic Welfare Con
ference: “If the Federal Government 
determines that Federal aid to educa
tion legislation is to be enacted, that 
legislation should provide for all chil
dren without discrimination:”

The Committee kept Hochwalt on 
the witness stand four hours as he 
attempted to justify federal aid to 
parochial schools. (BP)
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