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Johnson, Goldwater Give Church-State Views
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DALLAS (BP)—The two major 
candidates for President of the 
United States expressed their views 
on church-state separation and fed
eral aid to church-related schools in 
statements published by the Baptist 
Standard here.

In an accompanying editorial, Edi
tor E. S. James said that the official 
Texas Baptist publication regards 
federal aid to parochial schools as 
“the number one domestic issue in the 
November election.” The influential 
editor did not, however, comment on 
the statements editorially.

In a very brief statement, Demo
cratic candidate Lyndon B. Johnson 
stated he believed in the American 
tradition of church-state separation 
as expressed in the Constitution, and 
expressed opposition to any federal 
program — including assistance to 
schools—which does not conform to

Johnson's Views
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“I believe in the American tradi
tion of separation of church and 
state which is expressed in the First 
Amendment to the Constitution. By 
my office—and by personal convic
tion—I am sworn to uphold that 
tradition. Therefore, I would op
pose any federal program—includ
ing assistance to schools — which 
does not strictly conform to this con
stitutional requirement.” — Lyndon 
B. Johnson, President 

ipiUl

the First Amendment to the Consti
tution.

President Johnson’s statement did 
not specify whether or not he per
sonally believed that federal aid to 
parochial schools is actually a vio
lation of the Constitution, but he im
plied that he did.

Republican candidate Barry M. 
Goldwater, in a lengthy letter to the 
Standard, said he was opposed to 
federal aid to education in general 
but felt that if federal aid is given 
to public schools, it should also be 
given to private non-profit schools.

Both statements were similar to 
prpviously-published opinions of the 
two candidates, but were made ex
clusively to the Baptist Standard at 
the editor’s request.

In the editorial, the Standard 
strongly condemned the "rising tide 
of insistence that federal aid to pa-

Note to Readers
The editor regrets that due to 

circumstances beyond his con
trol, there has not been a reg
ular “Report From The Cap
ital” this year. Subscribers are 
assured that they will get 10 
issues for their $1.00.

Readers will be happy to 
know that beginning with the 
January 1965 issue there will be 
a new “Report From The Capi
tal.” There will be a new for
mat, departmentized contents, 
summarized news reports, ana
lytical articles, and extensive 
coverage of church-state de
velopments.

rochial schools on the lower levels 
be provided.”

"This very area could well be the 
American Armageddon beyond which 
there will be no place to fall back 
and renew the battle to keep church 
and state separate,” the editorial 
said.

The Baptist Standard sought sim
ilar statements of opinions from the 
1960 presidential candidates. The 
editorial said that the position of 
President John F. Kennedy, a Catho
lic who opposed federal aid to pa
rochial schools, had convinced most 
fair-minded citizens that a man 
should neither be elected nor de
feated because of his church mem
bership.

“Nevertheless, the issue of church
state separation is still very much 
alive; and it will probably be with 
us for a long time to come, the Bap
tist editor said.

Goldwater's Views
“I have always opposed federal aid 

to education as an improper inter
vention by the central government 
into a public sphere, education, 
which both traditionally and consti
tutionally falls within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the several states and 
their local school agencies. How
ever, I have always insisted that if 
education in the United States is in 
so perilous a financial condition that 
only federal assistance can make it 
possible for our children to receive 
the primary and secondary education 

(Continued on page 2)



Politicians Ask For Legally Religious Nation
By W. Barry Garrett

Members of Congress continue to 
introduce bills to establish by law 
that this nation is religious and that 
it recognizes God.

Baptists throughout their history 
have opposed official religion. They 
have insisted that response to God 
must be voluntary. They believe that 
a genuine religious experience is a 
result of the work of the Holy Spirit 
in the hearts of people rather than re
sponse to constitution, kings or gov
ernment authority.

The latest is a series of proposals 
to establish the religiousness of the 
nation is a bill to add the words 
“under God” to the preamble to the 
Constitution. Sen. J. Caleb Boggs 
(R., Det.), for himself and 11 other 
Senators, made the proposal.

Boggs explained that his purpose 
was to “add a spiritual dimension to 
the Constitution that the Supreme 
Court would consider in deciding any 
cases- before it.”

Earlier in the 88th Congress Rep. 
Frank M. Clark (D., Pa.) made a 
similar proposal.

The legislative concern for the 
recognition of God has taken on sev
eral interesting turns during the 88th 
Congress. Sen. J. Howard Edmond
son (D., Okla.) proposed an amend
ment to the Constitution that would 
read: “Nothing in this Constitution 
shall ever be construed to prohibit 
the recognition of Almighty God.”

Zeal fqr a national motto, “In God 
We TPlist,” has picked up consider- 

ableZ support. While the motto has 
been required on all coins since 1955, 
the 87th Congress instructed the Bu
reau of Engraving and Printing to 
include the motto on various denom
inations of paper money.

During the 87th Congress the 
House of Representatives in a gesture 
to strike at the Supreme Court or
dered “In God We Trust” to be in
scribed in gold letters above the 
chair occupied by the Speaker of the 
House.

Then, further slapping at the Su
preme Court, bills have been intro
duced ordering the Architect of the 
Capitol to inscribe in the structural 
stone or marble of the Supreme Court 
building the words "In God We 
Trust.” Others ask that the inscrip
tion be put inside the courtroom itself 
“in gold letters of sufficient size to 
make the phrase legible throughout 
the courtroom.”

Rep. Robert F. Ellsworth (R., 
Kan.) and Rep. F. Bradford Morse 
(R., Mass.) introduced identical bills 
in the House of Representatives to do 
what the First Amendment already 
does. Their bills provide “that no of
ficer, agent, or employee of the 
United States, or any state thereof, 
shall prohibit, restrain, or interfere 
with the free exercise of religion.” ‘

Nineteen Senators earlier in the 
year proposed a constitutional amend
ment that would provide for religious 
laws in all of the states. The exact 
wording of their proposal is a fol
lows : \

“Nothing contained in this Consti

tution shall prevent the enactment by 
any state of any law with respect to 
religionexcept that no state shall 
enact any law establishing any or
ganized church or religious associa
tion of any faith, denomination, or 
sect as a preferred or favored chunh 
or religious association, or enact any 
law prohibiting the free exercise of 
religion.”

One of the reasons given by the 
Senators for state religious laws was 
that “government’s role of neutrality 
should be between the denominations 
and sects of the religious and not be
tween the religious and the nonre
ligious.”

Another bill would requite the in-, 
scription “In God We Trust” to ap
pear not only on the money of the 
nation but on all postage stamps, 
stamped envelopes, and postal cards.

A perennial proposal is the so- 
called “Christian amendment." It 
Would amend the United States Con
stitution by establishing Christianity 
as follows: “This nation devoutly 
recognizes the authority and law of 
Jesus Christ, Saviour and Ruler of 
Nations, through whom art bestowed 
the blessings of Almighty God.”

Although these proposals are al
ways made with great vigor, no hear
ings on any of them have been held, 
except the "Christian amendment” 
several years ago. No one expects 
any of them to be passed by the Con
gress this year. However, with the 
convening of the 89th Congress next 
January another batch of similar bills 
will be dumped into the legislative 
hopper.

« Goldwater's Views
(Continued fjom page 1)

to which they are rightfully entitled, 
then such federal aid should be made 
equally available to all of our chil
dren by giving it to non-profit 
schools, whether public or private, 
as long as they meet the educational 
requirements established by their re
spective state and local public au
thorities.

“If serious educational deficiencies 
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exist due to lack of funds, then the 
millions of children in non-public 
schools need such aid just as much 
as do those in the public schools. For 
these reasons, I have always sup
ported any amendment to federal aid 
to education bills which is designed 
to provide aid to private non-profit 
schools. However, even where such 
an amendment is included I have 
nevertheless voted against the bill 
itself because of my opposition to 
federal aid to education.

“I do wish to point out, however, 
that I have offered several bills which, 
using the tax credit approach, not 
only by-pass the federal government 
completely while making available 
ample financial resources for the 
states, but which also completely 
eliminate the entire problem of aid 
to private and parochial schools and 
yet provide absolutely fair and equal 
treatment for all of our school chil
dren.”—Barry Goldwater, U. S. Sen
ator, Arizona

Report From The Capital



Religious Groups Involved in Tax Exemption Probe '
WASHINGTON, D.C. (RNS)—At 

least two dozen tax-exempt founda
tions face possible revocation of their 
tax exemptions by the Internal Reve
nue Service. Many of the groups re
flect a religious posture.

The groups, charged with distrib
uting political propaganda financed 
by the nation’s taxpayers, came under 
attack before the House Small Busi
ness Subcommittee, headed by Rep. 
Wright Patman (D.-Texas). The 
unit has been concerned with abuses 
by tax-exempt foundations.

Rep. Patman said IRS has under 
“very active” investigation approxi
mately two dozen tax-exempt founda
tions which use radio, television, 
other mass news media and their own 
publications to promote their 
causes.

Decision Soon
Internal Revenue Commissioner 

Bertram M. Harding and his assist
ant, Mitchell Rogovin, both testifying, 
said a conclusion in one or two cases 
“will be reached very shortly.”

By law and in conformity with 
Treasury Department regulations, 
none of the foundations was officially 
referred to by name, but questioning 
brought out the fact that for the pres
ent, most—but not all—the groups 
are considered to be right-wing in 
philosophy.

Most of the testimony centered 
around groups which consistently at
tack the U.S. Supreme Court, the 
civil rights movement, Medicare, aid 
to education, the United Nations and 
the like, professing to do so in the 
name of anti-communism.

Congressional Discussion
Mr. Rogovin said those groups 

which are under scrutiny, for the 
most part, have been discussed “on 
the floor of the Congress.”

In testimony last Oct. 8 Sen. Mau- 
rine B. Neuberger (D.-Ore.) is re
ported to have given a sampling of 
the organizations which the IRS was 
referring to. Foremost among them, 
in her mind, was oil tycoon H. L. 
Hunt’s Life Line Foundation, Inc. 
In fact, Rep. Patman referred di
rectly to that foundation during the 
hearing, pointing out that the IRS 

had received from one of its district 
directors in March, 1963, a recom
mendation that Life Line’s exemp
tion be revoked.

Sen. Neuberger said the 75-year- 
old Hunt, estimated to be worth $700 
million, is getting “more radical 
right-wing propaganda for tax- 
exempt dollar" through the Life Line 
program and other outlets than any
one else.

Organizations Listed
Other groups named by her as 

“right wing groups . . . masquerad
ing as ‘educational or religious’ or
ganizations . . . financed by tax-free 
contributions from businessmen” in
cluded America’s Future, Inc.; the 
American Council of Christian Lay
men; American Economic Founda
tion; Christian and Anti-Communism 
Crusade; Christian Echoes; Ministry; 
Christian Freedom Foundation; 
Church League of America; Circuit 
Riders; Economists’ National Com
mittee on Monetary Policy; Founda
tion for Economic Education, and the 
Inter-Collegiate Society of Individual
ists. ‘ «

Sen. Neuberger also had referred 
to the Daughters of the American 
Revolution, which had adopted a 
resolution attacking the test-ban 
treaty with Russia, using tax-exempt 
money to do so. At the same time, 
she said, the National Committee for 
a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE), 
which supported the treaty, “must 
rely upon taxable dollars to finance 
its activities.”

She* described America’s Future, 
Inc., as a foundation which has a 
committee on which four members of 
the John Birch Society sit. She said 
it “hands out failing grades to social 
science textbooks which give too 
much attention to freedom of re
ligion, speech, and the press.”

Problem of Lobbying
The problem of lobyying and tax- 

exempt status for foundations which 
participate in it is acknowledged as 
a knotty one.

Proposals that political activities 
by tax-exempt organizations be pro
hibited have thus far been rejected. 
A main factor in this is that there 

are many programs which some of 
these groups foster which require 
legislation, and there are but few 
other which have their own taxable 
money to expend for such purposes.

Cited as an example are mental 
health programs, campaigns carried 
on almost solely by foundations which 
would be deterred were they not tax- 
exempt.

What The Law Says
Congress has adopted language 

which says in effect that an organi
zation which is created and operated 
for charitable and educational pur
poses could not devote more than “a 
substantial part of its activities” to 
carrying on propaganda.

The question remains: Who de
termines what is “substantial?” In
ternal Revenue Service has no spe
cific guidelines to follow.

The National Council of Churches’ 
tax-exempt status was attacked by 
Sen. Strom Thurmond (D.-S.C.) last - 
March 12 because of its efforts “to • 
lobby for approval of a ‘strong* civil 
rights bill.” The Southern leader had 
been critical of church and churchmen 
for their support of the bill through
out the long Senate debate.

At that time Sen. Thurmond 
quoted an opinion of Colin F. Stain, 
chief of staff of the Joint Committee 
on Internal Revenue Taxation, that 
a strict interpretation of a 1934 law 
which covers tax-exempt foundations 
“may place its (NCC) exemption in 
jeopardy.” - J

The NCC’s exemption privilege was 
defended by others. No action was 
taken by IRS.

PRAYER AMENDMENTS 
(Continued from page 8)

BAPTIST GENERAL 
CONFERENCE

Resolution adopted by the annual meet
ing of the Baptist General Conference at 
Rockford, III., June 27 to July 1, 1964:

Whereas there is a growing, challenge to 
the basic freedom guaranteed to us by our 
Constitution,

Be it resolved that we reaffirm our com
mitment to the adequacy of the declaration | 
of the First Amendment that “Congress 
shall make no law respecting an establish
ment of religion, or prohibiting the free 
exercise thereof. ...” j

PageJune-September 1964



Conference Theme: Free Exercise of Religion
The eighth annual Religious Liberty Conference sponsored by the Baptist 
Joint Committee on Public Affairs will meet in Washington, D. C. October 
7-9. Approximately SOO Baptist leaders in “North America will discuss 
“The Meaning of the Free Exercise of Religion.” In view of the national 

' discussion now in progress on the place of religion in relation to culture,
government and public institutions this promises to be a highly significant 
Conference. \ '
In preparation for the Conference seven seminar groups in various parts 
of the United States prepared study papers for the participants. In the 
pages following we present news story summaries of some of these papers. 
In a later issue of “Report From The Capital” we will have an account of 
what happened at the Conference and what conclusions, if any, were 
reached.

Baptist Study Paper 
Challenges Churches

Churches should view recent court 
decisions regarding religion “not pri
marily as threats to their freedom, 
but as opportunities to clarify their 
own understanding of the meaning of 
religious liberty,” according to ^a 
Florida ,Baptist study group.

Ili-a special study paper, “The Free 
Exercise of Religion in the Public 
Schools of Florida,” churches are 
urged to find “new and. more effec
tive ways” of communicating values. 
The study paper was prepared by a 
seminar group of Florida Baptists.

The Florida seminar group did a 
study of the relationship between re
ligion and the pubilc schools in that 
state, as an example of the current 
church-state problems.

Florida’s state law requiring Bible 
reading in the public schools was held 
unconstitutional by the U. S. Su
preme Court in June of this year.

The study paper pointed out sev
eral ways in which it said free exer
cise of religion is expressed in Florida 
public schools. These are: fl) a 
moral and spiritual values program,
(2) elective courses in religion at the 
high school and college level, and (3) 
“religious exercises” in the schools. 
Some “religious exercises” are “per
mitted” while not “required” by state 
law as was the required Bible read
ing- . J

The paper lists a number of issues 
at stake in the question of religion in 
public schools. Among these it in
cludes conflict with constitutional 
law, conflict in denomination tradi
tion, preservation of values affecting 
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religion and the state, and majority 
and minority rights.

The seminar group challenged the 
Florida court’s “moral argument” in 
upholding the state Bible reading law. 
Such “instrumental use of the Bible 
for the state’s own end” could cause 
greater damage to Christianity’s to
tal impact than the exclusion of Bible 
reading, it said.

“We could not produce any argu
ment in support of prayer and Bible 
reading as religious exercises which 
seemed satisfactory to us,” the group 
said.

The study paper outlined four sug
gested approaches to the problem:

1. “The church should accept its 
own responsibility for evangelizing 
and educating without depending on 
the help of the state.” Inner reaction 
to the “progressive removal of re
ligious elements” in public schools 
could imply exaggeration of the im
portance of these elements or the fear 
that the ohurch cannot get along 
without public assistance, it said.

2. ' “The church must learn to work 
together with the state on solutions 
to the problem of ethical motivation.” 
It cited some form of jeleased or 
shared time arrangement as one pos
sibility.

3. “The church . . . should 
strengthen and help every effort of 
the home to religiously educate its 
children.”

4. “The church should support pub
lic schools and encourage Christians 
to enter teaching in the public schools 
as a career.”

Members of the Florida seminar 
group were E. Earl Joiner, Christian 
ethics, Rollin S. Armour, church his

tory, Ray V. Sowers, education, and 
Sidney B. Denham, social, psychol
ogist, all of Stetson Univesrity,. De
Land. Richard Pierce, DeLand at
torney and school board member was 
also in the group.

Study Group Clashes 
Over School Religion

A Baptist seminar study group 
could not agree on the way religion is 
to be practiced in public schools. One 
of the group severely criticized Bap
tist leaders and conventions that sup
ported the Supreme Court decisions 
barring required Bible readings and 
prayers in public schools.

The conflicting opinions were ex
pressed a study paper prepared by 
six Baptist ministers from Pennsyl
vania and New Jersey. The writers 
are John Nichols, pastor, Woodlyn 
(Pa.) Baptist Church; A. Scott 
Hutchinson, executive secretary, Phil
adelphia Baptist Association; Herbert 
C. Cottrell, pastor, Oak Lane Baptist 
Church, Philadelphia; Bryan F. Arcin 
ibald, pastor, First Baptist Church, 
Haddonfield, N.J.; Melvin M. Forney, 
pastor, The Roxborough Baptist 
Church, Philadelphia; and 0. John 
Eldred, pastor, Levittown (Pa.) 
Baptist Church.

A. Scott Hutchinson said the 1963 
Supreme Court decision outlawing re
quired devotions in public schools 
“points up the government cannot ap
prove nor order religious exercises, 
neither can it deny those performed 
on a voluntary basis.”

Many questions remain unan
swered because there has been no real 
case testing the “freedom clause” of 
the First Amendment, he said.

Report From The Capital



I Hitting at the court decisions 
I against required devotions, Melvin M. 
I Forney said such expressions of re- 
I ligion are needed to "remind the 
I children that we are a God-fearing 
I nation and that we recognize divine 

guidance."
The American Baptist Convention, 

Southern Baptist Convention, Baptist 
General Conference, and North 
American Baptist General Confer
ence in their meetings this year sup
ported the Supreme Court decisions. 
The resolutions passed by these 
bodies reaffirmed their faith that gen
uine religious experiences must be 
“voluntary.”

Forney criticized Baptist leaders 
for their support of the court de
cisions. The Baptist position of 
church-state separation “has not been 
inconsistent” with Bible reading and 
prayer in public schools, “even if, as 
in some states, it was compulsory,” 
he said.

He charged that the Baptist lead
ership and convention positions on 
the matter are not the same as that 
of church members and pastors. 
Possible reasons for the “difference” 
could be, he said:

(1) denominational leaders may 
say they are taking the right position, 
and exert leadership to bring others 
to their point of view;

(2) denominational leaders deal 
with “different people, not necessarily 
those committed to the Christian 
faith and through dialogue accept a 
different position;”

(3) the “Madison Avenue” tech
nique of getting support from the 
“top” before the idea is “well-aired 
before the public.”

Expressing a different view, Bryan 
F. Archibald wrote: “It cannot be 
said too often that the task of the 
public schools is not to teach religion. 
Religious instruction belongs to the 
homes and to the free churches of the 
land.”

Archibald frankly faced the prob
lems in teaching religion in public 
schools, the observance of religious 
holidays, objective courses in religion, 
and in provisions for students to be 
excused from religious participation. 

'“The customs, morals and ideals of 
American life can be taught in the 
public schools, but not as religion,” 
he said.

In seeking a solution to the re
ligion-school problem Archibald ap

pealed for “ a real neutrality of open
ness and respect” on the part of the 
school^. This, he pointed out, should 
allow “to those free institutions of 
home and church their proper func
tions as the molders of religious con
victions in our nation.”

Herbert C. Cottrell said-that maxi
mum freedom for all people, in the 
practice of religion, is provided in 
the Constitution of the United States.

“It must therefore be acknowl
edged that any state law prescribing 
religious exercises for use in public 
schools constitutes a contradiction 
and a violation of the principle of 
maximum freedom,” he stated.

He said existing constitutional 
amendments and resulting court de
cisions relative to religious exercises 
“do not exclude reference to or infor
mation about God” but they oppose 
religious ’ ceremony prescribed by 
public authority. However, he said 
there is a danger that continued test
ing and interpretations may preclude 
all religious influence in public 
schools.

Cottrell questioned whether legis
lation would be a solution to the 
problem or a cause for continued con
troversy among varying religious 
groups. * '

"The only reasonable solution ap
pears to be an accelerated and im
proved system of religious education 
in the home and church,” he said.

Seminary Teachers Say 
State Protects Liberty

Four professors at New Orleans 
Baptist Theological Seminary, in a 
study paper on "The Role Of Govern
ment In Protecting People From Re
ligious Pressures and Manipulations,” 
held that government has "regarded 
religion primarly as an affair be
tween the individual and the Su
preme Being.”

Because of this relationship the 
professors said that government has 
been "extremely lenient in allowing 
every person the freedom to believe, 
to propagate his beliefs by persua
sion, and to worship unmolested.”

The professors pointed out that 
government “has also recognized its 
responsibility for protecting the com
mon good.”

“Thus the government has asserted 
its right to protect people from undue 
pressures and manipulations, even 

when these have been exerted in the 
name of religion,” they said.

The paper dealt with questions of
(1) the role of government in pro
tecting the economic rights of minori
ties, (2) laws which limit the free
dom of churches to evangelize and ab
sorb all kinds of people into a religi
ous fellowship, and (3) whether com
munity, social or economic pressures 
against a minority group can be elim
inated by law or by court decree.

In a democratic government citi
zens are “duty bound” to protect the 
rights and privileges of all “regard
less of creed, color, or national or
igin,” the group said. However, they 
stated that history shows that all mi- , 
nority groups in this country have i 
been discriminated against at some 
time. , j

As an example they said, “Know ! 
Nothing Movements in the nineteenth I 
century, the Ku Klux Klan, old and 
new, and White Citizen Councils that j 
emerged with vigor after 1954, attest 
to the fact of the denial of basic | 
rights by some of our citizens to 
those whom they do not like.”

The paper pointed out that laws in 
some areas forbidding social fellow*- 
ship between races have been used to 
restrict religious freedom. Churches 
have not held such meetings in order 
to avoid conflict with the existing law, 
it said.

“When this happens, it affects the 
criteria for church membership and | 
thereby limits the freedom of the 
churches,” the writers said. I

The theologians challenged Bap
tists to “respond to these infringe
ments upon liberty in the best tradi- | 
tion of their heritage, namely, by as- I 
serting that human dignity should ] 
make man an object of reverence to | 
other men.” |

In community problems, the paper I 
said, custom and tradition are some- I 
times identified with religion and I 
morality. “It is then an easy step I 
for some individuals or groups to I 
defend the status quo with the claim I 
that legislation or court decrees I 
which would interfere with said cus- I 
toms or traditions are against Di- | 
vine Law,” it said. 3

Stating that “most prejudiced per- | 
sons are also the most religious/’ the | 
Baptist professors said education 1 
and information is not enough to rid I 
a group of prejudice. They said I 
“love can be expressed in society I 
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only as justice, the quality of justice 
being determined by the depth of 
love.” . ,

Members of the seminar group 
writing the study paper were Claude 
L. Howe, Jr., assistant professor of 
church history, William A. Mueller, 
professor of church history, Robert 
Soileau, assistant professor of the
ology, and William Garmon,'associ
ate professor of social ethics, all of 
the New Orleans Seminary.

Baptist Group Hits 
Religion By Law

Religious practices required by 
law were hit by a group of ^Baptist 
leaders here in a^tudy paper on 
“Public Ceremonialism and the Free 
Exercise of Religion.” In taking 
their position they contrasted New 
Testament religion as a voluntary 
personal experience and religion as 
a national heritage or culture.

Some^of the “ceremonialism'’ dis
cussed by the Washington group are 
oaths for public office, chaplains in 
the Congress, national day of prayer 
and Thanksgiving Day proclama
tions, ‘Tn God We Trust” motto, and 
“under God” in the Pledge of Allegi
ance. _ .

People of “vital religious faith” 
have contributed much to this coun
try, the study paper pointed out. It 
went, further to say, however, that 
"in American history one can see 
many attempts to equate religion 
with our national heritage or make 
it just a part of our culture.”

“The American success story— 
victorious in every war, highest level 

, of living in the world, most powerful 
people on the earth measured by 
military power, etc., has made it very 
easy for some to substitute the birth 
of the nation for the new birth of 
Jesus Christ as a prerequisite for an 
American Christian,” the seminar 
group said.

The paper -traced the history of 
ohths for public office. It noted that 
always there has been the alterna
tive to “swear or affirm,” thus “ad
mitting the precedence of individual 
conscience and permitting- the free 
exercise thereof."

Still certain coercive factors have 
slipped into some state laws, the 
paper stated. It cited the Torcaso 
vs. Watkins case in Maryland as an 
example. Torcaso was denied ap

Paa* ata

pointment as a Notary Public in the 
, state of Maryland because he re
fused to declare his belief in God. 
The Supreme Court ruled that this 
requirement established a religious 
test for public office aqd was there
fore unconstitutional.

In the free exercise of religion, if 
a person wishes to include “so help 
me God” in the oath he should be 
free to do so but he should not be re
quired to do so, the seminar group 
said.

The paper criticized any attempts 
to set up religious requirements for 
election-to a political office. “The 
fairminded citizen must accept the 
free exercise of the public figure’s 
religion, whether demonstrated in 
the private sanctuary or in public 
assembly," it said.

Concerning chaplains in the Con
gress, the paper said that “in the 
light of the free exercise of religion 
there seems to be no question but 
that Congressmen ought to have 
what spiritual help they want.”

It pointed out that Congressmen 
are not required to attend the open
ing session which includes the 
prayer, and that individual Con
gressmen may invite ministers of 
their own choice to lead the prayers.

The question of government in
volvement in paying the chaplain 
from tax funds is similar to the 
chaplain in the armed forces, the 
seminar group stated. They asked, 
“Does the government have an obli
gation to provide for the needs of 
man when he is required to perform 
a duty for the government away 
from his home? Would some of his 
needs be spiritual?”

The paper questioned the spiritual 
value of legally declaring a day of 
thanksgiving or day of prayer. It 
said the practice of prayer by gov
erning bodies would be a . better 
guide for the people than would be 
any law.

“Prayer freely entered into, and 
not limited to a given brref period, 
is much more in keeping with the 
‘free exercise’ clause of the First 
Amendment than the institution of a 
day of prayer prescribed by public 
law,” it said.’

The group said there is a “long
ing after God” in man that leads to 
some type of “identifying with God.” 
This produces the idea of favoritism 
with God or being “on God’s side,” 
they said.

“This positioning of the nation 
‘on God’s side’ is more likely to be 
evident through the philosophy and 
attitudes of individuals and groups" 
than by specific laws, the paper said. 
However, it said these attitudes re
sult in efforts for religious laws.

An awareness that God *is not 
prejudiced or limited is necessary to 
avoid restricting religious freedom 
by law or tradition, the group con
cluded. \

The seminar group included men 
from the metropolitan Washington 
area: Robert Harris, pastor, Temple 
Baptist Church; William Scurlock, 
pastor, Takotna Park Baptist 
Church; James Langley, pastor, 
Pennsylvania Avenue Baptist 
Church; James Windham, pastor, 
First Baptist Church of Silver 
Spring; Richard Dutton,- pastor, 
Clinton Baptist Church; Fred 
Rhodes, president of the District of 
Columbia Baptist Convention; and 
James 0. Duncan, editor, Capital 
Baptist, official publication of the 
District of Columbia Baptist Con
vention.

Says Religious Freedom 
Demands Social Duties x

Free exercise of religion is as
sured to the individual only as he 
helps assure free exercise for all 
others in society, according to a 
seminar group of Tennessee Bap
tists.

In a study paper on “Free Exer
cise ,of Religion and the Citizen’s 
Obligation to Society,” the group dis
cussed some basic questions concern
ing the freedom of the individual and 
his place in society.

The group posed the following 
questions: (1) What are the rights 
of the individual to be religiously 
extreme or irregular? (2) What 
rights of the community are lost 
when religious extremes are exer
cised? (3) Who guarantees the in
dividual his rights to be religiously 
irregular? (4) What protects the 
community from the “way out” in
dividual? (5) If a line has to be 
drawn where should it be drawn and 
who draws it?

They stated that the citizen has 
an obligation to society to serve the 
public interest. Yet, some would 
put that obligation above individual 
freedom and deny freedom to those 
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who hold other views, they pointed 
out.

“Because freedom is basically a 
moral question, the line between pub
lic obligation and personal freedom 
is sometimes'hard to see,” they said.

The paper presents the idea that 
free exercise puts man into "tension” 
with society and with himself. “As a 
private person he wants to be free; 
as a public person he wants to con
form,” it said.

It points out two sides to the free 
exercise problem, one that can be 
controlled by law and one that can
not. “Law makes provisions for the 
conscientious objector and for other 
aberrants, but not for the man who 
is subjected to group pressure or 
community pressure,” the paper said.

The Baptist group cited several 
problems in the range of free exer
cise and public conflict:

(1) religion-oriented problems of 
social deviation,, such as the early 
practice of polygamy by the Mor
mons, and Sabbatarians who ob
serve a holy day other than Sunday;

(2) religion-oriented problems re
lated to the national security, such 
as conscientious objectors;

(3) religion-oriented problems of 
public peace, such as some religious 
groups who object to the pledge ot 
allegiancce to the flag;

(4) religion-oriented problems of 
public health, such as blood trans
fusions to save a baby’s life even 
though parents may have religious 
objections; and

(5) religion-oriented problems of 
personal privilege, when personal 
privilege must be forfeited because it 
interfers with the well-being and 
public p6ace of society.

Those who overstress free exercise 
tend to forget that without govern
ment there could be no free exercise, 
the group said. They pointed out 
that freedom cannot exist in a law
less society.

Government must always be lim
ited because: (1) government is not 
the exclusive power in the affairs of 
its citizens, (2) government cannot 
be perfect, and (3) government is 
people, not things, they said.

The seminar group said free so
ciety must be guaranteed by law and 
must apply to all citizens. It must 
guarantee to each person “the free
dom to follow his own will in all 
things, and never be slave to the 

unclear and mandatory wills of 
others."

The “fine line between anarchy 
and submission” must be drawn by 
the society and not law,” they said.

The seminar group included: Dan
iel R. Grant, Vanderbilt University; 
G. Allen West, Woodmont Baptist 
Church; William Dyal, Christian 
Life Commission; L. J. Newton, Bap
tist Sunday School Board; Davis C. 
Woolley, Historical Commission, 
SBC; Gomer L. Lesch, Baptist Sun
day School Board; Rabun L. Brant
ley, Education Commission, SBC; 
Woodrow W. Phelps, Belmont Col
lege; Walter Haralson, Vanderbilt 
University; and Martin B._Bradley, 
Baptist Sunday School Board.

Albert McClellan, program plan
ning secretary of the Executive Com
mittee, SBC, was chairman of the 
group. •

Professors See Biblical 
Basis For Human Freedom

Freedom of choice is basic in the 
biblical concepts of freedom, accord
ing to a group of Baptist seminary 
professors. They said an “estab
lished” religion is no religion at all 
in the biblical sense.

Nine professors at Southern Bapt. 
Theol. Sem., Louisville, Ky., discussed 
biblical concepts of freedom in a 
study paper on “Biblical Concepts 
Relevant for the Free Exercise of 
Religion Today.”

The study paper dealt with:
(1) elements of freedom which in

here in the biblical understanding of 
the creation, the role, and the fall 
of man;

(2) freedom concepts which inhere 
in the biblical revelation as law;

(3) freedom insights reflected in 
the prophetic tradition;

(4) Christ and freedom;
(5) concepts of freedom which in

here in the Doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit;

(6) the church and freedom;
(7) relationship of eschatology to 

freedom of the person or of the 
church; and

(8) elements of a genuine religious 
experience.

Man was created as a responsible 
and responding being, the professors 
said. They pointed out that man’s 
misuse of his freedom as it affects 
his neighbor is subject to human law: 
“Since the state is ordained of God, 

man’s freedom does not exempt him 
from obedience to human laws.”

They said man’s freedom increases 
or decreases “according to the meas
ure of his love for God and for 
others.” True freedom exists in a 
community of love, a society of shar
ing and sacrifice, they stated.

The seminary teachers said that in 
the concept of “agape-love” the Chris
tian has a primary consideration for 
the other person. “Agape-love” brings 
respect for human rights, they said.

The group said the concept of 
freedom within the New Testament 
church was extended to include the 
demand for religious and political 
freedom. “Thus, the Spirit of liberty 
. . . poured out of the churches into 
the larger community life, demand
ing freedom, local autonomy, separa
tion of church and state, the rejec
tion of coercion and persecution of 
minority groups.”

Stressing the free response of man 
to God, the professors attacked at
tempts to legislate this response: 
“Any state or earthly power which 
seeks to legislate man’s relationship 
to God denies therewith the spiritual 
nature of that relationship, . . . that 
it derives from the interaction of 
God’s spirit and the human spirit.”

They said it is through this free 
response, not through a “pre-deter
mined” group, that God works to 
accomplish his goal.

“It is clear that an established re
ligion, or a ‘culture religion,’ or a 
family religion, is no religion at all 
in the biblical sense," the professors 
stated. They said such religion fails 
by “substituting the deterministic 
and external factors of race, culture, 
or nation for the dynamic concept of 
free desponse to the call of God.” j

The Southern Seminary professors 
writing the study paper were: James 
Leo Garrett, professor of Christian 
Theology; David L. Mueller, assist
ant professor of Christian Theology; 
Page H. Kelley, associate professor 
of Old Testament Interpretation; 
Nolan P. Howington, associate pro
fessor of Christian Ethics; Dale 
Moody, Joseph Emerson Brown Pro
fessor of Christian Theology; Henlee 
Barnette, professor of Christian. 
Ethics; Glenn Hinson, assistant pro
fessor of Church History; Wayne E. 
Ward, associate professor of Chris
tian Theology; and Wayne E. Oates, 
professor of Psychology of Religion.
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Baptist Groups Oppose Prayer Amendments
SOUTHERN BAPTIST 

CONVENTION
Resolution adopted by the Southern Bap

tist Convention, in annual session in At
lantic City, New Jersey, May 22, 1964:

In this anniversary year we are grateful 
for the witness which - our Baptist move
ment has been privileged to bear. The 
discernment of the call of God in Christ 
has led us to a glorious experience of evan
gelism and missionary outreach through the 
power of the Holy Spirit.

Our leaders and our people have firmly 
, rejected the use of the coercive powers of 

government in the realm of religion. Bap
tists had much to do with writing the First 
Amendment into the Constitution, of the 
United States and have been in the fore
front in preserving religious liberty 
that our nation has ed. . We have un- 
flinchingly declared our desire for separa
tion of church and state in resolutions, in 
sermons and in policies and practices.

1. We, the messengers of the Convention 
hereby affirm our support for the concepts 
and'the vocabulary of the First Amend
ment, including both 
government roles in 
and its protection of 
ligion for the people.

2. We enunciate our concern that public 
officials and public servants of all types 
shall have the same free exercise of reli
gion as other citizens, but that this freedom 
does_j»ot entitle them to use public or offi
cialpowers for the advancement. of reli
gious commitments or ideas. In applying 
this principle to the field of public educa
tion we affirm the historic* right of 
schools to full academic freedom for 
pursuit of all knowledge, religious 
otherwise.

3. We appeal to the Congress of 
United States to allow the First Amend
ment of the Constitution of the United 
States to stand as our guarantee of religious 
liberty, and we oppose the adoption of any 
further amendment to that Constitution re
specting establishment of religion or free

■ exercise thereof.
4. Wejizge all our channels, leaders, and 

churchesv to involve themselves thoroughly 
in study of the biblical, the historical, and 
the contemporary issues related to religious 
liberty to the end that our heritage of 
freedom and responsibility under God may

its prohibition upon 
religious programs 

free exercise of re
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be clearly understood and appreciated by 
the next generation and by ever larger 
proportions of the world’s peoples.

AMERICAN BAPTIST
convention

Resolution adopted by the American 
Baptist Convention, in annual session in 
Atlantic City,’New Jersey, May 22, 1964:

Baptists believe that religious faith must 
involve a vital encounter between man and 
God and that religious form cannot be 

. substituted' for this encounter.
The viewpoints of Baptists (in particular, 

John Leland of Virginia) with regard to 
religious liberty and the necessity for the 
separation of church and state had its in
fluence on the writers of the Bill of Rights 
and resulted in the first amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States which 
has become the cornerstone of religious 
liberty.

Thus Baptists have long opposed any 
compulsion to conformity in religious be
lief or in the practice of religion. The first 
amendment has supported this freedom. 
The proposed change in that amendment 
could weaken it and bring the power of the 
state to. bear on individuals to conform and 
to participate in prescribed religious prac
tices.

An amendment to permit' compulsory 
Bible reading and prayer in the public 
schools is not only a danger to the free
dom of non-believers, it is also a threat 
to the religious well-being of the believer. 
It is because of a deep respect for wor
ship, and the recognition that prayer • is 
essential and should be a vital encounter 
between man and God, that Baptists oppose 
devotional exercises that are more rote 
than worship. Therefore we affirm our be
lief in the separation of church and state 
as written in the first amendment of the 
Constitution of the United States.

And we reaffirm our historic Baptist be
lief that religion should not be a matter 
of compulsion and that prayers and reli
gious practices should not be prescribed by 
law or by a teacher or public school official;

We further urge that American Baptists 
develop present programs and explore new 
and more effective ways of reaching chil
dren and youth for Jesus Christ who are 
currently not being reached; and .

We also urge American Baptist churches 
and families to give special study this year 
to our historic Baptist position in the con
text of current issues in churjh and state 
relations.

GENERAL CONFERENCE OF 
NORTH AMERICAN BAPTISTS
Resolution adopted by the General Con

ference of North American Baptists in 
session at Sacramento, Calif., July 13-19, 
1964:

WHEREAS, Baptists have always taught 
that a genuine religious experience is a 
voluntary response to God, and

WHEREAS, all persons have a right to 
the free exercise of religion, and

Bulk Rate
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PAID '

WHEREAS, governmental pressure to 
conformity in religious belief or in the prac 
tice of religion denies to people the free 
dpm of religion, and

WHEREAS, Baptists were influential it 
writing the First Amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States and have beet 
in the forefront in preserving-the religioui 
liberty that Americans have enjoyed, and

WHEREAS, the U. S. Supreme Court 
has ruled that governmentally written an< 
required prayers as well as required devc 
tions violate the First Amendment,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: Tha 
the delegates of the North American Bap 
tist General Conference in triennial ses 
sion—

1. Reaffirm the resolution on religioui 
liberty approved by the 33rd General Con 
ference. (Pages 43-46 1961 NAB Confer 
ence Minutes).

2. That we reaffirm our support for thi 
First Amendment and its present wording 
including both its prohibition upon govern 
ment roles in religious programs and it 
protection of the free exercise of religion 
In taking this position, we wish to empha 
size the right of public officials and of schoo 
pupils to the free exercise of their religioi 
in harmony with the basic principles o 
religious liberty. We also affirm that thii 
does not give public officials the right to us, 
the authority of their office for the advance 
ment or promotion of their religious views

3. That we urge all our denominations 
channels, leaders, and churches to involv 
themselves in the study of the biblical 
historical and the contemporary issues re 
lated to religious liberty,.to the end tha 
our heritage of freedom and responsibilit: 
under God may be clearly understood an, 
appreciated by the next generation and b; 
ever larger proportions of the world.’ 
peoples.

(Continued on page 3)
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