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Court Prayer Decisions Since 1963
Without, exception the court cases that 

have come to our attention prohibiting 
prayers, Bible readings, devotions, and re
ligious education in public schools have 
been decisions to restrain government or 
the use of governmental machinery from 
the promotion of religion. .

These decisions have been based on the 
“no establishment of religion”- clause of the 
First Amendment which takes government 
out of the business of sponsoring or pro
moting religion.

Rather than complaining about these de
cisions, every God-fearing person in the 
United States should praise the courts and 
the U.S. Constitution for holding the line 
and plating religious responsibility where 
it should be_ Government religion, govern
ment sponsored religion, government estab
lishment of religion, government endorsed 
religion is the antithesis to genuine New 
Testament principles.

No government official be he a king, a 
president, a ptember of Congress, a school 
principaL^-a member of the school board 
or a school teacher has a right to tell a 
school child when to pray, how to pray, 
or what to pray The promotion of religion 
should be kept entirely out of the power 
structure of government This is a sacred 
privilege that should be retained for the 
home, the church, the citadel of the in
dividual soul.

A religious experience to be acceptable to 
God and to be worthy of the name must 
be a voluntary response to God. The power 
of government in whatever form it may take 
must not be used in an attempt to make 
people religious. This must be left to the 
powers of the Moly Spirit, the persuasive
ness of love, and the dynamics of personal 
responsibilities.

In the light of the above principles let 
us take a look at some of the court deci
sions relating to prayer and Bible reading 
in public schools since the famous de* *-  
cisions in 1962 and'1963.
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First, we observe that there have been 
no U. S. Supreme Court cases on prayer 
and Bible reading since the 1962 and 
1963 cases. In 1962 the Supreme Court 
ruled that state-written and required prayers 
for school children violate the Constitution. 
In 1963 the Court ruled that state-spon
sored devotionals violate the Constitution. 
Since then all the court cases involving 
these matters have been in state courts or 
in lower federal courts. The U. S. Supreme 
Court has denied certiorari on several cases 
that have been appealed from the states.

Leyden, Mass.—-The use of school prop
erty for religious exercises. In this case 
(Comm, of Education v. School Committee 
of Leyden) the School Committee of Ley
den voted to institute daily Bible reading 
and prayer in the Leyden elementary school. 
The five-minute devotional period prior to 
the start of the regular school day was con
ducted by the teachers.

s On March 31, 1971 the trial court held 
that the Leyden practices do not violate the 
First Amendment insofar as student par
ticipation is concerned, since it was volun
tary. However, the court held that the 
authorization of participation by teachers 
violated the First Amendment.

On March 2, 1971 the State Supreme Ju
dicial Court held that the Leyden practice 
is prohibited by the U. S. Constitution. 
This court stated: “We think that, under 
the applicable First Amendment decisions, 
neither students nor teachers may be al
lowed to participate in the well-intended ob
servances on school property."

Netcong, N. J.—Government-sponsored 
school devotions. In this case (\>tate Board 
of Education v. Board of Education of Net
cong) the school board had authorized a 
voluntary religious exercise prior to school 
time using prayers from the Congressional 
Record selected with the approval of the 
high school principal.

The N. J. Supreme Court found on No
vember 9, 1970 that there was no meaning

ful difference between the religious pro
gram of the Netcong school Board and 
those prohibited by the U. S. Supreme 
Court in 1962 and 1963.

Superior Court Judge Joseph H. Stam- 
ler had earlier. reached the same decision. 
He said, **To  call some of the beautiful 
prayers in the, Congressional Record ‘re
marks’ for a deceptive purpose is to peddle 
religion in a very cheap manner under an 
assumed name." He further said, "This 
type' of subterfuge is degrading to all re
ligions." '

New York City, N.Y.—School control 
of the school day. In this case (Stein v. 
Oshinsky) a group of parents with children 
in Public School 184 at Whitestone, N. Y. 
sought to force reinstatement of religious 
exercises which ceased after the U. S. Su
preme Court decisions of 1962 and 1963. 
The case went through the state courts of 
New York and was appealed to the U. S. 
Supreme Court which refused to hear it.

Judge Henry J. Friendly of the N. Y.- Ap
peals Court stated the point of the case 
when he said that the constitutional guar
antees for free speech and the free exer
cise of religion do not compel a state "to 
permit persons to engage in public prayer 
in state owned facilities wherever and when
ever they desire.”

He farther said: “Determination of what 
■is to go on in public schools is primarily for 
the school authorities."

In the brief for the school it was pointed 
out that the practices being demanded by 
the parents for their children could not be 
in the category of voluntary free exercise of 
religion. Since the specific prayers involved 
were offered by kindergarten children from 
Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish and 
Armenian homes, the prayers had to be 
taught and supervised by school authori
ties.

Conclusion:—These three cases were se
lected as illustrative of the kinds of cases 
that have developed since 1963 on prayer 
and Bible reading in public schools. Ac
cording to the courts, the free exercise of 
religion or voluntary participation in 
prayer was not the point at issue in these 
cases. They restrained government or the 
use of government machinery in the pro
motion of religion.

It is incorrect to say that the Supreme 
Court prohibited voluntary prayers in pub-

(Continued on page 4)
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October 15, 1971

TWO PROCEDURES ARE AVAILABLE for changing the American Constitution: (1) two-thirds of 
the members of each house of Congress may propose a change, which in turn must be rati
fied by three-fourths of the legislatures of the States; or (2) two-thirds of the legislatures 
may call for a Constitutional Convention to propose changes which must be ratified by three- 
fourths of the legislatures of the States.

WHAT ARE THE CHANCES for a nondenominational prayer amendment becoming a part of the 
Constitution? This question cannot be answered categorically. There are too many forces 
at work to predict accurately at this stage what might happen.

THERE IS A RISING CRESCENDO of opposition to House Joint Resolution 191, the nondenomina
tional prayer amendment, in the House of Representatives. However, opponents are at a 
disadvantage for lack of time. A vote could take place as early as November 8.

ODDS AGAINST THE PRAYER AMENDMENT are rising as more constituents of congressmen 
ask them to consider the harm a vote for the amendment would do to the Bill of Rights. 
Several congressmen are known to have signed the discharge petition to get the pressure of 
lobbyists for the prayer amendment "off their backs." They assert that they have greater 
concern for preserving the First Amendment and will vote against H. J. Res. 191.

OTHER CONGRESSMEN who signed the discharge petition have now signed a "Dear Colleague" 
letter to their fellow congressmen urging them to vote against the prayer amendment. The 
undue pressure to which they were subjected during the past two months may be one reason. 
No congressman likes to be told by a lobbying group that he will be defeated in 1972 unless 
he does what they tell him he must do in 1971.

IF THE HOUSE of Representatives kills the prayer amendment on November 8 it will be most 
difficult to resurrect it in future Congresses. This is why it is so important to defeat 
H. J. Res. 191 at this time.

ON THE OTHER HAND, if the House approves the proposal by a two-thirds vote, it must get 
through the Senate. Here the battle may get long and bloody. Churches will have time to 
organize their forces against the amendment. Time will be available to re-educate the 
public to the real issues involved. The Senate Judiciary Committee will have time to 
schedule hearings.

THE ONE POSSIBILITY IN THE SENATE to skirt the above procedures may come if another con
stitutional amendment comes up for a vote. The prayer amendment could then be attached as 
a rider and thus avoid long public discussion, committee hearings, lehgthy lobbying activity.

THE BEST HOPE FOR THE FIRST AMENDMENT to remain intact is to defeat all attacks on it 
on the national level in the U.S. Congress.

October 1971 Page Three



The 
Affairs

>TISTS SOUND ALARM 
PRAYER AMENDMENT

Joint Committee on Public 
in semi-annual session charged that 

a prayer amendment now before the House 
of Representatives “by authorizing partici-/ 
pation in nondenominational prayer Opens 
the door for government to determine what 
is acceptable prayer.”

The Baptist agency further said, “we 
are vitally concerned to maintain religious 
liberty, without any infringement by gov
ernment regulation of any.form, as now 
provided without qualification by the First 
Amendment to the Constitution." s

The Baptist Joint Committee on Public 
Affairs is sponsored by eight^major Baptist 
bodies'in the United States. The-sponsor
ing conventions have empowered the Com
mittee “to enunciate, commend, and defend 
the historic Baptist principle of religious 
freedom with particular application to the 
separation of church and state as embodied 
in the Constitution of the United States.”

The proposed prayer amendment will 
probdbly be acted on by the House of Rep
resentatives on November 8.

“It is our opinion,” the Baptist Joint 
Committee resolution continued, “that the 
proposed amendment is offered in view of 
a misinterpretation of the so-called ‘pra— 
and Bible reading*  decisions of the Supra 
Court in 1962 and 1963, which propt 
prohibited government intrusion, into 
religious activity of school children.

“At no time has the Supreme Court j 
hibited vdffintary prayer but has only ni 
against governmentally prescribed pra 
and governmentally sponsored religious 
ercises,” the Committee asserted.

Among the other reasons given by 
Baptist Joint Committee in opposing 
prayer amendment are the following:

' 1. Supporting the right of all persons 
engage in genuine prayer without de 
mination by government of either the pl 
or the contents of such prayer;

2. Opposing any amendment that wo 
“make of government a judge of theoli 
and an administrator of religious practk

3. Protesting that under the propo 
amendment “a new religion of ‘nondent 
{nationalism’ wpuld in a measure becc 
established which could threaten the 
tegrity of both church and state”;

4. Charging that by imposing the lin 
of nondenominationalism on prayer Th p 
lie buildings the amendment would thereby 
nullify the constitutional right of the free 
exercise of religion; and

■ 5. Affirming the right of school children 
or any other segment of the population to 

engage voluntarily in their own prayers 
without government authorization oj super
vision, a right that is now adequately pro
tected by the First Amendmebt as it now 
stands.

Much of the time of the Baptist Joint 
Committee was spent discussing how to 
persuade the House of Representatives to 
vote against the prayer amendment A 
major conclusion of the Committee was 
that a most effective means would be for 
persons in every Congressman's district to 
write, phone or telegraph him before No
vember 8, asking him to vote against House 
Joint Resolution 191.

Court Prayer Decisions . . .

(Continued from page 2)

lie schools. The First Amendment remains 
the bulwark for religious liberty in this 
country. A .constitutional prayer amend
ment would only serve to give more au
thority to government in the devotional 
life of the people and therefore would take 
kway a measure of the religious freedom 
that is now protected by the First Amend-

serve for another year. From left are S. S. Hodges, Progressive National Baptist Con
vention, Inc., second vice-chairman; Alma Hunt, Southern Baptist Convention, first 
vice-chairman; Warren R. Magnuson, Baptist General Conference, chairman; and 
Elisabeth J. Miller, American Baptist. Convention, recording secretary. John W. 
Baker, not shown, acting executive director, was re-elected treasurer.

Following is the complete text of the resolution adopted unanimously by the 
Joint Committee on Public Affairs, in semi-annual session, October 6, 1971.

A Reeotatioa m ReRgfom Freedom md 
The Noadeaemfeatfamal Prayer Amendment 

(Sec. 1. Nothing contained in this Con-' 
stitution shall abridge the right of per
sons lawfully assembled, in any public 
building which is\«upported in whole 
or in part through the expenditure of 
public funds, to participate in non
denominational prayer. H.J. Res. 191)

WHEREAS, there is currently before the 
House of Representatives a proposal (H.J. 
Res. 191) to amend the Constitution of the 
United States so as to authorize participa
tion in nondenominational prayer in any 
public building; and

WHEREAS, this proposal, by authorizing 
participation in nondenominational prayer,. 
opens the door for government to deter
mine what' is acceptable prayer; and 

WHEREAS, we are vitally concerned to 
maintain religious liberty, without any in
fringement by governmental regulation of 
any form, as now provided without quali
fication/ by the First Amendment to the 
-Constitution;

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that we,

. fairs, assembled in formal session on 
tober 6, 1971, hereby record our .opposi
tion to H.J.Res. 191, and support our stand 
with the following reasons:

1. We are sympathetic with the sincere 
desire of many people to preserve the 
right of all persons to engage in genuine 
prayer. We deny, however, that any 
elected body or governmental authority 
has the right to determine cither the 
place or the content of prayer, as is 
implied in the proposed constitutional 
nondenominational prayer amendment.

2. Moreover, we foresee that to authorize 
government by a constitutional amend
ment to intervene in the sacred privilege 
of prayer, long enshrined in the charac
ter and tradition of our nation, is to 
make of government a judge of theology 
and an administrator of religious prac
tice.

3. We fear - that, if such a proposed 
amendment should become a part of the 
Constitution of the United States, a new 
religion of “nondenominationalism” 
would in a measure become established 
which could threaten the integrity of 
both church and state.

4. The amendment could enable govern
ment to impose the limits of “nondenom
inationalism” on religious practices in 
any building that is built in whole or in 
part by public funds—a school, a hos
pital, a day care center, a nursing home, 
a children's home—thereby nullifying the 
constitutional right of the free exercise 
of religion.

5. We affirm the right of school children 
or any other segihent of the population 
to engage voluntarily in their own 
prayers without government authoriza
tion, or supervision. This right, we be
lieve, is protected adequately by the 
First Amendment as it now stands:

Article 1 Congress shall make no law 
respecting an establishment of religion, 
or prohibiting the free exercise there
of; .. .

6. Finally, it is our opinion that the pro
posed amendment is offered in view of a 
misinterpretation of the so-called "prayer 
and Bible reading" decisions of the Su
preme Court in 1962 and 1963, which 
properly prohibited government intrusion 
into the religious activity of school chil
dren. At no time has the Supreme Court 
prohibited voluntary prayer but has only 
ruled against governmentally' prescribed 
prayer and governmentally sponsored re
ligious exercises.

ACTION Congressman Calls For Action 
Against Prayer Amendment

Congressman Fred Schwengel (R., Iowa) 
told members of the Baptist Joint Commit
tee on Public Affairs, that he believes 
“prayer will be diminished and religion 
hurt” if the proposed nondenominational 
prayer amendment becomes a part of the 
U. S. Constitution.

Schwengel, a layman in the North Amer
ican Baptist General Conference and'an 
active member of the Calvary Baptist 
Church in the Nation’s Capital, addressed 
the Committee during its three-day semi
annual session here. Discussion on the 
prayer amendment was primary on the 
Committee’s agenda because - a vote on 
this is expected in the House of Repre
sentatives probably on November 8.

“You ought to lay aside everything ex
cept missions and let this be your primary 
challenge . . . until we have this amend
ment defeated and until we have our peo
ple thinking right on this thing,” Schwengel 
challenged the leaders from eight Baptist 
denominations in North America.

Speaking often with his voice choked 
with emotion Schwengel told the Commit
tee that “it is no compliment to the 
churches" that a proposed nondenomina
tional prayer amendment is before Con
gress for a vote.

“We have not understood and, shared 
intelligently enough the great blessings we 
have in religious freedom,” Schwengel de
clared.

Earlier in his message he recounted his 
Baptist heritage as a “first generation Amer
ican.” Bom to German immigrants who 
came to America seeking religious freedom, 
Schwengel is a descendent of Ulrich 
Zwingli, a Swiss leader in the Protestant 
Reformation in the 16th Century.

Observing that he was speaking both as
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a Congressman and as a Baptist, the Iowa 
Republican advised the Committee mem
bers to organize small groups of Baptists 
from congressional districts “to call on 
every Congressman between now and No
vember 8, to make their views known” 
concerning the proposed amendment’s 
threat to religious liberty.

Citing the Quakers as an example of 
how to approach legislators, Schwengel 
said to “go on the basis of common sense 
and good judgment” He praised the 
Quaker lobbyists as .presenting arguments 
“based on facts and convictions.”

In his message to the Committee, 
Schwengel told of a conversation he had 
with former Supreme Court Chief Justice 
Earl Warren who was on the Court when 
the “prayer and Bible reading” decisions 
were handed down in 1962 and 1963. The 
proposal now before Congress to authorize 
“nondenominational prayer” in public 
buildings would reverse these decisions.

“We Baptists ought to be applauding the 
Supreme Court in these cases,” Schwengel 
declared. “We ought to hang our heads 
in shame that an agnostic (Mrs. Madalyn 
Murray O’Hare) took this thing to’ the 
Supreme Court when we Baptists should 
have," he asserted.

In the dialogue that followed the Con
gressman’s appeal to the Committee, G. K. 
Zimmerman, whose family also came from 
Germany to America seeking religious free
dom, pointed out that over half the popu
lation in the United States does not belong 
to any church.

“We must stand up for their rights too," 
declared Zimmerman, the top executive for 
the North American Baptist General Con
ference.

American Baptist Home Mission Societies 
Holds Board Meeting in Washington

The Board of managers of the American 
Baptist Home Mission Societies (ABHMS) 
and the staff, currently engaged in a study 
process which will help determine ABHMS 
mission priorities for the next five years, 
met here recently to get a first hand ex
perience with government agencies and 
voluntary organizations.

This dramatic method of exposing the 
board and staff of ABHMS to the realities 
of the political structures and administra
tive complexities was the work of the 
ABHKfS Office of Planning and Organiza
tional Development in collaboration wi,th 
the Center for a Voluntary Society in Wash
ington. Although experimental in nature, 
it was aimed at developing both knowledge 
and “feeling" among the board and staff.

Page Four Report From The Capital October 1971 Page Five



Clergy And Congressmen Unite To Fight "Prayer Amendment
Clergymen'and congressmen united here 

in an unusual press conference to condemn 
j. the proposed constitutional prayer amend

ment as a “threat to religious freedom.”
Declaring “alarm” over the effort to alter 

the First Amendment, the group of seven 
national religious leaders and hide congress
men issued a statement urging all. citizens to 
join with them in expressing concern Jover 
the proposal to amend the Bill of Rights 
for the first time in history.

Mrs. Marcus Rohlfs, president of the 
American Baptist Convention, and Cart 
Bates, president of the Southern Baptist 
Convention were among the five national 
religious leaders on the panel responding to 
questions front the press.

In addition to Mrs. Rohlfs and Bates, 
other Baptists signing the statement were 
Warren Magnuson, executive secretary of 
the Baptist General Conference and chair
man of the Baptist Joint Committee on 
Public Affairs, and G. K. Zimmerman, ex
ecutive secretary of the North American 
Baptist GeneraLConference.

“Wet believe and aver that we do now 
have adequate protection of religion in the 
First Amendment; that the Supreme Court 
decisions of 1962 and 1963 served to 
strengthen that freedom, and that, contrary 
to its supporters’ contentions, H. J. Res. 
191 would^restrict that freedom,” the con- 
gressmenand clergymen declared in their 
900-word statement released at the press 
conference held in the Cannon House Office 
Building. ;

H. J. Res. 191, sponsored by Congress
man Chalnfers P. Wylie (R., Ohio), reads: 
"Nothing contained in this Constitution shall 
abridge the right of persons lawfully assem
bled, in any public building which is sup
ported in whole or in part through the ex
penditure of public funds, to participate in 
nondenominational prayer."

Both in the statement and in the 50- 
minute press, conference, the panelists 
pointed out that Americans “are already 
guaranteed the right to participate in prayer

Rev. G. K.Dr. Carl E. Bates, President 
Southern Baptist Convention

‘A false issue is 
being used to stam
pede the Congress."

Zimmerman, 
Executive Secretary, 

North American Baptist General Conference

“Religion by its 
nature is intensely 
personal.”

Mrs. Marcos Rphlfs, President 
American Baptist Convention

—nondenominational or denominational, 
and in buildings public or private."

None of this has been diminished by any 
opinions of the Supreme Court, the state
ment continued. “Thus the proposed 
amendment might actually serve to lessen 
our religious liberty rather than broaden it,” 
the religious and legislative leaders declared.

The group attacked the proposed author
ization for “nondenominational prayer" as 
“antithetical to religion.”

Religion by. its nature is "intensely per
sonal and denominational,” thet declared.

“A nondenomniational consensus prayer 
could only serve to reduce religion to its

We believe that 
governmental estab
lished religion and 
religious persecution 
go hand in hand.”

“No additional 
amendments per
taining 
liberty 
now or 
seeable

to religious 
are needed 

for the fore
future.”

Rev. Warren Magnuson, 
General Secretary 

Baptist General Conference

least common denominator, to neutralize it, 
and finally to create what might be called 
a nonsectarian public school religion," the 
ad Jioc group declared. They added they did 
not believe “that even the proponents of the 
Wylie amendment wish such a result.”

Congressman Fred Schwengel (R., Iowa), 
a prominent Baptist layman in the North 
American Baptist General Conference, and 
one of the chief congressional opponents of 
the proposed amendment, said that the pro
posal would, indeed, “weaken religion and 
weaken prayer.”

“Even the posai-*  
bility of an intrusion 
of government dom
inant*  over religious 
freedom is danger
ous and the Consti
tution was written 
to prevent it.”

“This amendment 
. . . would weaken 
religion and weaken 
prayer.”

Congressman Bob Eckhardt 
(D, Texas)

Congressman Fred Sehwengel 
(R, Iowa) B

 Vowed “to fight 

[ a g a i n b t its pas
sage.”

Congressman Robert Drinan 
(D, Massachusetts)
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“It is a major assault on religious liberty," 
affirmed Congressman Don Edwards (D., 
Calif.). “It would be a serious tragedy for 
this to pass Congress," declared Congress
man Donald Fraser (D., Minn.).

The chairman of the ’ House Judiciary 
Committee, Emanuel Celler, labeled the 
p.rayer amendment movement as a "most 
serious and deleterious attack” on religious 
freedom.

In 1964 in the wake of the Supreme 
Court's “school prayer” decisions, Celler’s 
committee held extensive hearings over a 
period of three months on a variety of pro
posed amendments.

Congressman Celler told the large gather
ing of press persons and personnel from a 
number of Washington-based religious or
ganizations that his committee “was unable 
to devise language which it could recom
mend to the House that would not do vio
lence to religious liberty now guaranteed by 
the First Amendment."

Despite this, a movement has persisted 
in the country to get a “prayer amendment" 
through Congress. Through the efforts of a 
small lobbying group rallying grassroots 
pressure on their congressmen, 218 mem
bers of the House of Representatives re
cently signed a “discharge petition" to force 
the prayer amendment proposal out of com
mittee to the House floor for a vote. The 
House is expected to vote on this bill on 
November 8.

In the press conference Congressman 
Celler turned to Mrs. Rohlfs and Bates and 
asked them why "despite all the glorious 
resolutions” adopted by these conventions 
and most other mainline denominations, 
constituent pressure caused so many con
gressmen to sign the discharge petition.

“A false issue is being used to stampede 
the Congress,” Bates responded.

Congressman James Corman (D„ Calif.), 
who presided at the press conference, pre
dicted that the amendment would be de
feated in the House. Celler interrupted him 
by observing sharply, as he turned and 
looked at Bates and other religious leaders, 
that it would not be defeated “unless reli

gious groups do more to inform their people 
about the principles involved in this.”

Other religious executives signing the 
statement and participating in the press con
ference were: David K. Hunter, Deputy 
General Secretary, National Council of 
Churches; Bishop John Wesley Lord, the 
United Methodist Church; William P. 
Thompson, Stated Clerk of the United 
Presbyterian Church in the USA; and Ro
bert E. Van Deusen, Director, Office of 
Public Affairs, Lutheran Council in the 
USA.

Congressman Robert F. Drinan (D., 
Mass.), the only Catholic priest to be elected 
to Congress, was among the bi-partisan 
group of congressmen at the press confer
ence vowing “to fight against passage" of 
the prayer amendment in the House of Rep
resentatives.

What the Supreme Coart Said
About Prayer in Public Schools
• State composed and governmentally re

quired prayers are a violation of the Con
stitution.

• "In this country it is no part of the 
business of government to compose of
ficial prayers for any group of the 
American people to recite as a part of 
a religious program carried on by gov
ernment."

• Governmentally sponsored or required 
devotions, such as Bible reading and 
recitation of the Lord’s Prayer are un
constitutional.

• The Bible and religion may be taught in 
public schools when presented objec
tively as part of the regular program of 
education.

The Supreme Court Did Not Do This
• The Court did not prohibit school chil

dren from praying in school. It pro
hibited government from writing their 
prayers and sponsoring their devotions.

• The Court did not put God out of the 
schools or out of public life in Amer
ica. God is greater than either a Su
preme Court decision or a constitutional

’CONGRESSMAN EMANUEL CELLER, 
(D, N.Y.) Chairman of the House Judici
ary Committee, interrupted Congressman 
Corman at one point during the press con
ference, by observing sharply, as he turned 
and looked at the religious leaders, that 
the amendment would not be defeated “un
less religious groups do more to inform 
their people about the principles involved 
in this.”

amendment. He is not moved about like 
a chessman.

• The Court did not express hostility to 
religion. “Nothing, of course, could be 
more wrong,” the Court declared.

• The Court did not establish a religion of 
secularism. It specifically said, “The 
state may not establish a ‘religion of 
secularism' in the sense of affirmatively 
opposing or showing hostility to reli
gion.”

• The Court did not eliminate all religious 
expressions from public life. It said that 
the Declaration of Independence, pa
triotic hymns, and religious expressions 
in patriotic or ceremonial occasions are 
not prohibited by the ruling.

“By rejecting the 
prayer amendment 
we will be protect
ing from challenge 
the basic liberties 
that promise free
dom for all.”

Congressman James Corman 
(D., California)

“It would be a 
serious tragedy for 
this to pass Con
gress.”

Congressman Donald Fraser 
(D., Minnesota)

• “It is a major as
sault on religious 
liberty.”

Don Edwards
(D., California)
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' School Prayer Literature
The following matariate are available on 

the school prayer issue. The six-tracts offer 
a comprehensive literature for three who 
wish to study the facto and factors involved 
in this issue which has come alive once 
more on the American scene.

It A Constitutional Amendment Necet-

A discussion of the value of the First 
Amendment in the light of proposed 
constitutional amendments.

The Case For Voluntary Prayer
Voluntarism as a tested precept is 
examined as it relates to prayer and 
government.

The American Tradition and Baptist In- 
tight! - \

The American traction of separation 
* is discussed in relation to-church-state 

relations and current church-state 
problems.

Premises of the Supreme Court Retrain
ing Government Regarding Devotions

An examination of the Supreme Court 
decisions with selections from the text 
of the Court decisions.

'Questions and Answers On The Supreme 
Court And Public School Religion

Twenty-two questions and a answers 
relating to the Court decisions on Bibl# 
reading and prayer in the public

Religion and Public Education
Some suggested guidelines for discus
sion regarding the proper place of re
ligion in the public schools.

- Single copies of each of the above 
pamphlets are free upon request to the 
Baptist Joint Committee. Quantity prices 
will be quoted upon request.

“REGISTER CITIZEN OPINION”

A guide to political action includ
ing a Congressional Directory for the 
1st Session of the 92nd Congress.

Sex Equality Guide 
Distributed by AAUW

* The American Association of University 
Women reported in September that it has 
distributed to all four-year colleges and uni
versities and educational organizations a 
document listing more than 20 objectives 
for achieving sex equality in the academic 
community.

Mabelle McCullough, assistant dean of 
student affairs at. the University of Minne- 

in Minneapolis and chairman of 
UWs Committee on Standards in Higher 

Education, said the objectives were formu
lated to help institutions develop affirma
tive policy and action regarding women. By 
accepting standards which take. into full 
consideration the rights and needs of 
women, she stated, institutions can avoid 
confrontation with the'Federal Office of 
Contract Compliance on the matter of dis
crimination.

“THE CASE FOR VOLUNTARY 
PRAYER” 
X

A summary of Baptist beliefs with 
respect to voluntary prayer and the 
nature of prayer.

“BE OUR GUEST’

An inside look at a religious agency 
in the city of government.

Above pamphlets free in limited 
quantities. '

STAFF REPORT

COURT ON CHURCH 
TAX EXEMPTIONS" 

expanded rationale for chucb- 
state relations on the question of tax
exemption of church property.

Single copies—20 cents each.

BOOK OF STUDY PAPERS
■ ! ■'

"DISSENT IN CHURCH AND 
STATE”

A compilation of background study 
papers prepared for use by participa
tion in the 1970 Religious Liberty 
Conference in Washington on Dissent 
in Church and, State. $1.50 per copy.

PAMPHLETS

(

Impact of High Court’s Opinion In 
Tilton Case Assessed By Attorney

The V-S. Supreme Court's decision in the 
Tilton v. Richardson case “has put church- 
related colleges on notice that their religious 
functions and activities will be analyzed and 
evaluated in the future if they hope to parti
cipate in educational assistance programs,” 
according to an extensive interpretation of 
the landmark case published last month by 
the Association of American Colleges.

Author of the 53-page analysis is Charles 
H. Wilson, Jr., an attorney for the Connec
ticut colleges who played a leading part in 
the development of their case before the 
higher court. The court upheld on June 28 
the awarding of construction funds under 
the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 
to church-related colleges.

Wilson states that, while church-related 
colleges*  can-continue to provide opportuni
ties for religious worship on their campuses 
without jeopardizing their eligibility for pub
lic funds, they probably no longer cab com
pel attendance at religious services.
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