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Executive Director

Human Rights and Foreign Affairs
By James E. Wood, Jr.

At no time in human history have human rights been so 
universally espoused philosophically and yet more flagrantly 
violated politically as in the twentieth century. There is over
whelming evidence to indicate that religious liberty, for exam
ple, is far from being a reality in most of today's world, often 
clearly denied in practice, yet the principle of religious liberty 
has become one of those axiomatic commitments that is almost 
universally recognized. Like justice and 
democracy, the principle of human rights 
is widely given verbal support throughout 
the world, even by the most undemocratic 
and totalitarian of governments.

This striking paradox may be explaina
ble, at least in part, in terms of the phe
nomenal increase in and importance given 
to international relations, the emergence 
of the totalitarian state, and the flowering 
of nationalism among the nations of the 
world. AJj^BUgh the United Nations Uni- Wood 
versa! declaration of Human Rights was 
adop(dd more than twenty-five years ago, it is estimated that 
two-thirds of the people in the world today are denied these 
basic human rights and freedoms.

Foreign policy has become a major part of present-day gov
ernments. International gatherings have become the order of 
the day. In these international meetings—whether political, 
humanitarian, or religious—general support of human rights is 
readily acknowledged. Tensions quickly erupt, however, 
whenever it is suggested that denials of specific human rights 
be eliminated and that governments be called upon to guaran
tee and protect these human rights. Understandably, it is far 
easier to get human rights espoused in principle than it is to 
secure a commitment to get human rights protected and viola
tions against these rights prohibited in particular.

This paradox is further accentuated by the fact that modem 
technology has made possible the emergence of totalitarian 
states, whose governments assume absolute political power 
over the citizens themselves. All rights of citizens are qualified 
by the authoritarian political interests of the state. Since dis
sent is viewed as a threat to the social order and national sol
idarity, repressive measures are frequently employed to com
pel citizens to conform to the dictates of the state even if basic 
human rights are violated.

The flowering of nationalism, whether within democratic or 
totalitarian nations, has inevitably meant the, elevation of the 
state to one of supreme value, requiring the highest allegiance 
and loyalty of its citizens. Since the state is made a matter of 
ultimate concern, human rights as such can no longer be 
guaranteed. They may be espoused in principle, but they can
not be assured unconditional protection as inalienable rights.

Today in international gatherings concerned with human 
rights,' whether political or religious, participants feel com

pelled, and in some cases are politically required, to defend 
their respective nations as protectors of human rights. Inquiries 
concerning any alleged incidents of deprivation of human 
rights in any particular country are almost always vigorously 
denied by the participants from that country. On almost all 
matters affecting human rights, participants invariably tend to 
be the defenders not the critics of their own countries. Human 
rights are the concern of participants for nations other than 
their own and any denial of human rights is made applicable 
only to those nations other than one’s own. Virtually any at
tempt to focus on specific human rights problems today is 
likely to be met with political charges and countercharges.

Up to now, economic, military, and political considerations 
have far outweighed human rights issues in foreign affairs. 
Two recent developments, however, have profound, potential 
significance in increasing the role of human rights in foreign 
affairs: one having to do with the United Nations and the other 
with U.S. foreign policy.

A U.N. World Human Rights Council has been proposed to 
review and assess impartially on a regular basis the status of 
human rights of member nations. It has also been proposed that 
a U.N. Commissioner on Human Rights be named whose 
primary duties will be “to assist in promoting and encouraging 
universal and effective respect for human rights and for fun
damental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, 
language or religion, as set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations.” Notwithstanding these proposals, the situation of 
human rights in the U.N. is admittedly a very precarious one.

Perhaps of even more immediate significance is the pro
posed elevation of human rights in U.S. foreign policy. In 
March 1974 a Report of the Subcommittee of International 
Organizations and Movements of the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs was published under the title, “Human Rights 
in the World Community: A Call for U.S. Leadership.” Fre
quently referred to as the Fraser Report for the subcommittee 
chairman Donald M. Fraser (Minn.), this fifty-one page report 
hopefully will become a major document in U.S. foreign pol
icy.

After months of public testimony and correspondence, the 
subcommittee concluded in the Report that “the human rights 
factor is not accorded the high priority it deserves in our 
country’s foreign policy. Too often it becomes invisible on the 
vast foreign policy horizon of political, economic, and military 
affairs.”

The subcommittee found the rationale for priority of human 
rights in U.S. foreign policy within the American tradition and 
the international standards of the U.N. Charter. “Respect for 
human rights,” the Report declares, “is fundamental to our 
own national tradition. It is expressed unequivocally in our 
Constitution. Respect for human rights in other countries is a 
rightful concern of Americans not because of any assumed 
mission on our part to impose our own standards on others; 
rather, it is that not only have many other countries used our 
Bill of Rights as a model for their constitutions, but interna
tional standards have been established by the U.N. Charter and 
other treaties which obligate governments to uphold most of 
the same rights which are basic in our own system.”

The Report includes twenty-nine recommendations directed 
toward U.S. foreign policy and United Nations machinery to 
promote human rights. With regard to U.S. foreign policy, the 
Report says the U.S. State Department should: (1) treat human

(See, HUMAN RIGHTS, page 7)
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Public Affairs .. .and the Churches
BAPTIST COLLEGES 

NONSECTARIAN

RICHMOND, Va.—Two Baptist col
leges are among seven church-related 
schools in Virginia that have been ruled 
“non-sectarian” by the attorney general 
of the state. Therefore the schools are 
eligible to have their students participate 
in state financial aid programs.

Daniel E. Marvin, Jr., director of the 
State Council of Higher Education, said 
that “the decision should make the Tu
ition Assistance Loan Program more at
tractive to students in these eight 
schools.” Under the program, students 
may receive loans up to $400. They may 
repay them by money or by employment 
with the state or any of its political sub
divisions.

The Baptist schools are: Averett Col
lege, Danville; and Virginia Intermont, 
Bristol. The other schools are: Bridgewa
ter College, Bridgewater (Church of the 
Brethren); Lynchburg College, Lynch
burg (Disciples of Christ); Randolph- 

, Macon Woman’s College, Lynchburg 
(United Methodist); St. Paul’s College, 
Lawrenceville (Episcopal); and Mary 
Baldwin College, Staunton (Pres
byterian).

Reasons given by the attorney general 
for ruling the church colleges “nonsec- 

’ tarian” are: none has a formal tie with a 
religious sect; the boards of trustees are 
self-perpetuating, autonomous, and no re
ligious sect has a right to appoint or con
firm members of the boards of trustees; 
trustees are not required to be members of 
any religious denomination; the presi
dents of the schools are not required to 
profess any particular faith; there is no 
religious quota for students or faculty; 
none requires chapel attendance or other 
religious services nor the completion of a 
course in religion; and the small amount 

• of financial support from religious bodies 
does not justify a finding that they are 
controlled by the religious body making 

„ the contribution.
The attorney general pointed out one 

exception to the above findings. The char
ter of St. Paul's requires that the bishop 

" of the Episcopal Diocese of Southern 
Virginia be a member of the board of 
trustees. The attorney general observed, 

however, that the bishop is only one of 36 
board members. (RNS)

PRIVATE SCHOOL NETWORK
WASHINGTON—A communications 

network has been established to exchange 
national, regional and state information 
about educational programs and legisla
tive and judicial developments affecting 
the nation’s private and church-related 
schools.

Entitled “CAPE-Network,” the pro
gram has been set up by the Council for 
American Private Education, made up of 
nine national religiously-affiliated school 
bodies and one private school group 
which serves to unify and speak for most 
parochial and private elementary and sec
ondary education in the country. The 
network will serve as a clearing house for 
95 percent of the nation’s private schools.

Providing input into the network are 
the coordinators of nonpublic educational 
services in the national and regional of
fices of the U.S. Office of Education, as 
well as coordinators of nonpublic school 
services in the various states. The 
monthly publication will be called “Out
look.” (RNS)
VOIDS RELIGIOUS INSTRUCTION 

AT PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RICHMOND, Va.—The Virginia at

torney general has ruled unconstitutional 
a plan under which the Augusta County 
School Board would have leased trailer 
space on school property to a group pro
viding religious education classes. He 
had earlier advised school authorities in 
Albermarle County that a religious educa
tion program in mobile units on school 
property violated the First Amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution.

A group called Weekday Religious 
Education, which provides instruction for 
children in grades four through seven with 
parental permission one hour a week, had 
been involved in the Albermarle and Au
gusta programs. In his ruling, the attorney 
general left open the possibility that a re
ligious instruction program could be ap
proved if Weekday Religious Education 
was not given preference and if the local 
school system allowed all students to par
ticipate in religious instruction at a church 
of their choice. (RNS)

WHO SPEAKS FOR CATHOLICS?
WASHINGTON—A spokeswoman 

for an unofficial Catholic pro-abortion 
group based in New York told a Senate 
subcommittee hearing on proposed human 
life amendments to the U.S. Constitution 
that the Roman Catholic hierarchy “does 
not speak for the Catholic people” of this 
country.

Speaking for Catholics for a Free 
Choice (in abortion), Mrs. Jane 
Furlong-Cahill of Athens, Ga., the 
mother of five and a university teacher of 
religion, said “the (Catholic) hierarchy 
lacks concern for the full humanity of 
women and clearly they are not following 
the teachings of Vatican II on freedom of 
conscience” with respect to abortion.

She went on to claim that there is no 
“clear” Church teaching on the subject 
of abortion and that “both the Catholic 
Doctors of the Church and theologians 
have differed greatly in their opinions 
since the first century.”

Catholics for a Free Choice hold that it 
is “an individual woman’s right to make 
decisions regarding abortions and con
traception in accordance with her own 
conscience without fear of criminal pros
ecution.”

"We oppose any efforts to deny the 
right of conscience through constitutional 
amendment, and/or federal, and state 
legislation,” Mrs. Furlong-Cahill added. 
“Any interference by the state is a gross 
and unconscionable invasion of personal 
privacy and a direct violation of a female 
person’s human, civil right to responsib
ly control her own reproduction.” (RNS)

BAPTISTS WIN CHILD CARE CASE
GREELEY, Colo. (BP>—Hillside Bap

tist Church here has won a two-year sep
aration of church and state, battle against 
licensing of the Child Development 
Center.

District Judge Hugh Arnold ruled that 
the center is exempt from the licensing 
law because it is operated by the Southern 
Baptist congregation for religious pur
poses. He derifed a petition of the state for 
an order requiring the center either to ob
tain a state license or cease operation.

(See, PUBLIC AFFAIRS, p. 7)
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American Baptist Bill of Rights
(Approved by three national bodies in 1939.)

A PRONOUNCEMENT 
UPON RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

No issue in modern life is more urgent or more compli
cated than the relation of organized religion to organized 
society. The sudden rise of the European dictators to 
power has changed fundamentally the organic law of the 
governments through which they exercise sovereignty, and 
as a result, the institutions of religion are either suppressed 
or made subservient to the ambitious national programs of 
these new totalitarian states.

Four Theories of the Relation 
of Church and State

There are four conceptions of the relation of Church and 
State:

1. The Church is above the State, a theory held by those 
who claim that their ecclesiastical head is the vicar of 
Christ on earth.

2. The Church is alongside of the State, a theory held by 
the State Churches of various countries.

3. The State is above the Church, a theory held by the 
totalitarian governments.

4^JFhe Church is separate from the State, championed 
b?*tne Baptists everywhere, and held by those govern
ments that have written religious liberty into their funda
mental law.

Baptists Opened the Door of Religious Liberty
Three hundred years have passed since the establish

ment under Baptist leadership of the first civil government 
in which full religious liberty was granted to the citizens 
forming the compact. The original document, preserved in 
the City Hall, Providence, Rhode Island, is a covenant of 
citizens: “We, whose names are hereunder, desirous to 
inhabit in the town of Providence, do promise to subject 
ourselves in active or passive obedience to all such orders 
or agreements as shall be made for public good for the 
body in an orderly way, by the major assent of the present 
inhabitants, masters of families, incorporated together into 
a town fellowship, and such others whom they shall admit 
unto themselves, only in civil things.” These four con
cluding words opened wide the door to religious liberty.

Provided An Asylum for the Persecuted
This document was written three hundred years ago by 

Roger Williams, a Baptist minister and a student under 
Lord Coke, who had been banished from the Colony of 
Massachusetts for his espousal of the freedom of consci
ence. The founder of a civil commonwealth called the 
Providence Plantations, he started a political movement 
which made the Colony of Rhode Island the asylum of the 
persecuted and the home of the free.

Laid the Foundations of Religious Liberty
The Baptists of England through Leonard Busher had in 

1614 pleaded with James I for freedom of conscience. 
Roger Williams became the Apostle of Religious Liberty 
in Colonial America. Dr. John Clarke, the pastor of the 
Baptist Church of Newport, Rhode Island, as agent of the 
Rhode Island Colony and Providence Plantations, secured 
from Charles II in 1663 a charter in which the religious 
liberty claimed by the colonists was guaranteed through a 
royal decree. For the first time in the history of the world a 
civil government was founded that guaranteed to its in
habitants absolute religious freedom.

Pleaded For the Religious Rights of All Men
The Baptists of the Colony of Virginia where, between 

1767 and 1778, forty-two Baptist ministers were jailed for 
preaching the gospel, through repeated memorials pleaded 
with the authorities for religious liberty. Favored by the 
leadership of Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, George 
Mason, John Leland, and other lovers of freedom they 
secured the free exercise of religion through the passage of 
the Statute Establishing Religious Freedom in 1786. Not 
content with the winning of religious equality in Virginia, 
Baptists scrutinized the terms of the Federal Constitution 
and were largely instrumental in securing the passage of 
the First Amendment, which declares that “Congress shall 
make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” As to this, see the 
letter of George Washington to the Baptists of Virginia.

Religious liberty, as our Baptist forefathers defined it, 
was an emancipation from governmental and all other 
coercive restrictions, that thwarted the free exercise of re
ligion, and the high purpose to achieve a Christ-like 
character.

Baptists Stress Spirituality
The principles that animate the activities of the Baptists, 

principles which they hold clearly to be taught in the New 
Testament, are the worth of the individual; the necessity of 
the new birth; the preservation of Christian truth in Christ
ian symbols; spirituality, or the free pursuit of Christian 
piety; the persuading of others through personal testimony, 
by the life of example, the preaching of the gospel and the 
creation of Christian institutions, to the end that the unbe
lieving will be reconciled to God through a personal faith 
in Jesus Christ; the organization of groups of obedient 
believers into churches of Christ, democratic in the proc
esses and theocratic in the principles of their government, 
and the continued uplifting of human society through the 
Spirit of Christ and the ideals of His Kingdom, having as 
its final objective the establishment of the eternal, un
changing purpose of Almighty God in the hearts of men 
and the institutions of mankind.
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Affirm the Competency 
of the Human Soul in Religion

I * The conception of the dignity of the individual, as held 
by Baptists, is grounded in the conviction that every soul 
possesses the capacity and the inalienable right to deal 
with God for himself, and to deprive any soul of his right 
of direct access to God is to usurp the prerogatives of the 
individual and the functions of God.

Free Churches Within A Free State
Standing as we do for the principle of voluntariness in 

religion, grounded upon the competency of the human 
soul, Baptists are essentially antagonistic to every form of 
religious coercion or persecution. We admit to our mem
bership only those who give evidence that they are regen
erated, but we recognize gladly that the grace of God is not 
limited to those who apply to us, and that our spiritual 
fellowship embraces all who have experienced the new 
birth and are walking in newness of life, by whatever name 
they may be called. We hold that the Church of Christ, 
which in the Bible is called “the body of Christ,” is not to 
be identified with any denomination or Church that seeks 
to exercise ecclesiastical authority, but includes all the 
regenerated whoever and wherever they are, as these are 
led by the Holy Spirit. This Church is a body without 
formal organization, and therefore cannot enter into con
tractual relations on any basis with the State. For this 
reason, Baptists believe in Free Churches within a Free 
State.

Today Baptists Feel Constrained 
to Declare Their Position

Since every session of the Congress considers legisla
tion that raises the question as to the relation of the Federal 
Government to the institutions and the agencies of reli
gion, and since recently many tendencies have appeared 
that involve the freedom of religion and conscience, and 
furthermore, since there are some state constitutions which 
do not have embodied in them the Bill of Rights of the 
Federal Constitution, American Baptists feel constrained 
to declare their position and their convictions.

The Trend Toward Paternalism
Today the trend of government, even in democratic 

countries, lies in the direction of greater centralization. 
The philanthropic activities of the churches within the Un
ited States are being taken over by the government. The 
defective, the indigent, and the dependent groups of our 
social order have long been supported from public funds. 
The greatest charity agency on earth today is our Federal 
Government. More and more the people are looking to the 
State to provide. As a nation we are becoming paternalis
tic. Efforts are now being made to place in the hands of the 
government the pensioning of those who are employed by 
the churches and the agencies that serve them; to grant to 
sectarian schools financial aid from tax-raised funds, and 
to support from public funds institutions that are estab
lished and managed by sectarian bodies.

C

o Baptists Condemn the Union 
of Church and State

Baptists hold that the coercion of religious bodies 
through special taxes, the use of tax-raised funds for sec
tarian schools, and the appropriation of public money to 
institutions created to extend the power and influence of 
any religious body, violate the spirit of the First Amend
ment and result in the union of State and Church.

Oppose Special Favors Extended to Any Ec
clesiastical Body

We oppose the establishing of diplomatic relations with 
any ecclesiastical body, the extension of special courtesies 
by our government to any ecclesiastical official as such, 
and the employment of any of the branches of our national 
defense in connection with religious services that are held 
to honor any ecclesiastical leader. All such violations of 
principle must be resisted in their beginnings.

Citizens of Two Commonwealths
We acknowledge ourselves to be citizens of two com

monwealths, one earthly, the United States, the other 
heavenly, the Kingdom of God, and we claim the right to 
be good citizens of both. We recognize the sovereignty of 
the State and we give allegiance to the State, but we cannot 
give to the State the control of our consciences. We must 
obey God rather than men.

The government resorts to coercion; we use persuasion. 
The government has authority over the acts of its citizens; 
we have to do with the motives. The business of the gov
ernment is to make good laws; our business is to make 
good citizens who continue to demand the enactment of 
better laws, embodying higher and still higher ethical 
standards. The end of governmental administration is equal 
justice' under law. The end of our endeavor is the estab
lishment of the will of God in the hearts and institutions of 
men. If one of us accepts an office in the government, he 
recognizes it not only as a public trust, but also as a divine 
entrustment; for the powers that be are ordained of God. 
In a democracy like ours, it is possible to be a loyal 
American and a devoted Christian. This is true because 
religious liberty is an essential part of our fundamental 
law.

Defenders of Religious Liberty
Believing religious liberty to be not only an inalienable 

human right, but indispensable to human welfare, a Baptist 
must exercise himself to the utmost in the maintenance of 
absolute religious liberty for his Jewish neighbor, his 
Catholic neighbor, his Protestant neighbor, and for every
body else. Profoundly convinced that any deprivation of 
this right is a wrong to be challenged, Baptists condemn 
every form of compulsion in religion or restraint of the free 
consideration of the claims of religion.

We stand for a civil state, “with full liberty in religious 
concernments.”
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Pension Reform Act Affects Church Pension Plans
By John W. Baker, Associate Director in Charge of Research Services

Orf Labor Day 1974, President Ford 
signed into law the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974—better 
known as the Pension Reform Act. This 
new law has been heralded as the most 
significant governmental development in 
the life of the American worker since the
Social Security Act of 1935.

The new law will 
have a major impact 
on the private pen
sion plans to which 
many church mem
bers belong. Though 
existing church 
plans are exempted 
from the Act’s 
coverage, the Act 
will nevertheless be 

Bakerof great importance 
to churches, pastors, 
church employees,
denominational retirement boards, and 
church related eleemosynary institutions 
such as schools, hospitals, and children's 
homes*. There are several facets of the Act 
which aje of particular interest.

r* Participation and Coverage
The Act did not establish a federal pen

sion program and it does not require that 
all employers establish pension plans for 
their employees. However, minimum 
standards were established for existing 
pension plans. A worker cannot be ex
cluded from a plan on account of age or 
service if he is at least 25 years old and 
has one year of service. However, if a 
plan calls for full and immediate vesting 
(explained in detail below) for all par
ticipants, it may require that employees 
be 25 years old and have three years of 
service before they can participate. 
Further, any plan which exists exclu
sively for a tax-exempt educational or
ganization and which provides for full and 
immediate vesting for all participants may 
require that the employee be 30 years of 
age and have one year of service before he 
is eligible to participate.

Reporting and Disclosure
All covered plans are required to file 

annual reports which include audited fi
nancial statements, an accounting of as
sets, liabilities, receipts and disburse
ments, and a statement of changes in net 
assets available for plan benefits. These 
reports must be filed with the Secretary of 

Labor and each participant in the plan 
must be given a summary plan description 
written in such a way that the average par
ticipant or beneficiary can understand it.

Vesting
Vesting has to do with the issue of the 

ownership of the funds deposited in a 
pension plan in the name of an employee. 
If the funds are fully vested in the em
ployee they remain in the general pension 
fund but belong to the employee and will 
be paid to him at retirement.

Under the Act, the plans must meet one 
of three alternative standards. First, a 
plan may call for a graded vesting stand
ard under which the employee must be at 
least 25 percent vested in his accrued bene
fit after five years of covered service, 
with 5 percent additional vesting for each 
of the next five years, and 10 percent vest
ing for each year thereafter until 100 per
cent vesting is reached.

Second, a plan could provide that each 
eiflployee would. be ^00 percent vested 
after ten years.

Third, an employee with five or more 
years of covered service must be at least 
50 percent vested when the sum of his age 
and the years of covered service total 45, 
and there must be provision for at least 10 
percent additional vesting for each year of 
covered service thereafter. Also, if an 
employee has ten years of covered serv
ice, regardless of his age he must be at 
least 50 percent vested and vesting will 
continue at 10 percent for each covered 
year of service up to 100 percent vesting.

In addition, all plans will have to meet 
the requirement that the employee be 100 
percent vested in his accrued benefit when 
he attains the normal or stated retirement 
age, or actually retires.

Portability
In the past when people have changed 

jobs they have generally had to relinquish 
claim to the money which had been depos
ited in their names in their previous em
ployers’ pension funds. The new law pro
vides that under some circumstances a 
worker who changes jobs may transfer 
vested accrued benefits to the pension plan 
of his new employer without any tax pen
alty if both employers agree to the trans
fer. If either of them refuses to cooperate 
two alternatives are open to the employee. 
He may retain the money vested in him in 
his previous employer’s pension plan (to 

be used when he retires) and start anew in 
the pension plan of his new employer. 
Under some conditions he can withdraw 
his money from the previous employer 
and transfer it to an individual retirement 
account and then pick up the pension plan 
of the new employer.

Funding
Minimum funding requirements are es

tablished so that the pension plans must, 
within a reasonable time, accumulate suf
ficient assets to pay benefits to covered 
employees when they retire. In the past 
there have been instances of pension 
funds being invested or borrowed from to 
the extent that the funds were depleted 
below the level necessary to meet the pen
sions of retired workers.

Plan Termination Insurance
The Act created a Pension Benefit 

Guaranty Corporation which insures pen
sion plan funds in much the same way the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
insures bank deposits.

A major problem with private pension 
plans in the past has been that some busi
ness or labor officials responsible for the 
funds have misused or embezzled them. 
The insurance provision and the required 
reporting guarantee a public oversight and 
control of the use of funds. If, in spite of 
this oversight and control, a plan fails fi
nancially, the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation will make good on the pen
sion commitments.

The Act and the Churches
While the bill was before Congress rep

resentatives of a number of church pen
sion plans were successful in lobbying for 
exclusion of their plans from coverage by 
the Act. One major Christian denomina
tion asserted that the funds in its pension 
plan had been used for religious causes to 
the extent that it was no longer actuarially 
sound. The denomination said that the 
rigid funding requirements would do seri
ous damage to the denomination if they 
had to replace the funds at this time.

Other churches invoked the doctrine of 
separation of church and state to make a 
case for excluding church plans.

Politicians do not relish an open con
frontation with religious bodies and spe
cifically excluded church pension plans 
from the Act with the exception of those 
plans which are “primarily for the benefit 
of employees engaged in an unrelated 
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trade or business, or .. .a multi-employer 
plan unless all of the participating em
ployers are churches or conventions or as
sociations of churches (rather than merely 
church-related agencies).”

This has two basic applications. First, 
church plans are specifically excluded. 
However, a church may make an 
irrevocable election to be covered by the 
Act. If it so elects, all of the provisions, 
including the particularly advantageous 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 
section, would be applicable to the church 
pension plan.

Second, church related agencies—such 
as schools, hospitals, and other 
eleemosynary institutions—whose em
ployees are covered by one of the church 
pension plans must be phased out of those 
plans unless the entire plan elects to be 
included under the Act. The Act provides 
that institutions whose employees were 
covered by a church pension plan on 
January 1, 1974 may remain under that 
plan for a period of time not to extend 
beyond December 31, 1982. After the lat
ter date church institutional employees 
must be in a nonexempt pension plan. Be
cause church plans may choose to remain 
exempt, the provisions of portability are 
not applicable to them and institutional 
employees would have to negotiate with 
their own church plans to work out some 
agreement on the disposition of accrued 
pension funds vested in them.

The Act is a substantial step forward 
for the protection of the pension rights of 
those who work in secular jobs. For the 
church plans and church related agencies 
covered by them the Act requires that 
they make some vital decisions in the next 
few years.

Public Affairs . . .and the Churches
(Continued from p.3)

The state has the right to file for a new 
trial.

In ruling for the church, Judge Arnold 
said, “There is clear evidence that the 
school is operated for religious instruc
tion, and it is a special school because of 
its religious thrust.”

The church had maintained the center 
did not need to be licensed because Col
orado law says the state’s child care act 
“shall not apply to special schools or 
classes operated primarily for religious 
instruction.”
PRIVATE SCHOOL AID IN ISRAEL

HAIFA, Israel—The Israeli Ministry 
of Education and Culture has initiated an 
experiment in private elementary school 
subsidies that covers the expense of 
janitors, cleaning personnel and sec
retaries as well as the transportation of 
some 1,400 students in four Christian pri
vate schools here.

The experiment, prompted by a sugges
tion from education leaders in Haifa, may 
be extended to all Christian private 
schools in Israel, according to Immanuel 
Kopelewitz, director of the ministry de
partment of education for minorities.

In all, there are about 30 Christian pri
vate schools on the elementary level in 
Israel, with about 8,000 students. Until 
now, the elementary private schools re
ceived only scanty state subsidies, and 
have been mainly supported by Christian 
groups abroad. The support has differed 
widely from one school to the next, many 

of which are conducted by religious 
communities.

On the other hand, Christian secondary 
schools, with an enrollment of several 
thousand, receive substantial per capita 
subsidies, comparable to those given pub
lic schools. (RNS)

N.C. CHURCH COLLEGES ASK 
INCREASED STATE AID

RALEIGH, N.C.—Church-related 
and other private colleges in North 
Carolina have asked the state to triple its 
support to such schools during its next 
budget period for the 1975-77 biennium.

The North Carolina Association of In
dependent Colleges and Universities 
urged the board of governors of the state’s 
system of higher education to include a 
$23.6 million increase in state support for 
private colleges and universities in its 
biennial request to the N.C. legislature.

The increased state support being asked 
by the association, made up of 39 
schools, would be used to provide a direct 
tuition grant of $400 to every North 
Carolina student at private colleges in 
1975-76 and a $600 tuition grant the fol
lowing year.

The state currently pays private schools 
$200 for each-North Carolina student, or 
about $4.6 million a year, the money 
being used for grants to needy students. 
The new proposal of the association calls 
for continuing that program in addition to 
direct tuition grants, which means that if 
approved, the state eventually would be 

(See, PUBLIC AFFAIRS, p. 8)

Human Rights
(Continued from p.2)

rights factors as a regular part of U.S. foreign policy 
decision-making by preparing human rights impact statements 
for all policies which have significant human rights implica
tions; (2) discourage governments which are committing seri
ous violations of human rights through various measures such 
as private consultations with the government concerned and the 
withdrawal of military assistance, trade, and economic assis
tance programs; (3) upgrade human rights in determining 
Soviet-American relations; (4) strengthen its organization in 
the human rights field through creation of an Office for Human 
Rights by assigning an Officer for Human Rights Affairs in 
each regional bureau and appointing an Assistant Legal Ad
viser on Human Rights; and (5) create an Advisory Committee 
on Human Rights to advise the Department with respect to 
human rights issues.

At a recent meeting of several non-government officers on 
public affairs at the State Department, I was greatly encour
aged to learn firsthand that the Department has responded 
favorably to the Report. In turn, the State Department person
nel welcomed our concerns for human rights in U.S. foreign 
policy. Already the State Department has assigned an Officer 
for Human Rights in almost every area of the Department and 
has created an Assistant Legal Adviser on Human Rights 
within the Department. Serious attention is now being given to 
the creation of an Office for Human Rights and an Advisory 
Committee on Human Rights.

It has generally been agreed that any consistent pattern of 
gross violations of internationally recognized human rights 
standards will be met with action by the State Department. 
Clearly this signals a new day in U<S. foreign policy and one 
that deserves the active support of every American who is 
deeply committed to the extension of the horizons of human 
rights throughout the world. In the words of the Report, human 
rights in foreign policy are “both morally imperative and prac
tically necessary.”
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paying $800 a year for each in-state stu
dent. (RNS)

PROPOSES NEW PRAYER PLAN
WASHINGTON—Sen. Jesse Heims 

(R., N.C.) has proposed in Congress a 
bill to curtail the jurisdiction of the Su
preme Court over questions relating to 
voluntary prayer in public schools. Os
tensibly designed to undo the Supreme 
Court’s rulings on prayer and Bible read
ing in public schools, the Helms bill 
would “limit the jurisdiction of the Sup
reme Court of the United States and of the 
district courts to enter any judgment, de
cree, or order, denying or restricting, as 
unconstitutional, voluntary prayer in any 
public school.”

In spite of the fact that the Supreme 
Court did not rule in Engel v. Vitale and 
in the Schemmp and Murray cases on the 
question of voluntary prayer, in spite of 
the fact that the questions before the 
Court involved state-written prayers and 
state-sponsored religious devotions, Sen. 
Helms charged that “the Court ruled that 
the State of New York had violated the 
Constitution by allowing public school 
children to recite a non-denominational 
prayer at the beginning of each school 
day.”

As a result of national misunderstand
ings and misrepresentations of the issues 
in the school prayer and Bible reading 
cases, efforts have been made for many 
years to incorporate a prayer amendment 
into the Consititution of the United 
States. Sen. Helms in his address to the 
Senate recognized that the prayer 
amendment process had failed thus far. 
He declared that “the time has come to 
consider an alternative means of dealing 
with this problem.” Hence his effort to 
curtail federal jurisdiction over school 
prayers and to re-establish complete 
states rights in the field of education.

Although the Helms proposal may 
prove popular with those who would in

sist on state and local control over the re
ligious practices of school chidren, the 
forces that have opposed a prayer 
amendment will equally oppose a limita
tion of federal jurisdiction over the appli
cation of the First Amendment rights.

LIBERTY FOR INTERDEPENDENCE
BOSTON—A Woman’s Coalition for 

the Third Century, which includes several 
groups of church women, plans to draft a 
“Declaration of Interdependence” to 
supplement the 1776 Declaration of Inde
pendence.

“It is the conviction of the coalition 
that our present age calls for new values 
and commitments that the 1776 Declara
tion of Independence does not articu
late,” said an announcement of a meeting 
here Oct. 13-14.

The process of writing the “Declara
tion of Interdependence” will be started 
at the Boston gathering and continued at 
subsequent meetings. Sponsors plan to 
present the document to the U.S. gov
ernment in 1976, the year of the nation’s 
bicentennial. (RNS)

CLERGYMAN WINS, BUT LOSES
KENSINGTON, Md.—Charles Kirk

ley, a United Methodist clergyman here, 
won a court case in obtaining a constitu
tional ruling from U.S. Judge Joseph H. 
Young upholding his right to run for the 
Maryland General Assembly even though 
he is a minister. But then he lost the elec
tion in the Democratic primary.

Kirkley's court suit was directed at a 
Maryland constitutional ban against 
clergymen serving in the General Assem
bly. His suit marked the first time anyone 
had challenged the ban, although in 1966, 
Maryland Attorney General Francis B. 
Burch said the prohibition against clergy 
serving in the General Assembly would 
be “indefensible before the federal 
courts” and urged that it be dropped. 
(RNS)
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SCHOOL AID IN CANADA
TORONTO, Ont.—Surburban North 

York school trustees voted unanimously 
to try to work out a way to provide pub
licly financed general studies in private 
Jewish schools. Their decision was| 
cheered by some 400 supporters of the < 

'suburb’s 11 Jewish day schools which > 
may receive tax support by September 
1975.

Earlier, Ontario Education Minister 
Thomas Wells said the government will 
provide tax funds for the Jewish schools, 
but only if they can be integrated into the 
public education system. Under the pro- ; 
posal, the Jewish community would con- | 
tinue to pay for strictly Judaic lessons. t 
(RNS)
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