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Court Ruling Opens Door to Executive Branch Abuses 
An American Humanist Association Press Release (June 25, 2007)

 

In a 5-4 decision, the Supreme Court today made a
ruling that severely curtails the ability of taxpayers to
sue when government violates the separation of
church and state. In Hein v. Freedom From Religion
Foundation, the Supreme Court found that lawsuits
against the federal government's executive branch for
unconstitutionally promoting religion can no longer be
filed on behalf of taxpayers. A previous 1968 ruling
found that taxpayers could sue when the Congress
spent money on religion, a special exception that had
been carved out in order to address this constitutional
issue.

"The Supreme Court's decision allows the Executive
Branch to steamroll over the Establishment Clause
and spend our money to promote sectarian causes,"
said Roy Speckhardt, executive director of the
American Humanist Association. "The faith-based
initiatives office is a case in point. Our money is being
funneled to religious groups, who use that money to
proselytize. But no longer do taxpayers have a right to
challenge such cases of unconstitutional use of their
hard-earned dollars."

In Justice Souter's dissent, he wrote, "When executive
agencies spend identifiable sums of tax money for
religious purposes, no less than when Congress

authorizes the same thing, taxpayers suffer injury."

The Freedom From Religion Foundation's original suit
challenged the constitutionality of the White House
Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives.
"Bush's religious beliefs drive many of these
initiatives," explained Speckhardt. Faith-based
initiatives funding went to the Healing Place Church
in Baton Rouge, LA, whose mission (according to its
website) is to "assist those who are struggling with
addiction [to] become free through the Power of God."
This church was highlighted by President Bush in his
2003 State of the Union address as a model for this
government program, even though they rely "solely on
the foundation of the Word of God to break the bands
of addiction."

"The Supreme Court makes the distinction between
illegal actions performed by the Legislative Branch
and the Executive Branch," Speckhardt continued.
"But there should be no such distinction. A violation
of the First Amendment should be heard in a court of
law, not protected by this new Court which is placing
political and religious ideas over that of their mandate
to protect the Constitution."

(Ruling continues on page 3)
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HALVASON and Related Activities

HALVASON’s speaker series and question and answer meetings are held on the third Sunday of every month at
2:00 p.m.  The location for these meetings is  the Las Vegas Library Program Room at 833 Las Vegas Boulevard North

HALVASON’s forums are held on the fourth Sunday of every month at 1:00 p.m., in the Las Vegas Library Program
Room.  These forums provide an opportunity for wide-ranging discussions and fellowship. Time and place of the
forums is subject to change.
 

HALVASON hosts a joint forum with the Unitarian-Universalist Church of Las Vegas (UUCLV) on the first Sunday
of every month at 11:30 p.m. at the UUCLV facilities at 3616 East Lake Mead Boulevard, a block east of Pecos.

First Friday is a monthly arts festival in downtown Las Vegas, occurring on the evening of the first Friday of each
month.  HALVASON does First Friday with our friends of the Las Vegas Freethought Society (LVFS).  We meet at
The Grill at around 6:00 p.m. for a snack or dinner, and visit the attractions after that.   Holsum Lofts is across from
Grand Central Parkway, and is one of the stops on the trolley (free).

The Las Vegas Atheist Meetups are fun, social events held at 7:00 p.m. on the third Tuesday of each month, Jason’s
Deli, 3910 S. Maryland Parkway (just north of Flamingo).  HALVASON does not sponsor this event, but considers
it to be of possible interest to members.

The public is always welcome at all HALVASON events.

Sunday, July 8 at 11:30 a.m. (NOTE DATE CHANGE!), UUCLV facilities

Forum: Who owns our bodies, anyway?

 Facilitator: Dr. Kurt Regner, Asst. Professor of Life Sciences at UNLV
 

Dr. Kurt Regner will facilitate this forum from the world of bio-ethics which we will call "Who owns our bodies,
anyhow?" The several areas of current interest - cloning, stem-cell research, genetic engineering among others, prompt
us to ask this question. Current Admininstration efforts to stymie research in these areas brings us back once again to
the Wall of Separation. Join us for a stimulating discussion.

Sunday, July 15 at 2:00 p.m., Las Vegas Library

Members Meeting: Human Rights and Church/State Separation

Moderator: Dr. Gregory S. Brown, Asst. Professor of History at UNLV
 

Dr. Brown is an expert in French cultural and intellectual history.  His work addresses literary issues His work also
addresses  issues such as peformance and printing; rhetoric and practice of patronage; literary property; and censorship,
especially as arising in the Enlightenment.  We look forward to an interesting and challenging discussion.

Sunday, July 22 at 1:00 p.m., Las Vegas Library

HALVASON Forum: What do participants want to do with this forum?
 

Last month’s Forum was a spirited discussion on various topics with old-timers and newcomers alike.  We never did
get around to discussing what we want the forum to do.  Maybe this month.

The Humanist Association of Las Vegas and Southern Nevada (HALVASON) is a secular nonprofit organization
providing a forum for Humanists and other free-thinkers in the Las Vegas area. Halvason officers include
President: Carl Kaun and Vice President: Mel Lipman. Newsletter Editor and Web Administrator: Carl Kaun. The
HALVASON website is at http://www.halvason.org.  Board members may be reached by email at
member_first_name@halvason.org, or contact Carl Kaun at 702-897-0337.
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(Ruling continued from page 2)

Justices Alito, Kennedy, Scalia, Roberts, and Thomas
were in the majority, marking another time the new
court has been narrowly divided with all Catholic
Justices in the majority. Scalia and Thomas said they
would have gone further and overturned the 1968
ruling.

Humanists View Stem Cell Veto as

Imposition of Religious Ideology

AHA Press Release, June 20, 2007

Today, for only the third time in his presidency,
George W. Bush has used his presidential veto. And
today marks the second time he's used it to inhibit the
advance of medicine. The bill, the Stem Cell Research
Enhancement Act, would have expanded federal
funding for stem cell research -- a field that most
scientists recognize as holding great promise for
breakthrough treatments for devastating diseases, such
as diabetes and Parkinson's disease.

"Bush's action today is a slap in the face of the
millions of Americans whose lives might greatly
benefit from such research," said Roy Speckhardt,
executive director of the American Humanist
Association. "It is startling that the President would
rather see these unused embryos discarded than to be
used to advance medical research. Since these
embryos would be destroyed whether or not used in
stem cell research, why not use them to help find
cures for ailments like heart disease, cancer, diabetes,
and Parkinson's that affect millions of people?"

Bush has made it clear that his position against stem
cell research is greatly influenced by his religious
faith - a position that many do not share. "Bush is
clearly seeking to impose a narrow religious ideology,
to the detriment of millions suffering from debilitating
or life-threatening illness, and against the wishes of
the vast majority of Americans," continued
Speckhardt. "With this veto, the President has placed
greater value on small clusters of cells than on
fully-formed adults."

"Bush's position isn't just an attempt to impose a
conservatively religious ideology that is contrary to

the will of the people and the spirit of separation of
church and state," said Fred Edwords, comm-
unications director of the American Humanist
Association. "His doctrine is self-contradictory. If
embryos are people, then he should be trying to
outlaw anybody doing stem cell research, not just stop
government funding of it: a passive response is
inappropriate if he really believes people are being
killed. Moreover, by his logic, he should never have
approved the stem cell research he did allow. It's time
to call him out on his inconsistency."

As stated in an AHA resolution last year, "The
American Humanist Association supports research
employing embryonic stem cells and federal funding
for such research commensurate with its potential to
advance scientific knowledge and lead to the
development of novel therapies. Further, we
encourage the development of ethical guidelines for
such applications through the use of reason rather than
religious or political doctrine."

AHA board member Steven Goldberg, a key crafter of
the related resolution, added "Humanists value human
life, and believe that every person has inherent worth
and is entitled to dignity and compassion. Humanists
do not see a moral equivalence between a cluster of
unformed cells and living, breathing human beings. It
is therefore our obligation to support research that
could have a positive impact on the lives of millions
around the world. Thus, Humanists deplore efforts to
inhibit this medical research on purely religious
grounds."

"Bush's executive branch diversions of tax payer
dollars to create stem cells without destroying human
embryos only reinforces the point that science doesn't
need the guiding hand of a religiously motivated
politician," said Speckhardt. "We should let scientists
decide where the work is most needed."

Please send article submissions and letters to the
editor to carl@halvason.org

The articles, submissions, and other material in the
HALVASON newsletter do not necessarily reflect
the views of HALVASON or its parent not-for-
profit American Humanist Association.
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Letter to the Editor: A Look at Suicide
by John Powers

To many, the word euthanasia is merely a polite way
of saying suicide. Not so. The dictionary tells us
euthanasia is from the Greek eu’ or "well" and
thanatos "death". Suicide is from the Latin sui’ "of
oneself" and caedere’ "kill".

Suicide denotes the ridiculous notion of criminal
conduct, which to this writer should cover only those
serious suicides who fail. (Nothing in our Constitution
forbids one from being a fool or an idiot – in fact, it
encourages it). But euthanasia today in America
connotes, depending upon circumstances and
intentions, murder, manslaughter, or at least criminal
negligence – perhaps leaving a bottle of pills within
reach of one who wishes to die.

‘Red’ China had the right idea with the "one child
only" without penalty. But with the U.S. and China
refusing to sign the Kyoto Protocols, the same greedy,
theocratic dictates will also keep "suicide" a very dirty
word. Population explosion effects currently in those
place least able to cope due to government oppression
or absence, and land destruction. Viruses we can’t
imagine will inherit our ever perfected humanity-toxic
world. How about an ebola which keeps the person
alive to spread itself directly, or untreatable AIDS
(already here).

Now, what about the personal effects of suicide?
Those who have people (usually family) to care about,
and/or an occupation and hobbies to fill their life
rarely think of suicide, unless depression is involved.
But, if one is ill, or looking forward to a life of
decreasing abilities, burdensome relations with
friends, family, and strangers, suicide in this writers
opinion becomes a clear option.

Medicare saves billions through legalized abortion,
though it does not pay for abortion, in fact, does
everything it can to make abortion unthinkable.
Suicide laws should be repealed for those who attempt
suicide in a sincere, rational, way. Suicide saves
millions and could save billions, if legal, in Medicare
bills.

Because suicide can be "messy", there should be
suicide "hotels", or "resorts", farms, whatever the
name. It should be legal. For Medicare to pay for a "last
wish" or vacation for suicides would still save the
government billions.

Fortunately, there is little a government can do to
prevent suicide, any more than it can prevent drug
traffic. Of course, the treatment of depression should be
an official outreach program, but labeling all those who
think of a suicidal person as automatically depressed
(an AMA position) must be changed.

Free, rational people, taking into consideration the
affects of old age which can mask informed consent, or
those smart enough to put suicide language into a
‘living will’, should have their choice respected. It is a
birthright option for all free people.

Ed: John Powers is a member of HALVASON’s Board
of Directors

Sun letter about stem cell research
 Published June 30, 2007
 

William F. Brennan, in his June 26 letter to the Las
Vegas Sun, manages to miss most of the salient points
concerning embryonic stem cells. Most important ,
although it is true that treatment with nonembryonic
stem cells has helped in a number of cases, the use of
embryonic stem cells promises to help a vastly greater
number of conditions, and that is why research in it is
important.
  

Most people do not realize that human embryos
(actually, zygotes or blatocysts, to use proper
terminology) are required only for research. It is
anticipated that for actual treatments, a nucleus of a
patient's cell will replace the nucleus of a human ovum,
and this will be used to grow tissue replacing the
patient's tissue.
  

Mr. Brennan complains about the destruction of human
"embryos." There are currently many thousands of
human "embryos" stored in fertility clinics, gathered to
enable otherwise infertile couples to conceive. One
wonders whether Mr. Brennan objects to fertility 
clinics, which enable human life where none was
previously forthcoming 
 

 (Stem cells continues on page 5) 
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(Stem cells continued from page 4)

If not, one wonders what Mr. Brennan proposes be
done with the zygotes, many of which have been
stored for a number of years and are unlikely to be
viable. Does he propose we draft women to implant
them in?

Much of the objection to stem cell research arises from
a religious ideology, the relatively recent and arbitrary
notion that life begins at conception, and that it is
sacred from that point forward. Although exact
statistics are hard to come by, it appears that
somewhere above 80 percent of fertilized eggs either
fail to implant in the uterus, or spontaneously abort in
the first few weeks thereafter. It swallows a camel to
find sacredness or morality in this statistic.

Indeed, to use terminology favored by my more
fundamentalist acquaintances, it basically makes God
the biggest baby killer of all. But who are we to
question the mind of God?

Carl Kaun, Henderson 

Ed: Carl Kaun is President of HALVASON

Carl Kaun named President

At the June 24 HALVASON Board Meeting, Mel
Lipman resigned as President, citing schedule
pressures.  The Board named Carl Kaun to replace
Mel, and named Mel as Vice President.  The duties of
the Vice President are to act for the President when the
President is unavailable.

Blind Justice: SCOTUS turns sharply right

Ed: The following editorial is  from The Jewish Daily:
Forward, July 3, 2007, online at
http://www.forward.com/articles/11080/

The Supreme Court of the United States gave the
nation a curious sort of birthday present on the eve of
the July 4 holiday: an unintended opportunity for a
piercing discussion of this nation’s fundamental
values. In a weeklong flurry of eye-popping judicial

activism and ideological triumphalism, the court
shredded some basic legal doctrines and moral
principles that have guided this nation’s conscience
for more than a century. Nothing could have done
more than last week’s rulings to focus our collective
attention on the meaning of democracy and justice.

The decisions, touching on racial equity, church-state
separation, antitrust regulation and more, cap off a
judicial year — the court’s first full year under Chief
Justice John Roberts — in which the justices executed
a hairpin turn to the right with all the subtlety of a
Hollywood stunt driver. Roberts, alert readers will
recall, was hailed by left and right alike at his 2005
nomination for his “moderate” temperament, his
“open-mindedness” and abiding concern for “judicial
stability and humility.” Once in the driver’s seat,
however, Roberts threw caution to the wind and
molded a radically right-wing core group that was
single-mindedly ideological and shameless in tossing
aside, in one disgraceful decision after another,
decades of settled law and precedent.

Though only four in number — Roberts plus Antonin
Scalia, Clarence Thomas and Samuel Alito — the
radicals were usually able to get their way with the
concurrence of the merely conservative Justice
Anthony Kennedy. If this is the humility the young
Roberts shows in his first year, American justice is in
for a wild ride in the coming decades.

Of all these decisions, the most appalling was the last
major ruling of the session, Parents v. Seattle,
outlawing public-school integration plans in Seattle
and in Louisville, Ky. By a narrow 5-4 majority, the
court all but overturned Brown v. Board of Education,
the landmark 1954 school desegregation ruling that
was arguably one of the moral high points of
American public life in the 20th century. In his
decision, Roberts blithely claimed he was actually
upholding Brown, whose purpose, he wrote, was to
achieve a “colorblind” society rather than to advance
racial justice, as most of us supposed.

By his logic, government is barred from doing
anything that acknowledges race — even if it is
intended, as in the current case, to advance racial

(SCOTUS continues on page 6)
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 justice. Kennedy, in his separate concurrence, allowed
that there might be a legitimate program somewhere to
advance racial justice, but he left Americans guessing
about just how to find it and, in effect, strongly
discouraged them from trying.

The reading of the decision left the court’s so-called
liberal wing — John Paul Stevens, David Souter, Ruth
Bader Ginsburg and Stephen Breyer — literally
slack-jawed in rage and shame. The normally
unflappable Breyer, who authored the liberal dissent,
spent 20 minutes at the bench passionately denouncing
the court’s ruling and, by implication, its overall
direction. “It is not often in the law,” Breyer declared,
“that so few have so quickly changed so much.”

Less noticed but hardly less damaging to minority
rights was a ruling two days earlier, Hein v. Freedom
From Religion Foundation, that limited the right of
citizens to challenge religious encroachment on
government. The suit, brought by a group of
church-state separation activists and backed by the
main Jewish organizations, challenged a program run
by the White House Office of Faith-Based and
Community Initiatives.

The unit regularly stages conferences where churches
are exhorted to apply for government funds. The
plaintiffs argued that the conferences use tax dollars to
promote religion, something the Supreme Court has
repeatedly ruled unconstitutional.

Years ago, the court ruled that individual taxpayers
may not use the courts to complain about the way
Congress allocates their tax dollars; unless they can
show they were individually damaged, they must take
their beef to the ballot box. But the court created an
exception for religious complaints, ruling in 1968 that
offense to one’s religious conscience automatically
constitutes “individual damage.”

That didn’t stop the Roberts Court, however. The court
ingeniously ruled, 5-4, that the 1968 religious
exception applied only when taxpayers complained
about congressional spending. Since the budget of the
White House faith-based office comes from the

general funds of the executive branch, it doesn’t count.
In effect, the court said, you can complain if you don’t
like the way Congress voted, but if the president
decides to pull an end-run around Congress, you’re out
of luck.

That same penchant for tortured logic and contempt
for precedent, all in the service of right-wing ideology,
showed up in one decision after another this year. In
one ruling last week, the court decided — 5-4, of
course — to overturn a 1911 Supreme Court decision
barring price-fixing collusion between manufacturers
and retailers, part of the trust-busting legacy of that
radical lefty Theodore Roosevelt.

Even more astonishing, the court decided earlier this
month, 5-4, to reject the appeal of a convicted
murderer who had filed his appeal two days too late,
after a federal judge gave him the wrong filing
deadline. In this case, Bowles v. Russell, the Roberts
Court overturned no fewer than two high court
precedents, both allowing some flexibility in court
filings, in order to reach the bizarre conclusion that the
Supreme Court could not correct a mistake by a lower
federal judge — one of the most basic functions of a
high court of appeals in any society governed by law.

Most notorious, and perhaps most ominous, was the
court’s 5-4 decision earlier this year to uphold a
federal ban on so-called partial birth abortions, the
first time the court ever upheld a ban on a specific
abortion procedure — or any specific medical
procedure. The ruling reversed a 2000 Supreme Court
decision upholding precisely the same procedure, by a
5-4 majority that included then-justice Sandra Day
O’Connor. The new ruling appears to move the court
one step closer toward the longtime conservative goal
of overturning the 1973 Roe v. Wade ruling.

Almost as disturbing as the Roberts Court’s audacity
in seeking to overturn America’s judicial legacy is the
narrowness of the mandate with which it presumes to
do so, echoing the Bush administration itself. Today’s
Supreme Court is made up of two deeply hostile,
four-member blocs, with Justice Kennedy in the
middle.

(SCOTUS continues on page 7)
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Of the court’s 68 signed decisions this year — itself a
low, reflecting conservatives’ belief that courts should
do less — fully 24, or 35%, were decided 5 to 4, with
Kennedy in the majority every time. Of those 24, most
observers say 19 were ideological rulings. Of the 19,
the conservatives won 13; the liberals, six.

Among the handful of liberal victories, one was a
crucial case in which the court decided, over the
conservatives’ objections, that the Environmental
Protection Agency had the power to act against
greenhouse gases endangering the planet, even though
the agency didn’t want to.

Another, more telling case involved a convicted
murderer from Texas whose death sentence was
overturned on the grounds that he was delusional and
could not understand the relationship between his
crime and his punishment, making execution “cruel
and unusual punishment” under longstanding court
doctrine. The convict, Scott Panetti, admitted that he
committed the murders — or at least that “Sarge,” one
of the numerous personalities inhabiting his body, had
done so — but he insisted his sentence was part of a
plot to block his divine mission. He even tried to call
Jesus to the stand.

Roberts, Alito, Scalia and Thomas saw no reason he
should not be executed. Kennedy sided with the
liberals. This is what judicial liberalism has come to.

Roberts and his comrades insist they are acting to
restore a vision of a more constrained court and a
more clearly defined Constitution. Their actions show
something else: a more constrained vision of
individual rights and a society more obedient to
authority. However much the chief justice may flatter
himself about “colorblindness,” the blindness is not to
color, but to justice.

RJ letter: Where did God come from?
Published June 4, 2007 in the Review-Journal

In his Monday letter, pastor Mike Robinson argues
that a God exists because order cannot come from
disorder, uniformity cannot come from the accidental,
and design cannot come from chaos. This argument is

only a more descriptive version of the old "you can't
have something from nothing" argument for the
reason that a God exists.

Well, pastor, if this is true and you can't have
something from nothing, then where did "God" come
from? This must be one of those logic-defying
"mysteries" that religious people have no answer for,
but insist must be believed anyway.

Although it is true that millions of people have no
problem ditching their logic and reasoning skills in
favor of supernatural beliefs, I'm happy to report that
there are many millions of others who refuse to do so,
and this number is growing. Given the choice of
relying on invisible supernatural beings to guide one's
life or relying on one's own intellect and rationality to
do the same, more and more of us are choosing the
latter.

So, pastor, believe what you want, but, hey, if you
ever get a chance to meet the someone or something
that created your God (remember, you can't have
something from nothing) I would like to have
his/her/its contact information so I could give
him/her/it a critique of God's job performance on
Earth thus far. I'll be waiting.

Teresa Harris, Las Vegas

The Ted Commandments

Ed:  following is excerpted and slightly adapted from
a lecture delivered April 2, 2005 to the Washington
(D.C.) Area Secular Humanists by Fred Edwords. 
Fred Edwords is director of communications for the
American Humanist Association.  The lecture was
titled “The Saga of Freethought and Its Pioneers:
Religious Critique and Social Reform.”

Billionaire-philanthropist Ted Turner was the 1990
Humanist of the Year. When Turner accepted the
award from the AHA, he spoke of his childhood
religion, of being born again “about a hundred times,”
but abandoning religion and belief in God when his
sister died of leukemia. But he didn’t dwell on that. 

(Commandments continues on page 8)
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(Commandments continued from page 7)

He dwelt on trying to save humanity and the planet,
so he authored his proposed replacement for the Ten
Commandments, called The Ten Voluntary Initiatives
but nicknamed by the press as the “Ted”
Commandments. They are as follows:

1. I promise to care for planet earth and all living
things thereon, especially my fellow human beings.

2. I promise to treat all persons everywhere with
dignity, respect, and friendliness.

3. I promise to have no more than two children.

4. I promise to use my best efforts to help save what is
left of our natural world in its undisturbed state, and
to restore degraded areas.

5. I promise to use as little of our non-renewable
resources as possible.

6. I promise to minimize my use of toxic chemicals,
pesticides, and other poisons, and to encourage others
to do the same.

7. I promise to contribute to those less fortunate, to
help them become selfsufficient and enjoy the
benefits of a decent life, including clean air and water,
adequate food, health care, housing, education, and
individual rights.

8. I reject the use of force, in particular military force,
and I respect the United Nations arbitration of
international disputes.

9. I support the total elimination of all nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons, and ultimately the
elimination of all weapons of mass destruction.

10. I support the United Nations and its efforts to
improve the conditions of the planet.

To many,  positions like these by nontheistic people
makes no sense. They assume that freethought and
humanism ought naturally to lead to nihilism--that if
we live in an uncaring universe, a universe that
provides no cosmically guaranteed values, then we

ought to have lives every bit as value-free and
value-less, every bit as uncaring, as we believe the
universe to represent.

But, in reality, the exact opposite is the case. As
freethinkers see it, if the external universe doesn't
care, then all caring is left up to us. If the universe
provides no a-priori ideals of right and wrong, then
we must find them within our collective selves. If we
are ever to enjoy a better world than the one we were
born into, we must roll up our sleeves and make it so.
If there are no supernatural inducements, no
beyond-the-grave carrots and sticks to inspire good
behavior in others, we must initiate these
inspirational activities ourselves. In other words, it is
precicely BECAUSE freethinkers and humanists are
without God-given guarantees, without resources for
tapping into some supernatural milennial rescue
effort, that they are motivated to take the matter into
their own hands. If there is ever to be a heaven,
humans will need to make it themselves. Life is a
do-it-yourself job.

Some Final Thoughts

Humanism, in all its simplicity, is the only genuine
spirituality.  ALBERT SCHWEITZER - accepting
the Nobel Peace Prize.

Humanism is a philosophy of joyous service for the
greater good of all humanity, of application of new
ideas of scientific progress for the benefit of all. 
LINUS PAULING - scientist, Humanist of the Year
in 1961, Nobel Prize in chemistry in 1954, Nobel
Peace Prize in 1962.

Our nation's founders saw a free press and an
educated citizenry as the twin pillars of democratic
health. But we no longer live in their world of
numerous small, independent presses. These days, the
vast majority of Americans get their news from
corporately-owned information monoliths and from
their local newspapers, most of them corporate
subsidiaries as well. That is why humanism and the
Humanist magazine are so important. Won't you join
us today?    KURT VONNEGUT: author, lecturer,
philanthropist and former honorary president of the
American Humanist Association.
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JOIN HALVASON AND THE AMERICAN HUMANIST ASSOCIATION

By joining the American Humanist Association (AHA), you will help to strengthen the voice of Humanism
nationally and receive the following benefits:

* A one-year membership in HALVASON, the Las Vegas AHA chapter
* The monthly membership HALVASON Newsletter, distributed by e-mail
* A one-year (6 issues) subscription to the Humanist magazine (newsstand price $28.50)
* A one-year (6 issues) subscription to the Free Mind, the AHA membership newsletter.
* Invitations to American Humanist Association conferences and seminars.
* Voting privileges. Use the power of your vote to direct the course of the organization.
* Discounts on conferences, books, audio, video tapes, Humanist jewelry, and AHA speciality items.
* Special bonus: a complimentary copy of Corliss Lamont’s classic book, The Philosophy of Humanism

To join via secure website, go to www.americanhumanist.org/secure/join.html or call 1-800-837-3792

To join by mail, complete the form below and mail with a check payable to American Humanist Association.

Please note that a portion of your dues is sent back to our local group to support its continuing operation.

Membership Information:

Student Membership . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $25.00
Introductory Membership . . . . . . . . . . . . .35.00
Renewal Membership . . . . . . . . . . . . .   45.00
Joint Membership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   55.00
Committee of 1000 Membership . . . . .  100.00
Life Membership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1500.00

Mail completed form and check to:
HALVASON
P.O. Box 363897
North Las Vegas, NV  89030

Published by the Humanist Association of Las Vegas and Southern Nevada (HALVASON), a chapter of the American
Humanist Association, a secular nonprofit organization providing a forum for Humanists and other free-thinkers in the Las
Vegas area. 

Humanism: Enlightened by science, inspired by art, and motivated by love

for humanity and a strong belief in morality without supernaturalism. Visit

us at www.halvason.org or call 433-5210 for more information.

Name ____________________________________________

Address __________________________________________

City _____________________________________________

State _________________ Zip Code ___________________

e-mail ____________________________________________

Phone ____________________________________________

Membership Chapter: HALVASON



HALVASON, the Humanist Association of Las Vegas and Southern

Nevada, a chapter of the American Humanist Association, is a nonprofit,

educational organization whose main purpose is to promote Humanism as

a viable, joyous alternative to supernatural and theistic belief systems. We

promote the Jeffersonian principle of separation of religion and

government, the rights of non-religious people in our society, free inquiry

and thought, a naturalistic view of the universe and a reason-based, secular

ethical system. Our membership is open to all like-minded people without

regard to race, age, gender, sexual orientation, or physical disability. 

HALVASON
PO BOX 363897
N LAS VEGAS, NV 
89030-9998


