3rd & 4th Floor, 12 Princes Dock
Princes Parade, Liverpool, L3 1DE

t: 0151 703 1679
f: 0151 703 1555

Your Ref: .
Our Ref: l/4046748/C-281891

Date: 10 November 2009

Dear I

The Church of Scientology Religious Education College Inc

Thank you for your letter of 4 November, in which you outline your concerns with the above
organisation. | can now confirm that your letter is with the Assessment Unit of the Charity
Commission, and a case officer will contact you in due course.

Thank you for taking the time to bring this matter to the attention of the Commission.

Yours Sincerely

On track to meet your deadline? General Enquiries: 0845 300 0218

Visit www.charitycommission.gov.uk for help Textphone: 0845 300 0219

on filing your annual return and accounts ) o
Website: www.charitycommission.gov.uk



Charity Commission Direct
PO Box 1227, Liverpool L69 3UG

t: 0151 703 1665
f: 0151 703 1555

Your Ref:  [J/1165.31

Our Ref: IIC-281891-JBTS

Date: 24 November 2009

Dear I

Church of Scientology Religious Education Collegé Inc

| am writing further to your letter dated 4™ November 2009 regarding the above named
college.

It remains the view of the Charity Commission that the Church of Scientology is not
established for charitable purposes or for the public benefit and is therefore ineligible for
registration as a charity under the Charities Act 1993. The Commission maintain the same
view about the Church of Scientology Religious Education College Inc. The Decision of
the Commission made in 1999 remains valid. Please find enclosed a full copy of the
decision.

If you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me again on the address
or telephone number stated above.

Yours sincerely

On track to meet your deadline? General Enquiries: 0845 300 0218
Visit www.charitycommission.gov.uk for help Textphone: 0845 300 0219

on filing your annual return and accounts o
Website: www.charitycommission.gov.uk



CHARITY COMMISSION

DECISION OF THE CHARITY COMMISSONERS FOR ENGLAND AND WALES
MADE ON 17™ NOVEMBER 1999

APPLICATION FOR REGISTRATION AS A CHARITY BY
THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY (ENGLAND AND WALES)

The issue before the Commissioners

The Board of Commissioners considered an application by the Church of Scientology
(England and Wales) (CoS) for registration as a charity pursuant to section 3(2) of the
Charities Act 1993. In reaching their determination of the application the
Commissioners considered whether CoS is charitable as being an organisation:

(1) established for the charitable purpose of the advancement of religion and/or

(ii) established for the charitable purpose of the promotion of the moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement of the community,

and if in the case of (i) or (ii) above CoS is so established for such a charitable
purpose, whether it is established for the public benefit.

Conclusion

The Commissioners having considered the full legal and factual case and supporting
documents (including expert evidence) which had been put to them by CoeS and having
considered and reviewed the relevant law, taking into account the principles embodied
in the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), the Commissioners
concluded that CoS is not established as a charity and accordingly is not registrable as
such. In so determining the Commissioners concluded as follows -:

CosS is not charitable as an organisation established for the advancement of religion
because having regard to the relevant law and evidence:

(a) Scientology is not a religion for the purposes of English charity law. That
religion for the purposes of charity law constitutes belief in a supreme being
and worship of that being (section 6, pages 12 to 25). That it is accepted that
Scientology believes in a supreme being (section 6, page 25). However, the
core practices of Scientology, being auditing and training, do not constitute
worship as they do not display the essential characteristic of reverence or
veneration for a supreme being (section 6, pages 25 to 26).

(b) That even were CoS otherwise established for the advancement of religion,
public benefit should not be presumed given the relative newness of
Scientology and public and judicial concern expressed — ie the presumption of
public benefit available to religious organisations as charities was rebutted
(section 8, pages 40 to 43); and that

(c) Public benefit arising from the practice of Scientology and/or the purposes of
CoS had not been established (section 8, pages 43 to 44 and pages 47 to 48).



CoS is not charitable as an organisation established to promote the moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement of the community because having regard to the relevant law
and evidence:

(a) The practice of Scientology and the purposes of CoS are not analogous to the
legal authorities establishing the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of
the community as a charitable purpose (section 7, pages 26 to 29), and in
taking a broader view of the authorities, would not be likely to achieve such a
purpose (section 7, pages 30 to 37).

(b) That even were CoS otherwise established for the promotion of the moral or
spiritual welfare or improvement of the community, public benefit arising out of
the practice of Scientology and/or the purposes of CoS had not been
established (section 8, pages 45 to 47 and page 49).

The Application for Registration as a charity
The application

In September 1996 a newly incorporated body' called the Church of Scientology
(England and Wales) (CoS) applied to the Commission for registration as a charity for
the advancement of religion accompanied by a full legal and factual case.

In 1997 the Commissioners indicated to CoS that they would consider whether CoS
was a charity in law (not just the narrower question of whether CoS was charitable
under a particular head of charity law, as advancing religion). Ifnecessary, this might
include other heads of charity such as the promotion of education or a purpose under
the fourth head of charity such as the promotion of the moral or spiritual welfare or
improvement of the community.

The promoters submitted further legal and factual argument that if and in so far as CoS
is not a charity for the advancement of religion, it is charitable under the fourth head of
charity as being established for the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the
community. That argument also dealt with public benefit issues arising under that
head.

The application was subsequently significantly augmented by CoS by the submission of
international law argument which covered the Government’s then proposal to
incorporate the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) (and thus those
provisions making it unlawful to discriminate against individuals on the grounds of
their religion or other beliefs) into domestic law, and the effect of this upon the
application. Since then the Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA) has been passed although
it does not yet have legal effect. At present the Government proposes to bring the
HRA imto force in October 2000.

The Church of Scientology

The Commissioners noted the following background to the application for registration
as a charity.

A company limited by guarantee holding minimal property
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The Church of Scientology (the Church) is an international organisation which
promotes a belief system, doctrines and practices known as Scientology. Its
international headquarters are in the USA although it is organised world-wide. Assets
owned by the Church in this country are currently held and administered by a branch of
the Church incorporated in Australia. The Church has now established a company
under the Companies Acts called the Church of Scientology (England and Wales)
(CoS) to further its work in this country. '

The activities of the Church of Scientology carried on in England and Wales are based
principally at its properties at Saint Hill, East Grinstead in Sussex, although there are
other Scientology centres eg at Poole and Plymouth. There are said to be about
200,000 adherents in this country. Scientology is based on the writings of the late L
Ron Hubbard.

Scientology claims to be a religion both in recognising the existence of a supreme
being and in carrying out forms of worship through auditing and training.

Scientology organisations have been recognised legally as religious in character in
other countries for certain purposes. Most notably, by the Internal Revenue Service in
the USA as an exclusively religious or charitable organisation under s501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code and thus exempt from Federal Income Tax and by the High
Court of Australia (in Church of the New Faith v Commissioner of Payroll Tax
(1983) 154 CLR 120 (HC of A)) as a religious, or public benefit, institution entitled to
an exemption from paying payroll tax under the Payroll Taxes Act 1971.

The objects of CoS

The objects of CoS as set out in its Memorandum and Articles of Association are as
follows:

The advancement of the Scientology religion and in particular but not so as to limit
the generality of the foregoing:

(1) the espousal, presentation, propagation and practice of, and the ensuring and
maintaining of the purity and integrity of, the religion of Scientology;

(2) the advancement of the religious and other charitable work of Scientology
Churches and Missions in England and Wales.

3) the maintenance of the fabric and furnishings of Scientology Churches and
Missions in England and Wales,

4) the production, publication and dissemination of Scientology religious works;

o) the advancement of religious education in accordance with the doctrines and
practice of Scientology.



Doctrines and Practices of Scientology

The Commissioners considered the comprehensive summary of the doctrine and core
religious practice of Scientology put to them by CoS in their submission. In relation to
Scientology doctrine they noted that:

e Scientology is based exclusively upon the research, writings and recorded lectures
ofthe late L. Ron Hubbard - all of which constitute the scriptures of the ‘religion’.
These encompass more than 500,000 pages of writings, nearly 3,000 recorded
lectures and more than 100 films. They include axioms that precisely define the
fundamental laws and truths of life, including who one is, what one is capable of,
and how one might realise one’s natural spiritual abilities. From these axioms
come a great number of fundamental principles individuals can use to achieve
spiritual infinity, as well as to improve their immediate lives and the lives of those
close to them. A fundamental doctrine of Scientology is that spiritual freedom can
be attained only if the path outlined in Hubbard’s works is followed without
deviation. Hubbard is the only source of Scientology, and has no successor.

¢ Scientology doctrine divides an individual’s existence into eight distinct divisions,
called “dynamics”, each of which represents an area of life where every individual
has an urge and determination to survive. Pursuit of survival along these dynamics
is the common denominator of all life. The eight dynamics are best conceived as
concentric circles ranging from the first dynamic in the centre, out to the eighth
dynamic in the outer parameter as follows:

1) the first dynamic, self; is the effort to survive as an individual,

2) the second dynamic is the urge to exist as a future generation, which
encompasses the family unit;

3) the third dynamic is the urge to survive as a member of a group, such as a
company, a church or a social organisation;

4) the fourth dynamic is the urge for survival of man as a species;

%) the fifth dynamic is the urge to survive for all life forms, whether animal or
vegetable;

(6)  the sixth dynamic is the urge for survival of the physical universe and
reflects the drive of the individual to enhance the survival of all matter,
energy, space and time;

N the seventh dynamic is the urge to exist as a spiritual being; and

8) the eighth dynamic is the urge to exist as infinity, which also may be
identified as the supreme being or god.

e The goal of Scientology is to help an individual survive to the greatest level across
all dynamics from the self (the first dynamic) and ultimately to the supreme being
(the eighth dynamic). Through the application of Scientology principles and
practices an individual is able to increase his ability to improve survival across the
dynamics. As he becomes more capable and more aware, he expands from the first
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into the outer dynamics, and he becomes more able to control and influence all
~ dynamics to better himself and all mankind.

e CosS has no specific doctrine concerning god, although Scientology does affirm the
existence of a supreme being. The practice of Scientology is to bring an individual
to a new state where he can reach his own conclusions concerning the nature of the
supreme being. As a person becomes more aware through the practice of
Scientology, however, he attains his own certainty of every dynamic and, as he
moves from the seventh (spiritual) dynamic to the eighth, he comes to his own
awareness of infinity and god. He also understands his own relationship to eternal
salvation as a spiritual being. Salvation in Scientology is attained through personal
spiritual enlightenment.

In relation to Scientology practices the Commissioners noted that the core practices
of Scientology were auditing and training and that:

e Scientologists increase their spiritual awareness, and expand across the eight
dynamics, by participating in auditing, which is one of the two central ‘religious’
practices of the Scientology faith. It is delivered by an auditor, from the Latin,
‘one who listens’. Auditing involves a series of gradient steps that Hubbard
developed to address past painful experiences - both in this, and in prior, lifetimes -
which, while below a person’s level of awareness, collectively cause all the fears
and psychosomatic illnesses that he currently suffers. Through auditing one can
uncover these unknown past experiences and erase their harmful effects, thereby
increasing one’s awareness and capability across all dynamics. This also directly
results in a spiritual transformation: the individual reaches a certainty that he is in
fact a spiritual being that has lived and will live through countless lifetimes.

e In auditing a ‘religious’ artefact called an E-meter is used to enable the auditor and
the individual receiving the auditing to locate areas of the past which can then be
addressed in auditing. It is not a lie detector and by itself it does nothing. It is only
used by a trained minister and is essential to auditing; that is its only application.

e The second central ‘religious’ practice consists of training - the intensive study of
Scientology Scripture. Training derives its greatest significance from the fact that
through training one learns to become an auditor.

e The broad path the Scientologist follows through auditing and the study of
Scientology materials is known as The Bridge. The Bridge embodies a route
across a chasm between man’s present state and vastly higher levels of awareness.
It is comprised of gradient steps so that gains are incremental, predictable and
apparent. There are two sides to this Bridge: on one side, by receiving auditing,
one reaches the highest states of awareness as a spiritual being; on the other, one
studies the axioms and principles of Scientology and learns to become an auditor,
ultimately advancing to the highest levels of auditor skill. The freedom available
through Scientology requires passage along both these paths. For while one
becomes free through auditing, this must be augmented by knowledge of how to
stay free.

The Commissioners noted that access to the core practices of auditing and training

are normally prepaid by those members wishing to participate in them. These

payments are referred to as requested donations and account for a substantial

proportion of the revenues of the Church of Scientology. The extent of participation
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in these practices is a matter which Church of Scientology fundraising staff discuss
with members in personal consultation. Although requested donations are the normal
method of obtaining access to participation in these practices, the Commissioners
understood that auditing and training were available without a donation in certain
circumstances. The Commissioners noted that organised donations are an established
feature of some religions.

The Commissioners also noted:

e the creeds and codes of Scientology:

= The Creed of the Church of Scientology
The Auditor’s Code

The Code of Honor

The Code of a Scientologist

The Supervisor’s Code

The Credo of a True Group Member

. The Credo of a Good and Skilled Manager

¢ The ceremonies of Scientology:

Individual churches of Scientology conduct numerous ‘religious’ services,
including naming ceremonies for the newborn, wedding and funeral services and
weekly Sunday services. These services are open to those of any denomination.

e The symbols and apparel of Scientology

Scientology ‘religious’ symbols and artefacts are protected by Religious
Technology Centre, a California non-profit corporation which owns them and the
rights to use them. Members of the Sea Organisation wear naval uniform.
Ministers officiate wearing apparel which resembles traditional Anglican vestments.

Relevance to the application of the European Convention on Human Rights
(ECHR)

The Commissioners noted that in support of their application for registration as a
charity CoS relied upon international law arguments concerning the right to freedom
of thought, conscience and religion encompassed in Article 9 ECHR,; and the right not
to be discriminated against on account of thought, conscience and religion - Article 9
taken with Article 14 ECHR.

The Commissioners noted that the ECHR is to be incorporated into English law
under the Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA). That Act is likely to be fully implemented
in the UK on 2™ October 2000°. Under section 6 of the HRA it will be unlawful for a
public authority to act in a way which is incompatible with ECHR rights. The
Commission will be a “public authority” for the purposes of the HRA s6(3). Once the
HRA is implemented it will therefore be unlawful for the Commission to act in a way
incompatible with ECHR rights. This would include its decisions with regard to the
registration of charities where any common law authorities would need to be
interpreted in a way compatible with such rights as interpreted by case law of the

Latest government announcement.



European Court of Human Rights and opinions and decisions of the European
Commission.?

The Commissioners noted that while the ECHR is not part of English law at present
there is no obligation on the courts and therefore the Commissioners to take ECHR
into account in considering issues of charitable status. The Commissioners noted the
general rule that in the absence of implementation in domestic law, international law in
general and international agreements in particular are not binding within the UK legal
system — Rayner (Mincing Lane) Ltd v Department of Trade [1990] 2 AC 418,
and that no public authority is required as a matter of law to exercise its discretion in a
way necessarily consistent with the ECHR — R v Secretary of State for the Home
Department ex parte Brind [1991] 1 AC 696.* This basic position has been
confirmed in R v DPP ex parte Kebilene QBD [1999] 3 WLR 175 (CA), 972 (HL).
It is also clear, that while ECHR may be referred to, there is currently no strict legal
obligation to have regard to the terms of ECHR when addressing issues of common
law, even where these issues are uncertain, Derbyshire County Council v Times
Newspapers Limited [1993] 2 WLR 449.

However, the courts are prepared to consider the international obligations of the
United Kingdom where there is ambiguity in statutory language: Salomon v
Commissioners of Customs and Excise [1967] 2 QB 116. In R v Radio Authority
ex parte Bull [1995] 4 All ER 481, this general principle was applied in the specific
context of the ECHR.

Whilst it seemed clear to the Commissioners from the case law that where statutory
provisions were ambiguous reference may be made to the ECHR so as to interpret the
relevant statutes consistently with the ECHR, the extent to which there is any similar
legal obligation in relation to the common law, and the extent to which a public
authority may be obliged to act consistently with ECHR generally prior to
implementation of the HRA was unclear’.

The Commissioners considered that it would be prudent to take account of the fact

- that where an application for registration is dealt with pre HRA and subsequently
subject to an appeal under section 4(3) Charities Act 1993, the appeal would be likely
to reach court after the HRA had been brought into effect, when the court would be
obliged to deal with the matter consistently with ECHR, and to ensure that all case
law is interpreted compatibly with ECHR principles. In addition, given the lack of
clarity in English law about the extent to which a public authority may already be
obliged to exercise its functions in a way taking account of the HRA being in force in
the near future (R v DPP ex parte Kebilene), the Commissioners regarded it as
prudent to seek to act consistently with ECHR in advance of implementation of the
HRA where they were free to do so to the extent that ECHR may be relevant to the
registration of charities.

The Commissioners considered that good administrative practice would suggest that
applications for registration pre and post HRA should be dealt with consistently. It
would not be good practice to consider applications received pre-implementation

Section 2 HRA

In that case the House of Lords unanimously held that the Home Secretary did not need to act
consistently with ECHR in the exercise of a power he enjoyed under both statute and the BBC’s
Charter to control the content of television and radio transmissions.

R v DPP Ex parte Kebiline (QBD [1999] 3 WLR 175 (CA), 972 (HL)
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without any reference to ECHR considerations, but to apply such considerations to
applications received post implementation. To do so could result in similar
applications being deal with differently simply on the basis of the date on which they
were received and considered.

Further it seemed to the Commissioners that they may already be under an indirect
legal obligation to take account of ECHR principles, given that once the HRA 1s
brought fully into force, there will be an element of retrospectivity which will benefit
individuals who are able to demonstrate that they were victims of human rights
violations before the HRA was in force. Essentially the combined effect of section
22(4) and section 7(1)(b) of the HRA seemed to the Commissioners to be that where
a public authority brings or initiatives legal proceedings after implementation of the
HRA, the persons who are the defendants in such proceedings would be able to rely
upon their ECHR rights in the action which follows. The Commissioners were for
example able to envisage a situation in which an association may seek to resist
proceedings for recover of taxation on the basis that the refusal to register it as a
charity had infringed its ECHR rights.

The Commissioners concluded that as a matter of prudence, good practice and
indirect legal obligation any discretion which the Commissioners may have in applying
the existing law should be exercised in accordance with and not contrary to the
principles of the ECHR where those principles might be relevant to the registration of
charities. Such discretion might arise for example where the provisions of the common
law were ambiguous, or where English cases or other legal authorities (for example
case law from other jurisdictions) were not binding on the Commission, but of
persuasive value.

The Commissioners then proceeded to consider the potential relevance of ECHR to
CoS'’s application for registration as a charity.

The relevant articles of ECHR
The Commissioners considered the relevant articles of ECHR to be

= Article 9 taken on its own (right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religion); and

. Article 9 taken together with Article 14 (right to enjoyment of ECHR rights
free from discrimination).

Article 9

Article 9(1) provides that:

“everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion, this right
includes freedom to change his religion or belief and freedom either alone or in

community with others and in public or private to manifest his religion or belief, in
worship, teaching, practice and observance.”



Article 9 includes the right to manifest one’s belief in worship, teaching, practice and
~ observance and therefore includes in principle the right to convince other people, for
example through “teaching™.

The Commissioners considered that the protection offered by Article 9(1) extends to
the whole range of individual beliefs including both religious and other belief systems.
Both organisations which, in charity law terms, would appear to promote the moral or
spiritual welfare or improvement of the community (a fourth head purpose), and those
which promote religion (a third head purpose), would in the Commissioners view
therefore fall within the protection of Article 9(1).

The Commissioners noted that Article 9(1) may be qualified in terms of the provision
of Article 9(2). Any limitation of the freedom protected by Article 9(1) may be
justified on the grounds set out in Article 9(2).

Article 9(2) provides that:

“Freedom to manifest one’s religion or beliefs shall be subject only to such
limitations as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society in the
interests of public safety, for the protection of public order, health or morals, or for
the protection of the rights or freedoms of others.”

Article 9 and Article 14 together
Article 14 provides that:

“The enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in this Convention shall be
secured without discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour, language,
religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, association with a
national minority, property, birth or other status”

The Commissioners noted that Article 14 is not an independent right to non-
discrimination but may be used in conjunction with another article. The other article
relied upon does not necessarily have to be breached by the alleged discriminatory act,
rather the act has to fall within the ambit or scope of a right protected by the ECHR.
Therefore, it was in the Commissioners’ view arguable that the registration of
charities which advance religion, and the exclusion of other beliefs for example, is
potentially within the ambit of Article 9 (right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religion).

Not all discrimination will be in breach of Article 14. An action or distinction will not
be discriminatory if it has an objective and reasonable justification ie it is:

= made in pursuant of a legitimate aim; or
. there is a reasonable relationship of proportionality between the means
employed and the aims sought to be realised.”

The Commissioners analysed the extent to which Article 9, and Articles 9 and 14
together may potentially apply to applications for registration of organisations

Kokkinakis v Greece (1993) 17 EHRR 397
Tsirlis and Kouloumpas v Greece (1997) 25 EHRR 198 at paragraph 116
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established for the advancement of religion or to promote the moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement of the community.

Article 9

The Commissioners noted that Article 9 is principally concerned with protecting the
manifestation of a person’s religion or belief. To recognise or not recognise charitable
status by registration did not in the Commissioners view appear to interfere with the
manifestation of a person’s belief. Although in certain circumstances an organisation is
declined registration and the benefits of charitable status® are not bestowed, the Article
9 freedoms did not in the Commissioners’ view seem to be restricted by this. In the
cases which have come before the European Court the impairment of the Article 9
freedom has been much clearer’ and it seemed to the Commissioners that it could be
argued that Article 9 is not breached when for a particular belief system the State
declines to confer a privilege.

Nevertheless, the Commissioners noted that it may be possible to argue that the
decision to decline to register an institution as a charity amounts to a limitation of
Article 9(1) freedoms. Article 9 protects the right to manifest one’s religion or belief
“in worship , teaching, practice and observance”. The European Court has said that
this includes the right to convince one’s neighbours through teaching, without which
the “freedom to change religion or belief” protected by Article 9 would be
redundant.'® The Commissioners considered that it is possible that both the European
Court and the English courts would regard the fiscal benefits which flow from charity
registration as relevant to an organisation’s ability to teach and pass on its beliefs. A
court could conclude that to decline registration of a charity impairs Article 9
freedoms as it limits the organisation’s ability to manifest its beliefs through teaching
and “evangelising” activities.

The Commissioners further noted that any limitation of an Article 9 freedom which
might arise can be justified on the basis of Article 9(2).

In that context the Commissioners noted that the registration power of the
Commission is “prescribed by law”'' and that the recognition of charitable purposes

These benefits are identified as common law, statutory and fiscal

=  The potential for being established in perpetuity; a lesser need for certainty than is required for
private trusts; protection by the Crown; the ability to be the beneficiary of an existing charity with
comparable objects.

= Protection from failure of the charity’s purposes and administrative difficulties through the
scheme making jurisdiction of the courts and the Charity Commission; protection from the effects
of misconduct or maladministration by staff or trustees through Charity Commission’s
investigative and remedial powers; to be advised on trustees’ duties, interpretation of governing
document and guidance on charity law and good practice from the Charity Commission;
protection of official sanction by the Charity Commission’s order for transactions expedient in the
charity’s interest; protection of charity’s assets through a requirement that charity proceedings
require consent of the Charity Commission or of the High Court; routine monitoring and review
of registered charities by the Charity Commission.

»  Tax relief on voluntary and investment income and capital gains; tax relief on the profits of
primary purpose trading; relief from non domestic rates for land and buildings used for charitable
purposes; relief available to those who give to charity.

Manoussakis v Greece (1996) 23 EHRR 387; Kokkinakis v Greece supra and Christian Association of

Jehovah’s Witnesses v Bulgaria (1997) 24 EHRR (C.D.) 52

Kokkinakis v Greece supra

It has a duty to keep a register of charities and power to do so provided by s.3 Charities Act 1993.
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has developed through the case law, by a reasonable predictable and incremental
change.

The Commissioners noted that States are allowed a certain amount of scope for
deciding what limitations upon ECHR rights are necessary in a democratic society (the
“margin of appreciation”) in their particular context, subject to certain guiding
principles apparent from the European cases in particular:

= the need to secure true religious pluralism as an inherent feature of the notion
of a democratic society."”

= that the measures taken at a national level must be justified in principle and be
proportionate."

" that the state has no discretion to determine whether religious beliefs or the
means used to express them are legitimate'*.

In the light of the possibility of the potential for ECHR to apply and of these
principles, the Commissioners considered that where they were free to do so
(predominately where the English legal authorities were ambiguous) they would seek
to interpret the relevant authorities consistently with ECHR.

Articles 9 and 14 together

In relation to a charge of discrimination under Articles 9 and 14 together, the
Commissioners noted the possibility of an argument that a religious or other belief
system might be discriminated against if declined the charitable status afforded to
others. They also noted that the law is clear that a distinction or difference in
treatment within the ambit of an ECHR right will be discriminatory if it has “no

objective and reasonable justification”."’

Given the potential application of Articles 9 and 14 taken together, the relevant
English case law concerning charitable status should in the Commissioners view,
where ambiguous, be interpreted in a way compatible with ECHR.

The Commissioners went on to note the distinction between the tests of public benefit
under the third and fourth heads of charity.'® It is presumed (although evidence may
rebut the presumption) that a religious organisation is beneficial to the public. A belief
system which seeks to be charitable under the fourth head must show that it is for the
public benefit in a way recognised by charity law.'” The Commissioners noted that
the different tests of public benefit were “prescribed by law” and that there did not
seem to be any ambiguity in the cases concerning the test of public benefit in charity
law, which the Commissioners considered was an entirely flexible rule applied to
individual cases to establish the public benefit which is a requirement of all
organisations which profess to be charitable.

Manoussakis v Greece supra paragraph 44
supra
supra
Tsirlis & Kouloumpas v Greece, supra; Belgian Linguistic Case (1968) (No 2) 1 EHRR 252 paras 9-
10
National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC [1948] AC 31
Re Price [1943] Ch 42; Re Hood [1931] 1 Ch 240
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Conclusion

In these circumstances and in the light of the potential impact of ECHR once the
HRA is in force they decided to consider the application by applying the English legal
authorities as they have traditionally been interpreted and understood unless these
authorities were ambiguous. In those circumstances (ie of ambiguity in the decided
cases) the Commissioners would exercise their discretion so as to construe those
decided cases in a way complying with ECHR principles and otherwise in a generous
and constructive manner consistent with the Commission’s approach to determining
the charitability of novel purposes. Where it was concluded that such an approach
should be adopted, CoS’s application and relevant legal authorities would be
considered in that manner.

The Commissioners’ approach to determining CoS’s application

The Commissioners approached the question of CoS’s registration as a charity by
considering first whether it is established for a charitable purpose recognised in English
law, and secondly by addressing the question of whether CoS is established for the
public benefit. In relation to the first issue, the charitable purpose, the Commissioners
considered whether CoS is established for the advancement of religion or in the
alternative whether it was established for the promotion of the moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement of the community.

Whether CoS is established for the charitable purpose of advancing religion.
The legal framework

The Commissioners noted that English charity law has developed empirically, within
the context of the traditional Western monotheistic religions, although it has long
embraced monotheistic religions other than Christianity and Judaism'®. Within that
context, the following general principles are firmly established:

(1) Trusts for the advancement of religion take effect as charities without
assessment by the court of the worth or value of the beliefs in question, unless
the tenets of a particular sect inculcate doctrines adverse to the very
foundations of all religion and/or subversive of all morality'’.

(i)  The law does not prefer one religion to another’ and as between religions the
law stands neutral, but it assumes that any religion is at least likely to be better
than none”'.

(1))  Indeciding whether a gift is for the advancement of religion, the court does not
concern itself with the truth of the religion, a matter which is not susceptible of
proof. This does not mean that the court will recognise as a religion everything
that chooses to call itself a religion. But when once the religion is recognised
by the court as a religion, the beneficial nature of a gift for its advancement will
prima facie be assumed.”

Bowman v. Secular Society [1917] AC 406

Thomton v. Howe (1862) 31 Beav 14; Re Watson [1973] 1 WLR 1472

Thornton v. Howe, supra; Gilmour v. Coats [1949] AC 426

Neville Estates v. Madden [1962] Ch. 832

Re Coats’ Trusts, Coats v Gilmour [1948] Ch 340 (CA) @ 346 and 347 Lord Greene MR
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@iv)

In addition, in order to be charitable, the trust must not only be for the
advancement of religion, it must also be of public benefit. This is a question of fact
which must be answered by the court in the same manner as any other question of
fact, ie by means of evidence cognizable by the court.”> In the absence of evidence
to the contrary, public benefit is presumed.

Given these judicial principles, the Commissioners found it understandable that the
English courts have resisted closely defining what it is that makés some belief systems
religious and others not. However, the Commissioners accepted that there are some
characteristics of religion which can be discerned from the legal authorities:-

1.

Belief in a god or a deity or supreme being — R v Registrar General ex parte
Segerdal (Lord Denning).”

Reverence and recognition of the dominant power and control of any entity or
being outside their own body and life (i.e. outside the body and life of the
follower of that religion) - Segerdal (Winn L J).*

Two of the essential attributes of religion are faith and worship: faith in a god
and worship of that god - South Place Ethical Society (Dillon J).** The
Commissioners noted that Hubert Picarda QC writes that religion involves not
merely faith of a particular kind, but also worship, and states that the essential
ingredient of worship is found in the definition of Webster’s New International
dictionary which defines religion as “service and adoration of God or a god as
expressed in a form of worship.”’

A trust for the purpose of any kind of monotheistic theism would be a good
charitable trust - Bowman v Secular Society’® (Lord Parker of
Waddington)

Worship must have at least some of the following characteristics: submission to
the object worshipped, veneration of that object, praise, thanksgiving, prayer or
intercession - Segerdal (Buckley LJ).”

It would not seem to be possible to worship in this way (ie with reverence) a
mere ethical or philosophical ideal - South Place Ethical Society (Dillon J)*°

Promotion of religion includes “the observances that serve to promote and
manifest it.” - Keren Kayemeth Le Jisroel v IRC (Lord Hanworth MR).»!

There must be a promotion of the religion, meaning “the promotion of spiritual
teaching in a wide sense, and the maintenance of the doctrines on which it
rests, and the observances that serve to promote and manifest it.” - Keren
Kayemeth Le Jisroel v IRC (Lord Hanworth MR). This would include

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Re Coats’ Trusts supra @ 347

R v Registrar General ex parte Segerdal [1970] 2 QB 697

R v Registrar General ex parte Segerdal supra

[1980] 1 WLR 1565 at 1572D-E

“The Law and Practice relating to Charities” by Hubert Picarda, 2™ Ed. page 64 (3 Ed. page 74).
[1917] AC 406 at 448 - 450

supra page 709 F-G

supra page 1573A

[1931] 2 KB 465, 477 (affd. [1932] AC 650)
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observance of particular common standards, practices or codes of conduct as
stipulated in particular scrivtures or teachings.>

0. To advance religion means “to promote it, to spread the message ever wider
among mankind; to take some positive steps to sustain and increase religious
belief and these things are done in a variety of ways which may be
comprehensively described as pastoral and missionary” - United Grand Lodge
v Holborn BC** (Donovan J).

10.  Promotion of religion includes a missionary element or other charitable work
through which the beliefs of the religion are advanced - United Grand Lodge
v Holborn BC (Donovan J).

11.  Public benefit is a necessary element in religiOuS trusts as it is in other
charitable trusts - Coats v Gilmour** (Lord Greene MR). ,

Having considered these characteristics, the Commissioners concluded that the
definition of a religion in English charity law was characterised by a belief in a supreme
being and an expression of that belief through worship. The cases also make clear that
there must be advancement or promotion of the religion.

CoS'’s argument that CoS is established to advance religion.

The Commissioners noted the arguments put forward by CoS that CeS is established
for the advancement of religion, the religion in question being Scientology. In

- particular they considered that the relevant arguments could be summarised as follows:

H That neither Segerdal nor South Place Ethical Society is binding or
persuasive authority as to the criteria of a “religion” in English charity law:

2) That belief in a god or gods is not an essential characteristic of religion and a
set of beliefs can constitute a religion if it affirms the existence of the spiritual
or supernatural even though it does not recognise a supreme bemg or god, for
the following reasons:

. " The views of theolo gians and leading scholars in comparative religion
as to the meaning of “religion”: in particular sets of beliefs widely
recognised as religions do not affirm the existence of a supreme being;

= Decisions of courts abroad that non-theistic beliefs may constitute a
religion;

] The general principles of international law and the European
Convention on Human Rights;

. The adverse consequences of confining “religion” to theistic beliefs.

3) Alternatively, if belief in a god and worship are essential characteristics of
religion, that either:

. Scientology possesses those characteristics, or

32

33
34

The Church of the New Faith v Commissioner for Payroll Tax, supra, which is a persuasive authority
being an Australian case, also supported this notion.

[1957] 1 WLR 1080

Re Coats’s trusts, Coats v Gilmour [1948] Ch 340 at 344 (Court of Appeal)
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= Scientology should be recognised as an exception

4 That the Charity Commission has accepted that it must act constructively and
imaginatively® when reviewing its own past decisions and those of the courts,
and it is therefore appropriate in this case for the Commission to adopt “a
generous as opposed to a restrictive view” *°

The Commissioners considered these arguments in the light of the English legal
authorities.

The Commissioners noted that the Segerdal and South Place Ethical Society cases
in particular, referring to the requirement of a god or deity have traditionally been
regarded as decisive of the principle that theism (belief in a god) is a necessary
criterion of religion for the purposes of charity law. Both cases suggest that religion in
charity law is characterised by

. faith in the personal, creator god of the traditional monotheistic religions,
having existence outside the body and life of the votary, and

. worship of that deity in the form of formalised expressions of supplication,
veneration, praise and intercession, as traditionally practised in monotheistic
religions.

Against those criteria, the Commissioners noted that Scientology claims to
acknowledge a supreme being which may have created the world. This supreme being
(“infinity”, the Eighth dynamic, the “allness of all’), is according to the expert opinion
submitted by CoS in support of its application, a thoroughly impersonal abstract
conception, more analogous to eastern enlightenment and realisation, which
Scientologists recognise as the ultimate ground of being but of which they are reluctant
to claim complete understanding.®’

Whilst the Commissioners noted that CoS’s application stated that Scientology
acknowledges a supreme being, the Commissioners concluded that the supreme being
did not appear to be of the kind indicated by the decided cases.

The Commissioners also noted CoS’s submission that the activities of auditing and
training constitute its worship, this argument being supported by the expert opinion
submitted by CoS. However, the Commissioners were unable to accept that the
practices of auditing and training were akin to or comparable with the acts of worship
indicated by the English cases — praise, veneration, prayer, thanksgiving, intercession,
submission to the object worshipped.

35
36
37

The Report of the Charity Commissioners 1985 paras. 24-25
The Report of the Charity Commissioners 1985 supra
for example the Opinion of Dr Wilson (Paras 8.07, 11.03(a) and 8.11); and of Dr Bryant (section
IV.7.c-IV.7.d)
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Ambiguity in the English legal authorities

However, the Commissioners noted that the English legal authorities concerning the
concept of religion in English charity law might not be entirely clear and unambiguous
and may be of persuasive value rather than binding authority.

Analysis of English legal authorities concerning the definition of ‘religion’ in English
charity law. ‘

The Commissioners therefore considered the extent to which ambiguity existed in the
English legal authorities and reviewed these as follows.

(i) Segerdal (Court of Appeal)

The case of Segerdal was not concerned with charity law but it did concern a Church
of Scientology chapel. The issue in Segerdal was not whether Scientology was a
religion for the purposes of charity law. The question, rather, was whether a Church
of Scientology chapel was a “place of meeting for religious worship” within the
meaning of the Places of Worship Registration Act 1855. The court did not decide
whether a non-theistic set of beliefs can constitute a religion for the purposes of charity
law or whether Scientology is a religion for such purposes (Winn LJ expressly stated
that he was not concerned to decide “whether Scientology is or is not a religion™); it
merely interpreted “place of religious worship” for the purposes of the Act as meaning
“a place where people come together to do reverence with prayer, humility and
thanksgiving to a Supreme Being”, Lord Denning MR concluding: “I am sure that
would be the meaning attached by those who framed this legislation of 1855”.

Accordingly, the Church of Scientology’s chapel did not (and still would not) qualify
for registration as a place of worship under the Places of Worship Registration Act
1855.

The Commissioners considered that interpreted in a charity law context, the decision
is not binding authority as to the criteria of a “religion” in charity law. The dicta of the
judges are of persuasive value, and arguably strongly so, because the court did
consider the question of the nature of religious worship, although it did not consider
the nature of the Scientology practices of auditing and training (which CeS argues
constitutes the worship of Scientologists), that not being a matter before the court.

(i) Bowman v Secular Society (House of Lords)*®

This concerned the validity of a gift to the Secular Society, one of whose objects was
to promote the principle that “human conduct should be based upon natural knowledge
and not upon supernatural belief, and that human welfare in this world is the proper
end of all thought”.

The issue was whether this object denied Christianity and, if so, thereby involved the
criminal offence of blasphemy; if so, the gift to the Society would not be enforceable.

There was some consideration of a side issue of whether the gift, if given to the
Society as trustee for the purposes set out in that object, would be charitable. Lord

38

[1917] AC 406
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Parker of Waddington said “It is not a religious trust, for it relegates religion to a

region in which it is to have no influence on human conduct”.”

The Commissioners considered that the dicta here in relation to charity law were
therefore neutral in relation to the characteristics or nature of religion.

(iii)  South Place Ethical Society ( High Court)*

This case did concern charity law and religion. The issue before the court was whether
the Society, which professed a belief in "“ethical principles"” that is, “the belief in the
excellence of truth, love and beauty, but not belief in anything supernatural”, was a
religion or otherwise charitable.

Dillon J began by referring to the Bowman case and the United Grand Lodge case in
which the court had held, without defining the term religion to exclude non-theistic
beliefs, that the organisations in question were not established for the advancement of
religion, In relation to Bowman v Secular Society,*' Dillon J said:

“That comment [in Bowman] seems to me to be equally applicable to the objects of
the society in the present case... Lord Parker of Waddington has used the word

2%

[religion] ‘in its natural and accustomed sense’”.

In relation to the second case,*” in which Donovan J, after commenting that
freemasonry held out certain characteristics including reverence, honesty, compassion,
loyalty, temperance, benevolence and chastity, said —

“ Admirable though these objects are it seems to us impossible to say that they add up

to the advancement of religion”.*

Dillon J considered that the society had not made out a case to be charitable on the
grounds that its objects were for the advancement of religion.

The Commissioners considered that it may not have been necessary to the decision of
the case to go on, as the judge did, to define “religion” with particularity, by reference
to criteria of a god and worship of that god, nor necessarily to interpolate into charity
law for that purpose, as he did, the decision in Segerdal.

However, given that this judgement was concerned with charitable status and religion,
the Commissioners concluded that they would be able to give the statement due
weight in considering the characteristics of a religion for the purposes of charity law.

39
40
41
42

43

Idem, at 445

[1980] 1 WLR 1565

Bowman v Secular Society [1917] AC 406

United Grand Lodge of Ancient Free and Accepted Masons of England v. Holborn Borough Council
[1957] 1 WLR 1080

Idem, at 1090
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(ivy Keren Kayemeth Le Jisroel v IRC (Court of Appeal)™

The Keren Kayemeth case was decided by the Court of Appeal in 1931. It was
concerned with the charitable status of a company with objects to acquire land in
Palestine, Syria and other countries for the purposes of settling Jews there. It had been
argued that such a purpose might be religious because it is a religious purpose of the
Jewish community to return to the Holy Land. The Court found that the company was
not charitable and, in fact, there was very little discussion about the purported religious
purpose. Lord Hanworth MR said:* :

“Turning now to the problem whether either of the four characteristics [of charity] can
be found in the Association, it is sufficient to say that as to “religion” I agree with the
observations with Rowlatt J on that head. The promotion of religion means the
promotion of spiritual teaching in a wide sense, and the maintenance of the doctrines
on which it rests, and the observances that serve to promote and manifest it — not
merely a foundation or cause to which it can be related. Religion as such finds no
place in the Memorandum of the Association.”

It was apparent to the Commissioners from the full context of this paragraph in the
judgement that Lord Hanworth did not mean to give a definition of religion but was
concerned with what the promotion of religion means. In effect, all that Lord
Hanworth was saying was that promoting an organisation which is related to a religion
(in this case Judaism) is not the same as promoting a religion. It was not an issue at all
whether Judaism was a religion.

Lord Hanworth’s comments could not, in the Commissioners’ view, be taken as
providing a definition of religion which is binding. They could, though, be regarded as
a proper indicator of the meaning of the promotion of religion.

) United Grand Lodge of Ancient Free and Accepted Masons of England v
Holborn Borough Council (Court of Appeal) *°

In this case the United Grand Lodge claimed to be entitled to rating relief on the basis
that the organisation’s objects were “charitable or otherwise concerned with the
advancement of religion” within the meaning of section 8(1)(a) of the Rating and
Valuation (Misc. Provisions) Act 1955.

Donovan J commented that the organisation urged freemasons to be reverent, honest,
compassionate, loyal, temperate, benevolent and chaste; but he found that this did not
amount to the advancement of religion.

The court went on per curiam®’ to identify what is meant by the advancement of
religion (as opposed to defining religion itself) - to promote it by spreading its message
ever wider by pastoral and missionary means.

The Commissioners agreed that they would be able to rely on this case as identifying
the ways in which a religion may be advanced.

44
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[1931] 2KB 465

supra page 477

[1957] 1 WLR 1080

statements given per curiam indicate that they have been decided on by the court and have authority
as such.
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(vi)  Coats v Gilmour (Court of Appeal and House of Lords)*

* This case directly concerned religious charitable trusts and pub]ic benefit in relation to

a closed order of nuns. The Court of Appeal judgements contain a more detailed
analysis of the nature of public benefit enuring from a religious trust. Although the
case was appealed to the House of Lords, the Lords did not disturb the findings of the
Court of Appeal.

The judgements here are therefore binding on the Commissioners in considering
public benefit and religious charities.

Conclusion

The Commissioners concluded that the English legal authorities are neither clear nor
unambiguous as to the definition of religion in English charity law, and at best the
cases are of persuasive value with the result that a positive and constructive approach
and one which conforms to ECHR principles, to identifying what is a religion in
charity law could and should be adopted.

In order to interpret the decided English cases in a manner which is both constructive
and consistent with ECHR principles, the Commissioners considered that they could
properly take account of how the question of what is “a religion” has been addressed
elsewhere. In particular the Commissioners considered that they may take account
of

. Court decisions in other jurisdictions, principally Australia, the USA and India
although it was noted that these cases were of persuasive value only for the
Commission, and to a lesser degree than the English cases.

. Expert Opinion— submitted by CoS from scholars expert in the study of religion
(principally from Dr Wilson, Dr Bryant and Dr Kliever).

= Indications of whether the public at large would view a belief system as a
religion including decisions of other ‘public bodies’, and the common English
meanings of religion and worship, as found, for example, in the English
dictionaries.*

48
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[1948] Ch 340 & [1949] AC 426
CoS has yet to be accepted by the Home Office Immigration and Nationality Directorate of the
religion for the purposes of the immigration rules.

CoS has been recognised as an acceptable religious advertiser on British television by the ITC (R v
ITC ex parte New Era Publications Aps and Church of Scientology Religious Education College
[1996] (unreported) CO/227/96). This case did not reach court (except for the determination of
costs). There is no formal “ruling” available; the ITC’s decision is reflected in the form of a press
release dated 24 April 1996. The ITC advertising rules on “religious advertising” apply to advertising
bodies with objects of a religious nature or which is directed towards a religious end and are also
applicable to “advertising having a similar connection to systems of belief or philosophies of life
which do not involve the recognition of a deity but can reasonably be regarded as equivalent or
alternative to those which do”. It is not known whether CoS was regarded as a religion or belief
system in this connection. ’

The Ministry of Defence has confirmed by letter to CoS that Scientology is “an officially
recognised religion in the Royal Navy”.

The Commissioners noted that having regard to the way in which other English bodies had
determined whether or not a belief system is religious would not provide them with indicators as to
how to determine whether a belief system is religious for the purposes of charity law. However, the
decisions of other bodies may provide evidence as to whether the public at large would view the belief
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Belief in a supreme being

The Commissioners considered how the question of a belief in a supreme being was
addressed both in the opinions of experts, by the foreign legal authorities and in
common definitions of religion -

Expert opinion

All three of the major experts relied upon by CoS conclude that Scientology believes in
a supreme being, although the place and nature of that being is not the same as that of
God m Christianity or Judaism for example. The place of the supreme being in
Scientology is dealt with at section 8.11 and 11.03a of the Opinion of Dr Wilson. Dr
Wilson writes that “Scientology does acknowledge a Supreme Being, but conceives of
that entity as something which cannot be easily apprehended and with which
communication, at this stage of human enlightenment, is a rare thing”. Section IV.7C-
IV.7D of the Opinion of Dr Bryant™ and section 13 and 33 of the Opinion of Dr
Kliever’ in particular, also concern Scientology’s belief in a Supreme Being.

Foreign Legal Authorities

The Commissioners noted that foreign courts have taken a broad approach to the
question of a supreme being. In The Church of the New Faith v the Commissioner
for Payroll Tax supra, a case on appeal to the High Court of Australia two of the five
Judges indicated that religion had two essential criteria - belief in a “supernatural being
or thing or principle” and conduct giving effect to that belief. Two other judges
concluded that a single formula could not determine whether a set of beliefs
constituted a religion. However, they identified various indicia for answering that
question as follows: - that the ideas in question reflect the ultimate concerns of human
existence; an element of comprehensiveness; forms and ceremonies. The one
remaining judge in that case appears to have taken the view that “any body which
claims to be religious and offers a way to find meaning and purpose in life, is
religious”. It seems that only two of the judges there adopted what could broadly be
described as a ‘theistic’ approach, referring to the criterion of a ‘supernatural being,
thing or principle’.

The Indian Courts have concluded that religion is not necessarily theistic>, but
undoubtedly has as its basis a system of beliefs or doctrines which are regarded by
those who profess that religion as conducive to their spiritual well-being.

In Fellowship of Humanity v County of Alameda the California State Court of
Appeal holding that facilities used by humanist groups for weekly meetings qualified as
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system as a religion. Further, reference to the dictionary definitions may further provide an indication
of what is commonly understood by the terms ‘religion’ and ‘worship’ in the English language.

“The Eighth Dynamic is “the urge toward existence as Infinity”, or what others call “a Supreme Being
or Creator”.

“Scientology’s Eighth Dynamic affirms a spiritual context of life that radically transcends the
empirical self and the physical universe. Scientologists are reluctant to claim complete technological
control and philosophical understanding of this highest level of spirituality” and @ section33 “though
the Church of Scientology resolutely affirms the existence of God, it has no dogma concerning the
nature of God. For the most part... they think of God less as a personal Being who commands

personal devotion and obedience than as a spiritual force that invites individual exploration and
discovery...”

The Commissioner Hindu Religious Endowment Madras v Sri Lakshmindra Thirtha Swamiar Of Sri
Shirur Mutt (1954) — Indian Supreme Court [1954] SCR 1005
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a place of worship for property tax exemption purposes identified four characteristics

of religion, the first being “a belief not necessarily referring to supernatural power”.”

Common definitions

The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary indicates that religion means “belief in or
sensing of some superhuman controlling power or powers entitled to obedience,
reverence and worship, or in a system defining a code of living, especially as a means
to achieve spiritual or material improvement; acceptance of such belief (especially if
represented by an organised church) as the standard of spiritual and practical life; the
expression of this in worship.”

Conclusion

In taking account of, and looking at the English cases in the light of, these sources, the
Commissioners concluded that belief in a supreme being remains a necessary
characteristic of religion for the purposes of English charity law. It would not,
however, in their view, be proper to specify the nature of that supreme being or to
require it to be analogous to the deity or supreme being of a particular religion.

However, the Commissioners did not find it necessary to conclude that the
requirement of a supreme being is no longer necessary at all to the concept of religion
in English charity law — the Commissioners did not find themselves compelled to
reject “theism” altogether (as in the Indian case), nor to dilute the concept to the
extent of the Australian case™ (so as to refer to belief in a ‘supernatural... principle’;
for example).

Worship

In relation to the question of worship it was apparent to the Commissioners from the
papers submitted to them by CoS that auditing and training are regarded as worship in
Scientology. The Commissioners noted the nature of these “core religious services”, a
detailed description of which were found in the text book “What is Scientology?”’
supplied by CoS.>® It was clear that these activities (auditing and training) form the
essential religious activities of Scientology — for example the “Enrolment Form for
religious services of Scientology at Saint Hill in Sussex” [the Enrolment Form] states
that “the core religious services of the Scientology religion are auditing and training”.

Auditing is described as a very unique form of personal counselling®® which helps an
individual look at his own existence and improves his ability to confront what and
where he is, and is conducted at auditing sessions during which an auditor’” audits an
individual. Auditing uses exact sets of questions asked or directions given by an
auditor to help an individual find out things about himself and improve his condition
and locate areas of spiritual distress and travail. Auditing is assisted by use of an E-
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153 Cal. App. 2d 673, 315 P.2d 394 (1957) The other three characteristics were - a cult involving a
gregarious association openly expressing the belief; a system of moral practice resulting from
adherence to the belief; an organisation within the cult designed to observe the tenets of the belief
Church of the New Faith supra
At pages 801ff and 88ff.
The Commissioners noted that it is described as such by Scientologists on the Video Presentation to
the Charity Commission, and also item 3 Enrolment Form.
person trained and qualified in applying auditing to individuals for their betterment. Pg. 80 “ What is
Scientology?”’

21



meter. As a result of auditing an individual discovers things about himself and his life,
a realisation which results in a higher degree of awareness and a greater ahility to.
succeed. Auditing sessions are conducted “in a quiet comfortable place where it will
not be disturbed”. Those present are the auditor and person being audited with an E-
meter set up for the auditor’s use.

Training in Scientology involves the study of the works of L Ron Hubbard, listening
to his recorded lectures and drilling of the principles of application. Training sessions
are supervised by a course supervisor who moves from student to student monitoring
progress, and a course administrator who provides any needed materials. There is no
formal teaching. Training is based solely upon study of the course materials and works
of Mr Hubbard. Check sheets set out the sequence of study and the practical
application drills to be followed. The materials of a Scientology course consist of
books, other publications, films and recorded lectures by L Ron Hubbard. The
Scientology course is said to be solely for the benefit of the student, whose own
advancement in knowledge determines progress. Completion of a course is marked by
the award of a certificate signifying attainment of a particular level of knowledge or
skill.

The Commissioners noted that participation in both auditing and training is generally,
although not exclusively, dependant upon payment of what was described to the
Commissioners by CoS as “a requested donation”. In this respect it was also noted
that the Enrolment Form refers to “requested donations with respect to... participation
in auditing and religious services”, and that it set out a procedure for seeking a refund
if dissatisfied with the results of the service, provided the individual relinquishes
membership of CoS. Thereafter it appears that the individual is no longer qualified to
receive further auditing and training.>® However, the Commissioners noted that
impecuniosity is not according to CoS, a bar to an individual’s progress in
Scientology, there being other ways in which an individual can participate in auditing
and training without making monetary contributions. They also noted that payment in
respect of participation in auditing and training is said by CoS to be necessary because
these are labour intensive activities from CoS’s point of view requiring a large number
of trained auditors and supervisors.

The Commissioners then turned to the question of how the concept of worship had
been addressed elsewhere particularly in expert opinion, foreign legal authorities and in
common definitions, as follows:

Expert opinions

The central practices of Scientology — auditing and training — constitute religious
worship in the three main expert opinions relied upon by CeS, in particular the Opinion
of Dr Kliever p.19 section 34-42; the Opinion of Dr Byrant, Section V pages 22-27;
the Opinion of Dr Wilson Ch8 p59-70.

Dr Wilson, for example states that the definition of worship should not be confined to
the assumptions of one specific tradition and that the forms traditional to Christianity
do not exhaust all the various modes in which worship can occur. He argues that the
universal aim of worship is to establish a rapport between the individual and the
supernatural ultimate (being, object, law, principle, dimension, ground of being, or
concern) in whatever way that ultimate is conceived by the religious body to which the
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Item 5 Enrolment Form
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individual belongs, with a view to his ultimate attainment of salvation or enlightenment
— section 8.06 of Dr Wilson’s Opinion. He writes that the essence of Scientology is
understanding through communication which is through auditing - private
communication by the individual with his past; and training - communication with the
fundamental truths and grounds of existence. In Scientology communication with
spiritual reality is sought and ultimately achieved through auditing and training which
thus constitute worship.

Foreign legal authorities

In Fellowship of Humanity v County of Alameda’’ the California State Court of
Appeal (in holding that facilities used by Humanist groups at their weekly meetings
qualified as a place of worship for property tax redemption purposes) indicated that
any lawful means of formally observing the tenets of the cult (defined as a gregarious
association openly expressing the beliefs in question) constituted “worship”.

In Church of the New Faith v Commissioner for Payroll Tax the High Court of
Australia in adopting a two-fold test to religion chose not to identify ‘worship’ as one
ofthe two characteristics of religion. Rather, the second limb of the Court’s test refers
to “the acceptance of canons of conduct in order to give effect to that belief [in a
supernatural being, thing or principle — the first limb of the test] provided that the
canons of conduct do not offend against the ordinary laws.” However the
Commissioners noted that the decision itself in that case seemed to turn upon whether
the group of Scientologists involved were genuine in their belief, rather than upon any
objective criteria identifying an organisation as “religious”.

Common Definitions:

The Commissioners agreed that dictionary definition of “worship” may provide an
indication of how the public generally would understand that term, and noted that the
Shorter Oxford English Dictionary defines worship as “acknowledgement of worth,
homage; respectful recognition or honour shown to a person or thing; religious
reverence, adoration or homage paid to a being of higher regard or treated as
supernatural or divine; the expression of this in acts, ritual, ceremony or prayer,
especially of a public or formal nature; veneration or devotion similar to religious
homage shown to a person or principle.”

Reverence is defined there as “deep respect or veneration especially on account of the
object’s sacred or exalted character” and veneration as “a feeling of deep respect or
reverence for a person or thing. The action or act of showing this.”*

The Commissioners indicated that it is perhaps significant that Hubert Picarda QC*'
refers to the requirement of “worship as the manifestation of faith”. He states that
there must be an expression of faith and refers to the definition of religion in Webster’s
New International Dictionary — “Service and adoration of God or a god as expressed
in the form of worship”.
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153 Cal. App.2d673,315P.2d394(1957)

Other definitions are:- “reverence: to regard or treat with reverence, respect, honour or veneration:
honour or respect felt or manifested, deference paid or expressed” and “veneration: a feeling of
respect mingled with awe excited by the dignity, wisdom, superiority of a person, by sacredness of
character, their consecrated state; the act of admiring humbly and respectfully” — Webster’s 3™ New
International Dictionary.

“The Law and Practice Relating to Charities’ H Picarda 2°® Ed. p. 64 (3™ Ed. p. 74).
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Conclusion

In approaching the question of worship the Commissioners recognised that the
advancement of religion is regarded as a distinct (third) head of charity law accepted
(on the basis of experience) as conferring public benefit subject to evidence to the
contrary. There was therefore a need to maintain clear criteria to differentiate those
purposes falling within the third head and those which did not. The Commissioners
considered that the concept of worship had the potential to provide such clear and
objective criteria. The Commissioners considered it proper that the distinction in

- English charity law between religious and non-religious belief systems be maintained.
At the same time the Commissioners noted the need to avoid discrimination between
religions.

Approaching the concept of worship in the light of these considerations the
Commissioners identified in the English legal authorities a concept of worship which
exhibited defining characteristics of reverence and recognition of a supreme being
outside the body and life of the follower of the religion- ex parte Segerdal. Further in
South Place Ethical Society, the court indicated that it did not seem possible to
worship an ethical or philosophical ideal “with reverence”. The identifying feature of
worship in English charity law appeared therefore to be that of reverence for or
veneration of a supreme being. The Commissioners further noted that the dictionary
definitions indicate that worship is characterised by reverence and veneration.

The Commissioners thus concluded that the English legal authorities indicated that
the criterion of worship would be met where belief in a supreme being found its
expression in conduct indicative of reverence or veneration for that supreme being.
The Commissioners noted and welcomed the fact that the concept of worship so
understood, distilled from the decided English cases was reflected in the common
English definition of the word “worship”. The Commissioners also noted that the
concept of worship so understood provided objective criteria by which worship can be
identified for the purposes of recognising an organisation to be charitable as advancing
religion and so falling within a distinct third head of English charity, at the same time
as being sufficiently broad to allow recognition of a range of belief systems commonly
recognised as religions.

In reaching this conclusion the Commissioners did not feel themselves constrained to
adopt either an understanding of “worship” as put forward in the expert opinions
submitted by CoS, nor to adopt the approach taken in the foreign legal authorities. To
adopt the approach of the expert Dr Wilson for example would in the Commissioners’
view effectively mean redefining worship as “the means by which communication with
spiritual reality is sought and ultimately achieved”. Alternatively following the foreign
legal authorities “worship” could be redefined as for example “any lawful means of
formally observing the tenets of the religion” - Fellowship of Humanity v County of
Alameda; or as “canons of conduct giving effect to the belief in question” - Church
of the New Faith v Commissioner for Payroll Tax. The Commissioners concluded
that it was not appropriate to adopt either of these approaches since to do so would
mean redefining the concept of “worship” as a criterion of religion in English charity
law, so as to give to the term “worship” a meaning different from that suggested by the
English legal authorities, and one which the word does not, in ordinary English,
naturally bear.

The Commissioners approach applied to Scientology
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Belief in a Supreme Being

The Commissioners concluded that it could be accepted that Scientology claims to
profess belief in a supreme being. The nature of this being is not fully developed but it
is not similar to the god of the Judeo Christian tradition, for example. The
Commissioners noted that different religions have different understandings of what is
meant by the term “supreme being”, further, the nature of that being, and the extent to
which differing religions exhibit a developed theology also varies. However, since it is
clear that English law does not enquire into the nature, worth or value of religious
beliefs®, nor concern itself with the truth of the religious beliefs in question®, the
Commissioners concluded it to be sufficient for the purposes of English charity law
that Scientology professes a belief in a supreme being.

Worship

The Commissioners concluded that auditing appears in essence very much akin to
counselling, conducted on a one to one basis, in private, and addressed to the needs of
the individual receiving auditing. Scientologists themselves describe auditing as
counselling (for example in the video presentation to the Charity Commissioners for
England and Wales). On the whole they do not appear to describe auditing in terms of
worship.

The Commissioners further concluded that training in Scientology, involving the
detailed study of the works of L Ron Hubbard, according to particular set formulae or
methods of study, similarly lacks the elements of reverence or veneration necessary if it
is to constitute worship. Scientology training appears more like an educational activity
(the acquisition of knowledge and practical skills in the application of Scientology
theory and technology) than a religious activity or worship in the sense identified by
the Commissioners.

The Commissioners noted that it was a feature of auditing and training that it is
normal practice (although not exclusively so) to require payment in advance, these
payments being referred to as “requested donations” by CoS, as a prerequisite for
participation in these activities. This practice was noted but the Commissioners did
not consider it to have an impact upon whether the activities of auditing and training
themselves constituted worship in English charity law.

Having considered the core religious services of Scientology, namely auditing and
training which CoS submits constitutes worship, the Commissioners concluded that
they could not find, in auditing and training whether taken separately or together, the
reverence and veneration for a supreme being which they considered is necessary to
constitute worship in English charity law.

The Commissioners therefore concluded that Scientology is not a religion for the
purposes of English charity law, and that CeS is not charitable as being established for

the charitable purpose of the advancement of religion.

Whether CoS promotes and advances Scientology
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Thornton v Howe supra
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Turning to the question of whether CoS promotes and advances Scientology — it was
noted that thig nnPthn was Now h‘mnfhphr'a] the r‘nmmmunnpre hmnnc conchided

that Scientology was not a rehglon in English charlty law. However, CoS had supplied
argument and evidence that it did promote and advance Scientology and the
Commissioners considered this, although it was not strictly necessary to do so in view
of the conclusion that Scientology was not a religion. The Commissioners accepted
that on the basis of the evidence put to them by CoS, the organisation did promote and
advance Scientology as its system of belief, seeking to spread its message ever wider
and exhibiting a missionary element in a manner identified by the relevant legal
authorities. The Commissioners noted that it was not necessary in reaching this
conclusion to consider the extent to which CoS is engaged in activities which may in
themselves be charitable in their own right whether pursued by CoS or some other
body, for example activities which may be charitable as relieving poverty or other
need, or advancing education.

Whether CoS is established for the purpose of promoting the moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement of the community

The Commissioners considered whether CoS is established for the purpose of
promoting the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the communlty under the
fourth head of charity law.

CoS argue that if Scientology is not a religion, then the advancement of Scientology is
nevertheless charitable under the fourth head of charity®® by analogy with decided
cases where the institutions concerned were established for the moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement of the community. The Commissioners therefore considered
whether CoS is in fact established under the fourth head as promoting the moral or
spiritual welfare or improvement of the community, being a purpose which is beneficial
to the community, and already recognised in charity law.

The Commissioners indicated that it would be necessary for them to consider firstly

‘the legal basis upon which the promotion of the moral or spiritual welfare or

improvement of the community is regarded as a charitable purpose as set out in the
cases of Re Scowcroft, Re Hood, Re Price and Re South Place Ethical Society;
secondly whether Scientology is analogous to those cases and if so thirdly whether the
test of public benefit under the fourth head has been satisfied.

The Commissioners noted that it is clear from the case law® that it may be charitable
under the fourth head of charity to promote the moral or spiritual welfare or
mmprovement of the community.

The Commissioners noted that in order to decide whether a novel purpose is
charitable under the fourth head of charity, the courts and the Commission will
consider whether the purpose is analogous to those found in the Preamble to the
Statute of Elizabeth or to a purpose already found to be charitable by the courts or the
Commission. The Commission has publicly stated its approach to determining such
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under the classification of charities by Lord MacNaghten in Income Tax Special Purposes,
Commissioners v Pemsel [1891] AC 53 1“other purposes beneficial to the community not falling under
any of the preceding heads’
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cases in its Annual Report of 1985% and will act constructively and imaginatively in
seeking an analogy, its general approach being to favour charity.®”

In addition, public benefit must be shown to flow from the activities of the particular
organisation in question. Tangible or objective benefits are generally required but
intangible benefits are acceptable®®. Those benefits must also be available to the public
at large or to a sufficiently important section of the public.*

CoS'’s arguments that it is established for such a purpose

The Commissioners took note of CoS’s arguments in support of its application for
registration as a charity under this head that Scientology regards itself as a religion
whose principal concern is “to lead man to salvation™”°, but which is also concerned
with human wellbeing. Scientology makes clear that its long term goal is the benefit of
all mankind — by promoting its spiritual practices it seeks to eliminate destructive and
hostile tendencies amongst men.”' The teachings of Scientology are translated into
practical activity by its adherents (aimed at achieving Scientology’s stated aim’), for
example in the field of rehabilitation of drug addicts and criminals.

Dr Wilson (one of the experts in the study of religion relied upon by CeS) concludes
that the teachings and intentions embraced in Scientology “do not materially differ
from those in most other religious organisations, namely the moral and spiritual
improvement of mankind and the creation of a safer and happier society””. In
consequence CoS argues that there are clear parallels between the aims of the
teachings of Scientology and the teachings of Rudolf Steiner considered in the case of
Re Price. It is argued by CoS that Scientology’s teachings are all directed towards the
promotion of moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community.

CoS argues that many of Mr Hubbard’s teachings are already recognised as charitable
and applied by existing charities. For example Mr Hubbard’s teachings on drug abuse,
how drugs and toxic residues impede spiritual improvement and about how to rid
people of the adverse long term effect of drugs have general application in the field of
drug rehabilitation, and are used particularly by the drug rehabilitation charity
Narconon. Mr Hubbard’s methods developed to assist people in religious study are, it
is argued, taught and used by educational charities both in this country and around the
world. It is argued that other teachings based on the Scientology belief that moral and
ethical living are necessary for true happiness and spiritual growth have been used in
courses and to rehabilitate criminals by charities here and abroad. CoS therefore
conclude that a large part of the teachings which promote moral, mental and spiritual
improvement within Scientology are already recognised as charitable in purpose and
taught and used by existing charities.
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If such benefits would be regarded as valuable ‘by the common understanding of enlightened opinion’
-— National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC [1948] AC 31.

Verge v Sommerville [1924] AC496

Opinion of Dr Bryan Wilson October 1997 “Scientology and the Public Benefit”

Opinion of Dr Bryan Wilson October 1997 supra

“A civilisation without insanity, without criminals and without war, where the able can

prosper and honest beings can have rights, and where Man is free to rise to greater heights, are the
aims of Scientology” L. Ron Hubbard — ‘The Aims of Scientology’

Opinion of Bryan Wilson October 1997 supra
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Examination of the legal authorities

The Commissioners considered the relevant decided English cases and noted that the
promotion of the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community as a
charitable purpose has developed over the course of several cases decided by the
courts. The most recent case is Re South Place Ethical Society where the court
considered that the Society in question was analogous to the three cases which had
gone before - Re Scowcroft; Re Hood; Re Price.

It was clear to the Commissioners that the promotion of the moral or spiritual welfare
or improvement of the community is a recognised category of charity falling within the
fourth head of Lord MacNaghten’s classification ™, and they considered whether CoS
was established for a purpose analogous to those found in the case law.

Re Scowcroft and Re Hood were both cases concerned with the promotion of
temperance primarily as a means of advancing Christian principles, but also on its own
account. On the facts, the Commissioners found little analogy between those cases
and CoS. _ '

The Commissioners considered that the cases of Re Price and Re South Place
Ethical Society however, might provide a basis for an analogy. Re Price was
concerned with advancing the teachings of Rudolf Steiner and these may have some
similarity in their nature with the teachings of L Ron Hubbard promoted by CoS.
Steiner taught, amongst a range of other things, a theory of knowledge and a method
of mental and moral discipline and the application of this to a wide range of studies
(eg to religion and education generally). L Ron Hubbard developed Scientology as the
Science of Knowledge which, once learnt by a student of Scientology can be applied to
many aspects of life.

However, there seemed to the Commissioners to be a fundamental difference
between the case of Re Price and that of CeS.

The Steiner teachings were a broad range of teachings which included “a method of
mental and moral discipline designed to train the imaginative, creative and devotional
faculties of the mind...”. However, these did not constitute a formal system of
doctrines, practices and beliefs and the Society in Re Price was not concerned with
advancing a belief system whether religious or secular. Steiner’s principles were of
general application to different aspects of life (“in other books and lectures Steiner
taught and developed the application of [his theory of] knowledge to religion and
education generally”.)”

It seemed to the Commissioners that CoS on the other hand is concerned with
advancing a set of doctrines, practices and beliefs which constitute a highly structured
and formal belief system, which its practitioners regard as a religion. Its adherents
share beliefs which are unique to Scientology. Further it is necessary to receive
Scientology services — principally auditing and training — in order to apply Scientology
doctrines and practices to life. Progress across the Eight Dynamics is achieved
through auditing with a trained Scientology auditor and participation in training. This
necessitates membership of a particular organisation because of the need to engage in
auditing and training - the Scientology services available through CoS. It was not
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therefore clear to the Commissioners that the doctrines, practices and beliefs of
Scientology can be accepted and applied by the public at large as a broad philosophy
for living their daily lives or as a way of achieving spiritual awareness. Nor was it clear
that the public does so accept and apply those doctrines, practices and beliefs.

For similar reasons CoS is distinguishable in the Commissioners’ view from the case
of Re South Place Ethical Society. That Society was, as the Judge said, concerned
with rational thought. A member of the public could share the views propounded by
the Society and live by them (or not) from time to time as he might choose, because
they were general views. An individual did not have to be a member of the South
Place Ethical Society in order to understand or adopt the philosophy and principles
that it advanced. Further the Society was not advancing a religion or other belief
system.

In conclusion, the institutions found to be charitable in the Re Price and South Place
Ethical Society cases were disseminating ideas which were broadly philosophical and
which were generally accessible to and could be applied within the community and
which could be adopted freely from time to time, according to individual choice or
judgement, by members of the public at large.

In neither the Re Price nor the South Place Ethical Society cases was a belief system
promulgated, nor was membership of the organisation concerned necessary for an
individual to follow the principles of Steiner or those promulgated by the South Place
Ethical Society.

CoS on the other hand was, in the Commissioners’ opinion distinct from these two
cases because it regards itself as promoting a religion, and unarguably promotes a
formal belief system (whether accepted as religious or not). Its doctrines, practices
and beliefs are not such as to be available generally to the public at large as they may
choose from time to time. Rather, the nature of Scientology’s doctrines, practices and
beliefs is such that they constitute a highly structured system and such that membership
of the organisation is necessary for participation.

The Commissioners did not find Scientology to be strictly analogous to the cases
previously decided by the Court.

Ambiguity in the English legal authorities

However, the Commissioners noted that the English legal authorities concerning the
moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community might not be entirely clear
and unambiguous and may be of persuasive value rather than binding authority.

Analysis of English legal authorities concerning the moral or spiritual welfare or
improvement of the community.

The Commissioners therefore considered the extent to which ambiguity existed in the
relevant legal authorities and reviewed these as follows:

@) Re Scowcroft

In this case a vicar left by will a building used as a village hall and reading room “to be
maintained for the furtherance of Conservative principles and religious and mental
improvement and to be kept free of intoxicants and dancing”.
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The iudge. Stirling I, found that the true reading was that it was either a gift for the
furtherance of Conservative principles in such a way as to further religious and mental
principles or it was a gift for the furtherance of religious and mental improvement in
accordance with Conservative principles. In either case, the furtherance of religious
and mental improvement was found to be an essential part of the gift. Stirling J held
that therefore it was a gift for that purpose and a good charitable gift. He thought that
the limitation of having to combine that gift with the advancement of Conservative
principles did not defeat its charitable status.

The Commissioners noted that the judgement has been criticised for finding that the
reference to Conservative principles did not prevent the gift from being charitable but
there seems to have been little challenge to the proposition that furthering mental and.
religious improvement is a good charitable purpose. The judgement gives scant
justification for this, though the judge said that this construction of the gift was aided
by the direction that the building is to be kept free from intoxicants and dancing.

The Commissioners concluded that Re Scoweroft gives no reasons for the basis of
mental or religious improvement as a charitable purpose.

(ii) Re Hood

In this case, a testator expressed his belief that “the remedy for all the unrest and
disorders of the body politic will be found in the application of Christian principles to
all human relationships” and that drink was preventing the effective application of
Christian principles. His gift was therefore to be used to spread Christian principles and
to take steps to extinguish the drink traffic. It was being argued that these were two
separate objects and that the second - concerning drink traffic - was not charitable. The
court therefore had to consider whether promoting temperance was a charitable

purpose.

Lord Hanworth MR concluded that this meant the advancement of Christian principles
by the extinguishment of drink traffic. But after that, he went on to say obiter that “It
will not be necessary for the present purposes, but I should have no hesitation in saying
that ..... the object of reducing intemperance .. is also beneficial to society at large...” .

Lawrence LJ thought that the second object could either be a means of furthering the
first or could be an object in its own right. He said that the second object was
charitable in any case: “temperance itself is undoubtedly a charitable object. It comes
within the fourth class...because many people regard temperance as contributing to the
moral improvement of mankind.”

Romer LJ agreed that promoting temperance was charitable for the reasons given by
the other judges and he referred to Re Scowecroft as providing a basis upon which to
construe the gift.

None of the judges examined the reasoning behind the Re Scowcroft decision in any
detail in relation to the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community as
a charitable purpose. Rather, it was used as a basis for construing the Re Hood gift as
a charitable one.
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The Commissioners concluded that the Re Hood case is therefore of little value in
understanding the principles behind mental and moral improvement as a charitable

purpose.
(i) Re Price

This case concerned the trust of a fund which was left by will to the Anthroposophical
Society of Great Britain. The Society was carrying on the teachings of Dr Rudolf
Steiner, whose writings ranged from philosophy and religion through sociology,

natural science, medicine, architecture, music and other arts. There was evidence to the
effect that the teachings were:

“directed to the extension of knowledge of the spiritual in man and in the
universe generally and of the interaction of the spiritual and the physical. He
sought to show both how this knowledge could be acquired and how it could
be applied for the benefit of man in a wide range of activities....He expounded a
theory of knowledge....Steiner taught a method of mental and moral discipline
designed to train the imaginative, creative and devotional faculties of the mind
and so to develop the faculties of spiritual intuition and perception. This
teaching is to be found in such a book as Steiner’s “Knowledge of Higher
Worlds and its Attainment”.

“In other books and lectures Steiner taught and developed the application of
this knowledge to religion and education generally.”

The evidence before the Court was not challenged and the judge held that the gift to
the Society was a valid one because the terms of the gift were not so uncertain that the
Court could not take over the administration of the gift if that became necessary. The
judge found that the gift did not tend to a perpetuity. Having decided this, he went on
to say that it was not strictly necessary for him to decide whether it was charitable but
he nevertheless went on to do so because the charitable nature of the gift had been
argued before him. Nevertheless what the judge then had to say on the charitable status
of the trust was obiter dicta.

Cohen J’s views on the charitability of the Steiner gift being directed towards the

_moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community were as follows:

“ agree ... that (a) On the evidence the teachings of Rudolf Steiner are directed
to the mental or moral improvement of man; (b) that provided this teaching is
not contra bonos mores the court is not concerned to decide whether it will
result in mental or moral improvement of anyone, but only whether on the
evidence before the court it may have that result”.

Cohen J then referred to what was said by Romilly MR in Thornton v Howe on the
question of religious trusts to the effect that provided a sect did not have doctrines
adverse to religion or subversive of morality the court would draw no distinction
between one religion or another or enquire into the worth or value of religion.”® He
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“In this respect, I am of the opinion that the court makes no distinction between one sort of religion
and another. They are equally bequests which are included in the general term of charitable bequests.
Neither does the court, in this respect, make any distinction between one sect and another. It may be
that the tenets of a particular sect inculcate doctrines adverse to the very foundations of all religion
and subversive of all morality. In such a case, if it should arise, the court will not assist the execution
of the bequest but will declare it void; but the character of the bequest would not be altered by this
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then said: “ What is said there of religion would apply also I think to philosophy” and
he went on to say the Steiner gift would he charitable.

However, it was not clear to the Commissioners why Cohen J thought it appropriate
to apply the Thornton v Howe principles concerning religion to philosophy or
promotion of moral or spiritual welfare or improvement; he gave no explanation.

The judgement of Cohen J is in the Commissioners’ view unclear on the following
grounds:

a) What was said about the charitability of the gift was strictly obiter.”’

b) The principles which the judge applied had previous judicial authority only in
relation to religion and charity law. Applying the same principles to a different
head of charity, where a different test of public benefit arises,”® may not be
justified.

The Commissioners concluded that Re Price does not provide a comprehensive
rationale underpinning the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community
as a charitable purpose.

(iv)  Re South Place Ethical Society

The court decided that the Society concerned was not charitable by way of advancing
religion but that it was charitable by way of advancing education or, alternatively, by
analogy with Re Price, Re Hood, and Re Scowcroft, it was charitable under the
fourth head as promoting the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the
community.

The Society had as its object “the study and dissemination of ethical principles and the
cultivation of a rational religious sentiment.” Dillon J noted that the members were
sincere people of the highest integrity, who were not atheists but were agnostic about
the existence of God. Dillon J said the following of the Society’s activities:

“The objects' refer to the dissemination as well as the study of ethical principles,
and I should briefly mention the activities of the society.

It holds Sunday meetings, which are open to the public. At these meetings
lectures are given, often by visiting lecturers, who may be persons of very
considerable distinction, on subjects of serious and mainly intellectual interest,
and the lectures are followed by discussions. There are other lectures on
special occasions, such as the Conway Memorial Lectures, in memory of
Moncure Conway. These are also open to the public. The society publishes a
monthly magazine called the Ethical Record, which is available to the public,
and others of its lectures are published and widely disseminated. In addition, in
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pursuit of the ideal of beauty and the appreciation of it, since the turn of the
century, chamber music concerts have been given on Sunday nights in winter,
first at the South Place chapel, and, since 1930, in the Conway Hall. These are
open to the public. Performers of high repute and quality take part and the
performances at these concerts are regarded by music experts as of a very high
standard indeed. There are also, and not unexpectedly, social activities, which
are broadly similar to the social activities of the congregation of a parish
church, but these social activities are, in my judgement, ancillary to the other
activities of the society. At the highest it can be said that they serve, as with
the parish church, to further the esprit de corps of the congregation, and this in
turn helps to further the cultivation of the rational religious sentiment.”

Dillon J said of the objects:”

“I turn therefore to the objects of this society, as set out in its rules. The first
part of the objects is the study and dissemination of ethical principles.
Dissemination, I think, includes dissemination of the fruits of the study, and I
have no doubt that that part of the objects satisfies the criterion of charity as
being for the advancement of education. The second part, the cultivation of a
rational religious sentiment, is considerably more difficult. As I have already
said, I do not think that the cultivation is limited to cultivation of the requisite
sentiment in the members of the society and in no one else. In the context the
society is outward looking, and the cultivation would extend to all members of
the public whom the society’s teachings may reach. The sentiment or state of
mind is to be rational, that is to say founded in reason. As I see it, a sentiment
or attitude of mind founded in reason can only be cultivated or encouraged to
grow by educational methods, including music, and the development of the
appreciation of music by performance of high quality. The difficulty in this part
of the society’s objects lies in expressing a very lofty and possibly unattainable
ideal in a very few words, and the difficulty is compounded by the choice of the
word ‘religious’, which, while giving the flavour of what is in mind, is not in
my view used in its correct sense. Despite this, however, I do not see that the
court would have any difficulty in controlling the administration of the society’s
assets.”

On the evidence before him, therefore, Dillon J was satisfied that the Society’s
activities - whether lectures, musical performances or otherwise - were of a very high
calibre and he referred on several occasions to the “rationality” of the sentiment which
the Society wished to advance. It seems to be for these reasons that he found the gift
to the Society to be for charitable educational purposes, saying that the authorities
show that the courts have construed the term “educational” widely.

Having so decided, there was no need for the judge to provide an alternative means by
which the gift to the Society could be held to be charitable. Nevertheless, Dillon J did
so, identifying the available analogies of Re Price, Re Hood, and Re Scowcroft, and
concluding by reference to them that the gift to the Society would be charitable within
the fourth head as well. Unfortunately, Dillon J did not examine the reasoning behind
the previously decided cases or offer any explanation as to why the circumstances of
the Society should be analogous to them.
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The Commissioners concluded that whilst the South Place Ethical Society case is
cited by the text books® as laying to rest anv doubt that nromotion of the moral or
spiritual welfare or improvement of the community is a charitable purpose, Dillon I’s
comments may nevertheless be obiter dicta and, since the judge gave no reason for his
alternative view of the objects, the decision is actually of limited value in determining
the charitable status of institutions which may be established for that purpose.

The Commissioners noted that the development by court decisions of the promotion
of the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community as a charitable
purpose seems to have come about with little judicial explanation as to the reasoning
or principles involved. It seems to have arisen because the court has attempted to find
a way to justify the cases before them as charitable. In fact, the only real reasoning for
this purpose occurred in Re Price where the judge simply adopted the principles
involved under another head of charity, although without explaining why he did so.

The Commissioners agreed that the cases about the charitability of this purpose are
ambiguous. There are no clear principles about what constitutes moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement, and a distinct lack of judicial reasoning about the basis upon
which this purpose is regarded as charitable. They also noted that they had used the
moral or spiritual welfare or improvement analogy on several occasions (eg Public
Concern at Work®' and Promotion of Racial Harmony®) in order to apply the law
in changing social and economic circumstances, having identified a benefit to the public
of a kind that is charitable by analogy with the spirit and intendment of the preamble **
and previously decided cases. It is difficult to draw an analogy between CoS and
those cases decided by the Commission but it is clear that the Commission has
regarded the concept of moral or spiritual welfare or improvement as a flexible basis
upon which a wide range of purposes beneficial to the public may by analogy be
recognised as charitable, particularly where it was apparent that the benefit flowing
from the organisations’ purposes and activities is readily and easily accessible to the
public and likely to achieve such a purpose.

The Commissioners noted that a traditional interpretation of the decided cases
suggests that only those sets of principles which do not constitute a formal system of
belief, which may be adopted by the public at large according to individual choice and
which do not necessitate membership of a particular organisation for their application
by individuals could potentially be charitable by analogy with the cases on moral or
spiritual welfare or improvement. However, given the ambiguity in the decided cases
and the lack of judicial explanation or reasoning as to the principles involved in the
development of the courts decisions concerning the moral or spiritual welfare or
mmprovement of the community as a charitable purpose, the Commissioners accepted
that the cases should be construed broadly and flexibly in a way that is compatible with
ECHR principles.

Conclusion

Adopting such an approach to the legal authorities the Commissioners concluded that
the following features would not defeat charitable status:
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. The fact that an organisation promoted a belief system;

. The fact that this belief system was not a religion in terms of English charity
law;
. The fact that membership of or adherence to a particular organisation which

promoted the belief system was necessary.

Such legal authorities as there are suggest that the key aspects of a purpose of
promoting the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community would be
that the doctrines, beliefs and practices of the organisation are accessible to the public
and capable of being applied by members of the public according to individual
judgement or choice from time to time in such a way that the moral or spiritual welfare
or improvement of the community may result.*

It would therefore still be necessary to consider the extent to which Scientology beliefs
and practices exhibited those key aspects.

Applied to Scientology

The Commissioners considered whether the doctrines and practices of CoS were
accessible to the public and capable of being applied by members of the public
according to individual judgement and choice such that such a charitable purpose
might result. A number of factors indicated that this may be so, a number suggested
they could not. An analogy with previously decided cases could be found in that:

. Scientology principles are arguably available to the public. Scientology has its
own publishing house which publishes L Ron Hubbard’s works. Tape
recordings of his lectures are available and Scientology resources are placed in
public libraries.

= Scientology promotes a moral code particularly through the “Way to
Happiness” campaign. Scientology publishes a booklet called “The Way to
Happiness” described as “the first moral code based wholly on common sense”
and which “is entirely non-religious in nature”® Scientology claims that the
Way to Happiness contains 21 separate precepts each constituting a rule for
living with relevance for anyone. The booklet is provided to interested people
and distributed, according to CoS, to youth groups, schools, clubs, social
service agencies, military organisations, etc.*

= In addition CoS argues that it is established for the moral or spiritual welfare or
improvement of the community because Scientology’s principle concern is “to
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Cohen J in In Re Price at p. 432 — provided the teaching is not contra bonos mores, the Court is not
concerned to decided whether it will result in the mental or moral improvement of anyone but only
whether on the evidence before the Court it may have that result.

Dillon J in In re South Place Ethical Society at p. 1576 G... I do not think that the cultivation is
limited to cultivation of the requisite sentiment in the members of the society and in no one else. In
the context the society is outward looking, and the cultivation would extend to all members of the
public whom the society’s teachings may reach.

What is Scientology, p. 340

It was not clear to the Commissioners to what extent CoS itself promulgates the Way to Happiness
campaign in this country. In any event this is not a central practice of CoS (it is not auditing and
training) and the extent to which the code may tend to the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement
is not in the Commissioners view easily established.
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lead man to salvation” and that in addition it is concerned with human
wellbeing — its long-term goal heing the henefit of all mankind. .

= CoS’s argument that many Scientology teachings are actually applied in other
areas for example teachings on drug abuse and the use of Scientology
principles in fields of drug rehabilitation; education; and the rehabilitation of
criminals may indicate that Scientology principles are accessible to the public
generally and of more general application.

However, other features indicated a lack of any analogy:

= Not all Scientology material is publicly available. The Commissioners
understood that the “higher-level” materials are regarded as confidential and
available only to those who have progressed a considerable way in
Scientology.®” In addition, much Scientology material, including basic texts
such as “What is Scientology” normally is paid for.

" The resources of Scientology are specialist in nature. Scientology has its own
terminology, which is arguably not easily understood by the ordinary reader.
For example a glossary of terms is supplied in the “ What is Scientology” book.

. Formal participation in auditing is said to be necessary both to progress in and
to a proper understanding of Scientology. That is to say that an individual
generally needs to have access to a qualified auditor in order to be able to
participate in and benefit from Scientology.

Ll Similarly participation in Scientology training, the other core practice by which
Scientology is advanced, requires participation in training courses and access to
specialist materials and to a course supervisor and course administrator.

= Access to both auditing and training is gained predominantly only upon
payment of the relevant requested donation.

Balancing those factors indicating an analogy and those suggesting that none may be
found, the Commissioners emphasised that the principal activities of CoS are the
auditing and training of individuals. Whilst there is an argument that the principles of
Scientology may be accessible to the public at large for example through the
availability of Scientology literature and potentially through the apparent use of
Scientology and its techniques in other fields, the Commissioners did not find those
arguments convincing. Rather on balance the factors indicating that Scientology is not
accessible to or applicable by the public generally in a way that may be capable of
resulting in the mental and moral improvement of the community carried greater
weight.

Accordingly, and although the courts and Commissioners are concerned only to
establish whether the advancement of Scientology may result in the mental and moral
improvement of mankind, there were insufficient arguments that this may be the case
when CoS is compared with the promotion of temperance, the application of the
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The Commissioners noted that Dr Wilson states that there is nothing unusual in a religion restricting
access to its more detailed teachings to those who are particularly committed to or advanced in
understanding of the belief system, and distinguishing those materials from the basic materials
available.
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teaching of Rudolf Steiner (for example to education), and the ethical aspirations®®
expressed by the South Place Ethical Society. The Commissioners were satisfied that
it had not been demonstrated to them that CoS would be likely to promote the moral
or spiritual improvement of the community, such that CoS was not charitable under
this head of charity law.

Whether CoS is established for the public benefit.

The Commissioners noted that in the light of their conclusion that CoS is charitable
under neither the third nor fourth head of charity, the question of whether CoS 1s
established for the public benefit did not strictly arise. However, the question of public
benefit had been fully argued by the applicants and the Commissioners therefore
considered it appropriate to consider those arguments and form a view upon whether
CoS, if otherwise charitable, was established for the public benefit.

Public benefit in charity law

The Commissioners noted that the essential criteria relating to public benefit were as
follows:
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These being “the belief that the object of human existence was the discovery of truth by reason and not
by revelation by supernatural power, and a belief in the excellence of truth, love and beauty as
opposed to belief in any supernatural power and the cultivation of a rational religious sentiment, the
word religious being used in a sense eschewing all supernatural belief.”
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1. Public benefit is an essential element of charity law.

The general rule is that a purpose on its face expressed in charitable form is not
charitable unless it is also directed to the public benefit.*” There are two
aspects to this: there must be a benefit and it must be a benefit to the public™.
In deciding whether a particular purpose is charitable, the court has always
applied this overriding test of public benefit. However, the nature of the test
varies between the first three heads of charity and the fourth head®'; and may
vary between heads of charity’” and over time”

2. Under the first three heads public benefit is presumed. However, this
presumption may be readily rebutted — and if it is, public benefit must be
proved®***,

3. Under the fourth head of charity public benefit must be proven - National
Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC.” This may not be a difficult task if the
benefit is self evident. In general the benefit to the public under the fourth head
should be a tangible one, although an intangible benefit may suffice if there is
“approval by the common understanding of enlightened opinion for the time
being” that there is benefit to the public.”®

The Commissioners noted the difference between the tests of public benefit between
the third and fourth heads of charity.
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Oppenheim v Tobacco Securities Trust [1951] AC 297; AG v National Provincial Bank [1924] AC
262

H. Picarda The Law and Practice relating to Charities 2™ Ed. at Pg. 16 (3™ Ed. Pg. 20)

The question of public benefit was considered by the House of Lords in National Anti-Vivisection
Society v IRC [1948] AC 31, where Lord Simmons said that “if the purpose is one within one of the
heads of charity forming the first three classes, the court will easily conclude that it is a charitable
purpose, still their remains the overriding question: is it pro bono publico?... when a purpose appears
broadly to fall within one of the familiar categories of charity, the court will assume it to be for the
benefit of the community and therefore charitable, unless the contrary is shown.”

In Gilmour v Coats [1949] AC 426 at page 449 Lord Simmons said “that it would not be surprising to
find that, while in every category of legal charity some element of public benefit must be present, the
courts... have accepted one standard in regard to those gifts which are alleged to be for the
advancement of education and another for those which are alleged to be for the advancement of
religion and it may be yet another in regard to the relief of poverty”.

In 1895 the Court of Appeal upheld an anti-vivisection trust in Re Foveaux [1895] 2 Ch 501 but in
National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC (supra) (decided in 1948) the House of Lords denied that
antivivisection was a charitable purpose. In that case Lord Wright said that the test of public benefit
may vary from generation to generation for example “eleemosynary trusts may, as economic ideas and
conditions and ideas of social service change, cease to be regarded as being for the benefit of the
community”.

This is clear again from National Anti-vivisection Society v IRC supra where Lord Wright said at
page 42 that “a trust for the advancement of learning or education may fail to secure a place as
charities, if it seems that the learning or education is not of public value”. In the same case Lord
Simonds said at page 69 that “if today, a testator made a bequest for the relief of the poor, and
required that it should be carried out in one way only, and the court was satisfied by evidence that that
way was injurious to the community, I should say that it was not a charitable gift though three
hundred years ago the court might upon different evidence, or in the absence of any evidence, have
come to a different conclusion.”

supra

In National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC supra , Lord Wright said at p. 49 that:

“I think the whole tendency of the concept of charity in a legal sense under the fourth head is towards
tangible and objective benefits, and at least, that approval by the common understanding of
enlightened opinion for the time being, is necessary before an intangible benefit can be taken to
constitute a sufficient benefit to the community to justify admission of the object into the fourth class.”
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The Commissioners concluded that the requirement of public benefit is an essential
element in determining what is and what is not charitable. Whilst the law in this area is
clear and unambiguous, the Commissioners nevertheless considered it appropriate to
consider the question of public benefit in the light of ECHR principles, on the basis
that the HRA is likely to come into force next year, and as a result the Commission
should now begin to have regard to ECHR principles. To the extent that Articles 9,
and 9 & 14 together, are applicable, the different tests of public benefit for religious
and non religious organisations are in the Commissioners view compatible with
ECHR principles. In particular:

Article 9 — freedom of thought, conscience and religion

In the Commiissioners view the different tests of public benefit are “prescribed by
law™”’, so satisfying the first requirement of Article 9(2) and are justified as being
necessary in a democratic society in pursuit of one of the legitimate aims identified in
Article 9(2) — “for the protection of the rights and freedom of others”. The different
treatment is justified because English law is concerned with protecting and
encouraging the concept of charity, the central characteristic of which is public benefit.
Declining registration of those organisations which do not exhibit the characteristics of
charity protects the position of those which do fulfil the criteria, and ensures that tax
relief is available only to those organisations which are of public benefit of a charitable
kind, and is a means of ensuring that those organisations exempted from tax are those
which provide benefit to the public in some way (ie through their charitable purpose
and activities).

Article 9 and Article 14 — prohibition of discrimination

In addition, the difference in the tests of public benefit is in the Commissioners’ view
both objective and reasonable and does not fall foul of Articles 9 and 14 taken
together. That is because the test of public benefit acts as a filter by which the
charitable and non-charitable organisations are distinguished. An essential element of
charity is its public dimension. It is rational to state that where this element is lacking,
an organisation will not be charitable. This applies to all organisations seeking
acceptance as being charitable. The legal presumption of public benefit under the first
three heads of charity is based on the accepted certainty established in case law based
on experience that these purposes will lead to public benefit unless there is evidence to
the contrary. Whereas this is not so for the broad category of fourth head purposes.

Conclusion

The Commissioners noted that the relevant legal authorities on this point were clear
and there was no ambiguity. Nevertheless, they considered that the fact that the public
benefit test varies between heads will not compromise ECHR principles provided that
the application of the test to individual cases falling within the different heads of
charity is rationally based on the need to establish public benefit in the individual case
under consideration. Under the first three heads of charity public benefit is recognised
as established and self evident and therefore it need not be demonstrated unless any
doubt arises. Under the fourth head it must be proved because such purposes are
novel and public benefit needs be made out to justify charitable status. However, there
may be cases where it is self evident.

97

National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC supra
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Consequently. the public benefit test. although differing between different heads of
charity, is an entirely flexible rule applied by the Courts (and the Commission) to
individual cases to establish the public benefit which is a requirement of all
organisations which profess to be charitable.

Conclusion

The presumption of public benefit and the advancement of religion as a
charitable purpose.

The Commissioners considered the legal basis for the presumption of public benefit in
relation to religious organisations.

A bequest for a religious institution or for religious purposes is prima facie a gift for a
charitable purpose unless the contrary is shown’®. It also clear that in the case of the
third head of charity public benefit is presumed unless the contrary is shown —
National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC”.

The presumption arises because the law assumes it is good for man to have and to
practise a religion and because a religion can be regarded as beneficial without it being
necessary to assume that all its beliefs are true'”’. However, it is also clear that benefit
to the public must actually be present as a matter of fact'® if a gift for the advancement
of religion is to be charitable - public benefit is as necessary an element in a religious as
in other charitable trusts. Coats v Gilmour Lord Greene MR.'®

However, the presumption may be rebutted in individual cases.

The Commissioners concluded that the presumption may be rebutted in a number of
circumstances (including, but not limited to, those identified in Re Watson [1973] 1
WLR 1472 per Plowman J at page 1482'®®). The Commissioners would take a wide
view of the question of public benefit and would take into account a number of factors
in this connection. These would include whether there was evidence that the
organisation’s purposes were adverse to religion, were subversive of morality, failed to
confer recognisable charitable benefits, focused too narrowly upon its adherents or
extended to too limited a beneficial class.
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In Re Wright [1891] 2 Ch 41; Re Ward [1941] 1 Ch 308

Supra per Lord Simonds and Lord Wright

Gilmour v Coats [1949] AC 426 per Lord Reid at page 459

‘When the question is of whether a particular gift for the advancement of religion satisfies the
requirement of public benefit a question of fact arises which must be answered by the court... by
means of evidence cognisable by the court. Gilmour v Coats [1948] Ch 340 C.A. Ld Greene MR at
page 347

Supra at page 344

It was suggested in that case that the presumption of public benefit may be rebutted only by evidence
that the doctrines promulgated by the organisation in question are "adverse to the very foundations of
all religion and subversive of all morality” — Re Watson per Plowman J at page 1482, allegedly
following the decision in Thornton v Howe (1862) 31 Beav 14. However the Commission has
concluded that it is not bound to rely upon Re Watson and the interpretation of Thornton v Howe
there. The statements in Thornton v Howe were made in the context of whether it was appropriate for
the court to consider whether the religion in question had any intrinsic value and was not about the
wider question of public benefit generally.
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Those factors were in the Commissioners’ view not exhaustive, and the
Commissioners confirmed that it was therefore their practice to take a broad
approach to the question of whether public benefit may be presumed to be present in
the case of a religious organisation seeking registration as a charity.

This approach finds support in dicta of Lord Greene MR in Coats v Gilmour who
specifically disagreed with the argument that in order to displace the prima facie
assumption [of public benefit] it must be shown that the gift is detrimental to the
community. Lord Greene MR commented that ““the contrary of beneficial to the
public” is not “detrimental to the public” but “non-beneficial to the public”’. A gift
could be beneficial and may tend to the advancement of religion but if it appeared that
the benefit was private and not public, the gift would fail to be a valid charitable gift.'**

This appears to be the approach taken by the court in In re Hetherington decd.'®.

Consideration of CoS'’s arguments in relation to the presumption of public benefit

The Commissioners noted CoS’s argument that it was entitled to the presumption of
public benefit enjoyed by religious charities because CoS operates for a religious
purpose which does not limit the ambit of the church’s religious activities in any way
and that these are freely accessible to members of the public. CoS argues that the
issue of lack of public benefit, for example, as in Gilmour v Coats'® does not
therefore arise. Further the presumption of public benefit is confirmed by the actual
religious teaching of Scientology in particular the aim of enabling an individual to
attain religious salvation through personal spiritual enlightenment. This is particularly
so because an individual’s progress across the eight dynamics requires the individual to
strive and increase spiritual awareness as a member of a community such that
Scientology is “by its very nature an outward looking, community embracing religious
philosophy”. CoS argues that its services are unquestionably religious and hence the
presumption of public benefit is applicable.

Whether presumption of public benefit rebutted in the case of CoS

The Commissioners then went on to consider whether the presumption of public
benefit was rebutted in the case of CoS. The Commissioners identified a number of
factors which indicated that the presumption was in fact rebutted.

A new ‘religion’

The Commissioners noted firstly that Scientology is a new belief system seeking
recognition as a religion. In that context the Commissioners noted that the
presumption of public benefit has arisen historically, in the context of established
religions which on the whole conform to a particular pattern involving a theistic belief
and a worshipping practice. Scientology did not in the Commissioners’ view neatly fit
that model. The Scientology movement is newly established. Scientology emerged in
1950 with the publication of L Ron Hubbard’s book “Dianetics: the Modern Science of
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[1948] Ch 340 Lord Greene MR at page 345

[1990] Ch 1. Sir Nicholas Browne-Wilkinson V.C at p. 12 “a trust for the advancement of education,
the relief of poverty or the advancement of religion is prima facie charitable and assumed to be for the
public benefit (citing National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC]. This assumption of public benefit can
be rebutted by showing that in fact the particular trust in question cannot operate so as to confer a
legally recognised benefit upon the public as in Gilmour v Coats”.

supra :
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Mental Health” and was at first described as a philosophy.'”” In about 1954
practitioners of Scientology began to regard and describe it as a religion. establishing
the first Church of Scientology In Los Angeles. However it seemed to the
Commissioners that Scientology does not consistently describe itself as a religion'*®
and it was not self-evident that Scientology institutions are “religious institutions”.

Further, Scientology seemed to the Commissioners very different in form from other
existing religions and is not simply an offshoot of another recognised religion. The fact
that something is new rather than centuries old does not necessarily render a new
organisation less beneficial than one derived from antiquity. However, in the case of a
new belief system and a new organisation there is little basis upon which the
Commissioners could form any judgement of whether the organisation and the belief
system promoted through its activities is likely to be beneficial to the community or
not, nor to presume that public benefit flows from the purposes and work of the
organisation.

It appeared to the Commissioners that the essential “religious practices” (auditing and
training) of Scientology were not easily recognisable as religious in the way that word
is ordinarily understood. The auditing carried out by Scientology appears akin to
counselling and seems therapeutic rather than religious in nature. It is acknowledged
as and described as counselling by Scientologists themselves and is focused upon the
needs of individual adherents to Scientology. These factors indicated to the
Commissioners that it may be questionable whether CoS’s activities actually confer
recognisable benefit on a sufficiently broad beneficial class. The Commissioners will
therefore need to be satisfied that CoS’s core activities are beneficial to the public
generally.

The Commissioners considered that a further distinguishing characteristic from
established religions is that Scientology’s normal practices require prepayment in the
form of requested donations for participation in its central practices of auditing and
training. Although organised donations are a feature of some religions, it was not clear
that such donations extended to access to the core or central religious practices of such
religions. It is a feature which suggested to the Commissioners a possible marked
difference to established religions and which might suggest that to the extent that
Scientology might otherwise be regarded as a religion, public benefit should be
demonstrated.

Public concern

Secondly the Commissioners noted a degree of public concern about Scientology
generally and about registration of CoS as a charity in particular. They considered it
not insignificant in this context that the Commission had received a number of
unsolicited objections, about Scientology generally and to the registration of CoS as a
charity in particular. Whilst the truth of the claims made in these letters was not
susceptible to proof, on their face they indicated a concern in some sectors of the
public about the practices of Scientology.
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page 49 “What is Scientology”

“What is Scientology” introductory pages - “Scientology is an applied religious philosophy”
(Foreword page xii) cf the introduction to that book entitled Chapter 1 “Introduction to the
Scientology Religion”; the front page of the Scientology website describes Scientology as “an applied
religious philosophy”. Some of its promotional literature is expressed in entirely non religious terms,
whilst other literature does refer to the spiritual or ‘religious’.
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The Commissioners also noted that there has been coverage of Scientology
organisations and activities generally in the press. A proportion of that coverage had
been adverse. The Commissioners noted that whilst the accuracy of press coverage
may be questionable, that coverage, (across the spectrum of newspapers), did at least
indicate general concern about Scientology in the public domain, such concern
indicating at least that it is not clear that Scientology confers recognisable benefit upon
the public.

Judicial concern

Thirdly the Commissioners were aware that there had been concern about
Scientology expressed judicially. There had been a not insignificant degree of judicial
comment upon Scientology, principally abroad but also in this country. Some of this
comment had been unfavourable. The Commissioners considered that few of the
cases considered the nature and activities of Scientology itself or the practices of the
Church of Scientology and that where those matters were considered they may not
have been fully argued nor evidence about Scientology and the Church made fully
available to the court.

The Commissioners considered that they could not wholly disregard any adverse
comment when they were considering whether the presumption of public benefit
should be concluded in favour of CoS for the purposes of the application.

The Commissioners therefore concluded that even were CoS otherwise charitable as
established for the advancement of religion, the presumption of public benefit would be
rebutted such that the Commissioners should consider whether CoS demonstrated
public benefit in fact.

The legal test of public benefit under the third head of charity

The Commissioners noted that it is clear (from the dicta of Lord Greene MR in Coats
v Gilmour'®) that the burden is upon the religious organisation in question to
demonstrate both its impact upon the community and that the impact is beneficial, if
public benefit is to be demonstrated.

Some clear principles emerge from the decided cases:

= a gift for the advancement of religion must be beneficial to the public (or a
sufficient section of the public)''® and not simply for the benefit of the

adherents of the particular religion themselves''.

= .1t is settled law that the question whether a particular gift satisfies the
requirement of public benefit must be determined by the court and the opinion

of the donor or testator is irrelevant!'?.

= The court must decide whether or not there is a benefit to the community in the
light of evidence of a kind cognisable by the court'"
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supra
National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC supra per Lord Simmons

Holmes v Attorney General The Times February 12™ 1981

Re Hummeltenberg [1923] 1 Ch 237 and National Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC supra
Gilmour v Coats supra
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The presence or absence of the necessary element of public benefit has also been
considered in a number of cases. The essential distinguishing feature seems to be
whether or not the practice of the religion is essentially public. The case In re
Hetherington decd. [1990] Ch. 1 focused on the question of public benefit in relation
to religion. In that case the Judge summarised the principles established by the legal
authorities. In concluding that a gift for the celebration of masses (assumed to be in
public) was charitable he drew upon cases concerning a variety of religious practices
and concluded as follows:

1. A trust for the advancement of education, the relief of poverty or the
advancement of religion is charitable and assumed to be for the public benefit.
The assumption can be rebutted by showing that in fact the particular trust in
question cannot operate so as to confer a legally recognised benefit on the
public — as in Gilmour v Coats;

2. The celebration of a religious rite in public does confer sufficient public benefit
because of the edifying and improving effect of such celebration on the
members of the public who attend; and

3. The celebration of a religious rite in private does not contain the necessary
element of public benefit since any benefit of prayer or example is incapable of
proof in the legal sense and any element of edification is limited to a private not

public class of those present at the celebration. Following Gilmour v Coats''*,

116,

Yeap Cheah Neo v Ong Cheng Neo''® and Hoare v Hoare''®; and

4. Where there is a gift for a religious purpose which could be carried out in a
way which is beneficial to the public (ie by public masses) but could also be
carried out in a way which would not have a sufficient element of public
element (ie by private masses) the gift is to be construed as a gift to be carried
out by methods that are charitable, all non charitable methods being excluded.

It is clear from In re Hetherington decd.''” and the cases cited there that it is the

public nature of the religious practice which is essential to the gift being charitable.

The Commissioners concluded that the decided cases indicated that where the
practice of the religion is essentially private or is limited to a private class of individuals
not extending to the public generally, the element of public benefit will not be
established.''®
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supra

[1875] LR 6PC 381

[1886] 56 LT 147

supra

In re Hetherington decd., supra Coats v Gilmour [1948] Ch 340 Lord Evershed at page 357.
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The legal test of public benefit under the fourth head

The Commissioners turned next to the legal test of public benefit under the fourth
head of charity and considered the test to be that set out by Lord Wright in National
Anti-Vivisection Society v IRC."® Lord Wright said that:

“I think the whole tendency of the concept of charity in a legal sense under the fourth
head is towards tangible and objective benefits, and at least, that approval by the
common understanding of enlightened opinion for the time being, is necessary before
an intangible benefit can be taken to constitute a sufficient benefit to the community to
justify admission of the object into the fourth class.”.

It seemed to the Commissioners that the benefit that arises from the moral or spiritual
welfare or improvement of the community is likely to be an intangible rather than a
tangible one. The Commissioners considered the test in respect of an intangible
benefit to mean a common consensus of opinion amongst people who were fair minded
and free from prejudice or bias.

The Commissioners considered in particular whether the representations which it had
received about Scientology generally and CoS in particular, both favourable and
unfavourable amounted to such “common understanding” and concluded that they did
not. The representations were not easily substantiated and in effect represented
opposing ends of the spectrum of opinion about CoS or Scientology generally.

The Commissioners further indicated that a key factor in assessing whether the test in
that case was met (ie whether there was a common understanding of enlightened
opinion that public benefit flowed from the advancement of Scientology by CeS), was
the extent to which the core practices of Scientology were readily accessible by the
public generally.

Accordingly, the Commissioners would need to consider whether there was approval
by the common understanding of enlightened opinion that pursuit of Scientology
doctrines and practices is beneficial to the community such that CoS may be regarded
as charitable under the fourth head.

Consideration of CoS'’s arguments as to public benefit under the fourth head of
charity

The Commissioners noted CoS’s arguments in this respect. One interpretation of
CoS’s legal arguments was to the effect that public benefit under the fourth head of
charity does not have to be proved, but that it is only necessary to show that the
organisation’s activities may have that result.

The Commissioners considered CoS’s argument apparently based upon Berry v St
Marylebone Corporation [1959] Ch 406 concerning the Theosophical Society in
England seeking relief from paying rates under section 8 of the Ratings and Valuation
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1955. The Commissioners noted that CoS appeared
to rely on dicta of Romer LJ in that case as support for the proposition that public
benefit under the fourth head of charity need not be proven but should only be shown.

The Commissioners did not accept this argument, as it was not clear to them that the
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case cited - Berry v St Marylebone Corporation - was authority for this
proposition. rather it seemed to the Commissioners that it was authoritv for the
proposition that it was necessary to show that the purpose (in that case the
advancement of religion) may be likely to be advanced. This they had considered
above (footnote 84). In any event the case related specifically to the requirements of
section 8 of the Ratings and Valuation (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1955 and was
not a discussion about charitable status such that the judge’s comments were not
directly applicable to charity law.

In relation to the question of public benefit it seemed clear to the Commissioners from
the dicta of Lord Wright in National Anti-vivisection Society v IRC that public
benefit must positively be shown under the fourth head of charity. Lord Wright's
comments in that case that the whole tendency of the concept of charity under the
fourth head is towards tangible and objective benefits, seemed to the Commissioners
to indicate quite clearly that the benefits must be identifiable and demonstrable, and
that a common consensus of approval is necessary before an intangible benefit can be
regarded as sufficient to satisfy the requirement of public benefit.

Whether CoS is established for the public benefit, whether under the third or fourth
heads of charity

The Commissioners next sought to address the question of whether CoS had shown
itself to be established for the public benefit. The Commissioners considered the
considerable volume of evidence supplied by CoS in support of its arguments that CoS
was established for the public benefit whether under the third or fourth heads of charity
because

n Individual churches of Scientology conduct numerous religious services
freely accessible by members of the public.
. CosS sufficiently benefits the public through extensive charitable and

public benefit programmes including anti drug campaigns, eradicating
illiteracy, disaster relief and raising public morality.

= The Company (CoS) is limited by guarantee and its members make no
profit.

" It is of the essence of Scientology “like most other religions™ to seek to
make itself available to all.

. Many of Mr Hubbard’s teachings are already recognised as charitable
and applied by existing registered charities.

= The Scientology movement engages in other activities which could
potentially give rise to public benefit eg volunteer and relief
programmes; rituals and practices such as “assists” (described as a form
of healing); work in the field of criminal rehabilitation; observance of a
moral code by individual Scientologists and promulgation of that moral
code through the “ Way to Happiness Foundation”.

The Commissioners considered that the evidence and arguments supplied by CoS
may indicate ways in which Scientology organisations, and individual Scientologists,
seek to benefit the wider community. They noted that in terms of English charity law
some of that work may potentially be charitable in its own right, albeit not as
promoting the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community nor as
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advancing religion.””® However, the Commissioners noted that the evidence and
argument put to them by CoS did not address the central question of whether the
advancement of Scientology (whether as a religion or as a non-religious belief system)
confers recognisable benefit upon the public in English charity law. CeS states that its
principal activities are auditing and training and that it is through these core activities
that Scientology is advanced. In the Commissioners view it therefore had to be
demonstrated that the advancement of Scientology through auditing and training is
beneficial to the public. The Commissioners considered that it is to the central
activities of auditing and training that the question of public benefit should be
addressed.

The Commissioners went on to consider whether it was demonstrated that public
benefit flowed from the core practices of Scientology. The Commissioners again
noted that the test of public benefit was slightly different in relation to the third and
fourth heads of charity. In relation to the third head the decided cases indicated that
the public or private nature of the “religious practice” of the organisation in question
was central to determining the presence or absence of public benefit. In relation to the
purpose of promoting the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community
under the fourth head of charity the legal test was that set out by Lord Wright in the
National Vivisection Society v IRC case.

In relation to the test of public benefit for the advancement of religion the
Commissioners concluded that

(1) The central “religious” practices of Scientology are conducted in private
and not in public.

The “religious practices” of Scientology are auditing and training.
Scientologists regard these as worship. Auditing is conducted in private on a
one to one basis. It appears akin to a form of counselling and is described by
Scientologists as such.'”' Training is essentially a private activity requiring the
study of specialist material and access to specialist trainers. Whilst members of
the public may sign up for a course of auditing and training, generally upon
payment of the appropriate requested donation, these activities are not carried
out “in public”. Further, progression beyond introductory or initial levels of
auditing and training necessitated membership of the Church.

Attendance at a session of auditing or training by members of the public
generally does not appear to be a possibility. The Commissioners found it
difficult therefore to see how any edifying and improving effects upon the
public generally might flow from the “religious” practices of Scientology.

In relation to the fourth proposition in In re Hetherington decd., there was no
suggestion that auditing and training could be carried out in a way that was
public rather than private. It did not seem possible to construe auditing and
training as religious rites which could be conducted in public rather than in
private such as to render them charitable.

120

121

much Scientology activity appeared to the Commissioners to be in the fields of education and what
might broadly be termed ‘relief in need’

Video presentation “The Church of Scientology at Saint Hill — A Special presentation to the Charity
Commission of England and Wales”.
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2) Auditing and training are in their nature private rather than public
activities '

The Commissioners considered that even if a member of the public could
attend an auditing and/or training session other than as a participant but rather
as an observer, these Scientology services are by their very nature directed to
the particular individual receiving them. Auditing appears akin to a form of
counselling and is described by Scientologists who receive it as “counselling”.
It is directed to the private needs of the individual receiving it. The
Commissioners found it difficult to see how the public could be edified or
otherwise benefited by attending and observing at such a session.

Both the above factors — that Scientology services are conducted in private,
and are in their nature private being directed to the needs of the private
individual in receipt of them seemed to the Commissioners to indicate that
these actual activities are of a private rather than a public kind. In any event it
seemed to the Commissioners that any benefit to the public that may flow
from auditing and training is incapable of proof, any edification or improving
effect being limited to the private individual engaging in the auditing or
training. Accordingly, the Commissioners concluded that these activities
conferred no legally recognised benefit on the public.

In addition the Commissioners noted that the apparent dependence of participation in
those activities upon payment of the requested donation referred to by CoS
strengthened their perception that these activities were of a private rather than a public
kind. Whilst CoS states that there are ways in which adherents can and do participate
in auditing and training without making any form of monetary contribution, so that a
lack of financial means is no bar to a member’s progress in Scientology, access to
auditing and training through requested donations is the norm. The Commissioners
noted that the fact that a practice existed of requesting and making these payments
strengthened the Commissioners in their perception that the activities were of a
private rather than a public kind.

The Commissioners further noted that in its published and promotional literature,
including the book “ What is Scientology?”, Scientology on balance presented its
benefits in private rather than public terms.

In addition the Commissioners noted that a not insignificant number of individual
Scientologists described the benefits of Scientology in private and personal terms this
being borne out both by a number of the statements printed in Scientology’s published
literature and by a significant proportion of the letters of support for CeS received
from individual Scientologists.

The fact that Scientology describes its benefits in private rather than public terms in its
published and promotional literature, and that individual Scientologists described the
benefits of Scientology to them in private and personal terms confirmed the
Commissioners conclusion that CeS is not established for the public benefit.
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In relation to the test of public benefit under the fourth head of charity law for the
moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of the community the Commissioners
concluded that:

The question of accessibility by the public was key to the existence of public benefit.
As indicated above, the Commissioners had already concluded that the central
practices of Scientology (auditing and training) were conducted in private rather than
in public, and were in their nature private rather than public activities. In addition
there was the practice of requesting donations in advance of receipt of those services.
This led the Commissioners to conclude that the restricted access to those practices
meant that any benefit flowing from Scientology as advanced by CoS is of a private
rather than a public kind. In addition the description of the benefits of Scientology,
both in Scientology published and promotional literature and by individual
Scientologists, as already acknowledged by the Commissioners, confirmed them in
this conclusion.

The Commissioners concluded that it could not be said that CoS had demonstrated
that it was established for the public benefit so as to satisfy the legal test of public

benefit of a charitable purpose for the advancement of religion or for the moral or
spiritual welfare or improvement of the community.

00000
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The London Borough of Camden has informed us that they have been approached by the Church of
Scientology. The Church is seeking. to have mandatory rate relief applied to their premises on the basis
that, although not a registered charity, they fulfil the relevant legislative criteria for relief.

The Charity Commission has fully considered the charitable status of the Church of Scientology and
‘having considered the full legal and factual case put to them by CoS, and having reviewed the relevant
law, taking into account the principles embodied in ECHR where appropriate, decided that CoS was not
established for charitable purposes or for the public benefit and was therefore not registrable as a charity
under section 3(2) of the Charities Act 1993.’ http.//www.charity-
commission.gov.uk/Library/registration/pdfs/cosdecsum.pdf

However, the solicitors on behalf of the Church claim that this decision is not binding and the ‘Church of
Scientology Religious Education College Inc differs materially from the organisation described by the
Charity Commission in 1999’. The solicitors have also claimed that the decision was flawed in many
material ways.

It is a matter for the local authority to determine whether the Church should receive rates relief. However,
I recommend that legal advice is taken on the claims made by the Church. | believe we should either
respond to the Church advising them to make a fresh application if they feel that they now qualify as a
charity, or we provide a response in respect of the claims they have made. | consider this to be a matter
for registrations rather than compliance to take forward.

11/11/2009
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Company limited by Guarantee If unincorporated or other, please specify: Desk based research
not done at this time as the organisation is not a registered charity. Accounts can be obtained from
Companies House, if required let me know.
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Name: Not done at this time.
Date of Birth:
Address:

Address:
42-44 COPTHORNE ROAD
FELBRIDGE EAST GRINSTEAD
WEST SUSSEX
AUSTRALIA
RH19 2NS

Name: The Church Of Scientology Religious Education College Inc

Companies House for Address

Google: “Church of Scientology Religious Education College” Charity (pages from the UK)

| found an article on Wikipedia outlining the fact that in the UK Scientology is not classed as a religion.

“Scientology is legally recognized as a tax-exempt religion in the United States and some other
countries, BRI and the Church of Scientolo gy emphasizes this as proof that it is a bona fide religion.
In other countries such as Germany, France and the United Kingdom, Scientology does not have
comparable religious status.”

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientology

There were also the articles | previously found on Lexis Nexis (please see above).

0y
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I also found a website that lists the below address for the charity:

e CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY RELIGIOUS EDUCATION COLLEGE
WEST SUSSEX, RH19 4JU EAST GRINSTEAD, SAINT HILL ROAD

http://www.cylex-uk.co.uk/search/scientology%20church.html

This was not confirmed through a QAS search.

| searched the charity’s name, and | found the below article outlining the position of this organisaton:

1) The Times (London)

June 23, 2007, Saturday

“Saint Hill remains at the heart of British scientology. It is the country's highest-ranked church, while
East Grinstead is home to a hub of ventures related to Scientology. Land Registry documents still show
a conveyance bearing the name of “Lafayette Ron Hubbard" dated August 1959. The present owner of
Saint Hill is the Church of Scientology Religious Education College Incorporated (Cosreci).
Although this is Britain's principal Scientology entity, it is based in Adelaide because South Australia,
unlike Britain, recognises the movement as a religion for charity law.”

“Church of Scientology Religious Education College non-property assets £ 10.8m; income £
10.3m”

I also found a previous article regarding the registration of this charity:

2) Sunday Express

May 20, 2007 Sunday
U.K. 1st Edition

MPs call for tax probe into cult shamed on TV;
Scientology now claims it is a charity and has 'special status’

THE Inland Revenue is being asked to investigate why British Scientologists are refusing to pay
a tax on the grounds they do charitable work - even though the controversial religion has been
refused charitable status.

Scientology, which came under fierce attack on the BBC last week, was denied the special
status by the Charity Commission eight years ago.

In a 49-page landmark ruling, commissioners said the church had not demonstrated it was
"established for the public benefit as to satisfy the legal test of public benefit of a charitable
purpose for the advancement of religion or for the moral or spiritual welfare or improvement of
the community".

Yet church accounts filed at Companies House argue it does not have to pay corporation tax as
it was established for "charitable purposes”.

Lib Dem MP Norman Baker disagrees: "In my view they should be liable to pay corporation tax,
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" ne said. "AsTar as 1 am concerned tnere is no evidence To suggest they are a charity. 1 am
not even sure they are a religion. I want a full and detailed explanation from the Inland
Revenue."

The organisation files accounts as the Church of Scientology Religious Education College
Inc, which was incorporated in Australia as a religious charity in 1976. It "commenced
activities" in Britain in 1977.

Under "taxation", it states: "The church is a South Australian charity and is established in
England for charitable purposes only. The trustees consider that corporation tax is therefore
not applicable."

Church secretary Massimo Angius told the Sunday Express: "This does not matter because we
are a non-profit organisation and we posted a loss, so we are not liable to pay corporation tax.
The fact is, the Charity Commission got it wrong when they made their decision in 1999. We
are a charity, there is no question about that."

Accounts for the year ending December 2005 show an income of GBP 10,311,696 in England
and Wales. With expenditure of GBP 10,372,066 it recorded a loss of GBP 60,370. They also
reveal it had GBP 6,749,972 cash in the bank, net assets worth GBP 10,371,401 and total
assets (less liabilities) of GBP 19,704,389.

Founded in 1952 by US sci-fi writer L Ron Hubbard, Scientologists believe his claim that evil
solar system warrior Xenu put beings in volcanoes 75 million years ago before vapourising
them with nuclear bombs and that their radioactive "souls" are responsible for many of earth's
problems today.

Celebrity Scientologists Tom Cruise and John Travolta have helped boost the church in Britain,
its increased income helping establish more churches around the country including Blackfriars,
London.

Mr Angius said councils give them reduced business rates as their "charitable work is good for
the community". The Sunday Express understands Westminster Council cut the business rate
bill by 80 per cent for a building in Leinster Gardens, London, and the City of London
Corporation did the same for the Blackfriars site.

Mr Angius produced a Westminster council document deeming the church beneficial to the
community for work, including drug awareness visits to schools, concerts, volunteer ministering
and donations, including to Great Ormond Street hospital for sick children. It notes the
organisation is not a registered charity but says it does not have to be.

The report's author wrote: "Having visited the property, I find it difficult to understand how the
church's 'reverence to a Supreme Being' is not in line with other forms of 'worship' at more
mainstream religions. A key principle of Scientology is the requirement to help others in the
community."”

Scientology executive director Bob Keenan said:

"After the 7/7 bombings we provided 300 people to help victims with counselling and support.
This is just one example of the sort of charity work we do."

About 400 staff work at the church's Saint Hill HQ in East Grinstead, West Sussex. Several
hundred live at Walsh Manor, Crowborough, East Sussex, a former institute for miscreant
youths. Each morning 20 minibuses ferry them to HQ, 10 miles away.

A local said: "There seem to be more and more of them, young, old, men and women. Even at
six in the morning you see them reading their books on Dianetics. They smile in the street but
don't really get involved with the community.

"Since the Panorama programme a lot of people have a different view of them and there is
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Church leaders are consulting libel lawyers over the BBC Panorama programme, in which
journalist John Sweeney crosses swords with US-based church official Tommy Davis, son of
Hollywood actress and church member Anne Archer.

International external affairs director Mike Rinder said: "Tommy felt let down by Panorama
because he set up all the interviews, even one with his own mother, then Sweeney subjected
them to abusive questions about brainwashing." :

Mr Sweeney stands by his exposure of Scientology methods, particularly claims that psychiatry
is an "industry of death". But when he interviewed former Cheers star Kirstie Alley she asked
him: "Would you ever sit down with a Jew and tell them their religion is a cult?”

I found another article relating to this issue:

3) The Evening Standard (London)

October 23, 2006 Monday

TOM'S ALIENS TARGET;

AS THE SCIENTOLOGISTS OPEN A FLAGSHIP CHURCH WITH THEIR SIGHTS SET
ON THE SQUARE MILE'S POWER BROKERS,WE CONTRAST THEIR PUBLIC AND
TROUBLING-PRIVATE FACES

“Despite this setback, the Scientologists appear to have reduced their UK tax to a minimum by
chanelling activities through a company registered in Australia.

In the year to December 2004, according to accounts filed at Companies House, the company -
Church of Scientology Religious Education College Incorporated - paid UK corporation tax
of just Pounds 3,114 on income of Pounds 9.8 million.

The company showed net assets of Pounds 18.9 million and cash in the bank of some Pounds
5.6 million.

But when I ask why the UK Scientologists here do not record their income in the accounts of
their UK-registered company, the Church of Scientology (England and Wales), Laveau promises
to "get back to me" with an answer but never does.”

I also found the following article:

3) The Independent (London)

June 22, 1999, Tuesday

LAW: GOING 10 ROUNDS WITH GOLIATH;

WHEN BONNIE WOODS CALLED THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY A 'BOGUS
RELIGION', THEY SUED. BUT HOW DO YOU TAKE ON A CHURCH? BY IAN
THOMAS

MAJOR CITY law firms do not normally act free of charge for individuals receiving state benefits
in litigation against large corporations. But the case of Bonnie Woods against Church of
Scientology Religious Education College Incorporated (Cosreci), was no ordinary case.
Earlier this'month, she won a pounds 55,000 pay-out from the Scientologists and an
unprecedented public apology. ‘

Bonnie Woods joined the Church of Scientology in America in the early- Seventies. She then
moved to England in 1985 with her husband Richard where they set up "Escape", a counselling
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Mrs Woods also openly criticised the organisation and published a leaflet, "What the
Scientologists don't tell you", which was highly critical of the organisation. In response,
Cosreci, the body responsible for Scientology in the UK, produced a leaflet calling Mrs Woods a
"hate campaigner".

Litigation followed. Represented by a solicitor from Chichester and specialist counsel, both
acting pro bono (free of charge), Mrs Woods issued libel proceedings against Cosreci and the
individuals who handed out the leaflet. Cosreci counterclaimed, based on the "What the
Scientologists don't tell you" leaflet. They claimed that Mrs Woods had libellously called
Scientology a "bogus religion". Cosreci later issued a similar action in 1996, based on a leaflet
distributed by Mrs Woods (among others) promoting a television documentary critical of
Scientology.

Mrs Woods' original solicitor stopped acting in 1995. She complained of harassment by
Scientologists, allegations that Cosreci vigorously deny. Mrs Woods then acted as a litigant in
person. In 1996, she was on the point of capitulation, overwhelmed with the volume of work
and the stress of court hearings. However, a friend referred her to Liberty, the human rights
organisation. Liberty considered that the case raised issues of freedom of speech and, as a
member of Liberty's pro bono panel, Allen & Overy took up the baton.

This decision was the start of a massive undertaking. The "bogus religion" question involved an
extensive investigation. Ultimately, though, a single category of documents had the most
dramatic impact on the case. In America, Bonnie Woods had completed a number of
Scientology's secret "upper level" courses. She felt that these documents were of crucial
importance and applied for a court order that Cosreci should produce them.

The application was fiercely resisted. The Church of Scientology zealously protects the contents
of these courses. According to Hubbard, Scientologists can suffer serious harm if they read
them before they have reached the right spiritual level. The Church of Scientology has brought
successful copyright actions around the world against those who have published the materials
without authority.

Despite this opposition, the court believed that production of the documents was necessary.
However, rather than face this or a potentially lengthy appeal, Cosreci discontinued their two
claims against Mrs Woods last summer.

The absence of the "bogus religion" question slashed the time estimate for the trial. However,
the litigation was far from over. We had two hearings in the Court of Appeal. Both Allen &
Overy and counsel for Mrs Woods entered into "no win no fee" agreements following changes
in the law and approval from professional bodies.

We explored difficult and uncertain areas of defamation and general law. The court looked at
the rarely used defamation defence of qualified privilege arising from "reply to attack". Can a
defamatory reply be privileged (and therefore immune from suit unless it is malicious), even if
the original attack is true? Arguably yes, said the court. In claims for aggravated damages
against joint tortfeasors, must the level of damages be fixed by reference to the conduct of the
least blameworthy? Arguably not, said the Court of Appeal.

In the end, the points of law were of secondary importance to Mrs Woods. Of more relevance
to her were the damages and the public apology that she received from Cosreci to end her six-
year ordeal.

Ian Thomas is a senior associate at Allen & Overy

There were several other articles relating to this payout in Lexis Nexis.
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isqualified Directors Register . =

N/A as this is an organisation.

Name & Registered Office: Company No.: FC009154

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY RELIGIOUS
EDIICATION COLLFGFE INCORPORATED

42-44 COPTHORNE ROAD . Date of Incorporation: 25/03/1977

FELBRIDGE EAST GRINSTEAD Country of Origin: AUSTRALIA
WEST SUSSEX

AUSTRALIA

RH19 2NS

Company Type: Other company type
Nature Of Business (SIC(03)):
None Supplied

Accounting Reference Date: 31/12

Last Accounts Made Up To: 31/12/2008 (FULL)
Next Accounts Due:

Last Return Made Up To:

Next Return Due:

Mortgage: Num

ber of Charges: 14 ( 2 outstanding / 12 satisfied / 0 part satisfied )
fnSolVency Regis

ISt

There is one Church of Scientology Religious Educational College listed on QAS.

146 Queen Victoria Street
London
EC4V 4BY

Not requested at this time.
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"~ London
Town Hall
Judd Street
London WC1H SLP

Your Reference:
Our Reference:

Enquiries to:
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2

essment and Intelligence Manaﬁmif COMM!SSI&}N

Charity Commission Direct NRECT

PO Box 1227, ’ ’

Liverpootl 06 NOV 7009

L69 3UG i

Re: The Church of Scientology Religious Education College inc

| am writing in respect of query arising out of a Non-Domestic Rating matter. An organisation,
The Church of Scientology Religious Education College Inc (“the College") have a number of
premises within the London Borough of Camden. They are not a registered charity. They are
seeking to have mandatory rate relief applied to their premises on the basis that, although not a
registered charity, they say they fulfit the relevant legislative criteria for relief.

We have been in continued correspondence with the College for over one year, working through
the a large number of documents they have sent to support their claim. During this time we have
suggested to the College that it would be in their interest to register with the Charities
Commission {and therefore clarify their claim for mandatory rate relief).

This is. because the College have made representations that they are subject to the jurisdiction of
the English High Court, and further that they are a Charity. The London Borough of Camden
understands that as such it would seem thatthe College is under a statutory duty to be
registered in the register of charities under section 3A(1) of the Charities Act 1993, because the
College confirm that they are established for charitable purposes only, and fall to be subject to
the control of the High Court, and are thus, a charity.

The College has a substantial annual turnover and as such the London Borough of Camden
cannot see that the College would be exempt under any of the subsections of 3A. Section 3B(1)
(Duties of trustees in connection with registration) makes clear that where a charity is required to
be registered by virtue of section 3A(1), and it is not registered, it is the duty of the charity
trustees to apply to the Commission for the charity to be registered, and to supply the
Commission with the required documents and information.

Having spoken to the Legal representatives of the College they have stated that they are not
required to be registered with the Charities Commission because they as an organisation are
incorporated in Australia. Indeed they state that the Charities Commission informed the College
that they could not be registered because of that (I have since clarified with the Registration
Division of the Charities Commission that there is no record of this advice having been given).
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We have concerns that the College are using their governing document as a means of
circumventing the need to register with the Charities Commission, whilst at the same time
enjoying the benefits of charitable reliefs, for example from various other boroughs in the form of
mandatory rate relief, and also | understand from HM Revenue & Customs from whom they are
entitled to certain other tax reliefs.

I have reviewed the College's incorperation document, and while it shows they are indeed
incorporated abroad, | can confirm that it makes no reference to the laws of South Australia in it's
governance, other than at Article Xl where it states that the college shall have a seal that "meets
the requirements of the provisions of the Associations Incorporations Act 1956-1965 or any other
laws of the State of South Australia applicable from time to time," All other references in the
governing document to ‘laws’ are to laws in general, and are not further defined as being State of
South Australia Laws or any other jurisdiction.

My view is that they appear to fulfil all of the legislatory criteria for registration, and | am not able
to find anything in the legislation that would preclude an organisation primarily based in the UK
from registering. As | understand it, the majority of charity trustees live in England and Wales,
and the majority of assets are in England and Wales too,

Can the College therefore be directed to make an application if they are passmg themselves off
as a Charity but are not registered?

| have included a letter from the Solicitors representing the College where they assert that they
are subject to the laws of England and Wales, and that they are a Chanty {They further state that
the College derives all of its income from the United ngdom carries on all of its activities in the
United Kingdom, and its central management and control is in England). This letter is dated the
29™ August 2008, but it is the position that they maintain, and has been confirmed as such in
telephone discussions with Hodkin & Company. Also enclosed is their incorporation document. |
apologise that | have had to include this as it is such a lengthy document, however it clearly
shows that they are not deemed to be governed by the laws of South Australia for any other
purpose than their business seal.

Further on a separate note, if an organisation failed to register in line with the legislation, what
enforcement action (if any) would be taken against them?

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.
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- 1 SEP 2008

t1nance Department CENTRAL AL OOM
Council Tax and Business Rates Registry Support Office - 03

DX 2106 EUSTON
: Your ref: 67042683

BY DX & FAX TO:-020-7974-6450

Our ref: 48.001
29 August 2008

Dear -

Re: Church of Scientology Religious Education College Inc

- T thank you for your letter dated 17th of July 2008 and for allowing me extra time to

reply during the holiday period.

My client has suffered from d:scnmmatlon and prejudice in the past. This has caused

“real difficulties and at times genume suffering for people of good will.

The jurisdictional requirement

I note that the Council accepts that there is a distinction between the statutory
definition of charity under the Charities Act 2006 and that under section 67 (10) Local
Government Finance Act 1988 (LGFA), in that thg former explicitly stipulates that a
charitable institution is required “fo be subject to the control of the High Court in the
exercise of its jurisdiction with respect to charities”. You feel, however, that an
organisation must be subject to a least some supervision or regulation in this country
with respect to its charitable purposes before it can be said to be established for
charitable purposes under the LGFA. In the Dreyfus case the House of Lords decided
that for the purposes of Income Tax ‘a body of persons established for charitable

- purposes’ must also be ‘established’ in the United Kingdom. As noted by Evershed
- MR in the Court of Appeal in that case, the word ‘established’ is crucial.

It is my contention that Church of Scientology Religious Education College inc meets
the requirement that it is established in the United Kingdom. My reasons are as
follows.

(1)  Church of Scientology Religious Education Coilege Inc derives all of its
income from the United Kingdom, carries on all of its activities in the United
Kingdom, and its central management and control is in England. It means, as set out
in my letter of 12th May 2008, that Church of Scientology Religious Education
College Inc is resident in England under the English Common Law, and domiciled in
England for the purposes of the Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982. (That is in

Sollcitor and Notary Public: Lego! Assistant:
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members, contracts with suppliers and other matters.

(2}  There s in fact no inconsistency in Lord Evershed's judgment in the Dreyﬁls
case, as a closer reading will show. The comments quoted in your letter are not his
conclusion but come earlier in the judgment when he is analysing the arguments. In
fact the words immediately preceding your quote are: “it seems to me prima facie...".
A little eartier in his judgment he lays stress on the fact that the Foundation concemed

was ot only “regulated-according-to~the-laws-of-a-foreign_country_but_also_was

"carrying on the whole of its activities in that country”. The paragraph 1 have quoted

-~ is actually his conclusion on the whole issue.

[

(3)  ltis clear from the speech of Lord Morton of Henryton in the House of Lords
that the Foundation did not dispute that it was established in the USA but was seeking
to argue that the definition referred to any body of persons for charitable purposes
wherever formed, resident or operating. That is not my cantention. ‘

(4) ~Instead, T would contend that, so long as Church of Scientology Religious
Education College Inc’s purposes remain charitable purposes in accordance with
English law, and so long as my client continues to carry on its activities in this
country and its central management and control remains here, Church of Scientology
Religious Education College Inc is actually established in the United Kingdom, and,
having regard to its objects and activities (see below) is "established for charitable
purposes only" within the meaning of the LGFA.

The answer to your question therefore is that Church of Scientology Religious

‘Education College Inc is regulated and subject to the English courts, at least to the

degree required by the decision in the Dreyfus case.

Accordingly it is submitted that the jurisdictional requirement is met.

Established for charitable purposes only

[ have not suggested that the Council should ignore the decision of the Charity
Commissioners in 1999, However that decision does not constitute ‘case law’ in the
normal sense of that term, and should not be viewed as a binding (or even 2
persuasive) authority in connection with the determination that the Council now has to
make. Its findings of fact could not be relied on in a court of law This is clear from
the Wesfminster case referred to in Ryde on Rating.

[ have set out in some detail ways in which Church of Scientology Religious

Education College Inc differs materially from the organisation described by the

Charity Commission in 1999. You have asked me to provide you with further
evidence of this. As | have always said, | am more than happy 10 do so: This could
however be a massive and costly exercise, and before embarking on it I need further
clarification from the Council as to what it needs and wants in order to make a
positive determination. My client would also like an assurance that in requesting
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further evidence the Council has not made a decision as a matter of policy and is
prepared to view the evidence with an open mind on the question of my client’s
charitable status.

In my “Errors” document I have explained a number of fundamental errors of fact in
the 1999 decision. I have also pointed out that, if the correct facts had been taken into
account, that applicant should have been recognised as a charity even in the light of
the reasoning of that very decision. I note that you say on the last page of your letter:
“If the argiments you have made in support of your client's claim to be a charitable
organisation are valid, then the Coliege would have little difficulty in being registered
as a charity by the Commission".

I therefore propose to provide you with further evidence in respect of €ach of these
errors of fact — showing how Church of Scientology Religious Education College Inc
differs materially from the description given by the Charity Commission on each of
these points in 1999,

Are there any points that you do not require-further evidence of?

Are there any additional matters which you require evidence of?

In what form would you prefer to have the evidence?

Please let me know.

" The new .Guidance on Public Benefit

However, you may agree that it would be sensible to wait until afier the Charity
Commission have published their final supplementary guidance on Public Benefit and’

—the Advancement of Religion and on Public Benefit and Fee Charging Charities. This

guidance is due to be published within the next four months.
Change in approach

I suggest this because what is stated in the draft supplementary guidance on the public
benefit of religious charities is radically different from what was said on the subject in
the 1999 decision. In this connection I would make the following observations.,

(1) It should be noted that, if the criteria in the 1999 decision were applied 1o the
Catholic Church, the fact that ils core religious sacrament of confession was
conducted in private might be said to disqualify it as a charity. Hindus would also be
in difficulty, because, in a typical Hindu temple, every individual or family goes there
to conduct their own rituals and to ask advice from their religious leaders, usually
without common rituals conducted for all. Hindu Temples are usually financed by the
sale of courses and individual religious services.

) Fortunately, the draft supplementary guidance on religious charities, which has
been produced after a good deal of consultation with religious organisations, is more
insightful, and resolves anomalies such' as this. It recognizes that the benefits that



flow 1o the public from religious practices ase not limited to those received by disect
participants in those practices. The draft guidance states on page 30:

... on one level the benefit of the follower or adherent responsible for
developing histher social conscience, and the benefit of the organisation
creating an uplifiing "feel good" effect on such followers or adherents
conducting themselves responsibly towards others, might, in turn, promote more
benevolent behaviour. On another level, the benefit might be through the
Jollower or adherents putting these values into practice in wider society and
encouraging others to do so, for example by visiting sick persons. The publi¢
may benefit from those benevolent acts both individually and more generally.
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The promotion=ofthat—behaviour-might-also-prevent-or—deter—_irresponsible.

behaviour in others."
The draft guidance continues on page 31:

"Considering whom the aims are primarily intended to benefit is therefore
important when assessing whether a charity benefits the public or a section of
the public. With charities for the advancement of religion, it is considered that
the beneficiaries are normally both the followers or adherenis and the wider
public or, in the case of a charitable religious order, the beneficiaries are the
members of the order, the wider church and the public generally. The "wider
public” can in some cases benefit through being able to participate in the rite
and services of the religion and in others by, for example, being the recipient of
.a .charitable act undertaken by an adherent as part of his or her religious
belief”

(3)  Moreover, on page 24 the draft guidance lists examples of ways in which
advancing religion has the potential to benefit the public, and which are considerably
broader than what is suggested by the 1999 decision. This list is as it happens a good
summary of the purposes and activities of Church of Scientology Religious Education
College Inc. 1 am happy to provide evidence of this also, if required.

Beauefit of the public at lz;rge

Your summary of Church of Scientology Religious. Education College Inc's purposes
and objects is incomplete. The objects are set out in Article IV of Church of
Scientology Religious Education College Inc's constltutlon which commences as
follows:

"The College exists for the benefit of the public at large...”

This is not mere verbiage. It means that anything that Church of Scientology
Religious Education College Inc aims to do must benefit the public at large, and this
includes the aim of advancing the religion of Scientology.

In this connection I am happy to provide you with evidence of how audmng and
training benefit the public at large, as well as those directly participating in those
activities. Through auditing, whether ministered one on one or at the weekly
congregational services, participants become more morally and spiritually aware,
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Through training participants learn how to help others. All congregational auditing, as
well as other auditing, other forms of pastoral counselling and training, are provided
without any donation being requested. Auditing and training directly prepare people
to contribute to the many social help programmes that Church of Scientology
Religious Education College Inc is engaged in. Scientologists have to demonstrate
that they have provided genuine help to others in order 1o be eligible to participate in
higher auditing levels. All'of this (helping people to become more morally and
spiritually aware, training and preparing people to help others, and providing help
wherever needed) is Scientology, it is not ancillary to Scientology.

It should also be borne in mind that Scientology can be practised in different ways and

‘N
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with différent degrees of spititual experience, and in that Tespect is similar to most
other religions, where there are also many more people following the general
principles as a way of life than there are highly advanced devotees who achieve a
deeper understanding of the religion through more dedicated spiritual activities and/or
intellectual analysis, whether as priests or theologians or as members of religious
orders.

Simply because ‘Church of Scientology Religious Education College Inc funds its
charitable programmes by requesting donations for certain services does not exclude
the poor from the benefits of Scientology. Nor is it at all unusual in obtaining funds
in this way. Many religious charities raise their funds in a very similar way 10 my
client, Many charge for courses or counselling or individual religious services.
Compulsory tithing is still retained in some churches. In some countries religious

. ‘bodies benefit from a Church Tax. For example, in Germany Catholics and Lutherans

have to pay tax on their income which goes to their Church, and are not admitted to
certain services uniess they have done so.

Non-exclusion of the poor

Poor people can attend all Scientology congregational services without making any
payment or being requested to make a donation. The same is not necessarily true in
other religions.

Your comments in this area alse fail to take account of the principles which emerge
from the Charity Commission's draft supplementary guidance on Public Benefit and
Fee Charging Charities. This makes it clear that the opportusities for benefit which
may properly be provided for poor people may wil'té of a different kind from those
made available to people who can afford the fees, provided that the nature of the
benefit is one that flows from the furtherance of .the relevant object. A Thus a fee
paying school may not be able to afford to offer free places to those who cannot
afford its fees, but can still pass the test of public benefit by providing other
educational opportunities to the poor, for example by seconding a teacher to a local
state school. In the same way I would contend that the fact that my client provides
religious benefits in the form (for example) of open congregational services and freely
available publications without charge to anyone interested amply fulfils the public
benefit even though there are other services, such as some one-to-one forms of
auditing, which are usually offered on a donation-for basis.



It may be noted that, like the draft supplementary guidance on Public Benefit and -
Charities for the Advancement of Religion, the Charity Commission’s draft
supplementary guidance on Public Benefit and Fee Charging Charities also constitutes
a sea change from what is said in the 1999 decision on this subject.

I note that you refer in your letter to my quotation of the Guidance’s definition of
private benefit, You assert that I “seem to have omitted the significant part of the
same paragraph”. However what you then quote is not part of the Charity
Commission's definition in the Guidance. Your quotation is found in a section of the
general guidance which is concerned with charities which provide benefits through a
membership structure. The full paragraph reads as follows:

PN
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"Where people benefit from a charity through a membership structure that is not
unreasonably restricted, then the private benefits to the members are benefits they
receive as a beneficiary, and so are regarded as a necessary result of carrying out the
charitable aims. However, an organisation that is supported by its members for the
purpose of providing benefits for themselves cannot usually be a charity. It is a
question of degree. Does the organisation exist primarily for the advantage of its
members? Or has the membership structure been adopted solely as an effective way
of delivering charitable benefits, or to make administration easier?"

Church of Scientology Religious Education Coflege Inc makes all of its services and
benefits available to the public at large. It does not have a restricted membership
structure, and it is not, as in Gilmour v Coats, a closed religious order — rather thg

- opposite

Summary

Referring to the 4 reasons you give in your Summary for not being satisfied:

a. The guidance (including that quoted above) now makes clear that benefits to
Scientology adherents are benefits received as beneficiaries and are regarded
as a necessary result of carrying out the charitable aims. The focus of my
client is entirely on improving society as a whole (see “The Aims of
Scientology™). Auditing and training are ministered by my client to prepare
people to help others, The majority of the benefits which flow directly from
the work"df’“g??ﬁwaﬁa“its pursuit of its charitable purposes, are provided
by adherents of Scientology and received by non-adherents. In the view of
Scientologists, the provision of these benefits both fulfils the religious
obligations of the adherents and also advances Scientology as a religion by .
providing graphic example to the public of the practice of Scientology and its
values. The fact that there are other charitable organisations such as Criminon
and Narconon through which the benefits are made available to individual
members of the public is a feature of the organisational structure and does not
detract in any way from the underlying principle that Scientology teaches and
indeed requires adherents to support and be otherwise involved in such
activities, such that the activities are an outward demonstration of Scientology
teachings.
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b. My Client benefits the Community at large in both of the ways recognised by
the Charity Commission in its draft supplementary guidance on religious
charities,

Firstly, it provides auditing services (both one on one and at weekly
congregational services which any members of the public can atterd) which
make people more morally and spiritually aware. In the words of the draft
guidance (on page 23):

“This moral framework is considered by many to offer benefits to wider
society, as well as individual comfort, solace and a sense of well being.”

It also provides training services which teach people directly to help others.

Both the auditing and training provide the ground work for my client’s
Community betterment programmes and support for other charities. As
indicated above, the provision of those programmes (rather than just the
preparation for it which is provided via auditing and training) forms part of
the true practice of Scientology.

c. Most of the benefits that flow from the work of my clients require no payment
from the beneficiary. Anyone can benefit from the work of my client in a
multitude of ways, without payment, including receiving auditing and training.
The fact that my client funds its work by requesting donations for some of its

- services is no bar to charitable status according to the draft supplementary
guidance for fee-charging charities.

. d. T am happy to address any specific concerns in more detail. You havé
promised to let me address any material that the Council considers relevant to
its determination. This would include any material considered by any legal
advisors. The draft guidance states that the Charity Commission “will consider
any evidence of significant detrimental or harmful effects of {an] organisation
carrying out its aims” and that “benefits must be balanced against any
detriment or harm”. If you believe that you have any such evidence, please let
me have it. 1 will address its impact'and relevance in line with the guidance.

Conclusion

I will put together the evidence you require when I have your response to the
questions [ have asked on the third page of this letter.

1 appreciate that it is difficult for Counsel on either side to advise with certainty when
the supplementary guidance on the public benefit of both religious and fee charging
. charities has not yet been finalised and published. Whilst I have addressed you on the
basis of the draft guidance, of course the final version will probably be somewhat
different and, hopefully, even clearer. Given the time that has already passed dealing
with this matter, it may be sensible to wait a little longer and for me to produce the
evidence only after the final guidance is settled. This could avoid wasting
considerable time and costs on both sides.
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CONSTITUTION AND GENERAL RULES

OfF THJE
CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY RELIGIOQUS EDUGATION COLLEGE

L VN

, O

I, being e Tireetor of Church of Seientelogy
Religious Education College, Inc. certify that this is
a true copy of its constitution and general. nules.

Date: 47/ ‘3:2.-_ .

/

Tﬁis is the docunent marked 'A' and referred %o in the.

annexed declaration of Stewart Payne made before me on the

day or 1982

Juetice of tho Poeace
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DECLARATION VERIFYING ALTERATIONS 70 RULES OF AN ASSOCIATION.

CHUACH  OF SeienTtoLas't
RELIGKS EdcATION (OLEsE  Incorporated.

I

—

DO SOREMNLY AND SINCERELY DECLARE:-

1. That T am the public officer of LRulcH OF ScusnIToLOc
Rﬂ JEOUS, EDUCATIEN “WrLEIncorporated. :

2. That the document annexed hereto and marked 'A' is a true and
correct copy of an alteration (or addition) to the rules of
the saild association made pursuant to the rules of the saild
association on the 24t = day of gFune 19892

And I make this solemn .declaration conscientiously believing the
game Lo be btrue, and by virtue of the provisions of the Oaths let,
1936. <

Declared and subscribed ati
Aozniot

this '26'"day of 7uL_7 3 Signature &f Declarant
19%2- ) :

before me—

Justice v. vuife Peace, etc.
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CONSTITUTION AND GENERAL RULES

ar THE

CHURGH OF SCIENTOLOGY RELIGLQUS EDUCATION GOLLEGE

ARTICLE I -~ WHNeme

The association shall be called the Church of Scientology
Religious Education-dollege Incorporated hereinafter’

referred t0 as "the Cpllege!

" ARTICLE IX +~ The College

The College 15 and shall be one of the many churches
internationally whichvhave been and will be organised for
the purposes of the religion of Scientology,'&ll bound
together as elements of one international and hierarchical
church by voluntary and self determined ﬁgraement'upon and '
adherence to the following: ‘

1. The goals, tenets, doctrine;,.codea. Creed,policies
end practices set forth in the Secriptures (as hereinafter
defined); and ‘ '

2. RecOgnitioﬁ.of the ecclesiagtical authority of
4he hierachy of the Mother CGhurchi and

3. Governance in scclesiastical metters by sald

hierachy.

The Trﬁstees, Officers and agents of the dollege ahall be
bound by and ghall observs the fore-going to thse end that
the operations and activities of this College shall support
and maintain the College as a church of Scientology in good
standing with the Mother Church; subject, however, at all
tines and in every respect to the paramount requirement of
observance and compliance with all apbiicable laws, oad the

provisions of these Rules.

) —— i e ot o (B

- - m d——rm—




T

ity

®

"2 mm—

!

ARTICLE IIT -~ Definition of Terms

As they are used in these Rules:

a. "Rulea shall mean the code of rulesprescribed
herein,

b. "Religion of Scientology" and "Scientology"
shall mean the religious doctrines, beliefaf tensts,
practigas, applied religicus philosophy and ‘technology as-
developed by L. Ron Hubbard and as the same may hereafter
be developed by L. Ron Hubbard. .

¢c. "Sceriptures" shall mean the writirgs and recorded
gpoken words of L. Ron Hubbard with respect to Sclentology
and organisations formed for the purposes thereof,

d. "Mother Church® and "hierarchy of the Mobther

‘Church" shall mean the ecclesiastical hierarchy presently

orgenised’ and operating under the megis of the Church
of Scientology Itfternationzl, a nonprofit religious
corporetion, and its regpective successors in egclesiasﬁical
authority, and shall not nean or be construed to ﬁaan the
gald nonprofit religious corporation itself.

e. "Notice" shall mean written notice actually
racelved by the prescribed recipient not less than thres
(3) days prior to the event of which notice is given, written
notlce acbually delivered to the prescribed recipient not
less than three (3) days pricr to the-event of which notica"
is given, or written notice mailed to the prescrihed vrec-
ipient of the notice by mail, not less then fiv. ‘.) days
prior to the eveat ¢f which notice is given.

f. "Board" ghall mean the Board of Trustees of the
College.

g. "Mailed" shall hean deposited with Australin

Post, poetage prepaid, addressed according %0 the records

of the College.

.
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0. vniege The contect in which they are used clearly
requires othervise, terms denoting number shall include
both the singularand the plural, and terms denoting gender
shall include all of ihermasculine. the famiﬁihe, and thé

neunter,

ARTICLE IV -~ 0Qbjects

The College exists for the bensafit of the public at large

and in perticular for the furherance of the doctrines and
Creed of the religion of Scientology throughout the world and
for thepurpose of administering religious colleges for the
instruction of members qf the college or their delegates

in the dottrines and creed of Scientology, and for the

training and ordination of ministers of the religion of

Scientology. With the object of attaining this and the College

may provide funds for the setiting uwp in proper caaés of
seminariea, libraries, chapels, benevolent instltutions,
charitable institutions, schools, study centres, and any
other forms of educational and reforming establishment.
Additicnelly the College may provide funds to be utiliced
in the publication of books and other literature wholly and
exclusively for the purpose of furthefing the doctrines
and Creed of the said religion., The College may alsgo
provide fund to be utilised in the grant of scholarships
to enable persons to sludy the religion gnd Creed of
Sclentology or for the ministers of the said religion

to be trained and ordeined.

The College shall espouse, present, propagate, praciice,
ensure aund maintain the purity end integrity cof, yhe
religion of Scientology, &s the same has been developed and
naybe further developed by L. Ron Hubbard'to the end {thalt any
person desiring participation, or parbticipating in Scientology
that may derive the greatest possible good of increased

awareness as an immortal spiriﬁ.‘
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It is the belief of the College that Scientology ie tho
organisation of the fundamentals of existence into axioms
-and workable tecﬁnologias in the tradi%ion of the exact
sciences for resolving problems of 1lifo and thought and for
the freedom of the human spirit. That he who asks a question
ig clogest to the answer, that every question contains its
own answer, and further thet every problem contains iis
own solution and that the technologies of égientology are
of such a nature that a person with a question or a probleﬁ'
may be spiritually assisted or guided to the end thet the

person ig able to answer hie own questions and resolve his

‘oun problems, Scientology technology. ios a body of truths

and wmethods of application, developed by L. Ron Hubbard
from his observations and research, which when correctly
applied can reveal the soul of man, extend his knowledge
of the Infinite Being to him, and make known.whet is know-
able of God. _

Eaiieving that man's best evidence of God is the God he
finds withiﬁ himself, and trusting with endﬁring faith
that the Author of the Universe iniended life to thrive within
it, the Callege is founded with the fellowing general goals:

a.Establishment of a religious body and éntity.to promote

protect, adminigter and encourage the relipion of Scientulogy
and its goal;

ﬁ. Foundation, conatruction and use of & chureh,
esteblishments, tutorial schools, parsonages, centres of
training and atﬁer.centres, for the teachling, dissemination
and adminigtration of the religion of Sgiento&oé&. wvhich
aspires to the religious and ethieal guidance and improvenment

of the individual character, and also to better and slarlfy

_tho human spiritj

¢, To egtablish and charter librarica, schools,

’

-~
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institutes, semina?ies,:bhapeis, subordinate colleges,

4nd other places 1% encourage the learning, study and praotice
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of the Ministers of the religion of Scientology.

d. Publication and distribution of religious litsrature
end other sectarian alds in order to propagate and dissecminate
Seclentology;: and

e. Establishment of a religious cultural centres.

f. Minister to the spiritual needs of the parishioners
and congregents of the College through the conduct of services,
both group and individual.

g. To raipe and provide funds for the granting of
scholarships in the form of financial assisﬁance to members
of the College or other persons who in the opinion of the .
Pregident o: the Board of Trustees would be spiritually benefit-
4ed by further educsation, or for the training end ordinata a
of Ministers of the religion of Scientology.

ARTICLE ¥ -~ Creed
The College subscribes, and 1ts object it and purposes are
that all of Mankind may subscribe te and practice the following
Creed: ' |

WE OF THE CHURCH BELIEVE: -

That all men of vwhatever race colour or creed ware created
equal rights. - . . . )

That all men have inalienable rights to their own religious
practices and their performance, )

That all men have inalienable rights to their own llves.

That all men have ?nalienable rights to their sanity.

That all men have inalienable rights to their own defence.

That all men have inalienable rights to receivo shoose,
agsiet and support their own organisationn, churches and

governments.
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s¢ talk freely, to write freely their own opinions and to

counter or utter or write upon the opinions of others.
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their own kind.

That the souls of mer have the rights of men.

That the study of the mind and the healing of mentally
caused 1lls should not bs alienated frowr religlon or condoned
in nen religious fields. . |

And that no agency less than God has the power to suspend
or gset agide these rights, overtlr or covertly;

AND WE OF THE CHURGCH BELIEVE:

That man is besically good.

That he is seeking to survive.

Thet his survival depends upon himself and upon his fellows,
and his attainment of brotherhood with the Universe.

‘AND WE OF THE CHURGH BELIEVE. THAT THE LAWS OF GOD FORBID
MAN: '

To destroy his own kind

To destroy the sanity of anothqé

To destroy or enslave anothers soul

To destroy or reduce the survival of onel's companions
or one's group. .

AND WE OF THE CHURCH BELIEVE:

That the spirit can be saved

That the eplrit alone may save or heal the body.

ARTICLE VI - Membership

Rule 1 Expiry

The Membership will expire by written epplication to the
Board of Trustees by or on behalf of the member in guestion,

Rule 2 Contribution

Those members who do not pay their contributions after having

been requested to do 80 on iwo occasions may be excluded from
the Gollege.
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a. LThe nembers of the College gshall be divided inte ,
three classes uf members namely "Ghurch members" "Minipter
members? and "Student members'. Each "Church member" shall
have oné voﬁe'only on ﬁny reéoluﬁioﬁ proﬁbﬁé&riﬁ géﬁeralr
mneatbing. "Minister membe?s" ‘and "Student mahbers" shall not

be entitled to vote on any resolution proposed in general

meeting. "Church monberg" are listed hareunder:

Church of Scientology Incerporated {Australia)
Church of Scientologg.ﬂOSH Denuark

Church of Scientology Belgium

Church of Secientology British Columbia
Church of Scientology Cepenhagen

Church of Scientology Denmark

Church of Scilentoleogy France

Church of Scientology Cermany

%Jhurch of Seientology Holland

Shurch of Scientology Montreal

Church of Secientology Ottowa

Church of Scientology South Africa Pty Inc.
Church of Scientology Sweden

Ghurch of Scientology Toronto

Hubbard Foundatlon Scotland.

b. The Board of Truptees in itz “discretion may.resolve

" that the number of ¥Church members" may I incrsassed and that

additional “"Church mebers" may be admitted to tﬁe Collegs
provided that auch persons affirm end adhere to the Creesd
and doctrines of Scientology as formulated by L .Rcon Hubbard
the founder of the religian.

¢. A "Student membef" shall ccnatitute‘a person who
has been admitted to iha follege as a student who affirms
and adheres to the Creed and doctrines of Seientology as
formulated by L. Ron Hubbard the founder of the religion of

Seientology or any persons who contribute funds or other
property to the College provided that person affirms adherencs

ATt S AEH 0 AT AR I LYY 7
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d. "Minister member" shall constitute a peraon who

has duly completed training and ordination 2s a minister of
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moral character, who continues to uphold the Codes of the
religion of Scientology and who applies standard technology
in his counselling of parishioners, that is to say, the lay

members of the religion,

Rule 4 Death of a Member

A member will cease to be liable %o make contributions to
the College as from the date of hle desath or in the case of a
corporate member as from the date on which proceedings far
dissolution of the corporate member commences. Neither the
legal personal representati?e of & deceased member nor the
ligquidator of a corporation in liquidation shall exercise &any
righte of membership on behalf of a deceased member.

Rule 5 Parishloners

In addition to members thé College shall have parishioners
vho will not be members of the College but affiliates who
are not entitled to votc. ‘ _ '
Rule 6 Purpose of Affiliation
The College belisves +that a person partlicipating in the
spiritual exercises of the College may profit to such an extent
that +the pereson may become aware of hls smpiritual nature,
capable of self determination, self dicipline end realisation
of hic creative abilities; thus ordinary problems of 1ife
should be easily resolved or be of little or né eonearn.
Therefore such a person would be bettér able to contribute
to the welfare of his feollow man, Soclety and the nation.
Such a state Beingness of Mankind is the goal of the College.
The College furiher believes that manés atbtainment of
advanced levels of spiritual awareness frees the npirit from
the mind and - body giv%ng the spirit immortality. This in

turn will increase 1ife and livingness while dimishing the
influence of death or deathlike factors which act as stops




ﬁ‘ - buring the term Ol aifiliastion with the CGollege, the
pg;ishioners shall agree to abide by the Creed, the
Auditors Code end the Scientology Cede of Honour.

ARTICLE VII - Board of Trustees

Rule 7 Function and Authority of thg Board
a, Generally. The activities and af#airs of the Gollege,
a3 distinguished from the ecclesiastical affairs of the College,
shall be managed and conducted, and all corporateée powers shall
&g? o be aexercised, by or under the direction of & Board of Trustees,

consigting of three(3) natural psrsons. The suthorised number

R

of Trustees may be changed by a Rule amending this Rule 7a

duly adopted by the unanimous vote of the Trustees; provided

e

however that the Trustees all not have the power to reduce
the number of trustees below thre (3) or 1ncréase the number
above saven (7). The Trustees in general shall have all
applicable powers conferred, committed, or authorised by law
as Trustees of an incorporated Association, including the

poﬁpr to purchase, lease, encumber.by mortgago.or deed of

trust, eell, pledge and convey property of the College and to-
borrow fund for the use and benefit. of the College.
Each Trugtees shall have access at all times to the books and
records of the Collegs.

b. Particular functions. More particularly, and without
limiting 1ts power and authority in genoral the Board of

Trustees may, in its sole discretion:

i. Borrow money and incure indebtedness on behalf of the

College, and cause to be executed and delivered therefore,
in the corporate name, prorissory notes, bonds, debentures,

deeds of trust, moftgages, pledges,hypothecations, or other

S~ W - 4

evidenceg of debt and securities therefore;

ii. Make and perform such contracts an are necessary

—
——rn .

' or convenlent to attain'or further the purposes or object of the
K | College, as set forth as set forth in these Rules;

.
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iii. Dslegate to the College's officers, or to

oth~t agents, regular and special dutiss of the Bcérd of
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iv. Publish and disseminate booxs periodicals» pamphlets,
tracts, sermons, filﬁs, tapes and pieturss for the furtherance
of theo purposes of the Gollege; end

v. Change the priecipal office of the College from one
location to another, and establish and locate subsiglary offices

of the College.

¢c. Special Duty of the Board. it shall be a special duty

of the Board of Trustees to ensure:

i. The income and property of the College whencesvever
derived are and shall be irrevocably dedicated solely towards
the promotion of the objects of the College as get forth
in Artiele IV of this constitution,‘and no portion thereof

‘'shall inure directly or indirectly to the benefit of any of

the members of the Gollege or any private individual or
enterprise provided that nothing herein shall prevent the
payment in good faith of reasonable remgneration to any officer
or servant of the College or to anymember of the College im : «
return for any service actually rendered to the College or

any reasonable or praper rent for premises let bybany member

to the College. .

i11. That no substantial part of the activities of the
College are directed to influencing legislation by propaganda
or otherwise;

1ii. That the Gollege and its agents refrain from part-
icipation or intervention in any political campalgn on behalf
or in opposition to0 any candidate for public office;

iv. That the pvoperty, assest and net income of the
College remain irrevocably.dedicated to charitable aud reli-

gious purposes; and
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at a General Meeting of the College specially convened for
the purpose and by & resolution carried by a majority of
four fifths of the votes recorded in respect of the sanme.

If upen winding up or dissolution of the College there remains

"after’'the gatisfaction. of all its debts snd 1labilities zany

property whatsoever, the same shall not' be paid or distributed
among the member of the Go}leée but sha;l be given or
transferred to some other institution or institutions having
objects gimilar %o the objects of the College and which shall
alse prohibit the inurement of its oxr their property or net
income for the benefit of its or their members or any other
private individual or enterprise such ingtitution or Institut-
ionsa t; be determined by the members of the College at or before
the time of dissolution or in default thereof by the cheif

judge of such Court as may have jurisdiction in the matter.

Rule 8 ' Qualifications

In order to serve as Trustees of the College whether as initial
Trustees or successor Trustees, and in order %o continue to
serve as a Trusiee of the Gollege, Trustees shall be persons
who possess and conilnue to possess'the folléwing qualities

end attributes. That is to say, a person mey serve and con-
tinue to serve, as Trustses of the College- only so long as he
he is and remains: ' .

a. Well versed in the scripbures; _
b. VWell verseé in Scientology ethicecs and justice systens
¢. A proven Scientology executive as évidenced by

statistics;

d. A duly ordained minister of Scisntology in good standing
with the Mother Church; and

e, Has attained the age of majority.
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‘Rule 9 Election

The initial Trustees of the College ghall be elected at the
meeting next fellowing the meeting of the membera adopbing those
rules. The Trustees shall have lifetime tenure subject, howsver,
to termination as provided in Rule 12.

Rule 10_ Vacancies

A vacancy in the-Board of Trustees shall be deemed to exist in-
case of the death,resignation or termination of any Trustee

as provided in Rule 12,

a. Vacancies in the Board of Trustees may be filled by

-a mgjority of the remaining Trustees, though less than a

quoxrum, or by a sole remaining Truatee.

b, In the event of the Board of Trustees being unable to
£ill the vacancies because of the death or disqualificetion of
the entire Doard of Trustees or.sole remaining Trustes, a
general meeting of membaré shall be convened to elect a new

Board of Trusteess.

Rule 11: Voting and Other Rights
Bach Trustees shall be entitled to one vote. ZEach Trustee shall

have access at all time to the books and records of the College.

Rule 12 Termination as Trusise

&. A person's éost as trustee pshall terminale at his
death or upon receipt by at least one other Trusgtes of ﬁ
written notiea of his resignation,

b, Pursuant to the Scientology othics and juaticelnyatam
a pérson's post as Trustee may be termined for actions deemed

contrary to the provisions of Articles I through V of these

~ Rules, by the unanimous vote of thc other Trustees.

c. A person’s post as Trustee shall automatically
terminate if he cr she at any time fails to meet tho

qualifications for Trustee which are stated in paragrapha

-

a,b,c,d,e, of Rule 8.
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Kule 1% Haeeting of Trustees

a. Annual Meeting. A meeting of the Trustees akall b

held on the fiyst day of Juns of each year at 8 pm at the
principal office of the College. No notice of Annual Hesting
need be given if it iy held at such tine and at such place.

The time and place of the Annual Meeting may be changed by vote
or written consent of a majority of the Trustees and notice of
any such change shall be given to each Trusitee. If proper notice

is given of any such change then the time or place of the

Annual Mesting, notics need not be given of subgeguent Annual

" Meetings held at the same time mnd place.

b. Call of mestings. A special meeting of the Trustees
may be called by any Trustee.

¢. Notice of meetings. When required, notice of a meeting
of the Trustees shall be given to each Trustee in Qriting.
A notice of meeting uesd not specify the purpose of the meeting.

d. Walver of notice. The transactions of any meeting

of the Trugtess, however called, however noiticed, and
where ever held, are as valid as though taken at a meeting
duly held after regualr call and notice if a quorum 1s present
and if, either before or after the meeting, eacﬁ of ths Trustees
vho was absent signs a written waiver of notlce and consent
to éhe holding of such meeting. A Prustee shall be deemed to have
vaived notice and consented to the holding of 'a meeting, if
he votes to approve the minutes of that meeting. A1l written
waivers and consents shall be filed with the minutes of weeiings
of the Truatees. Notlce of a meeting shall also be deemed given
to any Trustee who attends a,m?eting without protesting, before
or at its commencement, the lack of propser notice to hinm.

e, Quorum. A guorum for any meeting of Trustees shall
be & majority of the total nnmﬁer of the Trustees.

£, Minutes. The Trustees shall cause minutes of thei.
moutings 40 bs kept and to be maintained with other records

of the Trustees in a secure place,
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whether or not a’'quorum is present nay adjourn any meeting of
the Trustees to another time or place. Notice of the time and
place of holding and adjourned meeting need not be given

o abaent Trustees if the time and place iz fixed at the meeting

adjourned,

h. Use of Conference Telephones. The Trustees ﬁhy mead

through the use of conference telephone facilities or similar

communications equipment so léng as all Trugtess participating

can heay and addresg one another.

i. Actlon without meeting. Any action required or permitted

to be taken by the Trustees may be % n without a meeting

1f 211l Trustees consent in writing t; at action. Such
aoction by writteu consent shall have . -same force and effect
as a unanimous vote of the Trustees. Such written consent

or consents shall be filed with the minutes of procesdings of the

-Trustees.

——

ARTICLE VII ~ Genera) ¥eeting

‘Rule_14 __Purpose

A geﬁeral meeting of members of the College shall be called
upon the resignation, dismipsal or death of all members of the
Board of Trustees of the College. The person holding the
senior ecclesiastical post in this College (and only in this
unlikely event and only a8 a singular circumstance) shall be

responaible for informing members and calling this general

neeting.

ARTICLE IX - Officers of the Gollege
Rule 15 Reguired Officers

0fficers of the College, as distinguished from ecolesimntical
posta shall be elected by majority vote of the Board of Trustees
and shall include a. . Pres:ident a Sscretary, and a Treasurer,

each of whom shall serve at the pleasurs of the Hoard.

S
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. subordinate officers as the Board of Trustees shall from tine

Each of gaid offices may be held by a person who is alag a
Trustee. The Board of Tructees may elsot the same parson

ta the offices of Secretary and Treasurer. Each officer shall
hold office for one year or until the next Annual Gendral Meetlng
of the Trustees whichever period is shorter. Officers may be

Prealectad.

Rule 16 . Optional Officers.

The Board of Trustees shall elect one or more Vice Presidents

Assistant Secretaries or Agsistant Treasurers and such other

to time deem appropriate.
Rule 17 Dutigs of Officers

a. The Presidient’.shall have general supervisory respon-
sibilities for the business affairs of the Golleg;. In addit-
jon, hse shall parﬂora ell other acts . -and duties which the Board -
of Trustees shall direct. The President shall be the chief
execﬁtive officer of the College, 1o whom other officers and
their agents shall report and be responsible for the proper

performance of their duties.

b. The Vice President if uny, shall carry out Auch
dutlies on behalf ofaihe College as may be assigned.to him
by the Board of Trustees or the P;esident. In the absence or
disability of the President, the duties of the President shall
dlscharged by the Vice President.

¢. The Treasurer shall be the chlef financlal officer

of the College end shall have custody of ity corporate funds
books and financial records. The Treasurer shall have
authority to receive and accept money collect debts, open
bank accounts, and meke disbursements in the name of the
College. The Treasursr aha%l keép or cause to be kept proper
books of account reflecting all businesds done by the Gollege
and of all monies received and dishursed, snd shall prepare

financial statements at the request of the Board of Trustess.




STt Te vWeNde LA LOGAL WGPUZSL L HLL money ang other valugb.les

in the name and to the credit of the Gollegs, with such

depositories as may be designated by the Board of Trustees.
The Treasurer shall digburse fhn&s of'£he Collegeat the
direction -of the Board. The Treasursr shall, whensver

. requested to do so by the President or the Board of Trustees
aceount for all transactions engaged in or authorised by
him as Treasurer,

d. The Assistent Treasurer, if eny, shall carry out
such duties on behalf of the College aa may be sassigned or
la * delegated to him by the Board of Trustees, by the President

or by the Treasurer. In the absence or digability of the
Treasurer, the Assistant Treasurer shall discharge the duties
of the Treasurer. | )

e. The Secrefarx shall keep or cause to be.kept a hook
of minutes of all meetings of the Trustees, and of ths
meetings of any committee fcf which the Board requires that
minutes be kept. The Secretary shall keep or cause to be
keﬁ:-t, at the principal office of the College, a copy of these
Rules. ?he Secretary shall keép the seal of the College and shall

{209

sg> attest all certificates or other documents requiring certific-
ation on behalf of the College. The Secredary shall be the
Public Officexr of the College.

£. The Assistant Secretary, if any, shall ecarry out

such duties on behalf of the College as may be assigned or
'delegated to him by the Board of Trustees, by the President

or by the Secretery. In the absence or disability of the

N EOR

’ Secretary, the Assistant Secretary shall discharge the duties
h of ﬁheASecretary.

ﬂ Rule 18 BExecution of Contracts

G Contracta, instruments of copveyance or.encumbrance, or other
/ .

obligations of the College may be exescuted and dolivered
on behalf of the College by any two (2) officers of the

—r

— -
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College unigas the Board of Trustess provides othervise
by general or special resolution.

ey
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Rule 19 :: Ordination

The College shall have full power and authority to oxrdain

minlgters, who shall be empowered to perform marriage

ceremonles, mdminister the ccnféssional, bury the dead, bapitlsme

practice splritual healing, give spiritusl advics, and
minigster %o the spiritual needs of cungregatlons and parishioners;
to revoke such status of ordained ministers &g@ to grant and
revoke such other degrees and certificates of attainment or
gqualifications as may be appropriate.
Rule 20 GCode of Ceonduct
This College shall ask and raequire from its’ ordained ministers
conformity with the following minister's code (known zs the
Scientology Auditor‘'a Code), relating to the spiritual ministr-
ation to, and guidance of, all parishioners and/or confessanta:
1 HEREBY PROMISE AS AN AUDITOR TO FOLLOW THE AUDITORS
CODE,
7. I promise not to evaluate for the preclear or tell him
what he should think about his case in sssslon,

2., I promise not to invalidate the preclesr's case or

gains in or out of session.
3. I promise to administer 6nly Standard Tech to a
preclear in a standard way. '
4. I promise to keep all auditing appointments once made.
5, I promise noi to process a preclear who has not had
sufficlient reat and vho ia physically tired.
6, I promise not to process & preclear who is improperly
fed or hungry. ,
7. I promise not to permit-afrequent change of auditors.
8. I promise not to sympathise with & proelear but te be

gffective. ¢
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9. 1 promise not to let the preclear end session on his

~ own determinism but to finish off those cycles I have begpun.

10, I promise never to walk off from a preclear in seasslon.
11, I promise never to get angry with a precleaf in

segsion.

12, I promise to run every major case action %o a
floating needlse.

13.1 promise never to run any one action beyond its .
floating needle.

“14. I promise to grant beingness to the preclear in
éeasion.

15, I promise not to mix the processes of Scientology
wlith other processes except when the preclear is physiocally
i1l and only medical meansg will serve.

‘16. I promise to maintain communication with the
pracleai and not to cut hig comm or permit him to overrun
in seasion.

17. I promise not to enter comments, expressiona or
enturbulence into a session that distrasct &.preclear from
his case. '

18. I promise’'to continue to give'the preclear the proocess
or avditing command when needed in session.

19, T promise not to let a preclear run a wrongly
understood command.

20. I promise not to explain, jusiify or make excuses
in session for any auditor mistakes whether real or imagined.

)21. I promise to eagtimate the current case state of a
preclear only by Standard Case Supervision data and not to -
diverge because of some imagined difforence in the case, |

22, 1 promise never to use the secrets of a prodloar

divulged in sesslon for punishment or personal gain.
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23. I promise never to falsify worksheets of a session,

24. I promise to see that any donation received for
processing is refunded following the policies of the
Claim Verification Board, if tho preclear 1s dissatisfied
and demands it within three months after the proecassing,
the only condition being that he may not again bo processed
or trained. .

25. I promise not to mdvocate Dianeties or Seisntology only
to cure illness or only to treat the insane, knoﬁing well they
were intended for spiritual gain, .

26, I promise to cooperate fully with the authorised
organisations of Dianetics and Sclentology in pafeguarding tho
ethicel use end practice of those subjects.

27. I promise to refuse to permit any being to be
injured..violently damaged, operated on or killed in ths
name of "mental treatment®,

28. I promise not to permit sexual libertigs or viol-
&tioﬁs of patients,

29, I promise to refuse to admit to the ranks of

practitioners any being who is insane.

Rule 21 Religious Orders

The College may establish and maintain religious orders, the
purpoaes of which shall be the carrying out of the religious
and administrative activities of this College. The specifile
functions and duties of such religlous orders, and of the

members of such orders, shall be a8 datermined and assigned

by the Board of Trustees in asccordance with the Scriptuves

and consistent with the purposes for . religlous orders
herein stated.

Accoptance of persona %nto the religious orders of the
College shall be governed by the epplicable Scriptures,

Fergons seeking agenpianes into a rsligious order of this

et v o
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Gollege shall enter into‘a covenant expreasing the individuals
desire and intent to devete himself %o accomplish the goals and
purpeses of this College and the Religion of Scientology.
A1l members of ths religious order shall agree to abids by the
policies of thiz Coullege, tha Seriptures, and these Rules.

Rule 22 Terminations

Membership, affilistion, charters, ordinations, certifications
or other special dispensations, or recognitions, shall
terminate, by direction of the Board of Trustees, for the
following causes:

2. Death,

b. Resignation,

c. Actlons deemed contrary to the principlest purposes,
aims, code, scclesiastical lebters, polieies, covenants,
agreements, bhe Rules of this College zndScientology.

Rule 23 Return of Property

Upon any termination, pursuant to Rule 22 then the person wvhoae
status has been termined shall be required immediately to return
to the College any and all real and personal property iaaued

to such person by this College.

Rule 24 Discretion'of Trustees .
Pursuant to the.Scriptyres, perticularly the ethics and justice

system of Sclentology, wmembership in a Religious Order,
ordination, or affiliation may be denied or revoked for cause
deemed to be sufficient by the Trustees in their sole

disecretion.

ARTICLE XI -~ BSeal

The College shall have & seal, the form of which shall bhe
determined and adopted by the Board of Trustees provided that ths
seal meets the requirements of the provisions of the Associations
Incorporation Act 1956-1965 ;r any other laws of the Stete of
South Australis applicable from time to time.
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ARTiCLEjXEI - Amendments

These Rules may be amendeduor repealed and new Rules adopted

by unanimous vote of the Board of Trustees.

oo
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vhich wes lodged with the Corporate Affairs Commission
in South Australia on the .-+ .day of ‘3'\_;13
: 18 DA
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REGISTRATION BY AN OVERSEA COMPANY

{Pursuant to seciion 407 of the Companies Aot 1948)
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List of Documents delivered fe the Registrar of Compuains
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damrrein gesecmtrremvie seas cqepad

a Company incorporated in *  _ UV AGTHALIn

and which has w place of business within Great Britain at. . 08, FUbdeiss

GOURT RUAD, LONDON W.l.

(4) A ocertified oopy of the Constitution and General kules
of the Comp, nye

Vo e b e

{A) A certified copy of the Charter, Statutes or Momorandum and Artioles of the Uompuny,
or olher instrument eonstituting . Tefining the constitution of the Company, and, if the fnnteninni
tg mot writlen in the Bnglish language, o certified translgtion thercof.

The copier and lranglations (§f any) ebove-mentioncd must be eertifird in & o
presoribed in paragraphs  end b of the Compandes (Forms) Order 1049, as mumrndhal o TN A
Form).

(B) A Hst of the directors and secretary of the Company, contuini. . .
and georetary the particulars required by section 407 (2) of the Gompiye:- 40 tv - s,

(C) The namee and addresses of some one ar snore persona resiilent v viveal Rritain cuthorised
to accept on behalf of the Qompany serviee of process and any notices required o be served on the
Oompany.
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(B)

List and Particulars of the Directora and wecretary ol the
Company, pursuant io Section 407 of the Companias act 1y48

(0} List of the Names and Addresses of Persons resident in
Gregt britain authorised to accept on benalf of the CUompany sexnvice
of process and any notioces regquired to be served on the Company,
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27151 QIR - Doerbion wnd lertharship
sag5ion Y. Location

{ - s - . . e
TMe npmineinsl office of Yhe Church of Beientolowy Jalirimusg

- . . . . N
f4qea#%9a—9e%%eﬁe—wi%%—%ﬁ—5i%ﬁﬁtﬁd—ﬁ%—%gL?ﬁiﬁsﬁqj—ﬁtzw:t

‘deleide, SO0Q0, or wmah othe~ vlage within the 3tat

e e & ermpde wme

Jouth Aushralia as shall b2 dehawnined

rusteas.

3schiion 2. embershin

1. The “lamberahin will ewnirte b7 writre AScerion to

the Board of Mrustees b¥ or on behalf of the - ~ er

in auestion.

2, Thoge members who do not pay thei™ contributions

R nfter havine besn requested Lo do zo on two occasions

rnay Be exclnded from theCollege.

. The members of the Collese shall ha Aivided inte 4o

classes of members namely "Thurch Hembars" and Student

Hembers". Slach "Church MNerber® s* 411 have one vote

only on any resolution oroposed in emmeral wmectinzx.

"Student; lismhars" shall not he ontitled %o wvoke on

any resolukion nromoged in mrnemtl meeting.
“Gurch Mombers" awo 1listed horeunderv:

Church of Sciontoloy Tnoornavaked (2nstraija)

frnrgh of Seiantnlnry A0SH (Denma;*3
Thurch of 3niarkolnsy Balrium

Chnreh of Sgientolors Brisish Tnlmyie
Treh of 3eientinlory Conanha o
Tnreh nf Selantolaty Danmaw

Twmre AF jgiankelosr Twaspgp

fmvelhy af iaiankelacsr Geranry

Moenah of Clndratnlnes Cinl =4

e AR et : . . — e

i

L pimertdd wil Ay
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fubhard the Founder of the rell 2on o ﬁﬁ% pﬂ%sqﬁ%”%ﬁg”

‘sontribute funds or other srobariy-£o)iHe! t’:blle%e pi%-m

Thuraeh oF Secientoloay tlontreaal

Jhureh of TScientolony Ottaua

Thurch of 3cientolo=w 3outh Africa Pty Tne
Choreh of 3ecientolomy Sweden

Church of Scientolary Toronto

Hubbard Foundation Hnotland : i ¢

e Board of Trusiess in i%s &igovetianimgw resolve
“hat the number nf “Church Membérs“!may}bé‘sncreasaa
and thak gdditionsl “Ohunch llembhera® wre be adnitred
o the Tollerse nrovided fhat énch_pex&ong'ﬂﬁfirm’and
atheara . S0 the Greod gl dOGﬁ”‘H&S of‘Sa&@nﬁwﬂegy as

formalated by I. Won. dubbahﬂ‘ﬁne féuﬂ@erbo? ﬁhﬁ ";,:w' ‘

relimion. A "'Smdem. r&em‘ae:f:“ shaﬂl oonst:,tu'be &, . f."

“ RERX K2
. . w 1 s _, N

f .w 4.
s\"'li

doctrines of Scﬁen+olomy aa fovmnihhéd by ﬁ. va-.@j”

,-ﬂ-"
.'l"

vided thas person affirms adl:spenge’ to ﬁhm ﬂreed an "f f““fl

.
o b

doctrlnes aforesaid.
A member will cewdse ta he ]iahle ‘o nake conurlbutlons H

to the Association as from the date of hls deabh @n in : S
the case of a corporate member as from the date on

whzch procesdings for dissolution of the corporate

meﬁber soumences. Neither the lexal personal repres-
entative of a deceased member nor %the liguidabor of

a corporation in liquidation shall exercigs r- A

of membership on behalf of & deceasad = v



‘nw dispnie as to mertbership and in particular any ilanyte

28 to whisther a meaber i5 affirnmin~ atherenc: to *an Oreed
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Jubbard the Founder of 3 : religion zhaoll be sormained
7 he Board of Trustces in accordsance with vrincinles
of natural justice. “ha Board of Trustecs may ir a propar

case oxclude a member from nembership.

Contributions. ' !

P Sepln . S

The Mombers of the Colleme will contribute neriodically \
such an amount as will be determined by the Boand of et

Trustees for thepurposs of covéring its disbursements.

e

ABmIOLE m0Q -~  Objects -of uhe @blrggeo o
3ection 1. Rell%ldﬁ' Oﬁ S éhfd‘log‘y

he (olleme exists for bhe bénefitnef the nublxo a%

\.‘ - :.'_ .

||Q

‘,‘ S :_.-‘\_, ‘,,;"\i

Creed of the rellmlon of Scxentg&@gy'throughaubrv&e'waj%@

"n Y

for the instruction of nembers of the Omlleg

"‘.l.-

delegates in the docurlnes and Creed.EI aclentalaﬁvn

41%h
theobject of attaining thls end the Collewn may provade
funds for setting up in proper oqses llbmarlns, chapela,;.'fA 
benevolent Instltutlons, Charltable Instltutlons, Schqols;'

Study Centres, and any other forms of educational and R

e e
. ’ et
e me mm e Sa G s w Sgerbeygas st S

reformine establishment. Additionally the Collepe may'

provide funds to be uhilised in *he publicétion‘of books
and other literature whollvy and exclusively for the pur-
pose of furthering the doctrines and Oreed of the said
relirion. The College may also nvwovide funda ko H- ukilised
in +the srant of scholarshins to enablae parzon: ~n¥ tha

relirtion and Creed of Scientolo~y.
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{e) Mhat all med have 1na13enable rights to uhalr an irve‘

FeLleving TRavy rRan's oesy evidence o1 Lo 13 TIBe S0

he finds withir himsel? and trustins with Endurine Fnith
that the Authov of Ghe bnxverse 1n+en¢-L1re o thrivae
4ithin it, the Collene is formed "o a3spouse such evidanse
of the Buvreme Beinw and Spirit as mav be knowable to Han
and by their use the Callere hoprs Yo brinm a mreatain
tranquility So thz State snd better order and survival

To Man upon this planet.

Jection 3. The Creed

To teach and expound ths beliefs:

(a) That all men of whatever race, colour or c¢reed were

created with equal rights.

(b) rha» all wen havs 1na¢1enab3e ri&hts 56 the;r own: - L ‘4

ell rious practlcos and ‘helr performadee. o R

(8) Thet &E1 men
(&) mhai all jen

defence.

! . "-'r‘-:'.. #‘-.

(£).. That.all men navclnallpnaol@ r;*hts tQ coﬁbei e%i'i{

\

choose, asslst and supnort +hex¢ own Orvanlsaflpns,
churches and ﬂove“nmen+s.b_

() That all men have 1na11enable r1¢h+s to thlnk freel?,
to talk freely, bo write freelv their own opinlons
and £0 counter or utter or write uvon theoplnlons
of others. |

(n) That all men have inalienable rights to the creation
of thair own kind.

(i) That the souls of men have the righté of men.

(j) That the study of the mind and the healine of mentally
caus, ' iils shouvld not be alienated from =»1°
or coandoned in nnn rceligious fieldn.

(k) And thab no amencr tesa than fa” ~ - 7 5o nownr £0

~nsocnd or geh rnide these »i-hitu, ovortir or covertly.



{1} That he iz soskins o ~pmriva

Y ) Mn% Rda enmrival Aaonardn pman hi ceal Foend s

hiq

210 0ya ~nl i a-cadems of Do hamhiaad itk Ve

L
T!’yy;i HE oA
(2} Mok tholaws of Aol £ onid Howr
o daghror his oum tinA
o destroy the ganmity of onathon
flo drera om manlovy e amotiize's zend
. o dentnor ar wedvee the cunvival of eng's sorprniang
. or ong'a mroup
L

(p) “hat %he aspirit esn bz saved, and

- €g) “thet the spirit tlone nmay cave or ne2l the body.

Section 4. Relicdous Umity

g expound the .egsensial unitv'ﬁf'aii rélisgions end religious
faith ﬂnd the existerce of A sxnﬁie Subreﬂe Suneth 131 Powver.

-

ﬁnﬁ Gﬁneﬂil ﬂul .
‘ﬂpump@se ”fﬁﬁu Pheﬁl"-iﬁhéiﬁﬁﬁﬁ?%n Od of the reXlirzion
7 Bede sology ahd %o nateip B'ﬂnxty of docfran veaghing 4nd

N "..- ... .o . -

pch*lce uz*k anv such.vhm cb._y

‘Bacsion S. Sis*er 001’03@& and Cﬁwrchav.

%o recogriso md fra
Chﬂtdh aad othep ings
'0§gect8 to those gel out

ternelly co—Oﬂevnte thh any GolleJa aaé
on which se'«ks %o achiove sinilor

geetion 2. tgt ablizhnent of Institutions

o ez ﬁbllsh and cherter libravies, schnols, instituhes,
sepinaries, chapela, subordingfe collees and other nlrces
%o encournge %he learning, ntrdr ond practice of the fzith
o7 Seiontolosy.

Section 2. Itudr of witereture, 3cience rmmd aliodan,

© o promoke rad annmmraca the study of likewsin... 7 mina

A I

.

and, angs with o viayw o She waserren Ante

ralicion, philozonhry <l nalenge.
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PRt h E LTS LN T A caandl 'ine <+t Tair mipns Lthg

rrinn nf husdnons e aeh taatieee,

L) o nltar maA rmans g dang ritehicg apA Cargwal
elan wlth Ty cpeneyal of “he Frscldamd am o hie
Antasepe ~mQridgd ane nelayne nlLcvmidngs A cwmandl
mart fg ogonnanany yith She lregd af tha rnlicdan of
Sodantola~r an Tawagleted T tha fonadan o7 Sha
reli ~den I, Yan Fuhhepd,

(8} Yo 12 e, linr "nd sqend Specinl mle3 not innon-
giatont it the Jongtitution and Censersl wlas ror:

(1) "he more precise exposilion of ths inkemtion
&€ ~he Jonshitution ond Cenernl Bules.

(ii) The provisicm of stording oxdars:$o¥ ivs own
neetinng and other beodiks otreated by ths Chn-
stitubtion =nd "rneral Rales oF Emeclb'i Hulos
nele tqere'.mder. R ' T

"
PR

{iii) “he colling of héebims: xsh"gei' b"m\ Gonati*'utixpn
ond Genoral Rules md*‘t?rg" _"'r of “ho%ices wwid
waiver of motices fox m:'c'tl» nea‘gﬁaﬁ

e . (iv) e esteblishing of- w bod.g 1hshin: the oliscty
] of the Oollese def’ out An. i;h»qﬁmsh;tfz‘hmﬁ awd
. General ﬂules not of;herwise ;m:@m,dee}. for.

(v) The oharter end sdminstretiow of Shapeis,
auberdinste Colleges and other bhodleg:

(vi) ‘The execution of any autBority vested im the
Bonrd of Trustees by law or the Constitusion and
P } Geperal Rules.

(2) T hudget and collect contributions from nmabare of

‘ e Colleme for *1@ purposs of coverin~ the digorvrge-
“ents ond in “hian context the Moord of Trugtass
£hall hnve full discretion in the adcinishvation

M3 povkiculor ~3>+licntion of the fundt of “this
Jollens.
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(n)

(1)

SEOQTION 4, President.
‘The President shall be selected by the General

(a)

()

(e)

(d)

8.

To tranafer Yo a fund any surplus of reoelpts
nd sums recuivable over expensea and suns
avmamsees MmAd jums expondsble or other surpluses
ond %0 an~ly such fund 8t ifs discrefiiom in
<educing futnre subsoriptions and contributions
of members Howards expenras &na sums expendable
in subsequont papiods provided that expsnses
which have been incorporated in buydgels of the
Association shell be taken into egcount in fixing
contributions from members as well ss contingent
lisbilities and fubure and deferred capital
exnenditure.

Bo ensure that the Collene does not eonzazse in
any sctivity whieh is suscep¥ihle of being
congtrued as trede activity in Awstralie or in
any othar territery in which the .Oollege may
from time tio time have m;v form of divect ow
indirgct presence. :

To ensure that no subsbenbikl- I*ar-‘é of the
activity of the College ghell be designed To
influence the legislatidn of any territoxy dn
which 4t hes 8 direct orf indirset présemce of
to influence a political cawpaign in sueh twmii:owy-
or fio promote propegenda im any such i?_er»m.tgrs.

moebine from smongst the Board of Trusiees and
shall hold office until his death or resignabion.
The President shall selegct & Vice Presidernt from
smongst the Board of Trustees within six

calendar montha of his Heking office and in the
sbgence of his making such a selection the Boaxd
of ?"rustees will select the Vice President who
will hold office a2 if had been selected by

the President.

The President shall be the Chief Dxecuntive

Officer and the Spiritusl Head of th~ '™

The President will edminister the
the Board of Trustees is not six. - t
The President or his delegate shall ba the :
Cheirmon of «l) mestings he attends within the

Collera unlans ha dslecates hia suthority to

the Vice Presidont oxr a menbar of the Board

of Truntaes.




9.

(e} fTho Pracident o~ i3z 4cioazere sh211 nos vots at
oh o mestn 0% %he Board of Tuaste=s or any
othaer hodr araated urder £he Tonstibution and
Gemorel lules pwovidad that in the cegs of a2n
ennalify of vokag he or his Aaiaveko rhold
have a castine vote.

¢ SEATION 5. Vice Prmesidsnt cnd Resident Trustee.

g (8) The Vice President shall hold offics un%il
death, resicnniion or avpersescion.

! (») Tve Vice Presideni; shall be the Chaiwnagn of

eveny moeting within the Sollege in the abs ence
of the Poesidant.

(¢) "“han achine es Ragident Trustese ss Hhe President’s
delagate he will have all the powers of the )
£ President save those attributable bo vhe Spirit-
< val Bead of the College.
(4) The Vice President shall bz responsible to vhe
President and Sverd of Trustoees for the admin~
tgtration of the Collegé,

SEITICN &, Becretary.

(a] "The Secretary shall be selegted by the Board of
Trustees with the consent of the Pregident opr
his delegate from amongst the Board of Trusbees.

(b) The Becretary shall hold office until his death,
resicgnafion, excommunication, supersesaica or
until he fails to qualify as a Fublic Officer
by reapon of any relevent stétutory enactment.,

(c¢) The Secretary shall be responsible Lo the
President or his dnlegate and shsell prepsre,
gign end cause to be mailed all written notices
of meetings, prepare and meintain the minutes
of all meetings of the Board cf Trustees and the
meetings of other College bodies and promptly _ *

. provide the President or his delegabe with
copies of all resclutions af the Board of
Trustees or of other Jollege hodies.

e e

SECTION 7. Treasurer. i
(a)" ‘The Trecgurer shall be gslected by h: o - :
Trusteea from amongst the Boawd of * - ~ ?
(k) The Preasurer ghall hyld offin. - < unath, . 4
resigrnabion extcommunication or i~ - <7 inn, K

(¢) The Tronsurer shall snnuslly veviaew the financial
condition o7 the Collage -nd shall ropary his
findingas ~nd renonmendations tu the President
or M3 delesate vhanevar elther of thom paquont swnh



. o

of 1nmicer, donocit clips and other Zocumsnts
»efleesine the derosit of monies or finnp~i-l
bransactions in whish the Colless is involved
end make snuch periodic reports to $he Board of
Trostees as 3% may request.

LSEETICH 8, General Meatine,

The ordinary general meeting will take place every
year at & place to be determined by the Board of
Trusztees. The members or their representatives will
be convaned to the meetin: by a notice displayed ab
the mesistered offisc of the College thirhy doys hefoxe
the merving is due to take place. Addivionally Chuarch
ilembars will be notified of +the meoting by rogist-
ered letter thirty dsys before the da%e on which the
meeting is due to teke place.
Section 9. Arenda ab General Heetinje
The followinr matters will be consgidered at the
General Meeting in conjunction with any other
relevant matier:
(i) The consideration of the annual report and the
annusl account os well as the auditor's neport.

| K4
h

(ii) Phe nomineation snd mec2ll of the lMembers of the
Board of Trustees.

(iii)The nomination and recall of the anditor or
anditors of She Agzocietion.

Resolu<tions shall “e faken when a quorum is present
which for the purpose of the Article shall consist

of a majority of the Church Members for the time being
or their representatives and resolutions shall be
carried by a simple magjority of Chuwrch Members and in
the event of an inensuality of votes, the Fresident shall
have the caéting vote., :

Section IOC. Election of Board of Trustees.

The Genefsl Meeting elects the Board of “rustees and
thé President. The Ppard shall consist of not more
than five members of which one shall be President.
The Board shall formulate the >ver-riding policy

of the Association which shall accord at all i

. with the Creed and doctrines of the meliiom oi
Bcientology as founded by L. Ron Hubbuey+! ¢ sfonuder
of the Relirion.
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Il.
“ha torxd takas ¢he rasolntions whun a juorm ic

fresent wrich for Yhe purose of this Artiale

consista of a mojfori’r of “he Jmainrs har holdin-

ol ~nn,

340701 XY, Tuna+iony of “he Dot of Tountaes.
‘"¢ Beard of Yrusbess prasents the snruel repert end
the an-ual account to “he Goersl llesting. IV
enacts Khe mules Ffor “he ioplanentation o2 the
Agsocistion's palicious and eucationyl funchions
A for theda vurvoses *he 3oord is entitled ko
wake end promula~te re~ulnyions vhich ahall hen
Form an intewtl pary of thiq comg*ibution.

Section 12, Audibow,
The Genexzl “eabins nominates every yeor one sudikor,

Section I3. Aelisious Yeax.

The reli~ious yezr will bg the calendar year. The
antual raport and the unnual account will be pres—
ented. every yagr on or about the 30th June and the
General Heetin~ will teke place on or about the
Ist., August of each year.,

Seotion I, Modificationd.

The reculations of the Aggoc ation can be amended
wpoa resolubion of the General Meating., If the
Henbers propose any anendment of the revulations
they will present i% to the Bowxrd of Trustees ab
lenzt & months before the Geheral Meeting tsking
place. Mo amendment shall be entertained unless

it is consonant with the Creed mnd doctzines of She
religion of SBeienbology as founded by L* Ron Hubbard.

ARTICLE 4, Institutionse.

8eation I. -’ Bstablishaent.

The Board of Trustéea shall establish such semlinaries
schools, study centres and other inssvitutes of
leaxning at¥ such timey and places as it deens
advisable, provided +that such establishments exist
for the furtherance of the religion of Scientolory.

Section 2. Toaching Foculty.

Thao Barrd of Trustees shnll aproin® rouv' s

to $hr teoschin~ facul¥ies of es¥ahlinn Lo
Lo sus™ paviod of time mnd on ansh Sy pa T8 deams
neceonery for T bathernant of rezsoxah, edus~himm
and akyder,




v Is?o

ATIOLS #IVE, " Bubomdinate Jollszes.
Saction T Bahaohlichmen

e Bogwd of Trustees shall hy Chrrtar egheblish
such subordinate Colleses »nd shudy oronps, annoint
such officery to ademinister “henm on such tevwrs

As it deems necesnary fom the pwonasation of the

Section 2. Nomes.

Ths names of such guaodinate Colleces or sbtudy
vs shall ba fiwaght aporoved dy the Board of
Mrustens.

Szction 3. Bylowsg.

The members of such suboxdinate Jollezes or study
groups may adopt such bylaws as are consistond

with this Constitution and General Rules or Special
Rules mede thereunder as the Board of Prustees

may ratify for linited spplication vo such suwbord-
inste Colleses or syudy srouvps.

ARTICLE STX. Dissolution. )
TMhe "Board of Trustees . hnall be aubborised at any
tie to dissolve the College in whole ov in part
subject to the melevant statubory provisions. Any
gurplus assets will be transferred to a person

which exists wholly and exclusively for the purpose
of furthering the doctrines snd Oreed of the religion
of Scienbology as fornulated by its Founder,

I'. Ron Eubbard. '

ARTTIOLE SEVEN. Interpretation.

~

Secfion L. General.

Unless the context othervise requires, the singular

shall include the plural and vice versa and the

masculine shall include the feminine gender,

Section 2. Particular.,

The definitionsof this section are to assish i+~ "

interpretation of this constitution and fov.. o

(2) "Special Rule® means a Rule pasc~i L "2 taupd
“of Trustees, and "By law" mora.t :- aln pabified
by the Board of Tiustees:



()

()

A~y

v
M
P)

"The Colleze" unless the contert otherwise
“mequires vedng the Churczh of 3cienkolory
mliszioun Tdusotion Collese.

"elirion" mesns the system, wonship and
"human redornition of superhumen controlling
pover and the effect of this on the conduct
of . » humen beincs,




-

| HEREBY CERTIFY thar this'is a trye copy of a document
which was lodged in the office of the Registrar of Com-
panles foir South Australla on the i day of Ockooer-

19 e
GIVEN under my hand and seal ar Adelalde this =
day of “Decemnes i

C’fW

Deputy REGISTRAR OF COMPANIES
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