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A) No. The bill provides for tax relief for parents
who choose to send their children to private schools, in

recognition of the fact that these parents pay federal, state

- - -

and local taxes tha ipport the ’ b
law, these parents are faced with a choice between paying twice
for their childr a's education or sending their chilqren to
schools with whose values or educational policies they may
sincerely disagree. The benefits provided by this bill are
thus tax credits, not subsidies; and they are received by
taxpayers, not by schools. The bill explicitly recognizes that
schools receiving payments for which taxpayers subsequently
claim credits are n~+ thereby render 1 recipients of federal

financial assistance.
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2/Tax Credit Bill

He called upon Congress to give enactment of the bill "the
highest priority."

The bill would provide tuition tax credits to parents whose
children attend nonpublic elementary and secondary schools. Only
parents who send their children to tax-exempt, nonprofit,
educational institutions at the elementary i 4 2:condary level
could claim the credit. In no case could people who send
their children to schools that discriminate on the basis of race,
color or national origin claim the credit.

Following is the text of the statement by Msgr. Hoye:

"I welcome the introduction of President Reagan's
tuition tax credit bill in the 98th Congress and I urge
its speedy enactment. Nonpublic schools mak an 1ormous
contribution to the country's well being by providing a
quality education to millions of youngs 's including,
in many cases, the severely disadvantaged, while at the
same time saving taxpayers millions of dollars annually.

It is high time that the parents who support these schools,
often at the cost of great personal sacrifice, got some
assistance in return.

I expect that the nonpublic school community, its
supporters and all fair minded people will rally around
this legislation and ma} the urgency of their concern
felt by Congress. We have waited a long while. It is
now time for some action,”
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March 21, 1983

Dear Mr. President:

I wish to express my gratitude and also the deep
appreciation of the parents of the children attending non-
public schools for your strong leadership in sending to the
Congress the important legislation entitled "Educational
Opportunity and Equity Act of 1983." This is an historic
moment in the history of the United States and you will
always be remembered for the effort that you are making in
this matter. It 1s so important that parents and their
children are able to exercise their freedom of choice in
education and thereby to encourage the rich diversity in
education in our country.

I shaze with you your deep concern for the quality
of education for all of our nation's children and we are
doing all that we can to support this legislation.

With prayerful good wishes, I am

Very sincerely vy u;s Py

¥+ ) e U v.f\é\. /
Archbishop of New York

d

The Honorable Ronald W. Reagan
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500
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March 21, 1983

Dear Mr. President:

I wish to express my gratitude and also the deep
appreciation of the parents of the children attending non-
public schools for your strong leadership in sending to the
Congress the important legislation entitled "Educational
Opportunity and Equity Act of 1983." This is an historic
moment in the history of the United States and you will
always be remembered for the effort that you are making in
this matter. It is so important that parents and their
children are able to exercise their freedom of choice in
education and thereby to encourage the rich diversity in
education in our country.

I sharé with you your deep concern for the quality
of education for all of our nation's children and we are

doing all that we can to support this legislation.

With prayerful good wishes, I am

. /
Very sincerely yours, ; / - /
/ i ’
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- Arch op of New York

The Honorable Ronald W. Reagan
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500
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errective way ot giving these citizens a real choice. While

most parents undoubtedly would continue i choose to send their

children to public schools, some would opt to place their children

in private schools if costs were less pro-“‘hitive.

cnildren an opportunity denied them for much too long. The in-
direct benefits are even greater. The competition between public
and private schools would mostly help to reintroduce quality and
effective standards back into the public system.

Robert J. Valero
Senior Research Assistant
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June 29, 1983
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The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The Supreme Court's decision in Mueller et al. v. Allen
(No. 82-195, June 29, 1983) is a positive forecast for the future
of tuition tax credits in;the United States. Your leadership on
this i1ssue and your efforts to make quality education a priority
in your Administration are to be commended.

Although the Court, in all probability, has answered the
question whether tuition tax credits are permissible, there are
several very important distinctions between the Minnesota law,
which the Court upheld, and the pending tuition tax credit legis-
lation. The most significant distinction, in my opinion, is the
availability of the deduction for all Minnesota parents with
children in elementary and secondary schools. The Court relied
heavily upon the neutrality of the Minnesota statute to distinguish
Nyquist, 413 U.S. 756, and uphold its constitutionality.

Other characteristics of 8§290.09(22) argue
equally strongly for the provision's
constitutionality. Most importantly, the
deduction 1s available for educational
expenses incurred by all parents, including
those whose children attend public schools
and those whose children attend non-sectarian

private schools or sectarian private schools.
(Page 8)

Judging from the reliance the Court placed upon this provision
of the Minnesota law, it is my belief that your legislation must
provide tax credits for both public and private school tuition to
be constitutional.

If a tuition tax credit program 1s to succeed 1t cannot be
restricted to families with children ' rolled in non-governmental
organizations. The program must be struct ed as governmental
tax policy aid to all children--not just t se who patronize a
certain class of institution.




The President
June 29, 1983
I e Two

Tuition tax credits are not a trade-off between public and

1Vvi ton, Effective consumer cholice can only exist in
el v ( mt 1
access to alternatives, nc rnment and non-

government systems, but more importantly, among differing systems
within each sector. Tuition tax credits are not an excuse to weaken
traditional governmental support for the 'public school" system. On
the contrary, a commitment to consumer choice means a recommitment
to the principles underlying that support.

Our goal must be to expand consumer choice and return financing
alternatives to the real decisionmakers -- the parents. We cannot
afford, from either a policy perspective or a constitutional per-
spective, to discrimlinate among consumers.

For these reasons, I will offer an amendment on the Senate
Floor to extend the tax credit to families with children in school--
public or private. Although this amendment was not adopted when I
offered it at the Senate Finance Committee Mark-Up, I believe the
Court's decision now mandates adoption of this amendment.

I also intend to work to see this legislation expanded to include,
not only tuition, but also fees, books, and transportation. This
change would enhance the pending legislation by bringing it closer
to the Minnesota law.

If we are to have a serious and informative debate on this issue
in the Senate, I believe it is imperative that my amendments be )
adopted. I hope that you will be supportive when that time arises.

Thank u very much.

Aspectfully

Dave Durertberger
United States Senator
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US. 510 (1928). Nor should T think that This would be true, even though the state In  set aside last j'euﬁ"nargw CAB _declsion.

those who have done so well without this
ald would want to see this eeparation be-
tween ehurch and state broken down. If the
state may ald these religious schools. it may

“ therefore regulate them Many groups have

sought ald from tax funds only to find that
it carried political controls with it. Indéed.
this Court has declared that ‘It iz hardly
lack of due process for the government to
regulate that which it subsidizes."” - .v>+*

“But in any event, the great purpases of
the Constitution do not depend on the ap-
proval ‘or convenlenee of those they re-
straln.*

Justice Rutledge made these ohservntlom
in his dizsent in Everson v. Board of Educa-
tion, 330.U.8. 58-60 (1947): " § -

“No one consclous of religious values can
be unsympathetic toward the burderi which
our coastitutlonal separatlon puts on par-
ents who deslre religious instruction mixed
with secular for their children. They pay
taxes for others’ children’s education, at the
same tlme the added cost of instructlon far
thelr own. Nor can one happily see benefits
denied to children which others recejve, be-
cause In conscience they or their parents for
them dwlre a different kind of tralning
others do not demand.” ST -

“But if those feelings should prevall,
there would be an end to our historic consti-
tutional policy and command. No more
unjust or discriminatory in fact is it to deny
attendants-at religlous schools the cost of
their transportation than it Is to deny them
tuitions, sustenance for their teachers, or
any other educational expense which others
recelve at public cost. Hardship in fact there
is which none can blink. But, for assuring to
those who undergo it the greater, the most
comprehensive freedom, it is one written by
design and firm intent into our basic law.”

“Of course discrimination in the legal
sense does not exist. The chfid attending
the religious school has the same right as
any other to attend the public school. But
he foregoes exercising it because the same
guaranty which essures this freedom forbids
the public school or any agency of the state
to give or aid him In securing t.he re]lgions
(nstruction he seeks.”

“Were he to sccept the common lchool.
he would be the first to protest the tesching
there of any creed or faith not his own. And
it Is prexisely for the reason that their at-
mosphere {8 wholly secular that children
are not sent to public schools under the
Pierce docirine. But that iz a constitutional

. necexsity, because we have staked the very

existence of our couniry on thé€ faith that
complele separation between the state and

religiog is best for the state and best for re-,

ligion.

"Thu‘pollcy nw&.uﬂy entails ha.rd;hlp.
upon persons who forego the right to educs- .

tional advantages the state can supply In
order to secure others it Is precluded from
giving. Indeed this may hamper the paremt
and the child forced by conscience to that
cholece. But it does not make the state un-

- neutral to withhold what the Constitution

forbids it to give. On the contrary it is only

® Dby observing the prohibition rigidly that the

state can maintain its neutrality and avoid
partisanship in the dissensions Inevitable
when sect opposes sect over demands for

_public moneys to further religious educa-

tion, teaching or training (n any form or
degree, directly or iIndirectly. Like St. Paul's
freedom, religious liberty with a great prioe
must be boughit And for those who exercise
it most fully, by insisting upon religious
education for thelir children mixed with sec-
ular, by the terms of our Constitution the
pnce Is greater than for others.”

“The problem then cannot be cast in
terms of legal discrimination or its absence.

Yo .~

. THE AIR TRAVELERS SECURITY

glving aid should treat all religlous instruc-

tion alike. Thus, if the present statute and

H.R. 2053 would do just this, vacate that de-
clsion and provide immunity for the current

fts application were shown to apply equally relationship between travel agents md the
to all religlous schools of whatever faith, yet alrline Industry.”

in the light of our tradition it could not-

stand. For then the adherent of one creed’
still would pay for the support of another,
the chfldless taxpayer with others more for-
tunate. Then too there would seem 1o be no -
bar to making appropriations for transpor-
tation and other expenses of children at-
tending public or other secular schools,
after hours in separate places and classes
for their excluslvely religlous {nstruction.
The person who embraces no c
would be foroed to pay for teaching what he
does not believe. Agaln, it was the furnish-
ing of “‘contributions of money for the prop-
agation of opinlons which he disbelieves’
that the fathers outlawed. That conse-
guence and effect are not removed by multi-

plying

also

to ell-inclusiveness the sects for

Other witnesses thls mOmlng will mon
than cover, the many arguments related to
H.R. 2053 and its Senate companion, 8. 764. -
My brief remarks focus on what I believe
will be the outcome . . . if Immunity from
antitrust statutes is not maintained for the
Alr Transport Conferswe. a

Let's take the precedent of eo-called rm
deregulations. I supported deregulation of
the airline tndustry and the sunset of the
Civil Aeronautics Board. I had hoped that
deregulation would encourage a healthy
competition among carriers 1 had hoped
that short-haul carriers would fill fn on
those routes that were le&s thm-lucmuve

for major airlinea. 4
That's what I had hoped. What we got

which support is exacted The Constitution Was: a suicida) rate war amnong the airlines
requires, not comprehensive identification in which cut-rate prices made it attractive

of state with religlon, but complete separs-

uoﬂ.' X

= ACT OF 1983

4

) Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, yes-
terday, the Senator fram Tennessee
(Mr. Sasser) and I appeared before
the Aviation Subcommittee of the
House Public Works and Transporta- ~
tion Committee to testify in favor of
the Air Travelers Security Act (H.R.
2053 and S. 765). -

This is one of the most important

to go froin Washington to Miami—but both
costly and Inconvenient to go from Wash-
ington to Chattanooga; a rate war that con-
tributed to the demise of Bruniff airlines; a
rate war that still threatens the basic stabll-
ity of the industry. L K

No one in the Congress really wants W
regulate ance again the routes or rate struo- ~

-tures of airlines. But there s stfong senti-

ment toward that direction—unless the air-
lines can exerclse restralnt and eommon
sensé on their own

That kind of industry self-restrafnt,’ thlt.
kind of working and workable.arrangement,
is already in operation in the relationship
among travel agents and the airlines. l sny‘

proderegulation, proconsumer rights;— letit continue to work. , _.

procompetition bills to come before
the Congress in some time. It is a bill
which Insures that the consumer is
protected from fraud in the marketing
of travel accommodations while at the
same time the opportunities for com-
petition in the marketing of travel ac-
commodation are made unlimited. -

.8o that all Senators may have the
opportunity to gain a broader under-

‘standing of this Important measure, I

ask that the statements made by the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER)
and myself 'be printed in full in the
REcCORD.

_.The statements foll ow: s
&mm Jna SASSER—STATENMENT Oon H.R.

2053 Brrore THE CoMMITTEX oN Pusuc

WORES AND TRANSPORTATION, Smoum

TEX ON AVIATION

Mr. Chalrman, I want to thank you for
this opportunity to discuss, along with Sen-
ator Warner—with whom 1 co-chair the
g:m.be Tourlsm Caucus, my views on HR.

I suppose 1 couid sum up what I have to
say, Mr. Chalrman, by posing as a question
the title of a popular song of the 1860°s, Do
You Enow The Way to San Jose?”

I am sure that you do. But someone from
my home state of Tennessee probably
wouldn't know. They would probably con-
tact their local travel agent in order to learn
the quickest way. Likewise, the people from
your home district in San Jose would prob-
ably have to contact thelr travel agent if
they wanted to visit the ‘“Home of the
Blues” on Beale Street in Memphis or the
Grand Ol' Opry In Nashville.

The problem is this: the abllity of people
_ to find the way o San Jose, or to Memphls,
or to Nashville, s golng to be serlously

threatened come Jargiry 1884—if we don't ,°

‘The last thing we need is another epl.sode
of suicidal competition among airlines and
travel agents. But I submit that this js ex- .
actly whet could happen should the CAB
ruiing be allowed to stand. . -

I am concerned, too, about the economlc
impact to my state should the CAB dedslon
be effected. = -

The more than 1,000 people worklxu at”
travel agencies in Tennessee were responsi-
ble last year for $195 million in alrline book-
ings. The payroll derived from booking com-
missions and the tax revenues these agen- -
cles generated for federa), state and local”
governments represent scores of ‘millions
more in posmve economlc meact for _our,
state., . o .r

So, it comes down to this: common sense
tells us it would be Moglcal not to ect on the
CAB ruling: egonomic sense tells us it would
be too costly not to act. -

1 therefore urge this subcommittee to nd.
and to act favorably and qulekh on HR.
2053

-

TESTIMONY OF Sznu'bn JorR W. 'Wu&n:l
BEFORE THE AVIATIOR SUBCOMMITTER
Hovusz Pmuc WoRrES COMMITTER

>

ThankyomMrChalmm SN > I
1 appreciate the’ oourtesy you have ex-
tended Senater Sasser and me, as the pd-.
mary- Senate sponsors of the’ A.lr Travelers .

Security Act, to testify before the Aviation
Subcommittce on this very impartant travel

and tourism, consumes rights legislation
There are some critical Issues surrounding -

this measure which I {eel must be examined

more fully. The general g d the par-

ties interested in the outcome of this debate

must have every opportunity to completely

understand these issues. They are:

(1) “Excluslvity,” and P

(2) Antitrust immunity.” -






