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Dear Friend of the Communicator:

Many of the people in our churches close to Washington, D.C. had the privilege
of attending the first Family Forum in 1980.

We were so richly blessed that I have asked the Free Congress Foundation to
send a brochure to you for your consideration,

The Forum will present many of the church leaders concerned with returning
America to a nation of which God can be proud. Many Senators and Repre-
sentatives will also share first-hand information which will give us encourage-
ment to fight the good fight.

Please consider attending. The church must speak righteousness to the nation.
As a leader you will not want to miss this chance to expand your vision.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 20, 1982

MFEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE

THR: DIANA LOZANO
. L ¢S
FROM: MORTON C. BI.ACIMEIU:H\A
SUBJECT: Presidential Support for Cloture on Helms Amendment

Until now the President has avoided personally urging specific actions
on the matter of abortion. He has been outspokenly opposed to abortion,
but he has not urged legislators to vote for or against any particular
measure. .

This policy has caused a great deal of concern among grassroots right-
to-life activists, but the leaders of almost all the pro-life groups
were urging that the President not endorse any abortion remedy at the
expense of other such efforts.

Now the situation has changed. It is no longer true that there is a
significant division in the pro-life community with respect to the
legislative situation. Right now all the major pro-life organizations
have united in support of the current Helms initiative in the Senate.

This includes all of the former Helms partisans who disliked the Hatch
Imendment. It also includes organizations such as the very large National
Right-to-Life Cammittee, the National Pro-Life Political Action Camnittee,
and Paul Weyrich's Coalitions for America.

Thus we are at a critical moment in the relationship between the President
and the pro-life activists. This situation affords the only significant
opportunity in the first two years of the Reagan Administration to put
all Members of Congress on record in a high visibility fight over
abortion. If the President fails to take specific steps to obtain
cloture in the Senate on Senator Packwood's filibuster, that failure

will be read as a betrayal.

Politically the President has benefited greatly by the efforts of the
pro-life activists. Reluctantly they have accepted kind words but few
actions fram this Administration because they were divided as to abortion
remedy priorities. Now that they are united, their attention is riveted
on the White House to see if the President's actions speak as loudly as
his words.



Here are the specific steps that the President can take:

1. The President could make a public statement urging the Senate not
to allow a few people to prevent the Senate fram addressing this important
issue.

2. He should call three Senators whose votes on cloture as well as
their votes on the Helms proposal are in doubt. The President should
ask Senators Tower, Simpson, and Wallop to vote for cloture and for the
Helms proposal.

3. There are four Republican Senators who are not likely to vote for
the Helms proposal but who might respond to a Presidential request to
vote for cloture. The President should phone Senators Cohen, Rudman,
Schmitt, and Gorton and urge them to vote to end the Packwood filibuster
so the Senate can vote on this issue.

These seven telephone calls would not be a great burden on the President
but they would be clearly interpreted by the millions of pro-life activists,
They would see that the President is keeping faith with them. The
political fallout both for the President and, in net, for Republican
candidates this year, would be very beneficial.
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 11, 1982 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE B!

SUBJECT: Enrolled Resolution S.J. Res. 190--National Family Week

ACTION  FYI ACTION  FYI
VICE PRESIDENT O 0 GERGEN o o
MEESE o :9/ HARPER v o
BAKER D m/ JAMES ] o
DEAVER o 5~ JENKINS O O
STOCKMAN 0 O MURPHY o 0
CLARK 0 = ROLLINS 7 O
DARMAN oP m&s/ WILLIAMSON g o
DOLE — E/ o WEmENBAUM o O
DUBERSTEIN u/ o BRADY/SPEAKES n) a
FIELDING m/ O ROGERS n O
FULLER D/ u) u] 0

Remarks:

Please forward your comments on this Enrolled Resolution to my
office by close of business Friday.

Thank you. £ (\ '://‘
0 B N '

, D . (\4( \ {}/ .
r ‘- Richard G. Darman

N . _ Assistant to the President
] - (x2702)

Response:




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20503

AUG 11 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Enrolled Resolution S.J. Res. 190 - National Family Week
Sponsor - Sen. Burdick (D) North Dakota and 33 others

-

Last Day for Action

August 21, 1982 -~ Saturday

Purpose

authorizes and requests the President to issue a proclamation
designating the week beginning November 21, 1982, as "National
Family Week".

2gency Recommendation
Office of Management and Budget Approval

Discussion

The enrolled resoluticn authorizes and reguests you to issue a
proclamation designating the week of November 21 through 27, 1982,
es "National Family Week", and inviting State and local officials
and the public to observe the week appropriately. The resolution
passed the Senate and House by voice vote.

One of the sponsors of the companion resolution in the House stated
that the week "is a specific time to recognize the importance of
the family in American life and the fundamental role it has played
in forming our values upon which this Nation is based.™ The
designated week includes Thanksgiving, a traditional time for
families to be together.

A proposed proclamation for your consideration will be forwarded to
the White House for issuance in a timely manner.

(Sigrned) James M. Erey

Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference

Enclosures ' ©



August 25, 1981

Dear Mrs. Lippert: .
I wish to thank yvou for your letter on behalf
0f the Hational League of Tamilies.

Althouch the President would like to have the
cpportunity to meet with your Executive bDirector,
l'r. Xaiser, due to priory commitments and the
additional heavy demanés on his schedule for the
remainder of this year, he will be unable teo
coimply with vour request.

we have, however, been corresponding with
Congressman Horman I'. Lent, in this regard and
have told him that should an opportunity arise
for such a meeting we will certainly let both
of you know.

Ve appreciate your interest and concern.

Sincerely,

Gregory J. Hewell
Special Acsistant
to the Pregident

Mrs. Dorothy Lippert
fural Route 1, Box 142A
ploveagua, IL 62550

cc: Morton Blackwell (OFOB)
GIN:enb=-32b

£.‘



FROM THE DESK OF ...

ROSEMARY THOMSON
479 E. FORESTWOQOD
MORTON, IL 61650

PH. 309/266-5884

April 24, 1981

/

tr, Richard 5. Williamson

Assistant to the President =
for Intergovernmental Affairs <
The White House

‘:‘Tash. ' D. C ]

O

Daar Rich:

My Congressman, Hincrity Leader Robert H, Michel,
said at a recent Pecoria nress conference that there
were 5 Remuhlicans who were balking about su_ porting
President Rea~an's budret.

I s»cke with 2ob's home office vasterday and
offered tc get in touch writh my contacts from the
camnaipgn Family Policy Advisory Board who live in
the districts of the rebel Renublican Congressman
to nuietly encourapge them to susport the Fresident,
IMichel's office seemed pleased that I wanted to help
and said they would get the Congressmen's nanes for me,

Twis morning, Conrressman Michel's office phoned

to say they had talked with RATTR Vinovich in the

D.5. Minority Leader's office., The message: Thanks,

bitno thanks! Ralph said that they were working on it
and didn't need any help from the prassroots.

What's poing on?  President Reasan asked us for
our help in vromoting his budret vackare when we met
vith him in ¥Yebruary. So why does the GUP Leadership
reject our willingness to aid the President?

Tell President Rearan his friends in Central
I11ineis are praying for a nuick recovery from his
"sceident, !

Cordially,

3
l.-,z-: 5 i‘f,{w;.{' ~




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 12, 1981

Dear Rosemary:
Thank you for your note of April 24.

I agree with you that the network established by the
Family Policy Advisory Board plays a critical role in
helping us get the consensus support we need for the
President's initiatives. I am taking the liberty of
forwarding a copy of your letter to Morton Blackwell
who works for Elizabeth Dole. Morton is helping
coordinate our efforts with outside interest groups
that are working on behalf of traditional values. I
think you will be impressed with Morton's follow
through and work with you. He has had long experience
with the conservative movement.

Kind personal regards.

Cordially,

Richard S. Williamson
Assistant to the President
for Intergovernmental Affairs

Ms. Rosemary Thomson
479 E. Forestwood
Morton, Illinois 61550

bcec: Morton Blackwell i )
-

< ” Oﬁ fmcﬂ%/
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MEMORANDUM
Page 2

2) Parental Care Trust or Parental IRA (Sec. 204 of bill).
Modelled on the successful Individual Retirement Account concept,
this provision establishes Parental Care Trusts which would allow
up to $3,000per year tax-free deduction from income, of money
saved for care of a parent or handicapped relative. Parents
would have to be over age 64 to become beneficiaries; there is

no age limitation for the handicapped beneficiary.

Because of the popularity of IRA's in general as contributing
to capital formation, this provision can be expected to be
supported by the banking and finance community.

Because this provision é¢stablishes in practice and in law
the principle that "chairty begins at home," the pro-family
movement will become enthusiastic about it. Conservatives of a
more libertarian stance will find it attractive because it returns
control over an individual's money to the individual.

This provision will be attractive to average citizens because
no complicated legal procedures or lawyer's fees are involved in
setting it up. Presumably, it would be effected just as is an
IRA -- a citizen and his bank could take care of the whole thing
in a few minutes. Because the general public is increasingly
skeptical of the prognosis of the Social Security system, this
provision would help re-new confidence in the future. Subtly,
it would give families an incentive to minimize inter-genrational
conflict, and to depend upon one another as they traditionally
have.

$3,000 is a large enough amount to be helpful both to a
middle-class taxpayer and to a recipient parent; it is not so
large as to become a '"loophole" for tax evaders. Thus, there
should be a base of popular support for this provision once it
can be explained accurately.

3) Employer Day Care (Sec. 206 of bill). This section would
provide tax incentives for employers to establish child care
centers, or cooperatives, with and for the benefit of their
employees, by classifying expenses of such a project as
necessary business deducations.

In the current political climate, feminist issue-makers
are seeking to make day care into the cause celebre once the
ERA is obsolete. Opponents of the Administration would like
nothing better than to paint the Administration as hard-hearted,
depriving needy children of day care and forcing mothers back
onto welfare. Support of a provision like this will demonstrate
that the Administration is aware of the problems of working
parents and not lacking in compassion to them. It would be
a practical step in returning problem-solving to the lower
levels: employer—employee relations, community affairs. It
will be an incentive for voluntarism.



MEMORANDUM
Page 3

4} Parental Review of Textbooks (contained in Sec. 301 of bill).
Section 301 contains 4 separate provisions; the only one addressed
here is the amendment to the General Education Provisions Act
which would bar the extension ~f federal education funds to states
and local educational agencies ‘hich do not provide for parental
review of textbooks prior to their use in public school class-
rooms."

This provision can be misunderstood. This is not intended as
a censorship provision. It does not give veto power to parents.
It simply gives parents a cause of action {(standing to sue,
classical civil rights formulation) if they are prohibited from
reviewing textbooks prior to their use. The goal here is to
encourage states to adopt a texthbook review procedure similar
to that long established in the state of Texas. 1In the Texas
procedure, bids are solicited from publishers for texts and
materials on certain subjects at certain grade levels. Publishers
then submit complete sets of all materials to each of 20 regional
educational centers around the state, to which parents and the
general public may come to review the materials. Citizens with
an objection may write a letter to the Textbook purchase committee;
objectors later on may come to the state capitol
for an open hearing with textbook publishers present for discussion
of the objections. The textbook committee then makes its final
decision having the benefit of full and complete public input.

Since one of the most acute sources of frictiom in the public
education system today is the area of public school textbooks
and materials, this provision could soothe a lot of irate citizens
who currently feel themselves excluded from their children's
public school education. 1In harmony with the Administration's
philosophy that parents are the primary educators of their chdildren,
this provision would encourage states to factor the public into
the decisionmaking process on educational materials.

Support for this provision will come from the grassroots
pro-family activists as for no other provision. Before the
1973 Supreme Court Decision, on abortion, before the ERA, before
the IRS attack on Christian schools -- the backbone of what is
now known as the pro-family movement was fighting to get the
voice of parents heard in the public schools and in textbook
selection process. An extensive network, informal but effectiv
of grassroots parent activists has existed for vears now. It
was this network which flooded the White House in 1971 with
requests to veto the Mondale federal child care bill, and
flooded Congress again in 1971 with demands to defeat sub-
sequent similar legislation. This network is keenly concerned
about public education. The 1974 "battle of Kanawha County"
West Virginia demonstrated how intense feelings can run on this
sensitive area. C(Citizens who are otherwise non-ideological are
concerned about the books that are used in public schools, and
will rally to support this measure.



Testimony of Connaught Marshner i 'é ')
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in opposition to H.R. 1454, legislation to prohibit discrimination on
the basis of affectional or sexual orientation

Subcommi ttee on Employment Opportunities
Committee on Education and Labor

U.S. House of Representatives

January 27, 1982



*Testimony in Opposition to H.R. 1454/ National Pro-Family Coalition

I am testifying this morning because I have a message to deliver. I thank you
for the opportunity to deliver it.

My message is this: the homosexual rights movement has been intellectually
dishonest in framing the issues in the debate on H.R. 1454, Stereotypes,
exaggerations, and misapprehensions have been deliberately repeated.

Bumber One. It is alleged that religious traditionalists and political
conservatives are seeking to batter down doorways, to stitk their noses into
peoples' bedrooms, to cram their own morality down peoples' throats, to deprive
people of privacy and personal liberty. I mix my metaphors, but these 1lies mix
more than that.

Let me speak truth to it. We do not seek to invade anyone's privacy. This
legislation to amend the Civil Rights Act would not protect anyone's privacy,
since to benefit from such a law, the supposedly protected persons would have to
publicly declare their homosexuality. Not since the days of Puritan New England
has anyone been by law impelled to reveal publicly their private sexual conduct.
Please note: it is conservatives who are opposing such a measure. It is con-
servatives who understand the nature of privacy and seek to protect it.

Number Two. It is alleged that we are seeking punitive measures against
homosexuals. This is also a lie. We are not urging that employers be forbidden
to hire homosexuals. We are not advocating that services be denied to them.
What we are advocating is that our right to privacy be respected: that the
homosexual lifestyle not be flaunted in our neighborhood and shouted from the
housetops. The public has a right to be protected from the promotion and glamor-
ization of something that is by its nature antithetical to the social order.

Yes, that translates to the right of an empioyee to work in an atmospnere *
free from sexual harrassment, from the prosletyzing of and even forced association

‘with, homosexuals. And to protect that'rignt, yes, an empioyer snoutd De awle



Marshner, p.2

to make hiring and firing decisions out of respect for a worker's right to a
compatible workplace. Occupational safety and health are endangered by human
factors as well as by mechanical or chemical factors. That right to a compatible
work environment ought to apply, supremely, to the military, in which environment
morale must not be permitted to deteriorate, lest the whole nation be endangered.

The same right of free association ought to apply to neighborhoods. The
issue, then, is not, as that singular group the Oral Majority has attempted to
claim, whether there is goinug to be a policeman in your bedroom, so much as it is
whether there is going to be a homosexual bar on your block if you and your
neighbors do not want one. And I contend that it is proper for individuals and
communities to exercise their free rights of privacy. Mr. Weiss's legislation
would take that natural and necessary impulise of human civilization and transmute
it into something illegal. Mr.Weiss, human nature is against you. Your militant
ideological demands will not square with human nature.

Number Three. It is alleged that we are trying to perpetuate the oppression of

a legitimate minority. This is nonsense. In American political discourse, a
"minority" is not simply a mathematical fraction of the population. Bird-watchers
are a fraction of our people, but no one seeks legal protection of their rights.
Women, on the other hand, are mentioned in several public laws as a "minority" even
though my sex happens to be a mathematical majority of the American population. So
numbers have little to do with what civil rights politics considers a minority. Rather,
a group is a minority if, and only if, they have historically suffered adverse
discrimination through no fault of their own.

A man is not at fault for the ethnic identity or the skin color he is born with.
Blacks and hispanics are thus minorities. Homosexuals allege that they are not at
fault for their orientation, which they claim is also something biological. Such
claims are in doubt scientifically, and they are also irrelevant to the present
debate. Mere orientation is’not the issue. Overt sexual behavior is the issue.

Mere homosexual oriéntation, without overt behavior, has never caused



Marshner, p.3

discrimination or disadvantage. The same is true of sexual behavior itself, so long
as it was kept private. Discovered homosexual behavior has caused disadvantage
because we, in the Judeo-Christian tradition regard such behavior as immoral. It
is a point on which our Scriptures are clear, and we will never change our minds.

Therefore, to ask us to regard militant and practicing homosexuals as a minority
is to ask us, the majority, to abandon our morality. It is to ask us to consider
"unfairly disadvantaged" a group which our morality commands us to regard as fairly
and justly disadvantaged. For the same reason, we will refuse to consider those
prone to wife-beating a legitimate minority, no matter howAmuch they might Tlike to
come out of the closet and feel proud of themselves. We will refuse to consider inveterate
racists a legitimate minority, no matter how much legal discrimination they may
suffer, if they try to practice their preferred life-style openly.

Do not say that these comparisons fail, because wife-beating and racism are
immoral activities, while homosexuality is not; For whether homosexuality is
moral is precisely the issue! The homosexual movement, in styling itself a
"minority", is simply trying to beg the question.

For further elaboration of the philosophical points involved, I ask to have
inserted in the printed record the piece "Homosexual Rights and the Foundations of

Human Rights," Volume 1, Number 3 of the Family Policy Insights series of the

Free Congress Foundation. Thank you.
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MEMORANDUM
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
April 7, 1982
TO: Connie Marshner
FROM: Morton Blackwell
SUBJECT : Catching Flies with Honey

Attached is a document circulated here from the Office of Policy
Development.

We have once more proved that letters of thanks, when we do things
right, can be very helpful.
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OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOPHMENT STAFFING FENMORANDUN nep 6 1982

DATE : 4/5/82___ 1 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: FYI
SUBJECT : Pro-Family Coalition letter from Connie Marshner
ACTION  FYI TACTION  FYI
HARPER o O SMITH 0 0
PORTER 0 g UHLMARN 0 0
BANDOW o 0 ADMINISTRATION O 0
BAUER 0 0 DRUG POLICY
BOGGS O 0 TURNER i O
BRADLEY 0 0 ~ D. LEONARD 0 0
CARLESON 0 t OFFICE OF POLICY THFORMATION
© FATRBANKS g g GRAY 0 u
FRANKUM a 0 HOPKINS 0 0
HEMEL 0 g OTHER
KASS il O v'Elizabeth Dole 0 %;Ui
B, LEONARD 0 0 0 o
MALOLEY O i a - 0
REMARKS:

oXx. Epwin L, HARPER LzN\ 2? {l$>L)

ASSISTANT TO THE PR55103NT

ForR Poricy DEVELOPHAN
(YEOCT1rr



NATIONAL ET&ER@”E A /EPEMFVEIOPMFNT

Connaught Marshner
€ hyem ga

judic Bruwn
A an e botihe

Rev. Gary Hardaway

Cualilern-g " trzesy b [l vise p &

Lottie Beth Hobbs

PeevLanhy Fonem

Ron AMan
Chehad fgniree

Han. Larry P, McDonald

Do rar ovorgnd

Dr. Onalee McGraw
Fodtt i fos £ Lt

Fr. Victor S, Patapoy
Sdenns Kassan €urt o f -
Washuptun 136

Prufessar Chasles Rice
Netee Dot Law Schongt

Lauise Ropog
Martren, £ oreddonater
Fanudy Ao

Dr. Genrge Schroeder
[t Kol Ant

Beth Skousen
Mo higan (e tor
T fevemmg: Ieatiden.

Cenger o bty Moo

lanine Triggs
s d e " ol tien

Seeroad

Rev. Don Wildmon
Reart 1 Fescfeetigrenn Fear ooy

poartead e

(B I IR TRTER S FRLIY T LR BT

Porpiay 11 0y

2 second StUNT

GQALITICON /

g2 AR -2 A0 27

March 16, 1982

Dr. Donald Devine
Director
Qffice of Personnel Management

1900 E Strect, N.W.
Washington, DC 20520

Near Don:

Just a note to let you know that we support your efforts to
drop anti-family and .wmti-traditional value groups from the
Combiued Federal Campaiga. It's bad enough that the federal
government gilves our tax dollars to NOW and Planned Parent-
hood and the like —- but to finagle contributien dollars out
of federal cemployees in addition to that is really objection-
able!

You have some grateful pro-family activists out here who
appreciate the good fight you're fiphting.

Sincerely yours,

A :

C e ‘-"'}’2— #OLE

Connaught Marsimer
Ci/ml
cc:  Fd lHarper

Domestic TPolicy Council
The White Houne

O \Washington, £ O 20002 @ (202} 540-3000










































MAJOR FAMILY-RELATED TAX CHANGES

OF THE 97th CONGRESS

MARCH, 1983
Compiled by Lincoln C. Oliphant

The family is the foundation of our social order. It is the
school of democracy. Its daily lessons -- cooperation, tolerance,
mutual concern, responsibility, industry -- are fundamental to the order
and progress of our Republic...

...we do not advocate new federal bureaucracies with ominous power
to shape a national family order. Rather, we insist that all domestic
policies, from child care and schooling to Social Security and the tax
code, must be formulated with the family in mind.

-- from the 1980 Republican Platform



MAJOR FAMILY-~REIATED TAX CHANGES

Or THE 97th CONGRESS

"Perhaps no change in the Nation's tax laws has been more
significant, yet less recognized, than the shift since the late
1940s in relative tax burdens of households of different size,”
wrote Econamist Eugene Steuerle in a paper that has been frequently
quoted by family advocates. "Whether measured by dollars or by average
tax rates, the tax burden of households with dependents has grown
dramatically relative to households without dependents. . . ."
E. Steuerle, "The Tax Treatment of Households of Different Size,"

(mimeo) forthcaming in R. Penner (ed.), Taxing the Family

(fmerican Enterprise Institute: Washington, D.C.).

The 97th Congress made a number of changes in the tax laws
which directly affect the family. Twelve of these changes have
been collected and summarized in this paper. These twelve were
selected because each one necessarily involves the taxpayer in his
or her role as a family member. The 97th Congress made hundreds
of changes in the tax code, and many of these will have their primary
effect on American families, but unless the changes involved taxing

family menbers as family members they were not included in this paper.



A sumary of the "cost" of the twelve family-related changes

for fiscal vears 1982 through 1986 can be found at page 29.

Note that throughout this paper a change which produces a reduction

in federal revenues is counted as producing a revenue gain for families.
The focus here is on family income, not Treasury revenues. (The revenues
can, perhaps, be more accurately described as "incame not taxed away fram
the families who earned it.")

In fiscal year 1982, the twelve family-related amendments will increase
family revenues by about $459 million. This sum will rise to more than
$23.8 billion in.1986. Two amendments account for about 90% of the
1986 total: reduction of the "marriage penalty" and indexing of personal
exemptions {(which is scheduled to begin in 1985). Ewven by 1986, only three
of the other changes amount to revenue increases to families of more
than $100 million.

Ten of the twelve tax amendments were made in the Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA), the major Republican "tax cut" bill. When reading
the legislative backgroumd of these ten changes, it will be helpful to remenber
that the Senate dealt with the bill before the House did. The Senate
considered its tax amendments from July 15 to July 29, 1981, when it was
considering H.J.Res. 266. The House passed its tax bill, H.R. "712, on
July 29, 1981. The Senate then (July 31) tock up H.R. 4242, replaced
all after the enacting clause with the text of H.J.Res. 266, as amended,
and asked for a canference. When the House adopted the Conable-Hance
substitute on July 29, the final shape of the Senate hill was essentially

carmplete.



The two—- or three-page summaries of the twelve family-

related tax changes are organized numerically, beginning with

26 U.S.C. 44A and proceeding through the remaining sections of

the code amended during the 97th Congress. Each summary

is self-contained.

Table of Contents
Child Care Credit
Exclusion of Dependent Care Assistance
Exclusion for Foster Care Payments
Indexing Personal Exemptions
IRAs for Divorced Individuals
Spousal IRAs
Deduction for the "Marriage Penalty"
Deduction for Certain Adoptions
Rules for Rentals to Family Members
Rules for Sales between Related Parties
Unlimited Marital Deduction (Estate & Gift Taxes)
Repeal of Deduction for Certain Bequests
Estimated Revenue Effects on Families

of the Major Family-Related Tax Changes

Selected References on Families and

Taxes from the 1980 Republican Platform
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26 U.S.C. 44Aa
Credit for Household and Dependent Care Services

(Child Care Credit)

SUMMARY: The Econamic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.I. 97-34, Title I,
sec. 124, Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 197, increases the credit available
to taxpayers who have expenses for household and dependent care services

which are necessary for gainful employment.

IEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: The Ways and Means Cammittee of the House
approved an increased credit equal to 40-percent of the qualifying
costs for low income individuals and sliding to 20-percent for
individuals having adjusted gross incomes of $30,000 or more.
The maximum 40-percent credit was available to persons with adjusted
gross income of less than $11,000, and was reduced by l—peréént”fér
each additional $1000 of income. The qualifying amount of expenses
was raised from $2,000 to $2,400 for one dependent and from $4,000
to $4,800 for two or more dependents.
The Conable-Hance substitute of July 29, 1981, eliminated
the Committee's proposed increases for the child and dependent care
credit. Significant changes were made on the Senate floor, however.
On July 24, the Metzenbaum-Hawkins amendment (unprinted no. 296) and the

Durenberger amendment (unprinted no. 297) were added on the Senate floor.

Together, the amendments made these changes in the credit:



Child Care Credit

page 2

(a) increased the dollar amount of deductible expenses;

(b) used a sliding scale to reduce the credit for those earning

between $10,000 and $30,000;

(c) provided that the credit would be refundable;

(d) excluded employer-provided childcare fram being counted as

gross earnings of the employee;
{e) gave employers a tax credit for providing day care services
{equal toc S0-percent of the employer's costs).
127 Cong. Rec. S 8443-51 (daily ed. July 24, 198l).

An effort by Senator Biden to limit the credit to households with
incames no higher than $30,000 was unsuccessful. Id. S 8629-33 (daily ed.
July 28, 1981). 2An earlier attempt of Senator Biden's to reconsider the
votes by which the Metzenbaum-Hawkins and Durenberger amendments were
agreed to was also unsuccessful. Id. 5 8579-80.

Only three of the five points of the Metzenbaum-Hawkins and Durenberger
amendments survived conference. Refundability was dropped, as was

the employer credit.

GENERAI, PRWISIONS: A taxpayer may claim a credit against certain
amployment-related expenses for the care of a dependent under the age

of 15 {and for whom the taxpayer qualifies for a deduction) or a dependent
o~ spouse who is physically or mentally incapable of caring for himself.
Employment-related e@enses are those for household services and care of
qualifying individuals if such expenses enable the taxpayer to be gainfully
employed. If the qualifying individual is a mentally or physically |
disabled spouse or dependent and the expanses are incurred outside the

taxpayer§ household, the expenses are countable toward the credit only if

the disabled person spends at least 8 hours a day in the taxpayer's household.
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A taxpayer may take into account$2400 per year for one qualifying
individual and $4800 per year for two or more when calculating employment-
related expenses. The credit is then figured on a sliding scale equal -
to 30-percent for taxpayers with adjusted gross income of $10,000 or
less and reduced by l-percent (but not below 20-percent) for each -
additional $2000 (or fraction thereof) of adjusted gross incame. There
are special rules for students and disabled spouses, and definitions of
the kind of out-of-household facilities that allow taxpayers to
claim the credit.

The new provisions liberalize the rules regarding employment-related
expenses paid to relatives. The credit may now be taken for payments to
any individuals including relatives except dependents of the taxpayer
or a child of the taxpayer who has not attained age 19 by the close

of the taxable year.
FFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years beginning after December 31, 1981

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES:

Estimated effect in millions of dollars, by fiscal year

1982 +14
1983 +181
1984 +212
1985 +241
1986 +271

H. Rpt. no. 97-215, 97th Cong., lst Sess. 290 (1981).
The amounts shown on the line "Child and dependent
care credit”" were reduced by the costs of the exclusion

for employer-provided day care.

4 4 4 4 4



26 U.S.C. 129 (new)

Exclusion of Dependent Care Assistance

from the Income of Employees

SUMMARY: The Econamic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title I,
sec. 124(e), Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 198, as amended by the Technical

Corrections Act of 1982, Pub.L. 97-448, Title I, sec. 101l(e), Jan. 12,
1983, 96 Stat. 2366, excludes from an employee's gross incame the cost

of dependent care assistance provided to the employee by his employer.

TEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: (See the summary of the amendments to 26 U.S.C.

44n, child care credit, for a more camplete legislative summary.)

This provision was added on the Senate floor by Senator Durenberger.
127 Cong. Rec. S 8445-51 (daily ed. July 24, 1981). The conferénéé
committee retained the incame exclusion while dropping other employer-
related provisions that had been added on the Senate floor, particularly
those sections of the Metzenbaum-Hawkins amendment providing a tax credit
to employers of 50-percent of their costs of providing qualified household

and dependent care services to their employees.

GENERAIL, PROVISIONS: When an employer provides dependent care assistance
to his employees, the cost of such care is not counted as incane to

the employees. The exclusion cannot exceed the earned income of a
single employee or the earned incame of the employee or the employee's
spouse if the employee is married. Special rules apply in calculating

the earned income of spouses who are students or disabled.
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Dependent care assistance cannot be provided by a dependent of the
employee or the employee's spouse or child under age 19. "Dependent care
assistance" is those services which, if paid for by the employee, would
be considered employment-related expenses for which credit could be
claimed under 46 U.S.C. 44A. In general, those services are household
services and the care of dependents under age 15 or the care of physically
or mentally handicapped dependents or spouse who are "incapable of caring
for [them]selves." Such care must be necessary for the employee's gainful
employment.

Each dependent care assistance program must be a "separate written
plan of an employer for the exclusive benefit of his employees." The
program cannot "discriminate in favor of employees who are officers, owners,
or highly campensated, or their dependents." Employees can be excluded from
a program if they are part of a collective bargaining unit and "there
is evidence that dependent care benefits were the subject of good faith
bargaining.”" Eligible employees must receive reasonable notification of
the availability and temms of any program. They must also receive annual

notice, in writing, of the program's costs.

EFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years beginning after, and remuneration paid after,

December 31, 1981

REVENUE EFFECT (N FAMILIES: a gain in each year estimated at $5 million
in 1982, $10 million in 1983, $25 million in 1984, $55 million in 1985,
and $85 million in 1986 (all years are fiscal years)
Source: Joint Tax Committee (for years 1983-1986) (these amounts are
included in the revenue estimates at H. Rpt. 97-215 (Conf. Rpt.), 97th Cong.,
lst Sess. 290, line "Child and dependent care credit").

#4444



26 U.S.C. 131 (new)
Exclusion fram Gross Income

for Certain Foster Care Payments

SUMMARY: Pub.L. 97-473 (relating to Tax Treatment of Periodic Payments),

Title I, sec. 102, Jan. 14, 1983, 96 Stat. 2605, provides an exclusion

from gross income for payments to reimburse foster parents for the expenses

of caring for foster children. Also excluded are "difficulty of care

payments" which are given to foster parents to help pay for the costs of raising

physically, mentally, or emotionally handicapped foster children.

IEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: In September 1982, the House passed H.R. 5470,
a bill only changing the tax treatment of periodic payments received as
damages for personal injury or illness. In the Senate Finance Cammittee,
Senator Durenberger successfully amended the bill to exclude "difficulty
of care payments." The full Senate retained the Durenberger amendment.
128 Cong. Rec. S 13147-54 (daily ed. Oct. 1, 1982). The chief sponsor of
the amendment explained it this way:
The Federal Government .should be encouraging, not discouragingl,]
foster care for these most vulnerable of children--the multiply
handicapped, the severely retarded, the mentally ill. Today we strike
down one of these barriers to a giving, loving family for these kids.
Id. s 13154 (remarks of Sen. Durenberger).

The bill did not go to conference, but was returned to the House where
it was amended. The House accepted the Senate amendment on "difficulty of
care payments,” with an amendment to clarify the current law with respect

to basic foster care payments. At the time, basic foster care payments

were taxed under rules established by the I.R.S. through a revenue ruling:
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[Playments received from the child-placing agency for the support
of a foster child are not includible in gross incame except to the
extent that the payments exceed the expenses incurred by the foster
parents in supporting the child. [F]oster parents are entitled to a
charitable contribution deduction for any unreimbursed out-of-pocket
expenses incurred in supporting a foster child.
S. Rpt. No. 97-646, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 6 (1982).

The House just excluded fram gross incame any amounts paid to reimburse
a foster parent for the care of a foster child. The House amendment
eliminated the recordkeeping, meddling, and discouragement that had
characterized the enforcement of the former rule. (There had even been
a dispute about whether state agencies were required to issue a form 1099

for foster care payments made to foster parents.)

The Senate accepted the House amendment.

GENERAL PROVISIONS:

The . . . bill excludes from the gross income of a foster parent
amounts paid to reimburse the foster parent for the expense of caring
for a foster child (under the age of 19) in the foster parent's home
and difficulty of care pvayments. This exclusion, in the case of
difficulty of care payments, is available with respect to payments
for the care of up to 10 children.

Difficulty of care payments are payments that are compensation
for providing the additional care of a foster child which is required
by reason of a physical, mental, or emotional handicap with respect to
which the State has determined that there is a need for additional
campensation and which is provided in the home of the foster parent.

In order for payments to be excludible, the foster child with
respect to whom payments are made must be placed by an agency of a
State or political subdivision thereof, or by a State-licensed,
private, tax-exempt agency.

H. Rpt. No. 97-984 (Conf. Rpt.), 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 13 (1982).
EFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years beginning after December 31, 1978

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES: gain of less than $5 million in each of fiscal

years 1983-1987. Id. at 21.

44
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26 U.S.C. 151
Adjustments to Prevent Inflation—-Caused Tax Increases:
Personal Exemptions

{Indexing Personal Exemptions)

SUMMARY: The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title I,
sec. 104{c), Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 189, adjusts the personal exemption
by an amount equal to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the preceding

12 months.

1EGISLATIVE BACKGROUND: On July 15, 1981, Senator Dole introduced on the
Senate floor a committee amendment (no. 488) to index the tax code by adjusting
annually the tax tables, zero bracket amounts, and personal exemption.

127 Cong. Rec. S 7653-67 (daily ed. July 15, 198l). Senator Dole said:

In a way this amendment is historic. It represents the first
time that a committee of Congress has acknowledged the need to keep
individual tax rates stable in a period of inflation, and recommended
action to deal with the problem. This is a major step forward as
Congress reasserts its control over tax and fiscal policy. For too
long we have allowed inflation to dictate tax rates and bloat Federal
spending. The result has been not only fiscal mismanagement at the
Federal level, but a prescription for economic disaster. Now, thanks
to the leadership of President Reagan and the cooperation of the
Congress, we have a chance to make a break with the past.

Id. S 7653.

The amendment was adopted the next day vy a vote of 57-40. Id. S 777
{(daily ed. July 16, 1981).

On July 23, Senator Hart moved to eliminate the tax cuts but begin
indexing immediately. His amendment was defeated 4-93. Id. S 8234-42
(daily ed. July 23, 1981).

When the House adopted the Conable-Hance substitute on July 29, the

indexing provision was identical to the Senate's.

11
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The costs of indexing, and the size of the deficits, make the
matter of continuing interest. For examéle, in a widely-reported speech
on February 8, 1983, Rep. Dan Rostenkovski, Chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, recommended a freeze on scheduled tax reductions. The first

thing he suggested frozen was indexing.

GENERAL PROVISIONS: "Under the . . . bill, the income tax brackets,
zero bracket amounts, and personal exemption are adjusted to inflation
(as measured by the Consumer Price Index), starting in 1985." H. Rpt.
97-215 (Conf. Rpt), 97th Cong., lst Sess. 200 (1981). The CPI used is the
Iabor Department's index for all-urban consumers, calculated from
September 30 to September 30.

A personal exemption is allowed as a deduction for the taxpayer's
spouse and all dependents (as well as for the taxpayer himself, and
additional exenptions are available to blind or elderly taxpayers).
The exemptions for spouse and dependents are important family-related
aspects of the code. The real value of the personal exemption

has decreased about 75-percent during the past three decades.
EFFECTTVE DATE: taxable years beginning after December 31, 1984

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES: estimated gain of $3,753 million

in 1985 and $10,396 million in 1986 (The cost of indexing just the
personal exemption is estimated by the Joint Tax Committee to be about
29-percent of the total cost of indexing: the figures here are 29-percent

of the totals at H. Rot. 97-215 (Cong. Rpt), 97th Cong., lst Sess. 290 (1981).

## 4% #
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26 U.S.C. 219(b)(4)-(new)

Retirement Savings (IRAs) for Certain Divorced Individuals

SUMMARY: The Econamic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title III,
sec. 31l(a), Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 275, permits certain divorced
individuals to contribute $1125 to an IRA each year where otherwise (under the

general rules for IRAs) they would be entitled to a lesser amount.

IEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: Congress made significant changes in the rules
governing Individual Retirement Accounts (IRAs). The amendment to provide
a special rule for divorced persons was added on the Senate floor by
Senator Grassley, by voice vote. The original Grassley amendment (unprinted
no. 237) would have allowed both divorced and surviving spouses to continue
to contribute up to $1125 per yéar to their spousal IRA, provided the IRA
was established before the divorce or death.

Senator Grassley said:

- This measure will afford nonearning spouses the same rights as any
other worker in our society to continue an IRA. This measure will
equalize our treatment of retirement savings for women, since many
of the victims of our current policy are homemakers whose uncompensated
efforts in the hame disqualify them fram maintaining an IRA under
current law. In my view, there is no justification for denying
these nonearning spouses the right to maintain an IRA in the event
their marital unit is severed by divorce or death.

127 Cong. Rec. S 7854 (daily ed. July 17, 1981).

In conference, the provision for surviving spouses was eliminated;

a modified provision for divorced persons was retained.
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GENERAL PROVISIONS:

[A) divorced spouse is allowed a deduction for contributions
to a spousal IRA established by the individual's former spouse
at least 5 years before the divorce if the former spouse contributed
to the IRA under the spousal IRA rules for at least three of the five
years preceding the divorce. If these requirements are met, the
limit on the divorced spouse's IRA contributions for a year is not
less than the lesser [sic] of (1) $1125, or (2) the sum of the
divorced spouse's compensation and alimony includible in gross
income.

H. Rpt. no. 97-215 (Conf. Rpt.), 97th Cong., lst Sess. 240 (1981).
Of course, the maximum amount a divorced spouse may contribute
annually to an IRA is $2,000, the same limit as applies to every participant.

EFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years begimning after December 31, 1981

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMIITES: minimal gain each fiscal year

# 4% 4 #
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26 U.S.C. 219(c)
Retirement Savings for Certain Married Individuals

(Spousal IRAs)

SUMMARY: The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title III,
sec. 3ll(a), Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 275, as amended by the Technical
Corrections Act of 1982, Pub.L. 97-448, Title I, sec. 103(c) (1), Jan. 12,
1983, 96 Stat. 2375, increases to $2250 the maximum amount a married
couple may contribute annually to an individual and spousal IRA ($2250

is the total combined amount) .

LEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: Congress made significant changes in the rules
governing Individual Retirement Accounts (IRAs). The House version of
the bill raised the individual IRA limit to $2000 and the spousal

limit to $2250 for all individuals. The Senate bill concurred in
these limits but only so far as they controlled the contributions of
persons not active in their own qualified retirement plans. Under the
Senate plan, persons having their own plans would have been permitted
to open IRAs, but the limits would have béen $1500 for individuals and
$1625 for spousal plans.

In conference, the House version prevailed.

GENERAL PROVISICNS: A husband and wife who file a joint return may place
a maximum of $2250 in individual retirement accounts (one or more for

each spouse) if one spouse had no compensation for the taxable year.
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Unlike the condition in prior years, the contributions do not need
to be evenly distributed between the spousés and may be committed as
agreed by the couple. However, no one spouse may make a contribution
in excess of $2000. The cambined contribution cannot exceed the

gross incame of the spouse having incame for the taxable year.
EFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years beginning after December 31, 1981
REVENUE EFFECT ON. FAMILIES: because of the many significant changes

in the law governing IRAs, no meaningful revenue estimate is possible

for the one change regarding spousal IRAs

O h##
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26 U.S.C. 221 (new)
Deduction for Two-Earner Married Couples

(Reduction of the "Marriage Penalty")

SUMMARY: The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title I,
sec. 103, Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 187, provides that married couples
(where both work) may deduct up to $1500 from their adjusted gross income

in 1982 and up to $3000 in 1983 and thereafter.

LEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: The Ways and Means Committee provided a deduction
for two—earner married couples equal to "l0-percent of the lesser of $50,000
or the qualified earmed income of the spouse with the lower qualified
earned income." H. Rpt. no. 97-201, 97th Cong., lst Sess. 53 (198l).
On the House floor, the Conable-Hance substitute replaced the committee
bill. The substitute's version of fhe deduction for two—-earner couples
was identical to the Senate version.

The Senate Finance Committee explained the approach finally adopted:

Any attempt to rectify the marriage penalty involves the reconciliation
of several competing objectives of tak policy. For many years, an accepted
goal has been theequal taxation of married couples with egqual incomes.

This has been viewed as appropriate because married couples frequently
pool their incame and consume as a unit, and, thus, it has been thought
that married couples should pay the same amount of tax regardiess of how
the income is divided between them. This result generally is achieved
under current law.

The camittee believes that alleviation of the marriage penalty is
now necessary because large tax penalties on marriage undermine respect
for the family, by affected individuals, and for the tax system itself.
To do this, the committee was obliged to make a distinction between
one—earner and two-earnmer married couples. The simplest way to alleviate
the marriage penalty is to allow a percentage of the earned income of
the spouse with the lower earnings to be, in effect, free fram income tax.
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The provision also will alleviate another effect of the current
system on all married couples--high marginal tax rates on the second
earmer's incame.
S. Rot. no. 97-144, 97th Cong., lst Sess. 29 (1981)

On the Senate floor, Senator Riegle's attempt to permit the full 1l0-percent
deduction beginning in 1982 (rather than a 5-percent deduction in 1982 and
the l0-percent deduction beginning in 1983) was defeated 36-57. 127 Cong.
Rec. S 8468~70, S 8478 (daily ed. July 27, 1981) (unprinted amendment no. 298).
The amendment was opposed on budgetary grounds.

(See also, Senator Mathias' unprinted amendment no, 491 eliminating
the marriage penalty entirely by permitting married couples the option of
filing as if they were single. 127 Cong. Rec. S 7923-28 (daily ed. July 18,
1981). Senator Mathias withdrew his amendment after he was assured that
the Finance Committee would continue to monitor the marriage penalty.
The Mathias amendment would have been considerably more costly than either

the House or final version.)

GENERAL PROVISI(I\IS: 2 two-earner married couple filing a joint return may
deduct the lesser of 1l0-percent of $30,000 or lO—pe£6m£ of the "qualified
earmed income" of the spouse with the lower qualified earned income for
the taxable year. For only that taxable year beginning in 1982, the
deduction is limited to 5-percent.

To determine "qualified earned incame," the taxpay}er must "struggle"
with what Jane Bryant Quinn has called "a brand new tax caomputation guaranteed
to drive you nuts." Qualified earned incame is earned income (which is
defined to exclude amounts such as those received from pensions or annuities,
IRA distributions, and employment of spouse) less the sum of certain

deductions (such as those for trade and business expense, IRA contributions,
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contributions to pension, annuity, and profit sharing plans of certain
self-employed individuals and electing small business corporations).
The calculation is made without regard to any cammunity property laws,
i.e. {(in the words of the Senate report) "earned income will be attributed
to the spouse who renders the services for which the earmed income is
received.”

No deduction is allowed for any taxable year in which either spouse
claims earned income from sources outside the United States (section 911)
or income from soﬁrces within possessions of the United States ({section 931).

The deduction may be claimed whether or not couples itemize deductions.
EFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years beginning after December 31, 1981

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES:

Estimated Effect in millions of dollars, by fiscal year

1982 +419
1983 +4,418
1984 +9,090
1985 "+10,973
1986 +12,624

H. Rpt. no. 97-215 {Conf. Rpt.), 97th Cong., lst Sess.,290 (1981)

AR+ &
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26 U.S.C. 222 (new)
Deduction for Expenses of

Adoption of a Child with Special Needs

SUMMARY: The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title I,

sec. 125, Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 201, as amended by the Technical Corrections
Act of 1982, Pub.L. 97-448, Title I, sec. 101(f), Jan. 12, 1983, 96 Stat. 2367,
provides a deduction of up to $1500 per year for the expenses of adopting

a child with a handicap or other special needs.

ILEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: The adoption amendment was added on the floor

of the Senate by Senator Jepsen, and by voice vote. The Jepsen amendment
would have permitted both taxpayers who itemize and those who do not to

take a deduction up to $1500 for the necessary and reasonable expenses of
adopting a child who is "a member of a minority race or ethnic group," 6 years
of age or more, "each member of a sibling group if the sibling group is
adopted," or handicapped.

Senator Jepsen said, "It is in the child's interest, the prospective
parents' interest, and the national interest to help curb the dramatic impact
in the initial cost of an adoption. To let the prohibitive initial costs
of adoption deny a child an adoptive hcme.and family is an injustice."

127 Cong. Rec. S 8603 (daily ed. July 28, 198l1).

The following day, a Danforth-for-Jepsen amendment was adopted which
changed the effective date of the reform. Id. S 8708 (daily ed. July 29, 1981).

In conference, the Jepsen proposal was modified to allow the deduction
only to taxpayers who itemize their deductions, and eligible children were
defined in terms of the Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. 673(c).

At the time, adoption expenses were nondeductible, personal expenses.
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GEFNERAL PROVISIONS: An individual may claim a deduction of up to $1500
per year for "qualified adoption expenses paid or incurred" during the vear.
Qualified adoption expenses are "reasonable and necessary adoption fees,
court costs, attormey fees, and other expenses which are directly related
to the legal adoption of a child with special needs . . . and which are
not incurred in viclation of State or Federal law."

The Social Security Act defines a child with special needs as one who
{1) a state has determined "cannot or should not be returned to the home
of his parents," and (2) a state has determined that because of same
"factor or condition" such as ethnic background, age, medical condition,
or handicap it is "reasonable to conclude” that the child will not be
adopted without adoption assistance {which is available under the Social
Security Act for maintenance payments, but not initial costs) and where,
except in limited circumstances, there has been a "reascnable, but
wmsuccessful, effort" to place the c¢hild for adoption without providing

the assistance available under the Act.

EFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years beginning after December 31, 1980
REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES: estimated gain of $9 million in 1982,
$9 million in 1983, $10 million in 1984, $11 million in 1985, and

$12 million in 1986. H. Rpt. no. 97-215 (Conf. Rpt.), 97th Cong., lst Sess.
291 (1981).

L
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26 U.S.C. 280a(d) (3)

Rental to Family Members

For Use as Principal Residence

SUMMARY: Pub.L. 97-119 (relating to black lung benefits), Title I,
sec. 113, Dec. 29, 1981, 95 Stat. 1641, allows a taxpayer to rent a
dwelling to a member of his family on the same terms as he may rent

to an unrelated party.

IEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: On December 15, 1981, the House passed H.R.
5159, the Black Lung Benefits Revenue Act of 1981, and H.R. 4961,
the Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 1981. In the Senate, the two bills
were merged with S. 1957, the Senate bill to restore the Black Iung
Disability Trust Fund. The cambined bill that passed both Houses on
December 16, 1981, was H.R. 5159.
In the Senate, Senator Dole explained his modified amendment (in the
nature of a substitute), and said this about rentals to family members:
The cammittee amendment will also alter rules disallowing
business deductions when rental properties are rented to a taxpayer's
relatives. The committee amendment will no longer treat as personal

use amm's-length rentals to family members for use as a principal
residence. .

If a taxpayer in an arm's-length transaction rents a dwelling
unit to a relative at fair rental value, for use as a principal
residence, the Tax Code should not treat him any differently than
it would had he rented to a stranger.

127 Cong. Rec. S 15484 (daily ed. Dec. 16, 1981).
"In addition," wrote the House Committee on Ways and Means, "the
personal use limitations are hampering the ability of taxpayers to obtain

affordable housing through creative financing arrangements." H. Rpt. no.97-404,

97th Cong., lst Sess. 8 (1981).



Rental to Family Members

page 2

GENERAL. PROVISIONS: [Slection 208A(d) is amended to provide that a taxpayer
will not be treated as using a dwelling unit for personal purposes by
reason of a rental arrangement under which the dwelling unit is rented

23

to any person at a fair rental for use as such person's principal residence.

Thus, the rental of a dwelling unit to a member of the taxpayer's family
or the family of a co~owner of the dwelling unit would not constitute
the personal use of the dwelling unit by the taxpayer if the dwelling
unit is rented at a fair rental for use as the family member's principal
residence. Of course, if the taxpayer continues to use the dwelling
unit, such use will be considered personal use by the taxpayers not-
withstanding the rental agreement. Similarly, in the rules relating

to rentals of the taxpayer's principal residence, the definition of
"qualified rental period" is amended so that a rental to a member of

the taxpayer's family is treated in the same manner as a rental to an
unrelated third party. The cammittee intends that fair rental be
determined by taking into account such factors as: (1) camparable
rentals in the area; and (2) whether substantial gifts were made by the
taxpayer to the family member at or about the time of the lease or
periodically during the year.

In the case of rentals to a person who has an ownership interest
in the dwelling unit, the [amendment] provides that the new rule

applies only if the rental is under a shared equity financing agreement. . .

H. Rpt. 97-404, 97th Cong., lst Sess. 8-9 (198l). See also, 127 Cong. Rec.

S 15487 (daily ed. Dec. 16, 1981} (remarks of Sen. Dole).

EFFECTIVE DATE: taxable years beginning after December 31, 1975, except
that in the case of taxable years beginning after December 31, 1975, and
before January 1, 1980, the amendment made by this section shall apply
only to taxable years for which, on the date of the enactment of {Pub.L.
97-119], the making of a refund, or the assessment of a deficiency, was not

barred by law or any rule of law

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES: estimated gain of $8 million in 1982,
$51 million in 1983, $68 million in 1984, $100 million in 1985, and

$148 million in 1986 H. Rpt. no. 97-404, 97th Cong., lst Sess. 9 (198l).

A
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26 U.S.C. 483(9)
Maximum Rate of Imputed Interest on Certain

Transfers of Land Between Related Parties

SUMMARY: The Econamic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title I,

sec. 126, Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 202, as amended by the Technical
Corrections Act of 1982, Pub.L. 97-448, Title I, sec. 10l(g), Jan. 12, 1983,
96 Stat. 2367, provides a new rule for determining the interest rate, if

unstated, for sales of land between related persons.

LEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: This provision was added on the Senate floor by
Senator Melcher. His unprinted amendment no. 311 was adopted by a vote
of 100-0 on July 28, 1981. The Melcher amendment was modified in conference,
however.

The Melcher amendment establishea a maximum 7% rate of interest,
compounded semiannually, for calculating total unstated interest. The
Melcher rule was limited to "qualified nondepreciable property," defined
as property for which the buyer could claim neither an allowance for
depreciation or for amortization. It was further limited to transfers
where the two parties had not "sold or exchanged" more than $2 million
of property during a l2-month period. The amendment did not require the
exchanges to be within a family. See, 127 Cong. Rec. S 8596 (daily ed.
July 28, 1981) (unprinted amendment no. 311). There was also a special
rule for corporate liquidations.

The Melcher amendment was supported in large measure because of the

tax treatment of family transfers of farm property. Senator Jepsen said:
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. . o When the time comes for a child to get started in business
or farming, he or she cannot afford 20-percent interest rates and the
enormmous initial capital expenditures. So, a father and mother give
the child a break: A low-interest loan and a deferred payment schedule.
This does two things: It helps the young person when such help is
critical and allows parents to pass on their property to their offspring
without incurring the confiscatory rates of present estate taxation.
Raising the imputed interest rates will effectively close off that option
to many farmers and small businessmen. [On July 1, 1981, the IRS had
announced that the imputed interest rate would be l0-percent.]

127 Cong. Rec. S 8597 (daily ed. July 28, 198l1).

As noted, the Melcher amendment was modified in conference.

GENERAL PROVISIONS: 26 U.S.C. 483(b) authorizes the Secretary of the

Treasury to issue regulations prescribing the amount of imputed interest

in contracts for the sale or exchange of certain property. The modified
Melcher amendment (subsection (g)) prohibits the Secretary from using an
interest rate exceeding 7-vercent, campounded semiannually, in calculating

the total unstated interest rate for qualified sales. A qualified sale

is a sale or exchange of property between an individual and his brothers,
sisters, half-brothers, half-sisters, spouse, ancestors, or lineal descendants.
The 7-percent limit does not apply "to the extent that the sales price for
such sale (when added to the aggregate sales price for prior qualified sales .
exceeds $500,000. Even if sales aggregate more than $500,000, the 7-percent
limit is available up to $500,000. If either party is a nonresident alien,

the 7-percent rule is not available.

EFFECTIVE DATE: applicable to payments made after June 30, 1981, pursuant

to sales or exchanges after such date

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES: gain of less than $5 million in each fiscal
year, 1981-1986. H. Rpt. 97-215 (Cong. Rpt.), 97th Cong., lst Sess. 291 (1981).
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26 U.S.C. 2056 and 2523

Unlimited Marital Deduction

for Estate and Gift Taxes

SUMMARY: The Econamic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title IV,

sec. 403, Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 301, as amended by the Technical
Corrections Act of 1982, Pub.L. 97-448, Title I, sec. 104(a), Jan. 12,

1983, 96 Stat. 2379, removes the dollar limits on the marital deduction

for both the gift tax and estate tax so that unlimited amounts of property can

be transferred between spouses without estate or gift tax.

IEGISIATIVE BACKGROUND: On July 24, 1981, the Senate adopted a Symms
amendment (unprinted no. 287) relating to certain life interests and
the marital deduction. The amendment was agreed to by voice vote.
127 Cong. Rec. S 8345-46 (daily ed. July 24, 1981). When the House
agreed to its substitute on July 29, the marital deduction section

was identical to the Senate's and the House committee's.

GENERAL PROVISIONS:

The . . . bill removes the quantitative limits on the marital
deduction for both estate and gift tax purposes. Thus, unlimited
amounts of property (other than certain terminable interests) can be
transferred between spouses without estate or gift tax. The bill
removes the provisions of present law which disallow the marital
deduction for transfer between spouses of community property.

In addition, certain transfers of qualified terminable interests
would qualify for the deduction.

H. Rpt. 97-201, 97th Cong. lst Sess. 161 (1981).

The committee believes that a husband and wife should be treated
as one econamic unit for purposes of estate and gift taxes, as they
generally are for income tax purposes. Accordingly, no tax should be
imposed on transfers between a husband and wife.

S. Rot. 97-144, 97th Cong., 1lst Sess. 127 (198l).

26



unlimited marital deduction for estate & gift taxes

page 2

EFFECTIVE DATE: generally, applicable to the estates of decedents

dying after December 31, 1981, and to gifts made after December 31, 1981

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMILIES:

Estimated effect in millions of dollars, by fiscal year

1982
1983
1984
1985

1986

H. Rot. 97-215 (Conf.Rot.), 97th Cong., lst Sess. 291 (1981).

# 4% F#

= +2
+303
+304
+311

+300

27



26 U.S.C. 2057 (repealed)
Repeal of Deduction for

Bequests to Certain Minor Children

BACKGROUND: The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Pub.L. 97-34, Title IV,
427, Aug. 13, 1981, 95 Stat. 318, repealed a deduction from a decedent's

gross estate which was available to his orphaned, minor children.

IEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND: The amendment was in the House bill, but not

the Senate amendment. The House version prevailed.

GENERAL PROVISIONS: Formerly, a child of a decedent (when the decedent left
no surviving spouse) was entitled to a portion of his parent's estate, tax
free. The amount of the deduction from the estate was equal to $5,000
multiplied by the difference between the child's age and age 21. This
provision was repealed because (1) it complicated estate planning and

the preparation of wills, H. Rpot. 97-201, 97th Cong., lst Sess. 192 (198l),
and (2) it was made largely irrelevant by the increases in the unified
credit contained in ERTA (raised to $192,800, which will permit a cumlative

tax-free transfer of up to $600,000).

28

EFFECTIVE DATE: applicable to estates of decedents dying after December 31, 1981

REVENUE EFFECT ON FAMIIIES: loss of less than $5 million in each

fiscal year, 1982-1986

#REHH



ESTIMATED REVENUE EFFECTS
ON FAMILIES! OF THE
MAJOR FAMILY-RELATED TAX
CHANGES OF THE 97TH CONGRESS,
FISCAL YEARS 1982-86

(In Millions of Dollars)

29

PROVISION 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Child Care Credit + 14 + 181 + 212 + 241 + 271
Exclusion of Dependent Care + 5 + 10 + 25  + 55 + 85
Exclusion for Foster Care + 2 + 2 + 3 + 3 + 3
Indexing Personal Exemptions ——— ———— ———— + 3,753 + 10,396
IRAs for Certain Divorced
Individuals Negligible Each Year
Spousal IRAs Not Available
Reduction of "Marriage Penalty" + 419 + 4,418 + 9,090 + 10,973 + 12,624
Deduction for Adopting Child
with Special Needs + 9 + 9 + 10 + 11+ 12
Rental to Family Members + 8 + 51 + 68 + 100 + 148
Transfer of Land Between
Related Parties? + 2 + 2+ 3+ 3+ 3
Unlimited Marital Deduction 3
(Estate & Gift Taxes) + 2 + 303 + 304 + 311 + 300
Repeal of Deduction foz
Bequests to Children - 2 - 2 - 3 - 3 - 3
TOTALS + 459 + 4,974 + 9,712 + 15,447 + 23,839

lThe estimated revenue effect on families

treasury) .

2Formally, the revenue effect for each year is '"less
of either $2 million or $3 million were arbitrarily

benefit as zero.

3Formally, "less than $5 million."

4
Formally, the revenue effect for each year is "less
of either $2 million or $3 million were arbitrarily

loss as zero.

~(estimated revenue effect

than $5 million."
assigned to avoid

than $5 million."
assigned to avoid

However,
counting the

on the federal

However, gains
counting the

losses
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SELECTIONS ON FAMILIES AND TAXES

FROM THE 1980 REPUBLICAN PLATFORM

FREE INDIVIDUALS IN A FREE SOCIETY

Women's Rights

We reaffirm our belief in the traditional role and values of the family
in our society. The damage being done today to the family takes its greatest
toll on the woman. Whether it be through divorce, widowhood, economic problems,
or the suffering of children, the impact is greatest on women. The importance of
support for the mother and homemaker in maintaining the values of this country
cannot be over-emphasized.

We call for greater equity in the tax treatment of working spouses. We
deplore the marriage tax which penalizes married two-worker families. We call
for a reduction in the estate tax burden, which creates hardships for widows and
minor children.

STRONG FAMILIES

We do not advocate new federal bureaucracies with ominous power to shape
a national family order. Rather, we insist that all domestic policies, from
child care and schooling to Social Security and the tax code, must be formulated
with the family in mind.

Education

We reaffirm our support for a system of educational assistance based on
tax credits that will in part compensate parents for their financial sacrifices
in paying tuition at the elementary, secondary, and post-secondary level. This
is a matter of fairness, especially for low-income families, most of whom would
be free for the first time to choose for their children those schools which best
correspond to their own cultural and moral values. In this way, the schools will
be strengthened by the families' involvement, and the families strengths will
be reinforced by supportive cultural institutions.

Older Americans

Only a comprehensive reduction in tax rates will enable families to save
for retirement income, and to protect that income from ravaging inflation. Only
new tax exemptions and incentives can make it possible for many families to afford
to care for their older members at home.

The Family Economy

We pledge to increase the availability of non-institutional child care.
We see a special role for local, private organizations in meeting this need.

We disapprove of the bias in the federal tax system against working
spouses, whose combined incomes are taxed at a proportionately higher rate
than if they were single. We deplore this "marriage tax" and call for equity
in the tax treatment of families.
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We applaud our society's increasing awareness of the role of homemakers
in the economy, not apart from the work force but as a very special part of it:
the part that combines the labor of a full-time job, the skills of a profession,
and the commitment of the most dedicated volunteer. Recognizing that homemaking
is as important as any other profession, we endorse expanded eligibility for
Individual Retirement Accounts for homemakers and will explore other ways to
advance their standing and security.

Handicapped People

Targeted tax relief can make it possible for parents to keep such a child
at home without foregoing essential professional assistance. Similarly, tax
incentives can assist those outside the home, in the neighborhood and the work-
place, who undertake to train, hire, or house the handicapped.

SECURE AND PROSPEROUS NEIGHBORHOODS

Housing and Homeownership

We will support legislation to lower tax rates on savings in order to
increase funds available for housing. This will help particularly to make home-
ownership an accessible dream for younger families, encouraging them not to
despair of ever having a home of their own, but to begin working and saving for
it now. We oppose any attempt to end the income tax deductability of mortgage
interest and property taxes.

AGRICULTURE
Taxation

Federal estate and gift taxes have a particularly pernicious effect on
family farms. Young farmers who inherit farm property are often forced to
sell off part of the family farm to pay taxes. Once these taxes are paid, young
farmers often must begin their careers deeply in debt. Our tax laws must be
reformed to encourage rather than discourage family farming and ranching.

We deplore the imposition of present excessive estate and gift taxes
on family farms. We support the use of lower, productivity-based valuation
when farms are transferred within the family. Further, we believe that no
spouse should pay estate taxes on farm property inherited from a husband or
wife.



Mrs. Bobbie Ames

Protect America's Children
Route 6, Box 207

Selma, AL 36701
205/875-4629

Mr. John Beckett
Intercessors for America
P.0. Box D

Elyria, OH 44035
216/365-4141 (o)
216/365-3390 (h)

Dr. George Benson
Harding College
Searcy, AR 72043
501/268-6161

Mr. William Billings
NACA

418 C Street, NE
Washington, D.C. 20002
202/544-3541 (o)
301/839-6986 (h)

Rev. Fletcher Brothers
Gates Community Chapel
100 Brooks Avenue
Rochester, NY 14619
716/328-4610 (o)
716/328-2982 (h)

Mrs. Judie Brown
American Life Lobby

529 4th Street, NW #357B
Washington, D.C. 20045
202/783-4328
703/659-6556

Mrs. Carol Carlson

Nevada Pro-Family Coalition
6160 West Oquenda

Las Vegas, NV 89118
702/871-6391 (h)
702/384-2616 (o)

Mr. Bob Craig

Concerned Christians For
Good Government
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Atlanta, GA 30334
404/634-6113
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Judge Braswell D. Deen

Suite 416

State Judicial Bldg.

Capitol Square
Atlanta, GA 30334

Mrs. Doris Enderle

California Pro-Family Coalition
Box 1633

Huntington Beach, CA 92647
714/440-0227

Mr. Randy Engel
U.Ss.c.L.

Box 315

Export, PA 15632
412/327-8878
412/327-7379

Mrs. Dorothy English
F.L.A.G.

2609 Rodney Parkam
Little Rock, AR 72212
501/664-1330

Rev. Jerry Falwell o
Moral Majority

Thomas Road Baptist Church
Lynchburg, VA 34514
804/239-9281

Rev. Del Fehsenfeld
Life Action Ministries
Buchanan, MI 49107
616/684-5905 (o)
616/695-6138 (h)

Rev. Charles Fiore
National Pro-Life PAC t
4716 Verona Park Road
Madison, WI 53711

Mel and Norma Gabler
Education Research Analysts
P.0. Box 7518

Longview, TX 75601
214/753-5993

Mrs. Caroline Gerster
Right To Life Committee
7350 East Stetson Drive
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
602/945-2609
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John Giminez
640 Kempville Road

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

Mr, Paul Glover

Alaska Christian Community

9101 Brayton Drive
Anchorage, AK 99507
907/344-0528

Mr. Jack Hiles

First Baptist Church
523 Sibley Blwd.
Hammon, IN 46320
219/932-0711

Dr. E.V. Hill

Mt. Zion Baptist Church
1308 East 50th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90011
213/235-2103 (o)
213/293-4654 (h)

PABRTIN
Rev. Mextimer Hill

Morality In Media
475 Riverside Drive
New York, NY 10115
212/870-3222

Lottie Beth Hobbs
Pro-Family Forum
Box 14701

Fort Worth, TX 76117
817/284-3418

Rev. Richard Hogue
Metro Church

P.0. Box 1147
Edmond, OK 73034
405/348-3000

Mrs. Margaret Hotze
The Life Advocate

4901 BRichmond, Suite 101

Houston, TX 77027
713/622-8598 (h)
713/961-5433 (o)

26. Dr. Don Howard

27,
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30.

31.

32.

33.

Accelerated Christian Education
P.O., Box 2205

Garland, TX 75041
214/462-1776
214/217-3626

Mr. Al Janney

American Association of
Christian Schools

P.0. Box 2130

Leesburg, FL 32748
904/787-4825
904/787=-0424

Dr. James Kennedy

Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church
5555 North Federal Highway

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33308
305/491-1207

305/771-8840

Mr. Charles Keating

Citizens for Decency Through Law
6326 North 38th Street

Paradise Valley, AZ 85253
602/957-7170

Dr. Tim LaHaye

2100 Greenfield Dr.

Scott Memorial Baptist Church
El Cajon, CA 92121
714/440-1802

Mrs. Beverly LaHaye
Box 1299

El Cajon, CA 92121
714/440-0227

Mrs. June Larson

Citizens for Constructive Education

P.0. Box 25704
Seattle, WA 98125
216/743-3857

Mr. Al Matt, Jr.
The Wanderer

201 Ohio Street
St. Paul, MN 55107
612/224~5733
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41.

Mr. Edward McAteer, President
The Roundtable

1500 Wilson Blvd. v
Suite 502

Arlington, VA 22209
703/525-3795

901/685-6542

Mr. Bob McCustion
Faith Ministries
Lawndale Drive
Tupelo, MS 38801
601/844-9206

Mr. Jay Menefee

Roundtable of Northeast Ohio
12345 Kinsman Road

Newbury, OH 44065
216/564-2251

Dr. Gary North

Christian Economics Foundation
1022 South Azalez

Tyler, TZ 75701

Mrs. Sheila Olson

Idaho Pro-Family Coalition
1367 Homer Avenue

Idaho Falls, ID 83401
208/529-0865

Dr. Paige Patterson

Criswell Center for Biblical Studies

525 North Ervay
Dallas, TX 75201
214/742-2532

Dr. William Powell
Southern Baptist Journal

P.O. Box 468
Buchanan, GA 30113
404/664-3856

Rev. Pat Robertson

President

Christian Broadcasting Network
Pembroke Four

Virginia Beach, VA 23462
804/499-8241

42,

43.

44,
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47.

48.

49.

Rev. James Robison
401 East Hurst Blvd.
Hurst, TX 76053
817/268-1951

Mrs. Phyllis Schlafly
Eagle Forum

Box 618

Alton, IL 62002
618/462-5415

Marilyn Simmons
F.L.A.G.

2609 Rodney Parkam
Little Rock, AR 72212
501/225-6304
501/225-7422

Beth Skousen

The Freeman Institute
8233 Rachine Street
Warren, MI 48093
313/573-9654

Rev. Bailey Smith, President
Southern Baptist Convention
608 Howard Drive

Del City, OK 73115
405/677-8781

Dr. Charles Stanley
First Baptist Church

754 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30308
404/881-1221

Janine Triggs
Pro-Family Coalition
739 16th Street
Sparks, NV 89431
702/358-5313
702/359-0808

Rev. Don Wildmon
Coalition for Better TV
Box 1398

Tupelo, MS 38801
601/844~5036
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51.
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Rev. Ralph Wilkerson
Melodyland Church
P.0. Box 6000
Anaheim, CA 92806
714/635-6391

Rev. John Wilkerson
Bethel Temple

6801 Meadowbrook Drive
FortWorth, TX 76112
817/457-1111

Mr. Bob Wright

New Covenant Churches
3531 Jamestown Road
Davidsonville, MD 20135
301/956-5162
301/261-4563

Dr. Bernard Fryshman
Agudath Israel

1607 East Fifth Street
Brooklyn, NY 11230
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"THE HEARTHSTONE IS THE NATICN'S CORNERSTONE" AéV/

AMERICAN FAMILY ASSOCIATION
401 C STREET N.E.
WASHINGTON D.C. 20002
(202) 393-6656

February 25, 1983

Mr. Morton Blackwell

Special Assistant to the President
for Public Liason

The White House

Washington D.C. 20500

Dear Morton:

Per my conversation with you at the Arlington County
Republican Committee meeting, I am now Vice President-Executive
Director with the American Family Association. We are interested
in a wide variety of issues that affect the family, i.e. "gay"
rights, abortion on demand, ERA, pornography, discrimination in
the tax codes against homemakers vs. career women on the subject
of I.R.A.'s, public vs. private responsibility for education, and
many others.

I am enclosing copies of a commentary that I did on Cable
television and WRC~-TV with regard to H.H.S.'s new regulations on
Aissemination of birth control devices, which we heartily approve.

I am a participant in the Library Court meetings and I would
like to be placed on your list of organizations and individuals
to be contacted when the White House needs allies on the outside
for support of family oriented programs.

Finally, at the National Association of Evangelicals' annual
meeting in Orlando, Fla. March 8-10, 1983 I will be appointed
an at-large member of their Social Action Commission. This is
the commission that has been and will probably continue to study
the topic of nuclear disarmament, along with other social issues.

So Morton, please fe . free to call upon me a$an individual
and as associated with the American Family Association for any
assistance that I can render you.

Sincerely yours,
“(
David A. Williams
Vice Presjident-Executive Director



BIRTH CONTROL REGULATIONS ARE NEEDED

The Department of Health and Human Services has proposed
a regulation that would inform parents when their children, age
12 and under, receive birth control devices. The 4000 clinics
affected by this federal rule are those regeiving Title X
money. A number of groups oppose this such as Planned Parenthood,
the National Organization of Women, WRC-TV and others, while the
American Family Association, the National Association of Evangelicals
and the Eagle Forum amongst others opposes it.

The proposed rule makes common sense. In this country no
minor can get their ears pierced without parental approval, and
schools can not dispense medicine to a child without the permission
of parents. Obviously, prevention of pregnancy is just as significant
as pierced ears or medication. Puberty is a difficult time for
adolescents, and the need for parental guidance is sorely needed
during this transition period. Since parents are responsible for
all facets of their child's growth, i.e. food, clothing, shelter,
education, moral and religious training, recreation, etc., is it
not evident that mother and dad be primarily involved in the sex
education of the children? ©No organization or government entity
should take away this responsibility. How would you like it
if someone gave your daughter a birth control bill or I.U.D.
without your approval or knowledge? I assure you that would not
tend to foster stable parent-daughter communications. It
does not matter if the group involved is Planned Parenthood. They
do not have a monopoly on concern, and the principle is still the
same. The federal government should not be in the business of handing
out birth control devices behind the parents backs. Furthermore,
Uncle Sam should cooperate with parents, not circumvent their
authority. The American Family Association and others are correct
in supporting the move by HHS of informing parents when their
children have been given birth control devices. Sex education should
involve the parents and it is time that the federal government
stop undermining their authority.

-30~

Weekly commentary by David A. Williams on "Arlington Weekly News",
Metro-Cable T.V., Arlington, Virginia. Thursday, Jan. 27, 1983, 8:p.m.
ch.33



AMERICAN FAMILY ASSOCIATION
401 C STREET N.E.
WASHINGTON D.C. 20002
(202) 393-6656

EDITORIAL REPLY: BIRTH CONTROL REGULATIONS ARE NEEDED

The Department of Health and Human Services proposes a
regulation that would inform parents when their children, age
18 and under, receive birth control devices. WRC-TV opvoses
this rule while we of the American Family Association firmly
support it. This rule makes common sense. In this country
no minor can get their ears pierced without parental approval,
and schools can not dibense medicine to a child without the
permission of parents. Obviously, birth control devices
are just as significant a health matter as pierced ears or
medication.

The federal government should not circumvent the authority
of parents by prescribing birth control devices without the
permission or knowledge of the parents.

The American Family Association applauds the move by
HHS of informing parents when their children have been given
birth control devices. Sex education should involve the parents
and it is time that the federal government stop undermining
their authority.
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WRC-TV4

NBC Television Stations Division

National Broadeasting Company. Inc

Gayle Perkirs
Editonal Drector

January 21, 1983

Mr. Dave Williams
Vice President

American Family Assn.

401 C St., NE
Washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr. Williams:

4001 Nebraska Avenue. N W.
Washington. D C 20016 202-686-3402

We appreciate your interest in our editoria}
position. Enclosed is a copy of the editorial

you requested.

If you have further questions or concerns,
please feel free to call me.

‘Very truly yours,

%4 /oA
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EDITORIAL: BIRTH CONTROL REGULATIONS NEED SHELVING
VOL. 22, #11: AIR 1/20 & 1/21/83

The Department of Health and Human Services wants to

make sure parents know when their teenagers, age 18 and
under, receive birth control devices. The 4,000 clinics af-
fected by this federal rule are those receiving Title X
money. Consequently much of the impact of this rule will
affect more heavily the poor and the minority. This

rule allows teenagers to continue receiving birth

control but within ten days of receipt parents will

be notified. . - :

Emotions run high on both sides of this issue. Statis-
tics point to the reality that many teenagers are en-
gaging in sex. A reality many of us domn't want to
face. Studies show teens are having sex. By 18 two
thirds of boys and more than half of the girls have

had intercourse.

The effect of this rule could be a reluctance to seek
birth control on the part of teens who are sexually
active and don't want their parents to know it. This,
of course, will increase the likelihood of more preg-
nancies. The government should not be legislating
Parental responsibility.

I'm Gayle Perkins.

% WRCTV4ANBC

i i i itori ini tation of
This station welcomes comments on its edutonal.opmlons and encourages me presen
significant opposing viewpoints. Address all replies to Gayle Perkins, Editorial Director,

4001 Nehracska Ave N W Washinatan NG 20MA



"THE HEARTHSTONE IS THE NATION'S CORNERSTONE"

AMERICAN FAMILY ASSOCIATION
401 C STREET N.E.
WASHINGTON D.C. 20002
(202) 393-6656

March 24, 1983

Miss Betty Lou Dotson, Director

Office of Civil Rights

Department of Health and Human Services
330 Independence Ave., S.W., Room 5400
Washington D.C. 20201

Dear Miss Dotson:

The American Family Association is very supportive of the
proposed rule 45 CFR Part 84, Nondiscrimination on the Basis of
Handicavo. It seems eminently sensible that those regulations
prescribing denial of food or medical care for the handicapved should
be extended to cover infants also. Common sense and medical
science both are unanimous in agreeing that infants are just
as much as human beings as adults are, regardless of their sizes.

We find it most unfortunate that there is controversy
surrounding this ruling. Whereas there is little or no argument
that handicapped adults should receive the full protection of the law,
however when it comes to infants somehow certain people feel that
defenseless babies should be treated differently.

Fortunately most Americans sharply disagree and we
wholeheartedly concur with them. If the law should not be a
resvector of persons with regards to race, then it stands to reason

that the same should apply to the handicapped regardless of their
ages.

To the charge that the proposed rule further injects the
federal government into the area of medical care, we are restrained
from laughing out loud. The medical community in large part has
been blatant in it's groveling after federal funds, and lobbying for
various and sundry protections, licenses, subsidies, projects, etc.
If the medical and health care community are serious in their concern
about federal "intrusion" into the health-care field, then they should
unanimously call.for the withdrawal of all federal involvement in this
field. Until they do so, we can only regard their latest outcry
as selective indignation.

A favorite (but true) principle of American folk wisdom is that
"He that pays the piper, calls the tune”. If the hospitals do not want
the proposed rule applied to them, then they should immediately
surrender their federal subsidies and forth-with refuse to apply for
or accept the same in the future.



Until that occurs, the federal government is well within it's
rights in assigning guide lines when dispersing federal funds.

To conclude, the American Family Association would be very happy
in providing testimony or other assistance in support of proposed
rule 45 CFR Part, 84 Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap.

Sincerely,

Dy 00 L2 ey

David A. Williams
Vice-President-Exec. Director



"THE HEARTHSTONE IS THE NATION'S CORNERSTONE"

AMERICAN FAMILY ASSOCIATION
401 C STREET N.E.
WASHINGTON D.C. 20002
(202) 393-6656

February 25, 1983

Mr. Morton Blackwell

Special Assistant to the President
for Public Liason

The White House

Washington D.C. 20500

Dear Morton:

Per my conversation with you at the Arlington County
Republican Committee meeting, I am now Vice President-Executive
Director with the American Family Association. We are interested
in a wide variety of issues that affect the family, i.e. "gay"
rights, abortion on demand, ERA, pornography, discrimination in
the tax codes against homemakers vs. career women on the subject
of I.R.A.'s, public vs. private responsibility for education, and
many others.

I am enclosing copies of a commentary that I did on Cable
television and WRC~TV with regard to H.H.S.'s new regulations on
dissemination of birth control devices, which we heartily apoprove.

I am a participant in the Library Court meetings and I would
like to be placed on your list of organizations and individuals
to be contacted when the White House needs allies on the outside
for support of family oriented programs.

Finally, at the National Association of Evangelicals' annual
meeting in Orlando, Fla. March 8-10, 1983 I will be appointed
an at-large member of their Social Action Commission. This is
the commission that has been and will probably continue to study
the topic of nuclear disarmament, along with other social issues.

So Morton, please fe . free to call upon me ¢ an individual
and as associated with the American Family Association for any
assistance that I can render you.

Since;g}; yours,
“lgne

David A. Williams
Vice President-Executive Director





