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LEARN ne

The Education Foundation

ISSUE BRIEF: TUITION TAX CREDITS

Opponents of tuition tax credits have often argued that
they are "inequitable"™ to government schools. Now that the
Reagan Administration has given these opponents a specific
target to shoot at, they have introduced specific numbers to
support his argument. They claim that President Reagan's
proposed policies would give private schools larger Federal
subsidi~s than government schools, and that, therefore, those
policie. should be defeated.

This claim is false. Federal tax and budget polic’:s
give _»> rnment schools m¢ siv advanta¢ 5 over private
schools, and the only way to remove those advantages would be
through changes far more radical than any contemplated by
this Administration.

Organizations like the Council of the Great City Schools
and the American Association of School Administrators argue
that per-pupil Federal aid to private schools would exceed
per-pupil Federal aid to government schools by 1985 if the
Reagan bill passes. This argument depends on two implicit
premises. If either of these two premises is false, so is
their conclusion,

First Premise: A tax break which helps private schools
is the same thing as a direct subsidy.

Second Premise: If a tax break helps government schools
instead of private schools, it is somehow not the same thing
as a subsidy and should not be counted as Federal aid.

A lot of people would disagree with the first premise on
f { bh
v L
rightly pelongs to tne ygouverimmeur, we wmusce reject the
proposition that there is no moral or economic distinction
between policies which let people keep their own earnings and
policies which grant them the earnings of others. To refrain
from stealing my sandwich is not the same thing as giving me
a free 1lunch.

10369 B Democracy Lane, Fairfax, Virginia 22030 (703) 385-5826



But the second premise is even more clearly false. If
we are going to compare Federal "aid" to government schools
and private schools, we should at least be consistent in our
accounting. Any fair compariosn will include the revenue
loss to the Federal Treasury caused by provisions of the tax
system which help government schools. Unlike Reagan's proposed
tuition tax credits, these provisions are already in force.
Their revenue effects are actually larger than direct Federal
spending on government schools through the Department of
Education and other Federal agencies. They are much larger
than the revenue effects of the proposed tuition tax credits.

It is not easy to calculate the exact size of these
revenue losses, since up-to-date figures are not available in
all categories. But it is clear that these losses will grow
between now and 1985 -- when the proposed tuition tax credits
for private education would take full effect. The analysis
which follows undoubtedly will understate them.

Property tax payments to local governments are deductible
on the taxpayer's Federal income tax return. For owner-
occupied homes only, this deductibility will cost Washington
an estimated $10.065 billion in 1982, which will rise to an
estimated $12.105 billion in 1985. The deductibility of
other nonbusiness state and local taxes, such as personal
income and sales taxes, will cost an estimated $20.395 billion
in 1982 and an estimated $25.57 billion in 1985. 1/

State and local tax payments from businesses are also
deductible, but neither the Treasury Department nor the
Congress considers them to be so-called "tax expenditures,"
and, therefore, no Federal agency estimates the resulting
revenue loss. According to the most recent information
available from the Internal Revenue Service, corporations
paid a total of $115.6 billion in taxes to state and local
governments in 1978. Sale proprietorships paid $9.4 billion,
and partnerships paid $7.4 billion in the same year. 2/

Barring global convulsion, these figures will have risen
substantially between 1978 and 1985. But assume that they
remain level. At the corporate tax rate of 46 percent,
$115.6 billion in corporate taxes triggers a Federal revenue
loss of $53.176 billion. If the tax payments from other
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The 1985 total for all these revenue losses comes to
more than $94.2 billion. (The total would be higher if it
included revenue losses caused by the tax-exempt status of
state and local revenue bonds.) Under the logic used by
opponents of tuition tax credits, this figure represents a
*subsidy" to state and local governments from the Federal
Government.,

Government schools, of course, are not the only recipients
of state and local tax dollars. But they are among the
largest. 1In 1980, the most recent year for which figures are
available, state and local governments spent a total of
$432.328 billion for all purposes. Government schools received
$92.930 billion of that total, or 21.5 percent. 4/

Assume that the proportion of state and ocal spending
which goes to government schools will be the same in 1985 as
in 1980. For simplicity's sake, assume also that government
schools receive exactly that proportion of the receipts from
each state and local tax discussed above. (In fact, the
schools' proportion is considerably higher than local property
tax payments, but accurate figures are not available.)

21.5 percent of the Federal Government's estimated $94.2
billion revenue loss for 1985 works out to $20.2 billion.
Pro :cted 1985 enrollment in government schools is 39,166,000. 5/
Therefore, the Federal tax "subsidy" to government schools will
come to about $517 per student in the year that the Reagan
tuition tax credits for private-school students take full
effect.

The Reagan proposal would allow a maximum (not an average)
tax credit for private-school students of $500. Kindergarteners
are not eligible, nor are the children of parents who do not
pay taxes or of parents who earn more than $75,000 annually.
Families who pay less than $1,000 in tuition are eligible
for credits equal to no more than half of their tuition
payments. Taking all these conditions into account, the
Treasury Department estimates that the 1985 revenue loss
caused by the Reagan plan will be $1 billion. 6/

By 1985, there will be an estimated five million students
enrolled in nrivate schools. includina manv who will receive

In short, new Federal "aid" to priva*~ schools under the
Reagan tax credit proposal will come to less than half the
"aid" which government schools already receive from the
Federal tax system.




For both private and government schools, there are three
other forms of Federal "aid" already in existence which would
be considered in a truly comprehensive analysis. One is the
tax deductibility of voluntary donations to private schools.
According to school finance expert Thomas Vitullo-Martin,
donations amount to between 30 and 40 percent of private-
school revenues. 8/ No figures are available on the size of
the resulting Federal revenue loss.

The other two forms of existing "aid" go to government
schools. One is the tax-exempt status of state and local
bonds, to the extent that these bonds finance schools. The
other, which may incontestably be described as a "subsidy"
without the quotat®»->n marks, is direct grants from the U. S.
Department of Education and other Federal agencies. In 1981,
this subsidy came to $384 per pupil in government schools. 9/

If all three of these were taken into consideration, the
gap between Federal "aid" to government schools and "aid" to
private schools would be even wider. Exactly how much wider
is impossible to tell without more extensive research.

But even without such research, it is clear that the
Reagan "subsidy" to private schools will come to less than
one percent of total government spending -- Federal, state,
and local -- on government schools. If "equity" is defined
in such a way as to bar any tax relief whatever for parents
who choose private schools, then this proposal is inequitable,
but not otherwise.

Lawrence A. Uzzell
President
LEARN, INC.



NOTES

Figures in this paragraph are from "Estimates of Federal

Tax Expenditures for Fiscal Years 1982-1987," Publication
JCS-4-82 of the Joint Committee on Taxation, U. S. Congress,
Washington, D. C., March 8, 1982, pages 12 and 17. Note that
they are based on tax payments from individuals only, not
businesses.

Figures in this paragraph are from the "Statistics of Income
Bulletin," Internal Revenue Service, Fall 1981. Note

that they represent actual tax payments, not the Federal
revenue loss caused by such payments -- unlike the figures
in the preceding paragraph.

According to Kenneth Simonson of the U. S. Chamber of
Commerce, 20 percent is "a very conservative estimate."
Telephone conversation with Mr. Simonson, September 1, 1982.

Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1981, U. s.
Department of Commerce, Washington, D. C., page 284.

The Condition of Education, 1982 edition, National
Center for Education Statistics, U. S. Department of
Education, Washington, D. C., page 44.

Briefir materials from the Department of Education on
"Reagan Administration Tuition Tax Credit Proposal,
April 29, 1982,

The Condition of Education, op. cit., page 44.

Telephone conversation with Dr. Vitullo-Martin, September
1, 1982. Some of these donations come from individuals
whose incomes . 'e too low to make it worthwhile for them
to deduct specific charitable or educational con-
tributions.

Briefing materials on "Reagan Administration Tuition
Tax Credit Proposal,” op. cit.



Januyary 15, 1982

President Reagan
. The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We, the undersigned organizations, d«
Mr. President, for your public recog:
and importance of parental choice in
your vocal support of tuition tax cr«

As a necessary step to consideration

in the 97th Congress, we urge you to
nition for such legislation in your 1983 budget and budget

message.

Donald Howard, Accelerated Christian Education

Ben Partin, Association of Christian Schools International
¥rank Brown, Association for Personal Rights in Education
James W Skillen, Association for Public Justice

Michael Ruiter, Christian Schools International

Douglas Shaddix, Coalition for America

Howard Phillips, The Conservative Caucus

Robert Marlowe, Council for Educational Freedom in America
Phyllis Schlafly, Eagle Forum

Onalee McGraw, Heritage Foundat'ion

Rev Vincent Duminuco, S.J.,Jesuit Secondary Educational
Association ‘

Kirby Ducote, Louisiana Federation-Citizens for Educational
Freedom

Irene Perrizo, Minnesota Federation-Citizens for Educational
Freedom L.

Leonard Knobbe, MIssouri Federation-Citizens for Educational

Ror ld S Go¢ .n, Moral Majority, ___.

Robert Baldwin, National Association of Concerned Parents
and Educators

John Meyers, National Catholic Education Association
Bill BRillings, National Christian Action. Coalition
Marilyn Lundy, National-Citizens for Educational Freedom

Vincent F Brugger, Pennsylvania Federation-Citizens for
Edu¢ tional Freedom



Copy to:

Martin Anderson
James A. Baker, III
Secretary vrerrel H. Bell
Robert Billings
Martin Blackwell
Jack Burgess
Michael K. Deaver
Senator Robert Dole
Mrs. Ann Fairbanks
Charles Heatherley
Edwin Meese, I11
Dr. Thomas Melady
Charles O'Malléy
Donald Regan

Daniel Rostenkowski
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The Clarence House
4530 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008

September 5, 1981

Hean Na. Rack e,

| am writing as a fellow Christian to bring to your attention a matter of grave concern --
our relationship with Israel.

The Bible teaches that God will bless and prosper those who support the Jews and that He
curses those who do not. History is filled with examples. Great Britain was an immensely
prosperous nation until it withdrew its support from the you nation of Israel. Had
Europe defended the Jews during the Hitler era, the entire world might not have become
embroiled in World War ll. The devastating situation in lran is a more recent example.
The Shah's empire began to crumble when he compromised his formerly supportive position

of lIsrael.

Israel was created by the declaration of nations, not by an act of terrorism. Israel, from
its beginning, assimilated all refugees who wished to reside in Israel, something the Arab
states denied them. The result of this denial is today's Palestinian terrorists.

Israel is being strangulated economically and militarily by the West as the result of Arab
blackmail. The United States, for instance, is willing to st the airborne surveillance
planes, AWACS, to Saudi Arabia who openly professes Israel as their chief enemy, while
holding up sales of the same aircraft to Israel. The reason: Israel's recent attacks on
Beirut, the seat of the PLO, the city from which all terrorist activities against lsrael
are directed. What would we American's do if Mexico or Canada started shelling our border
communities, destroying lives and property? Why are we refusing lIsrael the right to defend
itself against a deadly en ¢, a right we readily assumed against Nazi Germany during World
War |1, against Communism in Vietnam, and would assume again against Soviet Russia if it
became necessary? Why do we have these double standards in our dealings with Israel and
its enemies? Why do we permit Arafat, the world's most dangerous terrorist {supported

and armed by the Soviets) who testifies to wanting to destroy Israel, access to the United
Nations, an organization funded mostly by the American taxpay , an organization which is
fundamentally opposed to most everything America and Americans stand for?

Israel's right to exist is not debatable. Are we -- through indifference, through being
misinformed as to the real facts -- encouraging the destructi of lsrael?

As God has prospered the nations who stuck with lsrael in ancient and more recent times,
God will prosper and protect the United States of America in the face of the most serious
adversities provided we remain a friend of the Jews. But God will most certainly abandon
us if we chose to abandon His people. Genesis 12:3 says, "And | will bless them that bless
thee {lsrael) and curse them that curse thee." Question: 1s our trust in God or is it

in our "Alljes," whose allegiance has been doubtful at best?

If you are a friend of God, you must be a friend of the Jews. For God loves them. And,
sincere prayer for the Jewish people must be translated into action: speaking up for them;
supporting them economically, financially, militarily, spiritually.

Most sincerely,

—r— .- -

cc: Ronald Reagan, President of the United States of America
Menachem Begin, Prime Minister of lIsrael
Efraim Evron, Ambassador of lsrael to the U.S.






! STROM THURMOND, 8.C., CHAIRMAN oy ’
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.,, MD. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr., DEL.

.« PAUL LAXALT, NEV. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, MASS.
ORRIN G. HATCH. UTAH ROBERT C. BYRD, W. VA.
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ARLEN EPEGTER, PA.
Vinron DEVANE LIOE. Gy C o COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
QUENTIN CROMMELIN, JR., STAFF DIRECTOR wAsHlNGToN' D.c' 20510

October 8, 1981

Mr. Lloyd McBride, International President
United Steelworkers of America

Five Gateway Center

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222

Dear Mr. McBride:

I appreciate very much receiving your letter of August 14, 1981,
expressing your views on behalf of the United Steelworkers of

America concerning Federal legislation I introduced (S. 613) to
prohibit any person from using extortion or serious violence to
obstruct, delay, or affect commerce or the movement of any article

or commodity in commerce. I apologize for the delay in this response,
but I thought it important to give your position the personal time

and attention it deserved.

Your letter raises a number of issues that deserve a response.

In the first instance, your appeal to me to oppose the bill overlooks
our unambiguous disagreement on the appropriate Federal involvement
in, and response to, the serious disruption of commerce by violence.

Secondly, your letter is misleading in at least two respects. It
implies that the major thrust of the legislation is to reach minor
spontaneous "picket line altercations', citing the Enmons case as
holding that the Hobbs Act did not apply to '"minor acts of violence
or threats of violence which occur during legitimate strikes. . .".
As you know, the Fnmons case involved extremely serious non-picket
line violence and cuthroned an irrational rule in Federal extortion
law that would, for example, permit the kidnapping and execution of
a company president to obtain, in the words of your letter, improved
wages, fringe benefits, and working conditions during a legitimate
strike. If Federal jurisdiction over commerce interrupting extortion
by "minor" violence or threats of such violence is objectionable,

I would be more than willing to accept--I would offer--an amendment
to S. 613 excludir- such conduct fr = tf ‘

Finally, the implication in your letter that the bill is not even-
handed is simply not true. It applies to any ~erson who obstructs,
delays, or affects commerce or the movement of any article or
commodity in commerce, by robbery, extortion, or serious violence
to person or property. The bill would not cover agents of eitl er




-
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) Mr. Lloyd McBride
Page 2
October 8, 1981

the employer or employee in a minor picket line melee provoked by
anger because there is no extortionate intent involved. Moreover,
it would cover agents of both the employer and employee who obstruct
commerce. by serious personal injury or property destruction. If an
imbalance occurs under the bill, it is inherent in the nature of
labor disputes and the nature of robbery and extortion as property-
taking offenses. That is precisely the reason S. 613 contains new
provisions to cover non-property-taking serious violence to person
and property that disrupts commerce.

I have no desire to discriminate. I would, if it were in my power
to do so, put an absolute stop without any comr~omise to the
disruption of commerce in this country by intin.dation and violence,
whatever its source. If the bill is deficient in eeting employer
violence, I welcome suggestions on how to cure any such defect.

Again, let me thank you for providing me with the opportunity to
express my views on this extremely important subject. To promote
better understanding of this issue, I wonder if it might not be
possible for you to publish your letter and my response together in
the United Steelworkers newsletter to the membership and I will
reciprocate by placing them in the Congressional Record. .

With kindest regards and best wishes,

Sincerely,

Chairman
ST:jw

cc: All Senators
All Representatives
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= Whittaker Corporation
wl'“ﬂ':keg 10880 Wilshire e |
— Los Angeles, Camrornia Y0024
213/475-9411

June 19, 1981

Mr. Morton C. Blackwell

White House Office of Public Liasoi
0ld E:r cutive Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Coach:
I thought you would like a copy of the enc” >sed .st of LA-based
corporate PACs. It was assembled by the local ! 1 office as part

of a corporate PAC managers roundtable projec they are undertak-
ing.

Unless otherwise indicated, all telephone numbers are in the 213
area code.

I hope it isn't too long before we have an opportunity to once
again work together. The "CRAO" organizing conv 1tion seems like
only yesterday!

Give my best to Helen.

o I OURPIGUIRPII [P

! 7in C. Richardson
Public Affairs Specialist

KCR:st

1% ire



RESPONDENTS IN SUPPORT OF A PAC MANAGERS' GROUP

Ameron
268-4111
Anne Ewing

California Realtors
739-8200
Greg Fletcher

Carl Karcher Enterprises
714-778-7131
Michael Elliott

Central Federal S&L
714-236-8852
Rene Gentry

Coca-Cola Bottling Co.
746-5555
Gordon Newton

Fluor
714-975-5890
Debbie Kurilchyk

Glendale Federal Savings
956-4566
George Rodearmel

Home Federal S&L
714-238-7595
Bill Taggart

Irvine Co.
714-644-3204
Mik Stockstill

Litton Industries
273-7860
Leo Thorsness

1Ud -

MCA
508-1455
George Smith

Newhall Land and Farming
805-255-4053
Mike Neal

Northrop
553-6262 ext. 391
Lily Balian

Occidental Life Insurance

742-3578
Donald Sorensen

Santa Fe International
570-4484
Jim Walton

Sunkist
986-4800 :
Michael Allderdice

Thriftimart
624-6772

Robert Laverty

Tiger International
552-6308

‘Earl Erickson

Union 0il
977-6446
Hal Shawlee

United California Bank
614-3958
Pat Tr 1dacosta

Western Airlines
646-9356
Mary Sullivan

475-9411
K 7in Richardson




erojet General
14-455-8534
oseph Lipper

.merican Medical International

»78-6200
lennifer Flinton

s\tlantic Richfield

186-0892 |
30b McElrc  Yvomnt Nix

Beckman ;truments
714—871-481
Stuart Davidson

Beverly Hills S/L
275-4351
Robert Cubbison

Caesars World
552-271
Carl Propes

California Federal Savings

243-2144
James Eddey

Carter Hawley Hale
620-0150
Donald Livingston

California S/L Leagne
670-6300
John Lannon

city Investing Co.
278-2690 ext 322 -
Arthur Hull

Coast Federal S/L
24

Computer Science Corp
615-0311
George Barratt

Continental Airlines
646-7232
Tom Currigan

Dart Industries
658-2000
Paul Shay

Southern California Edison
572-1212
James Swofford

Filmways
557-8700
Alan Marki_on

First Charter Financial
273-3300
Don Royer

Fleetwood Enterprises
714-785-3500
Dave Marriner

General Telephone of California

'393-9311

Alan Gershman

Cetty 011
739-2533
Tom Spencer

Gibraltar Financial
278-8720 ext 3006
John Willjiamson

Global Marine
486-9858
Val Doss

Creat Western Financial
2a82-1475

’
.~

Hu e Aircraft
67u-1515 ext 5764
James Hurt




Hughes Helicopter
305-4364
Arthur Taylor

Imperial Bank
6494444 ext 5702
Yvonne Paulon

J. G. Boswell
485-1717
John Sterling

Knudsen
744-7000
Helen McGrath

Marlex Petroleunm
436-8121
Tom Bouchdux

Mercury S/L
714-842-9333

Mel Kapson

National Medical Entrprises
479-5526
John Bedrosian

Occidental Petroleum
879-1700
Norman Alexander

Pacific Federal S/L
463-4141
Bruce Torrance

Pacific " 1ghting
689-2846
Dr. W. J. Johnston

Pacific Mutual
714-640-3011

Pax »>n
440~-3007
Dorn Dicker

Pert : Computer
822-9222
Ken Green

Petrolane
427-5(
John }

Provid t Financial
714-650-6060
Gordon Blunden

PSA
714-574-2. )
Dwayne Wittmeyer

Republic Federal S/L
681-6611
John Wm. Davis

Rohr Industries
714-575-2808
Larry Peeples

San Diego Federal S/L
714-231-1885
Mark Sandstrom

San Di 30 Gas & Electric
714-232-4252 ext 81752 |
Gayle Vandermark

Security Pacific Bank
613-6211
John Christensen

Signal Companies
714-457-3555 ext 326
Mike Kelly

Southern Pacific Transportation

Tosco
552-7000 |
Dr. Camilla Auger



Transamerica Insurance
745 4264
Edward Draney

Twentieth Century Fox
203-1683
Ray Bennett

Watson Energy Systems
386-5930
Mike Genewitck

Western Gear
636-0911
Beverly Mount

Western Federal S/L
415-342-3033

¥ ar Duque

Wick 35 Corp.
714-238-0304
John Hakman

TICOR
852-6340
John B. Warner

Southern CA Gas
689-4128
George Babbe
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Resolution On Tuition Tax Credit

WHEREAS, the President of the United States has
proposed to the Congress legislation to provide for a tax
credit for tuitions paid to elementary and secondary private
and parochial schools which do not discriminate on a

racial basis; and

WHEREAS, pluralism is one of the great strengths
of our American society and diversity in education is an

important contributor to that pluralism; and

WHEREAS, non public schools play an indispensable role

in making American pluralism and diversity possible; and

WHEREAS, the continued existence and availability of
alternatives to public education tend to strengthen public
education through competition and thereby improve the

educational opportunities for all Americans; and

WHEREAS, all Americans should have equal opportunities
to chose between public and non-public schools and, to force
them to chose public government operated schools because of
economic circumstances,is an unfair and unjust discrimina-

tion against persons of lesser means, and

14 , 1
)1 to afford nor : »lic school tuition in idition
to the state and local taxes they pay to support public
schools and therefore tax relief for nonpublic school
tuition is necessary if American families are to continue
to have a meaningful choice between public and private

education at the elementary and secondary level; and



WHEREAS the tax revenue loss occasioned by a tuition
tax credit would be small compared to the cost to state and

local taxpayers of educating all children in put ic schools;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CLERGY-LAITY
CONGRESS OF THE GREEK ORTHODOX ARCHDIOCESE OF NORTH AND SOUTH
AMERICA that we urge the members of the United States
Congress to support and enact the President's tuition tax

credit proposal; and be it further

RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be ent to the
President of the United States, the Vice-President of the
United States, the members of the United States Congress

and the Chairmen and members of their appropriate committees.






















bill provided only for a $100 tax credit in its initial year, which will have
only a minimal impact on the budget and will certainly not serve as a trade-off
for public school dollars. Agudath Israel rejected arguments that tax credits
would encourage parents to shift to nor 1blic schools. The Orthodox organization
added: "It was inconceivable that parents of public schools would give up the
benefits of a free education for a minor tax credit." Agv ith Israel said that
the strict anti-discrimination enforcement of the bill also guaranteed that the
measure would not support segregated schools. Finally, the organization said
that its attorneys were confident that a tuition tax credit measure would even-
tually be upheld as constitutional. Rabbi Lubinsky urged skeptics to let the
Supreme Court do its job by ruling on the constitutionality of the measure.

Rabbi Morris Sherer, president of Agudath Israel of A rica, said: '"Tuition
tax credits is a measure whose time has come. As the nation seeks to return to
traditional values, it goes without saying that recognizing the rights of parents
to educate their children in the school of their choice is a giant step forward
for our nation. By granting parents of children in prive : schools a tax credit,
we will be sending a powerful message that education is ¢ : of the highest
prior ties of our land and that the free exercise of choice is consistent with
the democratic principles which have shaped our society."

The organization also expressed the hope that secular Jewish groups which
have traditionally opposed a tax credit measure would recognize that tuition tax
credits poses no threat to the traditional separation of church and state. It

t rogn. ion of
their legitimate rights and was in no way designed to change the role of religion

in our society.

-2 -







The National Christian Action Coalition applauds President Reagan's
initiative on tuition tax credits, and will be urging its members to work for

passage of this important legislation.

In the last two decades, we have witnessed an unparalled growth in
Christian education. As the quality of government education declines, more and

more parents are looking to their church to teach their children.

Parents of children in private or church-run schools now carry a double
burden in education. They pay for government schools with their taxes, and

vate school tuition with their limited take-home pay.

I have no doubt that these parents would keep their children in Christi:

schools whether or not Congress passes the tuition tax credit bill, but it

makes sense to provide relief for these parents who carry this double tax bur-
den. Beyond that, a tuition tax credit will make it financially easier for

lower income families to enroll their children in private schools.

We look forward to working with the Congress on this legislation.

' . ] L
foremos L i and our nation's Christian
schools. The President of NCAC is William Billings, who prior to moving to
Washington served as administrator of three Christian schools--in Indiana,
Hawail and Florida. NCAC is happy to provide background and observations on
Christian education with members of the press.






















































To be typed on the Presi¢ t's pale green letterhead to
the attached list of attendees coming to meet with the
President June 22, 1982.

Dear

Thank you for joining me as I send our Educational
Opportunity and Equity Act of 1982 to the Congress.

This is an in »rtant occ:¢ ion for all Americans.
With yc  help d the help of other 1l¢ we have
prepared a tuition tax credit bill which enjoys the strong
support of a very —'oad coalition.

This bill wil strengthen pluralism in American
education. It will broaden the range of educational
choices available to parents and will strengthen public
education through competition, thus improving the edu-
cational opportunities for all Americans.

Now our focus must shift to the Congress. If we
who support tuition tax credits have gauged public
sentiment correctly, the Members of Cong 32ss will shortly
hear, from hundreds of thousands of constituents, a clear
message: tuition tax credits is an idea whose time has
come.

With your help, I hope this bill will promptly
return to my desk for signature.

Sinc r-ely,

Ronald Reagan














