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September 27, 1983

MEMORANDUM TO: MORTON C. B
FROM: Joyce Thoma

SUBJECT: Telephone C

Faith called this afternoon (5:20 p.m.) to tell you
that the memo you prepared yesterday was very good.

At the request of Ken Duberstein, however, she does
need some additional information before the memorandum goes
forward. Specifically regarding the School Prayer portion
of the memo:

Has the coalition made any progress regarding .&
persuading Orrin Hatch to withdraw his school P
prayer amendment?

Which of the two amendments does the coalition
want brought up? The Hatch Amendment, or the
revised one the President proposed on July 12, 198372

There was another amendment in the Judiciary Committee
on school prayer. What happened to it? Did it

get reported out?

When do they want a School Prayer Amendment to go

to the floor for a vote?

The memo which you sent to Faith yesterday should be

revised to address these specific items.

tjet
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WHITE HOUSE REPORT

Reagan LLooks to Religious eaders
For Continuing Support in 1984

= SRS IR TR

He scored well with all religious groups in 1980. Now he is trying to demonstrate
progress on their pet issues and soliciting their support for his policies.

BY DICK KIRSCHTEN

P olitics and religion have always
rubbed shoulders in this country, so
much so that it has become a standard
cynicism to refer 1o candidates who cloak
themselves in God, the flag and mother-
hood.

Liberal politics of the 1960s and 1970s
saw politicians and clergy marching hand
in hand to support civil rights or to protest
the immorality of the Vietnam war. The
1980s, perhaps reflecting a change in the
national mood, have produced the presi-
dency of Ronald Reagan, who for years
has marshaled moralistic arguments in
support of conservative political causes.

Reagan’s 1980 election victory was
built in no small part upon support from
conservative religious feaders. Protestant
Evangelicals, including televised preach-
ers such as the Rev. Jerry Falwell, were
active on Reagan’s behalf. Conservative
Catholics were also a significant factor,

as was the unusual defection of Jewish -

voters from the Democratic Party as rep-
resented in 1980 by President Carter.

As the Reagan White House looks to-
ward the 1984 election, the President’s
religious allies are in the thick of the two-
way traffic of interest-group politicking.
In one lane, presidential aides scurry to
demonstrate progress on issues such as
tuition tax credits and school praver in
fulfillment of Reagan campaign prom-
ises. In the opposite lane, conservative
religious leaders and organizations are
being called upon to back Reagan in
controversies ranging from his attempt to
replace members of the U.S. Civil Rights
Commission to his handling of the mil-
tary situation in Central America.

The White House public liaison office,
for example, has placed Morton C. Black-
well, a staffer with close ties to the reli-
gious New Right, in charge of its “out-
reach group on Central America.” Black-

well was editor of The New Right
Journal, now defunct, from 1973-79 and
contributing editor of Conservative Di-
gest from 1974-81.

On a recent list of 106 organizations
briefed by Blackwell’s group, about a
fourth were religiously oriented. Many of
the leaders courted for support of Rea-
gan’s Latin American policy were re-
cruited from the grass-roots lobbying co-
alitions that work with the White House
to advance such causes as opposition to
abortion and pornography and support
for the return of prayer to the public
schools and tax breaks for parents who
send their children to private schools.

These issues, sometimes referred to as
the social agenda, are not the sort of
pressing topics upon which national elec-
tions are likely to turn. For the most part,
they involve perennial debates over
whether government can or should legis-
late morality.

But when combined with Reagan’s
tough anti-Communist and pro-defense
stands—positions applauded by the
Catholic right and by Jewish “neocon-
servatives”—the social agenda becomes
part of the glue that Republican strate-
gists hope to use to keep their governing
coalition intact.

LOOKING FOR VOTES

In the calculus of White House politi-
cal operatives, Republicans normally can
count on no more than 40 per cent of the
national vote. To stay in power for four
more years, then, the GOP must pick up
11 per cent of the vote at the margin.

According to A. James Reichley, 2
senior fellow at the Brookings Institution,
Reagan’s 1980 electoral coalition drew
marginal votes from three religious blocs
“‘outside the normal constituencies of the
Republican Party.”

Writing in The Brookings Review,
keichley observed: *“Catholic conserva-

tives often come from families that fol-
lowed the usual tendency of urban Catho-
lics to back local Democratic machines.
Necoconservative Jews are in many cases
converts from decidedly left-wing tradi-
tions. Southern Evangelicals, when they
voted at all, generally conformed to their
region’s ancient Joyalty to the Demo-
crats.”

No one knows precisely how many
members of religious groups voted in any
clection, much Jless how they voted. Pub-
lic opinion polls of voters offer an ap-
proximation, but results often vary from
one survey to the next.

Nonetheless, some noteworthy shifts in
religious patterns were observable in
1980. Among Protestants, Reagan
showed surprising strength, especially in
the South, as he held Carter's share of the
vote below 40 per cent. In 1976, Carter, a
born-again Baptist, had garnered an un-
usually high—for a Democrat—46 per
cent of the Protestant vote, according to
the study.

Among Catholics, Reagan drew an es-
timated 47 per cent of the vote in the
three-candidate 1980 race—>5 percentage
points higher than President Ford’s 1976
showing in a two-way contest. By con-
trast, Carter fell sharply from 57 per cent
of the Catholic vote in 1976 to 46 per cent
in 1680.

Among Jews, Carter, who had received
an estimated 70 per cent of the vote in
1976, plummeted to less than 50 per cent
in 1980. According to an analysis of seven
voter polls conducted by Alan M. Fisher
of California State University
(Deminguez Hills). Reagan got a strong
34 per cent of the Jewish vote, but the
biggest beneficiary of Carter’s drop was
independent candidate John B. Ander-
son, who netted 17 per cent of the Jewish
vote while receiving only 7 per cent of the
over-all vote. (See chart, next page.)

In polls by the Gallup Organization
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January 26, 1984

Mr. Morton Blackwell

Speclal Assistant to the President
Office of Public Liailson

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Blackwell:

I thank you for taking the time to talk with our
group from Luther. Your talk was extremely fasci-
nating from both an institutional and a personal
perspective. And it was really exciting to talk
with you one day and read about you in the Post

the following day. I realize 1t must have been
particularly busy for you at the time of our arrival,
and I appreclate your willingness still to meet

and talk with us,

I hope that your work with conservatives continues
well in the future. I admire your commitment and
efforts,

Sincerely,
K;ﬁ Mg

John Moeller






























Since capitalism is nothing but the economic dimen-
sion of liberty, its survival requires that the citizens
understand. cherish and abide by the principles of
liberty. We believe those principles include:

~ Personal integriry

~ Lawfulness

~ Economic self-reliance

~ Respect for property

~ A decent regurd for one s neighbor

~ A connnitment 10 the sanctity of the family
When any of these principles is widely disregarded.
the free society is eroded and the viability of capi-
wlism diminished. Persuasion At Work reports on
statements und events fudged 10 be destructive of
those principles and thus a threat 10 both liberty
and capitalism.

FPersuasion

At Work

Vol. V, No. 2

February 1982

SECULAR HUMANISM: RIGHT-WING BOGEYMAN,
OR THREAT TO HUMAN PROGRESS?

Readers of this newsletier are familiar with our
effort to alert the business community 1o the activ-
ities of organizations and publfications which
operate outside the usual notice of business leaders,
but which nevertheless have a profound influence on
productivity and profitability. This month, we
present a broadly focused essay by Allan Carlson

_ offering essential background for understanding the
extensive religious ferment, on both the right and
left, that has been given sharp new visibility by the
Moral Majority’s day in the sun. As we observed
earlier (Persuasion At Work, September 1981), this
“religionization of politics" may well determine the
agenda of public issues for the 1980's. Next month,
we will be reporting on several new organizations
and publications that bring fresh intelleciual vitality
and theological support 10 traditional American
economic, political and cultural values.

John A. Howard, President

Over the past few years, the “secular humanism™
controversy has become thoroughly muddled in a
linguistic and historical swamp. Numerous conser-
vatives, particularly the so-called New Right, have
attributed rapidly growing levels of crime, drug
abuse, sexual promiscuity, pornography and other
indices of social decay to the spread of secular

humanism. The rhetoric is usually strong. “Humanism
is satanic in origin,” one commentator states. “The
blood of the martyrs in the twentieth century has
been shed in the struggle against the forces of
humanistic systems and ideologies,” declares another.!
Conspiracy theories also abound. One minister has
suggested that 275,000 humanists “have infiltrated
[the United States] until every department of our
country is controlled by the humanists.”? The

signers of Secular Humanist Manifestoes 1 and 11 are
frequently cited as the militant core of this campaign.
Author Claire Chambers has suggested that the Sex
Information and Education Council of the United .
States (SIECUS), founded in 1964, represents an
organized humanistic “conspiracy against Chris-
tianity and Civilization™ that goes even deeper than
the threat of communism.3

In dismissing such charges, the liberal media
has recently developed a twofold response. On the
one hand, they suggest that the whole controversy
is much ado about nothing. According to Charles
Krauthammer in The New Republic, the Right’s
focus on humanism suggests a “paranoia,” a “poten-
tially dangerous™ reaction to a broadly caused and
apparently irreversible “decline in religious values.”
The principal organization of avowed secular
humanists in the United States, the American
Humanist Association, is described as a small band
of semicranks who have wandered into “the same
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political wilderness as the militant vegetarians and
agrarian anarchists.” Their magazine, the Humanist,
“shares the same intellectual marginality,” according
to Krauthammer, while the 1973 Humanist Mani-
Jesto Il is dismissed as “the creed one might

expect of a socially conscious, passionately naive
microbiology major.™ Newsweek magazine describes
the “secular humanist™ hullabaloo as a classic case of
“the paranoid style in American politics,” where
fundamentalists “seem to have created a conspiracy
where none actually exists.”s

On the other hand, the same sources tend to
argue that Western “secularism™ has in fact been the
source of human progress, with religious intolerance
its primary opponent. For example, Newsweek
equates secular humanism with “the root values of
Western culture and the tradition of Christian
humanism that lies at its core,” while the religious
fundamentalists are cast as “rejecting the entire
Western tradition.™

Behind all this rhetorical smoke, what is the
controversy actually about? Is it merely cranks
battling cranks? Or are more profound principles
involved? Is there a conspiracy? What relevance does

the clash hold for the economic and cultural environ-

ment affecting the American business community?

A Fundamenta) Clash

Let’s first get our terms straight. In a pure
sense, the current “secular humanism” imbroglio is
only the most recent expression of a fundamental
philosophical chasm that has marked Western civili-
zation for over 500 years. Simply put, our civiliza-
tion has harbored two distinct views of humankind
and the universe which are incapable of reconciliation,

On the one hand, there are the believers in
revealed religion. For them, a transcendent God has
repeatedly stepped into human history. Fundamental
law and moral standards are seen as God-given,
eternal and unchanging. History, it is true, suggests
varying interpretations and sometimes bloody dif-
ferences among believers over what messages have in
fact been sent from God. Yet there has been a con-
sistent agreement that all human activities are ulti-
mately subject to judgment by the Supreme Being. In
addition, those who hold to this world view under-
stand human nature to be corrupt and sinful, a con-
cept that Christians label “original sin.” Evil is
understood to reside to some degree within every
human being. Left alone, men and women will
destroy themselves.

On the other hand, there are the partisans of
what we now call secular humanism. For these per-

. sons, God may or may not exist. In either case, He

has been irrelevant to the human condition. As a

result, law and moral standards are seen as human
creations, responsive to tradition, social change and
contemporary needs. The advocates of this world

view place their faith in science, human reason and
human intervention as the source of solutions to all
social problems. They understand human nature to
be either neutral — *a blank slate™ — or essentially
good, while their equivalent of “evil™ is understood
to be the result of improper social and institutional

“relationships. On a bolder note, many humanists

argue that man can strive for perfection.

In one sense, this conflict is as old as revealed
religion itself. Turning to the book of Genesis, we
find the serpent tempting Eve with the forbidden
fruit, stating that “God doth know that in the day ye
eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and ye
shall be as gods, knowing good and evil.” This
understanding of the “fallen nature™ of man contrasts
obedience to God’s command with humankind’s
striving to be equal to — and independent of —
God, thereby casting Eve as the first secular humanist.

More directly, the intellectual history of West-
ern civilization can be understood as. the shifting
focus of conflict between these two world views.
Western Christian civilization, which emerged above
the ruins of the Greco-Roman world, rested on a
God-centered theological structure first systematized
by Saint Augustine in the fifth century, A.D., and
brought to fruition in the work of Thomas Aquinas
and Dante Alighieri eight centuries later. What
historians call the Renaissance, however, repre-
sented “essentially a new birth of secularism.™
Starting in the 1300, it embodied a revived study of
the pre-Christian Greek and Roman texts and a con-
centration on the material world, nature, the exalta-
tion of human life and the efficacy of human reason.
When the Church itself began to internalize this
man-centered, mildly secularized intellectual move-
ment, it was the reformers — Luther and Calvin —
who demanded a rejection of “that clever harlot,”
human reason, and a return to a life focused on the
Word of God and exhibiting faithfulness to His
revealed will. The so-called Counter Reformation —
Roman Catholicism’s attempt to blunt the Protestant
rebellion — also represented an effort to purge
humanistic tendencies within the Church and return
it to God’s revealed truth. Finally, in the eighteenth
century, the intellectual movement known as the



Enlightenment reasserted the humanistic world view
in an increasingly secularized and successful fashion.
It was joined by the triumph of the scientific method,
which seemed to limit “truth™ to those matters that
could be proven through impartial, natural evidence.

In this century, the conflict between “revealed
religion” and “secular humanism" has also involved
the most profound thinkers of our age. In his 1957
essay, Why I Am Not a Christian, philosopher
Bertrand Russell declared “all the great religions of
the world . . . both untrue and harmful™ and charged
that faith in revealed truth left young minds “stunted”
and “filled with fanatical hostility.” Bielogist Julian
Huxley, in a wartime address to the British nation,
termed scientific humanism “a spur to effort by
reminding man that he is now the*sole trustee for
any further progress to be made by life.™ John
Dewey, whose influence on American philosophy
and educational theory has been almost incalculable,
rejected revealed religion out of hand, arguing
instead that “There is but one sure road of access to
truth — the road of patient, cooperative [scientific]
inquiry operating by means of observation, experi-
ment, record and controlled reflection.” In place of
religious doctrine, he advocated a common human-
istic faith involving allegiance to “ideal ends™ which
“the human will” considered “worthy of controlling
our desires and choices.”!?

One finds equaliy extraordinary people on the
other side of this century’'s debate. Poet T. S. Eliot
saw the Western world facing a choice between the
formation of a new Christian culture or the accep-
tance of a pagan one. And it was adherence to
revealed truth, he insisted, which differentiated the
former from the latter. “[1]t is only by returning to
the eternal source of truth,”™ Eliot wrote, “that we
can hope for any social organisation which will not,
to its ultimate destruction, ignore some essential
aspect of reality.”!! Alexandr Solzhenitsyn, in his
1978 address at Harvard University, made a similar
point. “The humanistic way of thinking” did not
admit the intrinsic evil in man, he asserted. The
Renaissance, while historically “inevitable,” had
started Western civilization on “the dangerous trend
of worshipping man and his material needs.” When
the United States was founded, he noted, freedom
was still “given to the individual conditionally, in the
assumption of his constant religious responsibility.”
Yet such limitations had eroded with the spread of
“an autonomous, irreligious humanistic conscious-
ness.” As a result, “a total emancipation occurred
from the moral heritage of Christian centuries with

—3

their great reserves of mercy and sacrifice.” Only
recovery of the concept of “a Supreme Complete
Entity™ and “the voluntary nurturing in ourselves of
freely accepted and serene self-restraint,” Solzhenit-
syn concluded, could redeem humankind from the
twentieth century’s moral poverty.!2

It seems fair to conclude that the “secular-
humanism™ controversy involves more than cranks
battling cranks.

American Culture in Transition

Until some time in the early twentieth century,
the United States could still be fairly labeled a
Judeo-Christian nation. A primary purpose of our
educational system, for example, remained the train-
ing of young people in a God-given set of values
designed to guide human behavior towards enriching
and spiritually fulfilling ends. Laws governing mar-
riage and the family in virtually every state pre-
sumed the Judeo-Christian ideal of a monogamous
heterosexual union, involving a lifetime marital
commitment, procreation as an essential element in
the relationship, and a sex-determined division of
labor within the family.!3

Such examples could be multiplied a hundred-
fold. Indeed, the tensions and strains generated by
recent efforts to transform an American cultural
structure resting on Judeo-Christian principles into a
structure resting on the humanistic world view
undergird the most emotional public debates of our
time. These range from disagreements over which
philosophy should govern public education to the
abortion controversy, from disagreements on how to
combat crime to the debate over vouchers for reli-
gious schools. In every case, such controversies can
be logically reduced to unbridgeable differences
about the nature of man, the source of truth, the
existence of evil and the reality of God. Put simply,
the “secular humanism™ debate — the conflict
between belief and unbelief — retains the labels
given it by the early nineteenth-century German
poet, Goethe, as “the real, the deepest, the sole
theme of the world and of history to which all other
themes are subordinate.”

Some recent commentators, it is true, have
tended to oversimplify both the issues involved and
the identities of the contemporary protagonists. For
example, there is (in this author’s judgment) no
*“humanist conspiracy” to take over the nation, in the
accepted meaning of that phrase. The reality is that
self-declared secular humanists — ranging from the



early American disciples of Karl Marx, Charles Dar-
win and Sigmund Freud to such diverse twentieth-
century figures as John Dewey, sex educator Mary
Calderone, psychologist Carl Rogers, economist
Gunnar Myrdal, feminist Betty Friedan and psy-
chologist B. F. Skinner — have successfully man-
aged through the free competition of ideas to win
dominance over most of this nation’s intellectual
centers and have largely reshaped the American pub-
lic education system and numerous other cultural
structures in line with their world view. For the most
part, it has been a fair fight. Many “mainline”
Christian and Jewish apologists, their own faith
worn thin and their intellectual traditions largely
exhausted, succumbed with little more than a
whimper. Elsewhere, the humanists secured this
fundamental reorientation through arguments ap-
pealing more effectively to human pride and intellect
than those of their remaining opponents. In a free
society, the situation can be reversed only through a
similar process of intellectual and spiritual conversion.

Should Business Care?

What relevance does this intricate, divisive,
even explosive, debate hold for American business?
In a word: enormous.

First, secular humanism manifests an intrinsic
tendency toward socialism and anticapitalism. This
linkage is not another “right-wing fantasy,” but
rather a truth that flows from the basic assumptions
behind the humanistic world view. No less a person-
age than John Dewey frankly states that both reli-
gion and economic laissez faire reflect “a common
tendency,” namely the denial “of the possibility of
radical intervention of [human] intelligence in the
conduct of human life.”* Christian belief in the
existence of evil and in the direct accountability of
each individual for his own actions before God
corresponds with capitalism’s insistence on strong
limits to coercive state manipulation of society and
its demand for personal responsibility. This stands in
contrast to the humanist’s belief that imperfect social
conditions cause personal misconduct and that
society as a whole is ultimately accountable for
individual failures. Such views easily translate into
the need for massive government social engineering
guided by human reason to set things right. As
Dewey puts it, faith in the supernatural “stands in
the way of using the means that are in our power to
make radical changes” in social relations. [Emphasis
added.] He insists that a choice must be made

——

between “a continued and even more systematic
laissez faire depreciation of [human] intelligence”™ by
Christianity and “conscious and organized effort” to
turn human knowledge toward *larger human pur-
poses,” the unvarying socialist goal.!s

Solzhenitsyn makes essentially the same point,
finding a common foundation underlying both
socialism and “eroded humanism™, namely bound-
less materialism, freedom from religion and religious
responsibility and concentration on social structures
through an allegedly scientific approach. He adds
that “the current of materialism which is farthest to
the left, and is hence the most consistent, always
proves to be the stronger, more attractive, and vic-
torious.” For this reason, Solzhenitsyn concludes,
Western secular humanism must ultimately succumb
to its communistic philosophical cousin.!®

Second, secular humanism has proven to have
no effective defense against nihilism and amorality.
At their best, the basic secular-humanist texts offer
an attractive and ennobling vision of human poten-
tial. And it is undeniable that many strong and
courageous individuals have sacrificed their energy
and lives to advance that vision in concrete ways.
Yet it is increasingly clear that a free society com-
posed of millions of individuals cannot exist without
a strong basis of commonly held values and that
secular humanism is incapable of providing that
basis. Dewey the humanist had faith that there was
“at least enough impulse toward justice, kindliness,
and order” among mankind that when these senti-
ments were mobilized to action, “disorder, cruelty,
and oppression” could be reduced.!” Yet an aging
Charles Darwin came to understand better the fragil-
ity of his secular faith. “A man who hasno . ..
belief in the existence of a personal God or a future
existence with retribution and rewards,” he wrote in
his Autobiography, “can have for his rule of life . . .
only to follow those impulses and instincts which are
the strongest or which seem to him the best ones.”
Under such a rubric, human interaction is quickly
reduced to the law of the jungle, as we have wit-
nessed in the horrors of the Jewish Holocaust, the
Stalinist purges and Cambodia’s self-inflicted geno-
cide. As the Russian novelist Dostoyevsky once
put it, “If there is no God, everything is permitted.”

So long as the vast majority of Americans still
accepted the heritage of God-ordained differences

‘between good and evil, our society could endure

both the evildoers on its margins and the intellectuals
who argued that distinctions between good and evil



were mere cultural choices. Today, the secularist
creed has spread to the point where tens of millions
believe themselves — or any other person or social
collective — incompetent to make value judgments,
demanding only that they be left free to choose their
own value system. Individual morality has been cor-
respondingly reduced to a matter of therapy, or the
alleviation of personal guilt. In consequence, our
increasingly relativized society is left unarmed against
the brutality of undisciplined and destructive con-
duct. In such an environment, capitalism — with its
roots in private property, lawfulness and self-re-
straint — simply cannot survive.

Third, continued scientific and technological
progress may necessitate a return to Judeo-Christian
truth. A conviction held by all confirmed secularists
1s that it was their predecessors who led the battle
for scientific knowledge and progress in the Western
world against the superstitions and irrationality of
the Christian world view. Conversely, they argue that
a resurgence of religious values would again bring
science to its knees.

In fact, the exact opposites appear to be true.
In his remarkable book, The Road of Science and
the Ways to God, scientist and theologian Stanley
Jaki forcefully argues that the triumph of science in
the Western world occurred because and only be-
cause Christian theism — the concept of a personal,
rational, provident Creator God who ordered a uni-
fied and singular universe on understandable prin-
ciples — allowed Western scientists to avoid the
“blind alleys” that had cut short scientific inquiry in
ancient Greece, India, China and the Islamic world.
Jaki insists that all great creative advances in science,
from Copernicus to Newton to Einstein, have been
made within “a cultural matrix™ assuming this
Creator God and using a methodology closely
related to the medieval search for the “proofs™ of
Divine existence in the natural world.!®

At the same time, Judeo-Christian ethics pro-
vided the necessary brake on the inevitable excesses
of the scientific method. Science itself can claim no
inborn source of ethics. And science unrestrained is

Y

capable of any outrage. Reflecting on these two
propositions, seventeenth-century scientist Francis
Bacon voiced the hope that the West’s new knowl-
edge would be “governed by sound reason and true
religion.” The aging nineteenth-century secularist,
Herbert Spencer, finally acknowledged in his Auro-
biography that “a cult of some sort . . . is a consti-
tuent in every society which has made any progress,”
suggesting that “the control exercised over man’s
conduct by theological beliefs and priestly agency”
was indispensable. In 1937 the president of the
American Association for the Advancement of
Science, Edward Conklin, admitted that “as in
former centuries, it is left largely to religious bodies
to defend freedom of thought and conscience while
great scientific organizations stand mute.™"?

In sum, Judeo-Christian truth appears to have
both generated and restrained modern science,
thereby laying the foundation for all subsequent
material and technological progress. In an age when
science has placed both the means of mass annihila-
tion and the very secrets of life in the hands of man,
the restraining influence of revealed truth seems to
be needed more than ever.

Capitalism and Western Religion

Overall, it is clear that the relationship between
Western religion and democratic capitalism is far
more complex than most contemporary theologians
or economists would admit. Rather than mutually
independent or antagonistic developments, Judeo-
Christian mores and capitalism have proven to be
history’s most effective cultural-economic duality for
improving humankind’s social and material circum-
stances. Both parts of this symbiosis have been
weakened or adulterated through relentless attacks
by their ideological opponents, oftentimes involving
those who profess allegiance to the other half of the
duality. Yet since the two social forces serve best
when in tandem, each would appear to have a criti-
cal stake in the revitalization of the other.

—Allan Carlson
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GREATER CLEARWATER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

December 27, 1979

Main Office: 128 North Osceola Avenue. Clearwater, FL 33515 Phone {813) 461-001
Beach Office: 40 Causeway Blvd. Clearwater Beach, FL 33515 Phone (813) 446-2424
Clearwater Mali Office: Intersection US 19 and Highway 460

STATEMENT OF POSITION

The Board of Governors of the Greater Clearwater Chamber of -
Commerce, having as one of its objectives to discover and correct
abuses which prevent the promotion of business, professional
expansion and community growth, feel that the presence of the
Church of Scientology in the City of Clearwater is harmful to
the overall image of our city, and that its past performance
locally and nationally 1s cause for investigations by grand
juries, congress and other appropriate agencies.

We take this stand, recognizing that this organization
moved into Clearwater under false pretenses and has been the
- center of turmoil in Clearwater for the past four and one-half
years., The organization's own documents on file in U,S. District
Court in Washington show: '

-=that the organization's move to Clearwater under the

- banner of United Churches of Florida was designed to
conceal the true identity of the organization, to con=
tinue the organization's ongoing objective to avoid
the payment of taxes, and the objective was to "take
control” of the City _

-=Hine members of the organization, including the wife
of the founder, have been convicted of criminal actions
and sentenced to prison terms, Members of the organiza-
tion carried out numerous covert operations against
governmental agencies, and indicated plans to destroy
personal and professional reputations of local citizens

-=Scientologists, representing the group's securtty office,
infiltrated local governmental acencies, businesses,
news media and the Chamber itself. The apparent
purpose of these acts was to gather information and
steal documents that could aid in the group's attempt
to control Clearwater
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Greater Clearwater Chamber of Commerce
Statement of Position
Page Two

--Scientologists attempted to interfere with the free
election process by viciously slandering the former
Mayor of Clearwater and plotted to destroy the
reputations of other community leaders

Therefore, we, the Board of Governors of the Greater Clearwater
Chamber of Commerce, have determined that, because of the recent
indictments of church leaders and the large amount of national
publicity caused by their actions, this group is hindering further
business, professional and community growth, and we appeal for
appropriate investigative action and prosecution by all law
enforcement bodies.

We recognize the right of any organization to 1ive and
co-exist in our community, as long as that organization is law
abiding. Documents released by the Federal court in Washington
show that the Scientologists are not law abiding. Because of this
and because of Scientologists' announced effort to “take control”
of our city, we believe they should not be welcome to remain here,

It 1s our hope that the people of the City of Clearwater
understand that our policy statement is not intended to incite
violence or to deprive any individual of his civil rights. We
urge the individuals within our community to remain peaceful

and to support appropriate governmental agencies acting on our
behalf.

GREATER CLEARWATER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE




THE DANGER OF SCIENTOLOGY

A true story
of a victim of
Scientology

BY TERRY PRUEHER



BEFORE SCIENTOLOGY

Before I joined Scientology I was a healthy, happy, normal
human being trying to succeed.

In June, 1962, I graduated from Marquette University as a
Mechanical Engineer. At Marquette I won an athletic scholarship
and three letter awards for wrestling. In September, 1962, I
began working toward an MBA Degree at Marquette night school.

In June, 1962, I began work as a Production Engineer at the
Delco Electronics Division of General Motors. During my five years
of employment there, I received seven raises and survived seven
layoffs. I liked the company and I believe the company liked me.

INTRODUCTION TO SCIENTOLOGY

In August, 1966, I was introduced to Scientology by my
best friend at work, Leo Barrett. He told me many things about
Scientology that were untrue, but I didn't find out until twelve

years later. At the time he was my best friend and I had no
reason to doubt him.

He told me that L. Ron Hubbard, the founder of Scientology,
was a Nuclear Engineer with a Ph,D degree. He said that
Hubbard was a Navy hero during World War II and claimed that
the popular movie, "Mister Roberts' was actually a story about
L. Ron Hubbard's adventures in the U.S. Navy. He also said that
Hubbard was an extensively decorated commander during World War
IT. According to Leo, Hubbard was wounded and twice pronounced
dead during World War II, but fully recovered through the use of
Scientology techniques to end up with a perfect score on Navy
mental and physical examinations. Leo also said that Hubbard
had an audience with the Pope of the Roman Catholic Church who
strongly approved of Scientology.

Since Leo made L. Ron Hubbard sound so terrific, I decided
to buy and read two Scientology books, Dianetics--The Modern
Science of Mental Health, and Science of Survival. The preface
to the Dianetics book was written by an MD, Dr. Winter, who
strongly endorsed Scientology. I was really impressed by the
books because they promised better mental and physical health,
increased IQ, quicker reaction time, more ability and success in




life, and better human relations. I was led to believe that
Scientology was a new branch of psychology. I did not know
it was a religion until 1968.

It was from these books that I learned about the state of
"Clear'', which was the goal of Scientology. In the books, L. Ron
Hubbard claimed that anyone who reached the state of Clear
through Scientology training and processing would have the follow-
ing qualities: He would be completely free of psychosomatic
illnesses, neuroses, psychoses, repressions, compulsions, and
delusions. He would have increased intelligence and reaction
time. He would know his basic purpose in life and would be
very happy realizing it. A Clear is a completely self-realized
person. This all sounded terrific to me!

In September 1966, Leo Barrett introduced me to Maurice
Lerud, a Scientology Auditor from Chicago, Illinois. Maurice
told me about a new Scientology term, ''Suppressive Person'.
Scientology claims that a Suppressive Person is a merchant of
chaos and fear like Adolph Hitler. They are so covert that they
influence the subconscious mind of their victims without being
discovered. After Maurice described a Suppressive Person, I was
filled with fear and suspicion.

Later, Leo Barrett and Maurice Lerud convinced me that my
boss at work, Jim Dammen, was really a Suppressive Person. It is
very easy to blame all your troubles and bad feelings on another
person, and it does give you emotional relief even though it may
not be true in reality. Maurice checked this out on the E-Meter,
which is something like a lie detector. Scientology claims that
the E-Meter is almost infallible. The E-Meter check verified that
Jim Dammen was suppressive to me. I couldn't figure this out because
my boss at work had been good to me. However, I did feel better
when they convinced me that he was the cause of my troubles.

In October 1966, I paid for and was processed on Scientology
Grades 0-IV by Maurice Lerud. I felt much better after this
processing until I went back to work. Then my Scientology implanted
fear of Jim Dammen, my boss, made me feel worse.

In December 1966, I quit my job at Delco Electronics and flew
to Washington, D.C. for more training and processing at the
Scientology organization there. My reasons for quitting were: my
fear of Jim Dammen, the fact that Leo Barrett quit and went to
Washington, D.C., and the fact that Leo and Maurice told me I could



supplement my income and make thousands of dollars a month if
I learned to be a Scientology Auditor. They also said I would
triple my income.

HOMOSEXUAL CLEARS

After a year of expensive training in Scientology, I had
to work for them as an Auditor for about $25.00 per week because
I was no longer able to hold down an engineering job for any
length of time. This was mainly due to the Scientology implanted
fear that my boss was a Suppressive Person.

In November 1968, I went to Detroit, Michigan to work for
the Scientology Organization as an Auditor. While I was looking
for an apartment, Bill Long, one of the chief executives and also
a Clear in Scientology said that I could stay in his quarters
above the Church of Scientology until I found a place of my own.

I trusted and admired Bill Long because he was an eXecutive
and had achieved the state of ‘Clear in Scientology. One night
while I was staying with him, I found out he was a homosexual.
This really shocked and surprised me. He tried to seduce me.
When I refused, he said that everyone was a homosexual in their
past lives. I did not agree. When he tried to attack me, I
pushed him away and went elsewhere for the night.

I reported this to the Scientology Ethics Officer, but
nothing was ever done about it.

Later, in Detroit, another Clear, Alex Soroka, told me that
John McMaster, the world's first Clear who had just made a world-
wide speaking tour for Scientology, turned out to be a homosexual.
He said when L. Ron Hubbard found out about it, he kicked him out
of Scientology for good.

I began to strongly doubt that the state of Clear was
everything that Hubbard said it was. Two of the earliest Clears
turned out to be homosexuals. Hubbard claimed that homosexuals
are severely mentally 1l11. Hubbard also claims that it is

impossible for a Clear to be mentally ill. This is a real contra-
diction.



UNKEPT PROMISES

In March 1969, Fred Fairchild, Executive Director of the
Detroit Church of Scientology, made the following promise to
the Auditors there. He said that any Auditor who processed one
person that payed the Church of Scientology on the new Triple
Grade processes would receive the Triple Grades himself as pay-
ment. The value of the Triple Grade process was over $1,000.00.

In April 1969, I processed three paying persons through the
Triple Grades as an Auditor. I did more than my share to keep
my part of the agreement. However, Fred Fairchild never kept his
part of the agreement that he promised. He still owes me over
$1,000 of Scientology processing.

Marge Boling did start to process me on the Triple Grades.
However, under the direction of Fred Fairchild, she stopped my
processing in the middle of a moment of heavy emotional 1loss.
This was supposed to be against the policy of Scientology. When
I stood up for my rights to the Ethics Officer of Scientology
about this matter, he declared me a Suppressive Person.

EXPULSION FROM SCIENTOLOGY

In November 1973, I was informed by the Ethics Officer that
I was declared a Suppressive Person and he gave me a Writ of
Expulsion which formally kicked me out of the Church of Scientology.

I was also presented with a "Freeloader Bill" for $1,000 for
the training and processing I received when I worked for the Church
of Scientology in Detroit, Michigan. Since I was promised these
services free as payment for my work at the Church of Scientology
in Detroit, Michigan, I did not pay the bill.

The Ethics Officer told me that I must make amends for my
overts (sins) against the Church of Scientology. He demanded a
written confession, I felt this could be used for blackmail purposes.
When I only wrote 20 overts, the Ethics Officer demanded at least
300 overts in my confession. So I went back to my apartment and
wrote 300 overts from my alleged past lives. I was forced to make
up overts like, "blowing up a planet" and ‘*'destroying a civilization',.
The Ethics Officer accepted this. I believe that this is a form of
mental torture and brainwashing used by Scientology Ethics.



The Ethics Officer told me that to get back into Scientology
I had to do four more things: (1) Pay the $1,000 "Freeloader Bill",
(2) Complete a retraining program in Scientology at my own expense,
(3) Have the Church parking lot paved at my own expense, and (4)
Have the Church building painted at my own expense. Since I believed
this was extortion (making a threat for money), I did not agree to
do these things.

Then I tried to appeal my case to L. Ron Hubbard. There is a
mail box in every Church of Scientology with a sign that says,
"You can always write to Ron''. However, after I dropped my appeal
to Ron in the mailbox, it was returned to me by Scientology with
the statement, '"'Suppressive Persons cannot write to Ron". This
was a real contradiction. I believe that Scientology is guilty of
mail tampering.

The Scientology policy on Suppressive Persons states that
they are '"Fair Game'". They may be deprived of property by any
means by any Scientologist without any discipline of the Scientolo-
gist. They may be tricked, sued, or lied to, or destroyed. L. Ron
Hubbard, the source of this policy, must believe he has a right to
kill, steal and lie in the name of Scientology. This made me sick.
I feared for my life and property.

AFTER SCIENTOLOGY

Shortly after I saw the Scientology Ethics Officer for the
last time, I was robbed of about $3,000 of my personal possessions.
I have reason to believe that some of the robbers were Scientologists
in view of the "Fair Game' policy they have.

In May 1974, my boss at work told me that he found out someone
had a contract on my life...they had paid $5,000 to have me killed.
At first I thought he was joking, but he repeatedly said he was
not joking. Then I remembered the "Fair Game'" policy. I have no
way of proving it, but I really believe that Scientology was behind
this.

In June 1974, I quit my job and had a nervous breakdown. I
went to the hospital in St. Petersburg, Florida for two weeks. In
a way, Scientology nearly destroyed me. Because of Scientology, I
lost my Engineering profession, $3,000 worth of my person property,
the girl that I wanted to marry, at least $200,000 in lost wages,
and finally, my mental health.



The recovery from my mental illness was a long, slow,
painful process. In October 1979, I began three years of psycho-
therapy with Clinical Psychologist, Charles Geeslin, in Clearwater,
Florida, This really helped because I have now completely recovered.
Presently I am going to the University of South Florida working
toward a Masters Degree in Management and a Professional Mechanical
Engineer's license. I am an "A" student. I am also writing a
book called The Danger of Scientology that will be on the market
next summer.

In January 1980, T tried to file a $2 million lawsuit
against Scientology. However, my lawyer said that although I
had good grounds for a lawsuit, the four-year statute of limita-
tions had run out. I was just not ahle to put my case together
before than because of my mental ill_ess.

THE TRUTH ABOUT L. RON HUBBARD

Scientologists claim that L. Ron Hubbard was an Engineer
is false. According to the St. Petersburg Times, L. Ron Hubbard
flunked out of Nuclear Engineering at George Washington University
and never received a degree in it.

Scientologists claim that L. Ron Hubbard was a Navy hero
during World War II is false. According to the St. Petersburg
Times, U.S. Navy records show that Hubbard was never wounded or
extensively decorated. He was, however, a Lieutenant in the Navy.

Scientologists claim that Hubbard was twice pronounced dead
and recovered through the use of Scientology principles to the
point where he received perfect scores on mental and physical
tests is false. According to the St. Petersburg Times, shortly
after Hubbard was discharged from the Navy, he wrote to the
Veterans Administration seeking psychiatric help. In divorce
proceedings, he ex-wife claimed that he was a Parancid Schizo-
phrenic,

I believe that L. Ron Hubbard is a Paranoid Schizophrenic
who sells his delusions of persecution and granduer to over five
million Scientologists around the world. What he says may be
emotionally true, but not true in reality. According to Dr. Winter,

M.D., who wrote the preface to Hubbard's Dianetics book, Scientology
leads to psychosis.

The moral of this story is: Don't waste your time and money on
Scientology unless you are a masochist!
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Department "reflects my own belief that agencies such as the IRS should not be
permitted, even with the best of intentions and to further goals I strongly endorse,
to govern by administrative fiat by exercising powers that the Constitution assigns
to the Congress.”

Section I of the President's bill would amend section 501 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, to deny tax-exemptions to organizations maintaining schools with
racially discriminatory policies:

"(1) 1IN GENERAL. -- An organization that normally maintains a
regular faculty and curriculum (other than an exclusively
religious curriculum) and normally has a regularly enrolled
body of students in attendence at the place where its edu=
cational activities are regularly carried on shall not be
deemed to be described in subsection (c)(3), and shall not
be exempt from tax under subsection (a), if such organization
has a racially discriminatory policy.

"(2) DEFINITIONS. -- For the purposes of this subsection --

"(i) An organization has a 'racially discriminatory
policy' if it refuses to admit students of all
races to the rights, privileges, programs, and
actiyvities generally accorded or made available
to students by that organization, or if the
organization refuses to administer its educational
policies, admissions policies, scholarship and loan
programs, athletic programs, or other programs ad-
ministered by such organization in a manner that
does not discriminate on the basis of race. The
term 'racially discriminatory policy' does not
include an admissions policy of a school, or a
program of religious training or worship of a
school, that is Timited, or grants preferences
or priorities, to members of a particular religious
organization or belief, provided, that no such policy,
program, preference, or priority is based upon race
or upon a belief that requires discrimination on the
basis of race.

"(ii) The term 'race' shall include color or national
origin."

IT. OPPOSITION TO POLICY CHANGE

The Treasury Department decision was seen by many as a direct assault on the
Civil Rights movement, reflecting. as was stated by Norman Chachkin of Lawvers™
Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, the "true beliefs" of the Reagan Administration.
Several civil rights organizations argued that the government is required by the
Constitution to deny exemptions to discriminatory organizations. To allow tax
exemptions for such organizations, they say, would be a clear case of subsidizing
racial discrimination with taxpayers money.

The Justice Department brief to the Supreme Court in the Bob Jones University
case defended the IRS policy, explaining that the policy, "derives from the
federal government's commitment to the eradication of racial discrimination mani-
fested both in the Constitution and in many federal statutes and the national policy
prohibiting public subsidy of racially discriminatory educational institutions,
whether public or private."
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Rep. James R. Jones, Chairman of the House Budget Committee called the Treasury
Department decision "terrible,” explaining that "it sets back this country many
years; it reverses the policies of Democratic and Republican Presidents alike.

If the law isn't there already, then Congress should step in and reassert that
the nation's commitment to nondiscrimination is there."

ITT. CONSERVATIVE'S ARGUMENTS

The IRS policy implemented in 1970 was based on three assumptions: 1} tax-
exemptions are a kind of government subsidy, 2} tax-exemptions are granted in
order to aid organizations which further "fundamental national policy" or the
public good, 3) an agency of the federal government other than Congress has
the authority to decide what is national policy and which organizations are
acting in opposition to national policy.

The President, the Treasury and the Department of Justice have denied the
third assumption, but have said nothing to refute the first two. On the contrary,
legislation such as that offered by the President is thought by many to imply
agreement with the IRS on its first two principles, and it is about the principles,
not about the general purpose of the President's bill, that many conservatives
have grave reservations.

To say that tax exemptions are a kind of government subsidy is to speak as if
all earnings belong first to the government and second to the one who earns, as
if government supports the people rather than people support the government. Do
we consider all tax breaks in this 1ight? If a man lists deductions for his de-
pendents, and therefore pays less tax than another, do we say that this man is
subsidized by the government? If one man earns less than another and therefore
pays less tax, is he being supported by the government? Or is it rather the case
that he supports the government, but to a degree which Congress has judged is
proportionate to his circumstances?

Second, to say that the purpose of tax exemption to non-profit religious edu-
cational, scientific and charitable organizations is to reward or aid non-profit
institutions that are furthering public policy would seem to bring us into trouble
with the First Amendment. Religious organizations are named separately from
educational or charitable organizations, and therefore it seems that the Congress
intended to exempt religious organizations as religious, not simply as educational
or charitable. Indeed, application of the tax laws seems to confirm this, yet
Congress does not, in fact, make judgments about whether a religion is furthering
the public good, nor do we believe that it is competent to do so.

Conservatives argue that tax-exemptions are not rewards to organizations which
further national policy nor are tax benefits subsidies from the federal government,
Rather, as the purpose of taxation is to support the government from those activities
which "make money," tax-exemptions are a recognition of those activities which,
by their nature, are not intended to yield profit. One is (or ought to be) taxed
from his profit, not from the very means necessary to sustain existence. Yet non-
profit organizations, by definition, do not have this "extra" which can be taken
from them. {There are laws to insure that they don't.) Indeed, far from making
a profit, most non-profit organizations cannot break even, but for the donations of
others who, at least with respect to their gift, are also engaged in a non-profit
activity. For this reason, gifts to non-profit organizations are tax deductible.
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These are the general reasons why conservatives would oppose President Reagan's
bill, or any bill Tike it, which would deny tax exemption to a school whose policies
run contrary to national policy. Such legislation seems to be based on principles
which are not only false, but carry the potential to do great harm. Conservatives
do not want tax-exemptions and other tax benefits to be viewed as subsidies. Nor
do they want the government to make judgments as to which religious, educational
and charitable organizations further national policy. Yet, if legislation to deny
tax-exempt status to racially discriminatory schools is not grounded upon these
two principles, upon what is it grounded?

Iy. PARTICULAR OBJECTIONS TO THE ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL

Beyond the general objections, there are several aspects of the President's
proposed Tegislation which private school supporters believe to be particularly
dangerous. First, and most important, is that this legislation is silent on the
question of "burden of proof." Regulations proposed by the IRS in 1978 would
require schools to prove by clear and convincing evidence that they are not quilty
of racial discrimination. With this new legislation behind them, the IRS is certain
to arque that it cannot, for both practical and legal reasons, be expected to carry
the burden of proof. Further, entitlement to tax benefits has traditionally been
Teft to the taxpayer. Yet, private school supporters counter that, though the
final burden of persuasion rests on the taxpayer, the initial burden of production
must be on the government to show a prima-facie (apparent) case of misconduct.
Secondly, on a practical Tevel, it would be gravely unjust to expect a non-profit
organization to produce the thousands of dollars necessary to carry on a law suit
in order to prove that they do not discriminate. A small school which does not,
in fact, discriminate could be easily and Tegally ruined in a very short time.

Also unclear in the proposed legislation is whether the practice of racial dis-
crimination will be determined by judging the intent of the particular school or
by judging the effect, that is, the actual racial composition of the student body.
Use of the "effects test" which is easier for the IRS, will, practically speaking,
entail not only the lack of racial discrimination but for many schools, it will
require affirmative action, a requirement which is not intended by the bill.

A third problem with the proposed legislation concerns the liability of the
churches which operate schools. Though the White House has stated that the
Tegislation would affect only schools, and not the churches themselves, the bill
itself refers not to schools, but to the organizations which operate schools.
Therefore, a church might, in fact, lose its tax exemption because of a violation
by the school. Further, the bill prohibits discrimination in "other programs
administered by such organization," without specifying that the prohibition is
Timited to school functions. Therefore a church which operates a non-discriminatory
school could Tose its own exemption by 1imiting its membership to a single race,

Section 4 of the bill states that, "The amendments made by this Act shall apply
after July 9, 1970. This ex post facto application of the proposed legislation
is considered by many to be unconstitutional. At the very least, they argue, it
is unfair to require 12 years of back taxes from schools which have acted on the
good faith belief that they were protected by the First Amendment.

Finally, the definition of discrimination is not limited to admission procedures,
but requires that all programs be administered "in a manner which does not dis-
criminate on the basis of race." Such a provision leaves private schools open to
excesses which have characterized the federal bureaucracy in the past. It is
viewed by church-related schools as fostering the kind entanglement between govern-
ment and religion which is prohibited by the First Amendment.
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V. CRITICISMS BY WILLIAM BENTLY BALL

In a January 27 letter to Edwin Meese, William Bentley Ball, the Pennsylvania
lawyer who has won renown for successfully defending private schools from ex-
cgssive government intervention, made further criticism of the proposed legislation.
His criticisms were accompanied by the text of a bill which he believes will

pr?$ect religious as well as racial civil rights. The text of Mr. Ball's criticisms
follows:

ADMINISTRATION DRAFT BILL OF JANUARY 18, 1982

(3) (1) IN GENERAL. Confusion will be created by the limitation,
“other than an exclusively religious curriculum." A number of important
recent decisions hold that fundamentalists and Catholic schools are exclu-
sively religious and that nothing in them can actually be described as
secular. See, e.g., Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971); McCormick
v. Hirsch, 460 F. Supp. 1337 (M.D.Pa. 1978); Catholic Bishop of Chicago
v. NLRB, 559 F. 2d 1112 (7th Cir. 1977), aff'd 440 U.S. 490 (1979); State
of Ohio v. Whisner, 351 N.E. 2d 750 (1976). Fundamentalist Christians
consistently testify that their curriculum (even in subjects such as
mathematics) is taught from religious perspective and is religious in
purpose. The trial records in these cases show this well. I belijeve
that your draftsman did not intend this to create an exemption for
religious schools, but that point is sure to result in Titigation if
left unattended to.

(j) (2) DEFINITIONS

“(i) An organization has a 'racially
discriminatory policy' if it refuses to
admit students of all races to the rights,
privileges, programs, and activities gen-
erally accorded or made available to
students by that organization. . ."

Here, again, a serious loophole has been left. Under
that wording, an organization does not have a "racially dis-
criminatory policy" if it refuses to admit to enrolliment a
child on account of that child's race. The only bar in the
above quoted language is to the exclusion of "students"
(people already enrolled).

Beyond this, instead of referring to the usual (and
useful) phrasing in civil rights legislation, "on account of
race," the above language employs a novel "all races" phrasing.

It is conceivable that a school could exclude a child of a particular race from

some activity but not on account of that child's race. Suppose that a school,

for health reasons, forbade the participation of all newly arrived Vietnamese children
in a vaccination program; or that a Catholic school, for religious reasons, forbade
Protestant black students to receive Communion; taken literally (and "literally"

is the name of the game in much litigation today) the draft language would Tlabel
either such school as having a "racially discriminatory policy."
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Further: the draft language's term, "refuses," lands us in a quagmire. "Refuses"
how often? Once? Frequently? Suppose a school of one of those many so-called
"national" parishes (Catholic), so familiar in New York, Philadelphia, Los Angeles,
etc., is an Italian national parish and always refuses to permit children of Slovak
(or other non-Italian descent) permission to join in a Columbus Day pageant? I was
harshly critical of the 1978-1979 IRS Proposed Revenue Procedures for their use of
such very loose terms as "refuses". When you combine that with the myriad individual
"rights, privileges, programs, and activities", you have a statue which is unmanageable -
except through an all-embracing program of governmental surveillance. In a moment I
will comment upon the constitutionally unique situation which such surveillance pro-
duces in the case of religious schools.

In fine, this first part of the bill, relating to admissions to programs,
activities, etc., does not aid the black child who wants to get admitted, and is
totally harmful to the religious school.

e or if the organization refuses to
administer its educational policies,
admissions policies, scholarships and
loan program, athletic programs, or
other programs administered by such
organization in a manner that does not
discriminate on the basis of race."

This language is subject to the same major objection which is raised by the
above part of the definition section insofar as it employs the vague term,
"refuses." But in addition, this part of the definition embraces the extremely
broad terms, "administer," "manner" and "discriminate." Who is to judge, and
how will it be judged, whether a school shall be denied tax-exempt status under
that Tanguage? We are again faced with the whole problem of myriad acts and
omissions which someone may allege to be a discrimination in manner of admin-
istration.

Those religious schools which would become subject to IRS oversight by virtue
of these requirements occupy a unique position constitutionally. They are, in
the words of the First Amendment, an "exercise of religion," and have been so
recognized on numerous occasions by the Supreme Court. See, e.g., Lemon v.
Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602, 616 (1971) (the schools are "an integral part of the
religious mission" of their sponsoring churches); Meek v. Pittenger, 421 U.S.
349, 366 (1975) (their religious mission is "the only reason for the schools'
existence"); and NLRB v. Catholic Bishop of Chicago, 440 U.S. 490, 503 (1979)
(wherein the Court pointed to "the admitted and obvious fact that the raison d'etre”
of the schools is "the propagation of religious faith"). These religious organisms
are not remotely analogous, for constitutional purposes, to any secular entity,
whether that entity be business, industrial, educational or philanthropic.

This special constitutibhal status brings with it heightened protection for
the schools from government direction, control or supervision, whether such
direction is intended or not. As the Supreme Court has recognized, even a "regula-
tion neutral on its face may, in its application, nonetheless offend the constitu-
tional requirement" for governmental respect for the free exercise of religion.
Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205, 220 (1972). No basis may be found in the First
Amendment or in the holdings of the Supreme Court for the mistaken notion that
the Religion Clauses protect religious "belief" but not religious "action." To
begin with, the Clauses protect the "free exercise of religion," not the freedom
merely to believe (it is on the basis of the belief/action dichotomy that the
Soviet Union lays claim to being protective of religious freedom.) Further, the
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courts have always extended protection to actions of religious significance: the
refusal to attend school beyond the 8th grade, Yoder, supra; the defrocking of a
bishop, Serbian Orthodox Diocese v. Milivojevich, 426 U.S. 696 (1979); the main-

L]

taining of schools, Catholic Bishop of Chicago v. NLRB, 559 F, 2d 1112 (7th Cir. 1977).

Not only would free exercise violations necessarily attend IRS intervention
into these church ministries, the very existence of the potentially entangling
(and therefore il1licit) relationship between church and state which the bill would
create would violate express Supreme Court rulings. The Court has held that church-
state separation must be certain, and that the introduction of any "element of
governmental evaluation and standards," such as a "social welfare yardstick", into
the government's relationship with a church or religious entity constitutes forbidden
"excessive entanglement" between the two. Walz v. Tax Commission, 397 U.S. 664,
674 (1970). The Court has made plain its view that, in order to be violative of

the "entanglement" prohibition, a government requirement need not even produce
burdensome results:

"It is not only the conclusions that
may be reached. . . which may impinge on rights
guaranteed by the Religion Clauses, but the very
process of inquiry leading to findings and con-
clusions." NLRB v. Catholic Bishop, supra, at 502
(emphasis supplied).

Your bill, while laudably attempting to protect most religious schools, regret-
tably falls short of the mark. The regulatory scheme which the bill would authorize
is far too invasive of areas of purely religious concern, and sweeps far too broadly
to overcome either the Court's prohibition as to excessive entanglements, or its
similar prohibition on legislative restrictions which are not drawn with "narrow
specificity." Keyishian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589, 604 (1967).

It is not sufficient that the Congress, instead of IRS, be the party impdsing
the regulatory scheme. A1l along, we have complained of two things: (1) that
Congress did not authorize IRS to impose its nondiscrimination regulations; and
(2) that the very requirements which IRS has imposed are wrong. These requirements
are not made right by simply transferring those loosely worded provisions into
statute. The right statute is needed, or the schools will suffer.















D.C. Press Corps
M@@ﬂ Irreligiots

By REV LESTER KINSOLVING '
Public Opmzon magazine has published a revealing survey of 240
‘‘media elite'” in Washington. The survey conducted by S. Robert *
Lichter and Stanley Rothman included reporters, editors, colum-
nists, Lureau chiefs, news executives, anchormen and film editors.

The results should be of interest to the majority of U.S. citizens who
belong to churches or synagogues. For among the results of this '
survey of the people who are central in reporting and commenting to
the American public on the activities of Congress and the president .
are these:

»#92 percent do not regularly attend church or synagogue. )

»#91 percent believe there is nothing morally wrong with
homosexuality.

»#54 percent see nothing wrong with adultery

»50 percent replied ‘‘none’’ when asked about religious affiliation.

Anyone who has ever covered the daily news briefings at the White
" House with any degree of frequency can readily detect the same
disdain of religion among the White House press corps.

For example:

»President Reagan has for years been known as a devout and
regularly attending church member. From June until Feb. 21 he
stopped attending services. He has not invited clergy to conduct
services either in the White House (like President Nixon) or at Camp
David (like President Carter). The White House press corps ignored
this, almost entirely. So most of the American people are not aware of
it.

»Public expressions of concern about the president by even top
religious leaders, when asked about during daily press briefings, are
usually treated as a joke —not only by almost all of the reporters, but
by such presidential news secretaries as Larry Speakes.

»Among the nation’slarge number of rellgxous newsmedia, only a

handful hay~ =~nantare y 7 tatlon to the
Whit™ " use¢ 1y stions. They
prefe. .otea. oo .ooathe ., _________._____._____.2gulars.

For anyone (like this wr lter) who persists in raising questions of
religious news (and interest to millions of religious Americans) there
is generally scorn and resentment from the regulars.

*Ann Compton of ABC News, for examiple, in 1978 complainedin print
about rny asking “human nghts and religious questions’’ at the daily
news brielings.

Butnoofficial at ABC News has everexplained whyquestionsabout
religion and human rights are not always appropriate in the White
House — especially the 1978 White House lived in by a Born- Again
Baplist who still attends Sunday School.
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