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THURSDAY, JUNE 4, 1981

: U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE, .
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m,, in room
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Packwood (chair-
man) presiding. :

Present: Senators Packwood, Grassley, Matsunaga, and Bradley.

Senator PAckwoob. The hearings on the subject of tuition tax
credits will reconvene. The first witness we have—excuse me,
Chuck, do you have any opening statement?

Senator GRASSLEY. No.

Senator PAckwoop. We will start this morning with the Honor-
able T. H. Bell, the Secretary of Education.

Secretary, go right ahead.

STATEMENT OF HON. T. H. BELL, SECRETARY OF EDUCATION

Secretary BeLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have with me this morning Al Alford, who is the Acting Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislation and Alan Ginsburg, who works in our
analytic systems office and has done a great of analytical work on
this proposal. - \

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you, Mr. Chair-
man, at;d discuss the education aspects of the tuition tax credits
proposal. ,

I'd like to submit for the record, if I may, my longer statement
which contains more information on tuition tax credits at the
elementary and secondary and post-secondary level and read the
shorter version, Mr. Chairman. .

Senator Packwoob. I should have said, Mr. Secretary, so that all .
of the witnesses will know. Their statements, in their entirety, will
be in the record.

Secretary BELL. Very good.

I appreciate that.

The Reagan administration heartily endorses tuition tax credits
and sees these credits as an important expansion of educational
op'f‘ortunities for all Americans. .

his is a matter of considerable personal concern with the Presi-
dent—one he has frequently spoken about and one to which he
attaches a high priority. The President also feels these tax credits
will improve educational standards as well as diversify and enrich
edll:caltional opportunities for students in both public and nonpublic
schools. :

0)]
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I can assure you that the administration is fully aware of the
history of debate over this controversial issue, as well as the areas
of dispute generated out of proposals coming before the 97th Con-

gress, .

And, although the administration has not, as of yet, drafted a
measure of its own nor formw endorsed any current congression-
al proposals, we are committed to financial relief for parents and
students selecting private education. '

Senator Packwoob. Could I interrupt you there, Mr. Secretary,
just te\ moment, to make sure there is no confusion by that state-
ment. . : U
~ As you are aware, the administration has indicated they are not
going to introduce any bill of their own.

Secretary BeLL. That is-right. -

Senator PAckwoop. And yesterday, Secretary—the Assistant Sec-
retargesaid that they were gerfectly willing to endorse the pro 1
that Senator Moynihan and I have put in and that Senator Grass-
ley ‘has cosponsored, reserving the right to negotiate about the
costs, and the phase-in, and the size of the credits and indeed they
were willing to work from our vehicle. ' :

Secretary BELL. Yes; it is my understanding that the matters
that you mentioned are the only concerns that were expressed.

The President feels that diversifying options for schooling is
crucial to the vitality of American education. :

And that J)rivate schools are an integral part of that diversity.

For indeed, America has had a strong heritage of private educa-
tion. This country has had a long history of decentralization of
education that has accommodated the diverse values of Americans,

This administration is committed to preserving the pluralism of
the American education system. Private schools represent an es-
sential element of that pluralism.

By their diversity, they provide an opyi)ortu,nity for many families
to choose among a variety of educational alternatives.

Private schools do provide alternatives. Private schools are often
smaller than public schools. This contrast may be especially true of
high schools where the average student enrollment in public
schoo{s is 758 students compared to 215 students in private high
schools. :

Many parents prefer the private schools’ smaller size and more
specialized range of course offerings. :

The alternatives provided by private schools have been attractive
to many families. After severe enrollment crises in the late 1960’s
and early 1970’s, enrollment in private schools is climbing.

In a time of decline in school-age population, demographers pre-
dict a 12-percent increase in private pupils by 1988. ‘

In the last 10 years, public enrollment in the South fell by 6
percent while private school enrollment climbed 31 percent. :

In the West, public enrollment declined by 11 percent while
g;ivate enrollment increased by 19 percent. This administration

lieves that this growth of private school alternatives is healthy
and increases the freedom of families to choose the type of educa-
tion that will best meet the needs of their children.

In closing, I'd like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportu-.
nity to speak here today.
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And while we don’t yet have a final proposal as we indicated in
our discussion a moment ago, I would like to reiterate our support

' for a tuition tax credit along the lines of that contained in the
Packwood-Moyniban-Roth bill.

I'd be happy to respond to questions. . ‘

- Senator PAckwoob. Secretary, I would just like to read one more
line in your testimony that you didn’t quite get to that is very
in}‘poxitant and _that i1s that the tuition charges vary with the
schools. » - :

Because we are being hit over the head perpetually with the
arguments-that tuition tax credits are for the elite, for the wealthy,
as if every school in this country was Andover.

I am quoting from the Secretary’s testimony on pages 2 and 8.

Private school tuitions vary tremendously. In 1979 the median private, elemen-
tary school tuition was $360 ﬁer year—$315 for church-related schools and $1,222 for
non-church-related schools. High school tuition is higher—$900 for church-related

high schools and $1,400 for non-church-related schools, with a median of $925 per
year.

Yesterday we had a panel of parents, and we will have another
panel today of middle-income people.
~ Many of them single parents, mana' of them with two, three, four

or five children, making from $12,000 to $18,000 a year, and at-
tempting to put their children through private schools. -

It is imperative that we destroy this myth that the bulk of
private schools in this country are solely for the elite.

Secretary BeLL. Particularly as you examine the income levels of
youngsters from families in the Catholic schools. You find a large
number, not just to single out that denomination, but you find a
large number of indeed low-income students. ’

nator Packwoop. I have also seen the figures and the family
_incomes on those attending Protestant schools and Jewish schools.

And in none of the cases are these on the average. I am sure
there are wealthy Earents, but on the average none of these schools
were set up to charge tuitions of $5,000 and $6,000 a year to
‘parents that are making $100,000 a year.

Secretary BeLL. Well, I think that is a good point to- make, Mr.
Chairman. And I agree with it. _ :

Senator PACKwoob. Senator Grassley?

Senator GrAssLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Bell, I have a question in regard to whether the admin-
istration has any position as when the starting date of this legisla-
tion ought to be, anticipating the concern within the administra-
tion about certain deficits for certain years in the next 3 years?

Secretary BELL. I think I'd need to defer that to Treasury.

I do know that there is some concern about the total economic
recovery Frogram. And it is my understanding that the feeling may -
be that if the program were to start right away, it would put too
much stress on the struggle that we are having to try to bring the
budget into balance. ,

So I know there is some concern there, but to respond rather
than beyond those generalities—I wouldn’t be in a position to do
80. ‘ : ‘

Senator. Packwoop. That, Chuck, is one of the negotiable points.
with the administration. Both whether we go immediately to a
$250 or $500 credit, whether we phase it in as we have in college,
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excluding at first part time and then bringing them in, and then
brwglni in the graduates. .

: ether the percentage is 50 percent or-26 percent is all part of
the negotiable items with the administtation.

Secretary BeLL, It is my understanding that the concepts of this
blilll, the philosophy of it, that there is.certainly no disagreement
there. i

It is just these technical details that the chairman talked about
that we would like an opportunity to work out with you. :

Senator GrassLey. Thank you, Mr. Bell. ,

Senator PAckwoop. Senator Moynihan, do you have any ques-
tions for Secretary Bell? : :

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Secretary, I have a very direct and
sensible question to put to you. . :

You are the principal school officer of our Nation, the Secretary
-of Education. And as you know, this legislation has been frequently
depicted as constituting a threat to public education.

ou know we do not think that. If we thought that, we would not
be \:})onsoring the legislation.

. We have repeatedly said that the public schools come first, but

that the nongovernment schools also have a legitimate claim on
" resources.

They are public in sense of their sponsorship. May I ask you, sir,
do you feel this legislation poses any threat to public education? .
b Secretary BeLL. I don’t. And let me just go into that just a litile
bit. :
Senator MoyNIHAN. Please do. .

Secretary BELL. I would like to emphasize that my children have
attended the public schools. That is my choice. I prefer them. And I

have spent all my adult life, Senator Moynihan, working in the
public schools, and ‘in the public college and university system.

And so if I have a bias or a slant or a concern it might be over in
that direction. I feel that the diversity that I talked about in my
testimony, the opportunity for choice, the friendly competition, if
you will, will be healthy for all of American education. -

I think that the more of that we have, the more we can stay
away from a sameness, somewhat dreadful sameness in our offer-
in%s. and the better off we are going to be. , ’

don’t share that concern. Many of my colleagues are saying to
me, “Are we disappointed with f'ou on where you are coming on
this tuition tax credit bill. Of all people, Ted Bell. We didn’t ever
think we would see you coming on like you are in that regard.”

And I want to express unequivocally that I don’t think that this
is going to harm the public schools. We have splendid public
schools. There are some that are having problems, but so are
private schools having difficulties.

And I think that the public schools are going to do well. They
are going to continue to flourish and develop and:improve in their
effectiveness.

And I just don’t share that concern. : '

- Senator MOYNIHAN. Ma{ I say, sir, I believe this is a profoundly
important moment in the history of American education. -

)
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You are the first Commissioner or Secretary of Education ever to
_have spoken so to a congressional committee or spoken to any
setting to accept the legitimacy of the nongovernment schools.

The publi¢ schools come first. You would agrée with that?

Secretary BeLL. I surely do. - )

Senator MoyNIHAN. But these other schools have a place in our
system, and they were here before the public schools.

We have always had a plural system. Have we not? -

Secretary BeLL. I just traced the history of American education.
That is what it has been. That is what it ought to continue to be.

And I know I'm taking my lumps over this issue. But I believe
what I believe about it, and I think that our future history will
look back at this time and will not bear out these fears that are
being expressed so vigorously.

Senator MoyNiHAN., Well, I thank you very much, sir. Senator
Packwood, Senator Grassley, and I have tried to say that we hoped
we could use these hearings as much as a teaching process as an
advocacy one, and the one lesson we wish to teach most firmly is
the notion that we are not threatening any other institiitions.

And that education will be strongest in our cities, in our Capitol,
and the Nation when all those concerned with it work together.

That is how we got the first significant Federal aid in 1965. All
the groups now opposing one another came together for that one
moment and we proved that when they are together we have some
real force in the city. - :

And when we are divided, well—

Well, I want to thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

I appreciate this, sir.

Secretary BeLL. Thank you. I appreciate the chance to speak.

Senator Packwoob. And I also want to thank the administration
for sending the Secretary. -
t;hffol;gurecall what happened when we had the hearings before on

is bill. .

Secretary BeLL. The reason I had a particular desire to appear
personally and not send a staff member is T didn’t want to give a
signal that 1 was-waffling on this, as many are speculating that
maybe this administration may be or the Secretary maybe.

nator MoyNIHAN. May I say, sir, you have sent the_signal you
intended.

And, as the chairman has raised it, we will recollect to those who
are regular attendants at these hearings that in the last adminis-
tration when the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare was
invited, he couldn’t come. The Under Secretary couldn’t be found.
There were no Assistant Secretaries available. There was some-
thing at that time called an Assistant Deputy Assistant Secretary.
None of them could be found.

And some f)oor fellow who did the lobbying up here was sent in
to say, “Well, I'm sorry, I don’t know much about the bill, but I
don’t think we're for it. But I'm not sure we are against it. And I'm
awfully busy. Can I get out of here fast?”’ [Laughter.]

Senator PAckwoob. Mr. Secretary. Thank you very much.

[The statement of Secretary Bell follows:]
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE T.H. BELL
SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT OF THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE -—

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

»

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you this morning to

discuss the education aspects of_tuicion tax credits,

fhe Reagan Administration heartily endorses tuition tax credits and sees
these credits as an important expansion of educational opportunities for all
Americans., This is a matter of considerable personal concern with the President--~
one he has frequently spoken about and one to which he attaches a high
priority. The President also feels these tax'credits will improve educational
stanéards as well as diversify and enrich educational opportunities for
students in'both public and non-public schools,

I can assure you that the Administratfon is fully aware of the history
of debate over this controversial issue, as well as the—aréas of dispute
generated out of proposals coming before the 97th Congress. And, aithouéh
the Administration has not, as of yet, drafted a measure of its own nor
formally endorsed any current Congressional proposals, we are committed to
financiai relief for parents and students selecting private education, The
Pres{dent'feels that diversifying optiohs for schooling is crucial to the
vitality of American education and that private schools are an 1nteg}al part

of that diversity. For, indeed, America has had a strong heritage of private

education.



I. The Condition of Private Elementary and Secondary Education

Let me begin by discussing issues in private elementary and secondary
education., This country has had a long history of decentralization of
education that has accommodated the diverse values of iherigans. This
Adninistration is committed to preserving the pluraltsg of the American
' education system. Private schools represent an essential element of that
pluralism. By their diveratty,’;hey provide an opporcunizy for many families
to choose among a variety of educational alternat;vea.

Private schools do provide :alternatives. Private schools are often
smaller than public schopls. This contrast may be especially true ;E high
schoolé where the average student enrollment in public schools {§ 758 students
compared to 215 students in private high dchools. Many parents prefer private
schools' smaller size and more specialized range of course offerings., / :§>

. —" .

While there are many excellent public schools, it is difficult for any .
one schbol system to meet all the needs of its students or to be consistent
with the values of all parents. Many view public schools as inadequate in
pfoviding an orderly environment in which basic skills can be taught.
This view has been reinforced by the much publicized declines in scholastic
achievement test scores and other indicators of academic performance. Clearly,
public schools are capable of reversing these declines as they are beginning
to dp in tpe early grades. However, there will always be many parents whose

educational values differ from those of the public school system. The views -

of such parents should be respected and their freedom to choose should be

supported, especially when this choice might increase the academic achievement !

of their children.
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The alternatives provided by private schools have been attractive to
many families. After severe enrollment crises fin the late 19608 and early
19708, enrollment in private schools {s climbing. 1In a time of decline in
school~age population, demographers predict a 12 perceét increase in private
pupils by 1988, In the last 10 years, public enrollmept in the South fell
by 6 percent while private enrollment climbed 31 percent. In the West,
public enrollment declined by 11 percent while private en;ollnent increased
by 19 percent. This Administration bélieves'thac.this growth of private
school alternatives {s healthy ‘and increases the freedom of families to R
choose th§ type of education that will best meet the needs of their childii&l_x

Although the number of parents choosing private schools for their children

has risen, the 9pportun1ty of many families to send their children to private
schools is limited by tufition. Private school tuitions vary tremendously.
- In 1979 the median private elewmentary school tuitiion was $360 per year~-=-$315
for church-related schools and $1,222 for non-church-related schools,
_High school tuition is higher--§900 for church-related high schools and
$1,400 for non-church-related schools, with a median of $925 per year.
These sums are substantial, especially for families with many schoél-age
children. Thus, a family with four children, two in elementary and two in
high school, uould'pay $2,430 in church-related schools and §5,244 in
non-church related schools.

The barriers to enrollment that private school tuitions represent
- differ for different regions of the couniry. Tuitions are substantially
higher fn the South and the West than in the Northeast and North Central

States, especially for elementary schools. Private elementary school
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tuition is 3256 and $209 per year in the Northeast and North Central States
respectively; $600 and $540 éer year in the South and West respectively.
This pattern probably reflects the dominance of Catholic elementary schools
" in the Northeastern and North Central States. Regiona)l tuition differences
are not so marked in secondary schools where, in 1979, tuit;on averaged

»

$892 and $900 in the North Central and Northegstern States and $1,000 in
both the Southern and Western States. ®

The costs of attendance th;t prevent ?qme families from sending ’
their children to private schogls clearly have different effegts on different
groups of Americans. Black-children have not attended private schools to
the sam; extent as white children. While blacks comprise 15 percent of all
children enrolled in school, they comprise only 8 percent of stuéents in
ﬁrivate schools, Conversely, white children comprise 82 percent of children
in school, but 90 percent of private school children. In 1979, white
children attended private schools at more than twice the rate of black
children. Families with higher incomes are also much more likely to be
;ble to send their children to private schools: rates of private elementary
school attendance increase from 4 percent for families with incomes under
$10,000 to 19 percent for families with incomes over $25,000. Clearly,
many families who want to send their children to private schools find the
costs of private school prohibitive.

There 18 a demand for private school education and a need to assist
families 'to benefit from it. The current Federal role was not specifically
designed to addgess these needs although there have been gome efforts to

ensure the access of private school students to Federal programs if they



e

11

otherwise meet eligibility criteria. Although good data on all Federal
programs are not available, we do know that about 4 percent of all Title I
participants attended private schools in 1979. 1In 1980, about 10 percent

of the children 1n:schools receiving funds under Title&lv-§ (Libraries)
attended private schools; 6 percent of the children 12 schools receiving

funds under Title IV-C (Innovation) attended private schouols. In 1977,
children in more than 87 pércenﬁ of religiously affiliated non-public

schools and 51 percent of other'private schools ﬁarticipated in Federal
programs. Some indirect Federal support, is also provided to private school
parents in the form of the charitable deduction from the income tax. However,

no Federal program is directly aimed at strengthening these schools' ability

to provide educational choices nor to increasing the ability of families

Lo take advantage of these choices.

I will now review some trends in postsecondary education that relate

to the need for some form of tuition tax credit.

II. Reducing the Financial Burden of Postsecondary Education

Compared to the elementary and secondary levels, Federal financial’
assistance to postsecondary students is quite large. The Federal

government currently provides postsecondary students with a total of over

-~ §15 billion a year. Clearly much has been accomplished as a result of

this effort.

The tax credit is sometimes considered a simpler alternative to
student aid, for promoting educational opportunity, relieving some of the
burden of paying for postsecondary education, and helping institutions

of higher educatfion make it through difficult times. Before deciding
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what type of tax credit is the appropriate solution to these problems, we
should first take a look at the current situation: who is attending college,
vhat are the current sources of student assistance, and what is the financial -

condition of postsecondary education.

Trends in Enrollment N

Over the last decade, total enrollment in’higher education increased
significantly. 1In 1970, about 8.6 million studeqts uere|;nrolled; by the fall
of 1980 this enrollment had increased to 12.1 million, In 1980, 42 percent of
all students were fn public folir~year colleges, 20 percent were in private
four-year collgges, 36 percent were in public two-year colleges, and 2
percent were in private two-year colleges. .

In addition, in 1978 some 1.8 million students were enrolled in non-
collegiate postsecondary schools. These enrollments were distributed about
26 percent public and 74 percent private. Enrollments in these schools had
increased 11.5-percent since 1974.

Many reasons could be offered for the increases in enrollments during
the 1970s: an increase in the number of people interested in postsecondary
education (including many people beyond the traditional college age); the
expansion of colleges, particularly community colleges, making it easier
for people to attend; the failure of the econoamy to provide jobs for people
without postsecondary education; and the expansion of student agsistance
programs designed to make some form of postsecondary education available
to everyone.

éollége enrollments began to leve;_off in the mid-1970s., By the early

19808, they were expected to decline because of the decrease in the number



18

of people in the traditional college-age population. But up to this point
no decline has occurred: enrollments underwent a 2.8 percent increase
between 1978 and 1979 and then a 3.2 percent increase between 1979 and 1980.
Of major importance in thinking about tuition tax credits is the income
distribution of college students. Despite the presence'of the student aid
programs, sample surveys continue to reveal that college attendance increases
with family income. According to Census Bureau data, 46 pércent of
all 18- to 24~year old members oé families with incomes over $25,000 in 1979
were in college; this was over three-and-one-half times the rate of attendance
for 18-to-24-year old members of families with incomes under $10,060. It
stands to reason that, without student aid, enrollment rates (particularly

for the lower-income students) would not be as high as they are today.

Current Student Assistance Programs

Any analysis of the need for a tuition tax credit for postsecondary
education should be framed in terms of the total Federsl, State, and private
effort going into student assistance., Before deciding what type of tax
credit is needed, we must first consider the level of assistance already
provided.

At present, the Department of Education runs six major student aid
programs:

o Three grant programs--Pell Grants, projected to cost $2.5
billion in FY 1982; Supplemental Educational Opportunity
Grants, budgeted at $370 million; and State Student Incentive

Grants, for which a $77 million Federal contribution will be
matched on a dollar-for~dollar basis by the States.

o The College Work-Study program, which will distribute $550
million in Federal funds in FY 1982,

85-443 0 ~ 81 - 2
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o Two loan programs -~ in 1982, the Federal government is
expected to contribute $286 million in new capital for
National Direct Student Loans. Combined with the money in
institutional revolving funds, this will make a total of
$750 million available to students. In the Guaranteed
Student Loan program, the Federal government guarantees
the loans made by private lenders and pays thg interest on the

“loans while the students are in school, the "special
allowance” to the lenders, and the cost of claims resulting
from death, disability, and default., For 1982, we project
that .total GSL volume will be about $5.7 billion.

4

-

In all, the student aid programs are a very major part of»the Department’'s
effort to assist education. In'i982, the 32.6 billion allocated to these
programs will consume about 45‘percent of ;he entire ED budget. Counting
the total volume in the GSL program, $11.6 billion will be made available to
gstudents to help defray Ehe costs of postsecondary education.

But assistance from the Department of Education is not the entire story.,

The Veterans Administration provides some $1.7 billion in student benefits

annually and the Social Security student benefit accounts for another $2

billion. Indirect benefits accruing to college students through the tax
sfstem (because of the deduction for dependents and the exemption of
scholarships and fellowships) amount to some $2.6 billion. The States

now provide about $835 million a year in need-based scholarships and higher

education institutions themselves provide an estimated $1.5 billion in

financial assistance to undergraduates. Finally, some smaller amount, for
which we have no estimate, is made available through private scholarship
programs.

It 1s clear that the Federal government is already doing a lot to promote
access and choice in postsecondary education. Yet the current programs are
complex and have many administrative problems, both for families and for
the Federal government. Some families may find tuition tax credits a

simpler alternative to the existing programs,
8
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The Financial Condition of Postsecondary Institutions

Many people in this country--and I am one of them~-are very concerned
about the financial strains on colleges and universities. Like other
institutions, the colleges have been battered by 1nf1aqion 1p the costs
they must pay for goods and services. In additignm, they are threatened by
the impending decline in the number of traditional college-age students.
Some experts have predicted widefyread college cloginge in the coming years.
Insofar as this will threaten the goal of equal educational opportunity, it

is a concern of the Department.,.

‘I1I. Conclusion

In closing, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to speak
here today. The issues I have discussed are éritical to the deliberations
now taking place in the Administration on tuition tax credits. -While we do
not yet have a final propbsaI; I would like to reiterate our support for a
tuition tax credit along the lines of thﬁt contained in the Packwood~Hoyn1hanr
Roth biil.,

I will be happy to answer any questions, -

-
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Senator PAckwoobp. Next, we are going to have a panel of par-
ents. And they will have 3 minutes apiece in their statements.

The reason we have asked them to come is that apart from these
parents, almost everyone else who is testifls;ing has a professional, a
trade association, or other interest in this bill.

It is very seldom we get some specific witnesses who indeed live
with this problem day bf' day.

So I would like to call those parents, Bill Sadlier, of Annapolis,
Mona Hanford, of Bethesda, Jacob Friedman, of New York, and
Juanita Ramirez, of Irving, Tex., Wallace Tolman, of Manassas,
and Joseph Horton, of Leesburg. :

I want to thank all of you in advance very much for taking the
time to come. :

Do you want to testify in the order that you are on the panel. Or
have you worked out some other order?

We will start with Mr. Sadlier. Do I pronounce it right.

Mr. SADLIER. Sadlier.

. Senator PAckwoob. Sadlier. All right.

STATEMENT OF BILL SADLIER, ANNAPOLIS, MD.

Mr. SapLier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to
sgeak. I believe that every child has a right to receive an education
that will provide the basic skills to lead a fruitful and productive
adult life. . ]

More importantly, it is the right and responsibility of every
parent to see that his or her child receives an education that is
- compatible with the parent’s philosophy of life.

Some philosophies of life encompass the whole man. For in-
stance, I happen to be a born again Christian.

And besides believing in Jesus Christ as my Savior and Lord, I
believe that the Bible is the word of God. I believe that I have a
responsibility to love God, and I believe that I also have a responsi-
bility as a parent to teach these things to my children in every
aspect of their life. - ,

n fact, in Deuteronomy in the Bible, it says that we are to teach
our children these things when we sit at home, when we walk
along the way, when we lie down, and when we get up.’

So it really encompasses every part of our life, including our
children’s education. :

Now I recognize that not every American shares my personal
religious convictions. In America we live in a pluralistic society.
We can worship God in any way we please, or if we choose, we
don’t have to worship God at all. .

But the problem is, when it comes to schools, because of my
personal convictions I can’t send my children to the public school
that is across the street from my house.

I can’t send my children there because that particular school
can’t teach the children that God created the universe.

I can’t send my children to that public school because they can’t
teach the unchanging law of God. The only thing that can be
taught there is the ever-changing morals and standards of our

society. Public schools teach that mankind can solve all problems, -

while the Bible teaches that man is sinful, corrupt, and ruins
everything.
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Public schools teach about science as if it were the savior of the
world instead of the discoverer of God’s creation.
- Math can’t be taught as showing the orderliness of God.

So basically, I can’t send my children to the public school be-
cause of the difference in philosophy. Now my wife and I pay
- $1,900 tuition, that is what we will be paying next year, plus
transportation. :

And we have done this for 6 years. But with inflation, and
another child coming up in another year, that will be going to
school, I am not sure that we cqn continue.

; If we can’t afford to pay the tuition two things will happen. My
- right to educate my children will be taken away from me and
- given to the State of Maryland.

Second, the Anne Arundel County school system of Maryland
will have three more children at a total cost of $6,326.91 per year.
g‘hgt money will have to come out of an already barebones school

udget. .

In conclusion, the tuition tax credit will provide at least some
relief for parents like myself who can’t in good conscience send
their children through the public schoo] system.

Failure to pass the tuition tax credit bill may avoid some reduc-
tion in funds to public schools, but it certainly will add to the ever-
increasing cost of public education. )

Thank you.

Senator PAckwoob. Thank you very much.

Mo_na Hanford. )

STATEMENT OF MONA HANFORD, BETHESDA, MD.

 Ms. Hanrorp. Yes; thank you, Senator, for allowing me this
opportunity.

Our children are presently enrolled in private schools My hus-
band and I have made this burdensome financial commitment after
~ much careful consideration, and after trying public schools.

To us, developing the mind, body, and spirit is a once-in-a-life-
time opportunity. Having in its past to a generation that left
Russia, before the revolution, my family lost money, land, and title.

I grew up to appreciate the value of education, a living legacy.
Education cannot be stolen, left behind, or appropriated. We
turned to private education because it is the only avenue available
in this country which allows for the total development of mind,
" body, and spirit. . :

Religious and moral standards help develop a sense of discipline
and duty to God and country. They point out the fullness of life,
thus avoiding the materialistic attitude which is so pervasive

ay. .
. A knowledge of genetic engineering without recognition of the
‘value of creation is dangerous. ' .

A knowledge of nuclear physics without moral commitment
could be catastrophic. , .
L A knowledge of economic without human compassion for social
.+ safety is unacceptable. ‘ - ,
- The sacrifices made by parents such as myself to send their
children to private school are becoming intolerable. o
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We are willing to make sacrifices, but it is coming to the point
where middle-class America may no longer have the option, even
with sacrifice.

In the last 5 years, tuitions have gone up, to the point where
they represent more than 25 percent of our after-tax income. I
work full time to help offset educational costs.

Without tuition tax credit, private schools will be the bastion of
the rich and the few on scholarship. Please help working Ameri-
::lans provide a choice for a strong, moral education for their chil-

- dren,
Senator PAckwoob. Thank you very much.
Jacob Friedman.

STATEMENT OF JACOB I. FRIEDMAN, NEW YORK, N.Y.

Mr. FriEDMAN. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of
the committee.

. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to appear before this
distinguished committee. -

My name is Jacob I. Friedman and I reside in the Midwood
section of Brooklyn, N.Y. As a parent of three children who attend
Jewish elementary schools, known as yeshivas, I am active in
various parents’ groups. l

These parent groups are comprised of individuals drawn from a
broad spectrum of income levels. I am here today to briefly de-
scribe the urgency of the Packwood-Moynihan Tuition Tax Relief
Act of 1981 to us.

We feel choked and we feel neglected.

We feel choked by the powerful forces of inflation and taxation,
which drown our ability to better our station in life.

We would like to achieve the same level of accomplishment as
our neighbors have achieved—but we can't. '

In addition to paying for our own children’s education, we must
help pay for the education of our neighbors’ children. We recognize
the need for the public school system and gladly support it.

Yet we read in the newspapers about the high per capita cost of
public school education. Aren’t we saving the public school system
great sums of money?

Come September, in addition to paying for the education of my
neighbors’ children, I will pay close to $4,000 a year of my aftertax
earnings for my three schoolage children, and soon my little one
will be running off with his schoolbag.

To pay for all this, I work late and get home when my neighbor
is playing after-dinner stick ball with his 9-year old; and often too
late to do anything but ask my kids—did you do your homework?

We also feel neglected. I have with me a copfy of the Internal
Revenue Code in which one can find almost any form of tax incen-
tive the mind can conjure up. Singularly lacking is any form of
recognition dealing with children’s education. ,

Congress recognizes tax-exempt bonds, tax shelters, and tax-de-
ferred pension plans. We parents feel neglected. We are also stimu-
lating the economy. We are giving our country new taxpayers who
will]betbetter educated and hopefully high-bracket taxpayers. Don't
neglect us. :
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Please recognize our contribution to society by giving us a tax
credit the way you give tax credits to movie films and alcohol
mixtures.

Thank you. - ‘

Senator PAcKwooD. You touch on a very sensitive point with this
committee. : A

Indeed, this committee is not adverse to tax incentives at all.
And when we pass the President’s tax bill my hunch is, there is
going to be a plethora of new tax incentives added in that bill to
encourage people to save more, invest more, and do more research
and development. ' _ )

I understand the administration’s commitment to fiscal sanity,
but the real opposition to this bill, deep down, is philosophical, not
monetary, and it is not because we are using a tax credit. The very
people who oppose this bill because it’s a tax credit, will be here in
another month advocating something else with tax credit.

Juanita Ramirez. -

STATEMENT OF JUANITA RAMIREZ, IRVING, TEX.

Ms. Ramirez. Good morning.

Presently many tax credits are given by the U.S. Government,
some of which are either unimportant or aimed solely at the upper
income or business-oriented citizens.

I am asking you what could be beiter or more'important than a
tax credit to help average income parents provide an excellent
education so that our children can become productive citizens for
tomorrow.

That we choose to place our children in a school that insists on
moral and religious values, a thing that society is crying about
because it is not found in the public schools today, is an exercise of
free choice. i

The United States advocates a pluralistic apgzgach in all facets
of life, but the area of education is threatened because of the high
cost of nonpublic education.

The majority of the families who send their children to a Catho-
lic school are moderate to low-income citizens. It is these people
whom I represent who have to pay a good share of the National,
State and local taxes to_keep the public school system going, but
who at the same time are not eligible for business tax credits.

Because of our jobs, we also are not eligible to some of the free or
reduced health benefits of the more economically deprived citizens. .

We are striving to provide the best we can for our children and
for ourselves. We are the middle class working people who are the.
backbone of this country. ’

"~ What I am asking for today is a little consideration to help us
exercise our American right to freedom of choice by receiving a tax
credit on tuition.

President Reagan is devoting himself to tax cuts. Is it not fair for
gimatovendorse tax credits to those who are carrying a double tax

urden? |

- We who are asking for this help are not the rich of the land. We
are struggling to make ends meet but we are doing it for our
children’s education. Qur parents worked hard to give us many
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opportunities and advantages which they were denied either be-
cause of lack of money or because of prejudices. :

And we as parents now want to give what is best for our chil-
.dren, namely a good solid education in a. Christian atmosphere.

We in the Southwest who represent an expanding minority

group are very conscious that an unusually g education is the
only answer for success for our children in an Anglo-dominated

soclety.
Personally, I have chosen to send my children to a Catholic

school because I want a disciplined education based on moral and

religious values.

hat beliefs we as parents are instilling in our children, we
" want reinforced in a school environment. An education based solely
on knowledge does not make a complete person. .

The traditional beliefs and teachings used in a Catholic school
are what we have chosen to enrich our children’s lives so that they
can continue to contribute to this great country of ours.

According to the statistics that I know onlg “about 10 to 15
percent of those parents who send their children to nonpublic
schools are in the high economic bracket.

All the others are in my class, ordinary struggling families.

Statistics for the diocese of Dallas show that in the 15 elementary

schools in Dallas, 47 percent of the enrollment is minority and of
the 4 high schools in Dallas 24 percent of the enrollment is minor-
ity. o ‘
Senator PAckwoob. Thank you very much.
Wallace Tolman.

STATEMENT OF WALLACE G. TOLMAN, JR.,, MANASSAS, VA.

Mr. ToLMAN. I represent probably a middle-class type of individ-
ual who, through concern and through conviction, has placed his
children in a private situation rather than a public situation, as far
as their education is concerned. I feel it is my responsibility, and
my responsibility to God, to decide where my children will be
educated, who will do that educating; and I have taken great pains
through the years to select the teachers and the schools.

As far as this neighborhood is concerned, I have been here about
3 years, now, and my childrén go to a school that is 23 miles away
from home.

There are 2 others that claim to be the same type of school
within 6 miles of home. My wife drives them both ways 23 miles
each day because of the fact that that school offers more of what
we feel our personal religious convictions are in educating our
children. -

Now, if the public system tried to do this, if they tried to form a
system that could be equitable to everyone, it would just literally
be impossible.

You would have to have as many teachers as students. And not
only that, more teachers than students, because each teacher
couldn’t teach the same subject on the same basic guidelines, mor-

allg, religiously, and ethically.

. o each of us, I feel, must make a decision as to where we are
going to send our children, and based on that we have to then get
into the economics of the thing.

.
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Can we afford it? Or can we afford not to?

Well, my children.have been in private school, or the oldest one,
for 8 years. I have four. And I make a fairly decent wage, here in
this area. : ..

But that has only been for the last 2 years. Three years ago,
when I first came down here, I filed what they call income tax
averaging. ‘

And I gidn’t even have to pay any tax because of the money that -
I made before that. My children have gone to private tuition
schools, at times when they had just one baked potato to eat for
supper, and that was it. »

As a part-time worker and a college student, earning $84 a week,
painting, and another $60 a week over and above working for a
fast-food organization after it got too dark to paint outside, my four
kids were in a private school.

And I have had.them there because of conviction. And all I am
saying is that now I can afford it a little bit, and I appreciate that. -
I praise the Lord for it. But, at the same time, if you are willing to
give a little tax incentive to folks, I think it would help them out.

Not onlﬂ that, but I think it would help the public system out, in
the fact that they wouldn’t be called upon to educate these addi-
tional children and therefore they could vary their curriculum
more to the ones who did choose to send them there.

I would like to add that if my school felt that you were adding
some sort of strings to the bill—in other words, if there was anfv-
thing that they would have to comply with in order for me to apply
for it and receive this tax tuition credit, I wouldn’t apply for it.

Thank you for your time.

Senator PAckwoob. Thank you very much.

We will conclude with Joseph Horton from Leesburg.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH HORTON, LEESBURG, VA.

Mr. HortoN. Good morning. I really feel out of place here. In
fact, I'm considered to an extent——

Senator PAckwoob. Let me assure you, you are in no way out of
place here. You are more in place here than many people who
come.

Mr. HortoN. Well, all of my life I've been the token, and I'm
beﬂnning to feel that way again.

, y youngest son is in private school, which is Leesburg Chris-
ian. '

My oldest child is in public school and he is in the ninth grade.
- The schools that both of them attend I think are very good.

Leesburg Christian is costing me $700 a year, and in order for
him to go in first grade, which I won’t be able to put him in, will
be about $1,400 next year. And after third grade it goes up $300
and after sixth grade it ‘goes up another $300.

My main plea is the fact that I believe that everybody should be
given some kind of a credit, regardless of race or creed, whatever.

As far as whatever school they want to put them in, the religion
is their own choice, I mean, as far as I am concerned the religion is
there but my main concern is the teaching of the child itself.

And to see a better education and to see less drugs. The thing I
like about the private school that my child goes to is the fact that
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his first day there his hand was spanked and he was stood in the
corner. And his third day there he had to go stand in the corner
_ once again. But after he toned down, which 18 something like what

we had in school when I was in school which we don’t have in
school now. )

I think it is something which is sometimes necessary. I can't
a}f“fort(‘l like I said, to continue to send him to private school due to
this fact.

But I also hate to see the private schools abuse this should it
come to pass due to the fact that like hotels and everything else
once the moneK is being administered or given to the Government
employees such as per diem they start raising the tuition just
because they know the people are being subsidized in this. So——

Senator PAckwoob. In your closing statement you speak of credit
as causing tuition costs to go up. That argument is made, Pat, by -
those who are basically opposed for philosophical reasons, and I
never hear them make that argument when we talk about guaran-
teed student loans or basic educational opportunity grants, that it
is going to be passed along and tuitions are going to be raised.

It is only when this issue of tuition tax credits comes up that
that issue is raised, and I think it is no more true of tuition tax
credits than it is of any of the other methods of financing that we
give to education. |

Would you mind just going across, I know, Mr. Tolman, you
listed your occupation as a consignment manager for Brock Cash
Register, but I am curious what the occupations of the panelists
are.

Could we start with you, Mr. Sadlier?

Mr. Sapuikr. OK, I am manager of a small, noncommercial radio
station in Annapolis. ,

Senator PAckwoop. Noncommercial?

Mr. SADLIER. Yes, sir.

Senator PAckwoop. Thank you.

Ms. Hanford? \

Ms. HaNFoRrD. Yes; I'm on the board of trustees in a private
school, and I'm a volunteer mother.

What I'd really like to say is there is no way that nonprofit
private schools are going to pass through the tax credit.

They are working at barebones and they aren’t out to make a
profit. They are nonprofit institutions, and those that serve on
them are volunteers.

So I would support your issue.

Senator Packwoob. Ms. Ramirez?

Ms. Ramirez. Yes; I work as administrative clerk for the Dallas
Independence School District. .

Senator PAckwoop. Mr. Friedman.

Mr. FriEDMAN. I am an attorney with a national firm,

Senator PaAckwoob. Thank you.

Mr. Tolman, you told us.

Mr. Horton?

Mr. HortoN. Once again, I am out of place.

I am a computer technician for the Government.

Senator PACKwoob. You are not out of place.
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Let me just say, again, I can’t tell you what a pleasure it is to see
your sense of commitment. None of you make, 1 am just guessing,
what would be regarded as more than a middle income living. The
commitment that you are willing to make and the extra time that
you are willing to work to provide your children with the kind of
education that you think is good for them is very, very heartening.

I gon’t have any questions, personally, but I thank you very
much.

Chuck?

Senator GrRassLEY. I had the occasion during the week’s recess to
address a college graduation of 1,600 graduates, and a Christian
academ¥ iraduation of 4,000. ,

And ad a staff member with me that made a comparison
between the two graduations and suggested to me that I ought to
have the people in Washington, D.C., come to visit with the people
that were at the small academy dedication to learn of the sacrifice

ple of this country of little means are willing to make for the
things they believe in.

I think there is just a great deal of truth to that. That really, it
is a part of America that hasn’t been recognized very much since
DeToqueville went through our country in the 1820’s, 1830’s, or
1840’s and made the statement he didn’t really notice the differ-
- ence of America-until he went to our churches and learned about
the spiritual foundations of America.

And I think that is emphasized by the different and varied
backgrounds and incomes that you folk have here and the sacri-
fices you are willing to make.

And I think that there is something that isn’t recognized in
America that you people stand for, and it is the greatness of
America.

Senator PAckwoob. Pat?

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Just to add to my friend and colleague,
. Senator Grassley’s observation that what DeToqueville found in
America and thought most remarkable was what he called our
genius for association. Everywhere he went he found people who
dagi come together voluntarily to do something they thought worth

oing. _

One of the efforts we intend to make in these hearings is to
reassure persons who are working to send their children to non-
sovernment schools that far from being a new phenomenon or

eviant minority, such schools were, to the contrary, the first
schools in America.

Yesterday we had a photograph here about the Polonies Talmud
Torah School of the congregation Shearith Israel, which was .
(sypened in 1802 in New York City, by the Spanish and Portugese
t'ynogogue. They had a little signboard where they listed the dona-

ions.

The donations were from the State of New York and the city of
- New York. It was the normal thing for public officials to provide
aid to all schools, whatever schools, for the legitimate purposes
they fulfilled. But the one other thing beside the legitimacy of
these schools that we have found rather surprising, and we are not
angry at anyone, and we don’t want to quarrel, but there has been
an effort somehow to represent these schools as enclaves of privi-
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leﬁed persons who are escaping the masses and the ordinary folk
who attend the public schools.

That is not so. Mrs. Ramirez said, I believe, that in Dallas 47
percent of the enrollment in the elementary schools is minority
students, as is a quarter in the high schools. And you heard earlier,
perhaps, Secretary Bell, make the rather striking statement that
the median tuition at the elementary level is $315 in church-
related schools.

Now that constitutes a remarkable economy. If you can do that,
that suggests you know something about teaching. It also suggests
that the plain people of America are in these schools. To describe
every private school in the country as an- Andover or Groton is
really not becoming to those who simply disagree with our pur-
poses here.

Why don’t they just disagree with our proposal? And so I thank
you all for representing what is in fact the case of a very plural,
varied group of parents because this is a very plural, varied coun-
try.

Senator Packwoop. Bill?

Senator BRADLEY. No questions. -

Senator PAckwoop. Again, thank you very much, for coming.

{The statements of the preceding panel follow:]
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It is the right of each and every child in this great nation

to receive an education that will provide him with the basic
8kills to lead a fruitful and productive adult life. More
importantly, it is the right and responsibility of every parent
to see that his or her child receives an education that is com-
patible with the parent's philosophy of life.

Some philosophies encompass the whole man. PFor instance, I am
a born again Christian. As a Christian, I have turned over my
life to Jesus Christ because I have recognized that the Bible
is true when it says that all men, including me, are sinners -
we’ve broken God's law at some time or another. God gave his
Son Jesus Christ to pay for my sins and the sins of all who
put their faith and trust in Him. As a result of what God has
done for me through Jesus Christ, I now have a real desire to
obey God. I believe that the Bible is the written Word of God
and that the Bible addresses itself to many of the issues of
the day. I also believe that otedience to God's Word can and
will provide men with true peace, happiness and fulfillment.

I have a right and respohsibility to teach this to my children
in every aspect of their lives.

As a citizen of the United States, I recognize that not every
American shares my personal religious convictions. God has
permitted us to live in a country that allows us to worship
Him in any way we see fit - or to not worship Him at all.

Recognizing our responsibility to educate our children, we,

as a government, have passed laws making it compulsory for
every child to receive a minimum education. To insure adequate
educational opportunity for every child, we set up a system

of public schools throughout the country. To help operate the
school system, we developed a variety of taxes - some of which

I pay.

Even though I pay taxes, I can't send my children to the pub-
lic schools because we have two different philosophies of 1life.
The public school across the street from my house cannot tell
my children that God created the universe tecause the school

is government run. The school across the street from my house
can teach my children the do's and don'ts of our societies
ever changing morals and standards, tut the teachers can't

tell my children about the never changing law of God. The pub-
lic school can tell my children that mankind will solve all

of the world's protlems, but the teachers can't tell them that
the Bible says man is sinful and everything we touch eventually
becomes corrupt and ruined. Sclience is out because it is
taught as the saviour of the world rather than the discovery
of God's creation. In Math, my children cannot bte shown the
orderliness of God. History cannot be taught as His-story.

The basic philosophy is different. I can't send my children

to the public schools.
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Next year my wife and I will pay approximately $1900 to send
our two boys to Christian school. In addition to the tuition,
there is transportation which represents an extra expense.

We have succeeded in paying for the first six years of our
children's education because we were willing to make many
sacrifices in our style of living. We have sacrificed because
we believe it is important for our children to have a Christian
education. With inflation eating away at every dollar.I earn
plus & third child ready to enter school the following year,

I ﬁm got sure I can continue to send my children to Christian
school.

Two things will happen if I am not able to pay the private
school tuition: 1) My right to educate my children will be
taken away from me and given to the state. 2) The Anne
Arundel County School System of Maryland will have the addi-
tional burden of three more students at an average cost of
$2,108.97 per student per year. That money will have to come
out of an already bare bones school budget.

In conclusion, the Tuition Tax credit will provide at least
some relief for parents like myself who can't in good con-
science send their children through the public school system.
It will also help avoid additional strain on an already over-
loaded public school budget.

ld
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STATEMENT OF

JACOB I. FRIEDMAN

BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE

SUBCOMMITTEE OF_ TAXATION AND DEBT

MANAGEMENT GENERALLY, THURSDAY, JUNE L, 1981

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for giving me'the opportunity to appear before
this distinguished Committee. My name is Jacob I. Friedman and
- I reside in the Midwood section of Brpoklxn. New York. As a
parent of three children who attend Jewish elementary schools,
knows as yeshivos, I am active in various parents' groups. These
ps};nt groups are comprised of individuals drawn from a broad
spectrum of income levels. I am here today to briefly descride
the urgency of the Packwood-Moynihan Tuition Tax Relief Act of

1981 to us.

We feel choked and we feel neglected!

We feel choked by the powerful forces of inflation and
taxation, which drown our ability to better our station in life.
We would like to achieve the same level of accomplishment as our
neighbors have achieved--but we can't. In addition to paying for
our own children's education, we must help pay for the education
of our neighbors' children. We recognize the need for the pubdblic
school system and gladly support it. Yet we read in th{_nevspapers
about the high per capif& cost of pudblic school education. Aren't
ve saving the public school system great sums of money? Come
September, in addition to paying for the education of my neighbors'

children, I will pay close to $4,000 a year of my after-tax
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earnings for my three school-age children, and soon my little one
will be running off with his school-bag. To pay for all this, I
work late and get home when my neighbor is playing after-dinner
stick ball with his nine-year old; and often too late to do

anything but ask my kids--did you do your homework?

We élao feel neglected. I have here a copy of the
Internal Revenue Code in which one can find almost any form of
tax incentive the mind can conjure up. Singularly lacking is
‘any form of recognition dealing with children's education.
Congre;s recognizes tax-exempt bonds, tax shelters and tax-deferred
pension plans. ﬁe pareﬁts feel neglected. We are also stimulating
the economy. We are giving our country new taxpayers who will be
better educated and hopefully high bracket taxpayers. Don't neglect
us, Please recognize our contribution to society by giving us a

tax credit the way you give tax credits to movie films and alcohol

mixtures.

Thank you. -

-2-

85-4430 - 81 - 3



DATE: June 4, 1981

TO: Senate Finance Committee
FROM: Mrs. Juanita Ramirez

2122 Pebblebrook
Irving, TX 75060

RE: Senate Bill 550 - Packwood/Moynihan Tuition
Tax Credit Proposal

Presently many tax‘cfedits are given by the United States
government, some of which are either unimportant or aimed
solely at the upper income or business oriented citizens,

1'am asking you what could be better or more important than

a tax credit to help average income parents provide an
excellent education so that our children can become productive

citizens for tomorrow.

That we choose to place our children in a school that insists
on moral and religious values, a thing that society is crying
about because it is not found in the public schools today, is
an exercise of free choice. The United States advocates a
pluralistic approach in_all facets of life, but the area of
education is threatened because of the high cost of nonpublic
education. The majority of the families who send their
children to a Catholic school are moderate to low income
citizens. It is these people whom I represent who have to
pay a good share of the national, state, and local taxes to
keep the public school system going, but who at the same

time are not eligible for business tax credits. Because of
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our jobs, we also are not eligible to some of the free or
reduced health benefits of the more economically deprived
ciiizens. We are striving to provide.the best we can for
our children and for ourselves. We are the middle class
workiﬁg people who are the backbone of this country. What
I- am asking for today is a little consideration to help us
exercise our American right to freedom of choice by

receiving a tax credit on tuition,

President Reagan is devoting himself to tax cuts. Is it
not fair for him to endorse tax credits to those who are
carrying a double tax burden? We who are asking for this
help are not the ricﬁ of the land. We are struggling to
make ends meet but we are doing it for our children's
education. Our parents worked hard to give us many
opportunities and advantages which they were denied either
because of lack of monetary means or because of prejudices.
And we as parents now want to give what is best for our
children, namely a good solid education in a Christian

atmosphere.

We in the Southwest who represent an expanding minoriiy
group are very conscious that an unusally good education
is the only answer for success for our children in an
Anglo-dominated séciety. Personally, I have chosen to
send my children to a Catholic school because I want a

disciplined education based on moral and religious values.
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What beliefs we as parents are instilling in our children,

we want reinforced in a school environment. An education
based solely on knowledge does not make a complete person.
The traditional beliefs and teachings used in a Catholic
school are what we have chosen to enrich our children's lives
so that they can continue to contribute to this great country

of ours.

According to the statistics that I know only about 10 to 15
percent of those parents who send their children to nonpublic
schools are in the high economic bracket. All the others are
in my class, orﬁinary strﬁggling families. Siatistics for
the Diocese of Dallas show that in the fifteen elementary-
schools in Dallas 47_percent of the enrollment is minority
and of the four high schools in Dallas 24 percent of the
enéollment is minority. We who are in the moderate to low
incope bracket have always been willing to make personal
sacrifices in order to give our children the hope for the
future that only a quality education can provide. But

many of us now can no longer choose freely between public

and nonpublic education because of the high cost of living.

Therefore, 1 ask you to give this your wholehearted support
" since as obedient taxpayers, we have never pressed you. A
tax credit is not the complete answer to our financial

problems, but it can help in a major way. May you help us
exercise the freedoms of a government that all of you represent.

/
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‘iallace G. Tolman Jr.
12503 Purcell Rodd
t'anassas, Virrinia 22110

Are 36. I'arried.

4 Children

Jonsignment Manarer, Brock Casch ieozicter Co. -
Alexandria, Virginia

Qualifrication .
Graduate Houston Independent School District
2 vears Elementary Zducation Baptist Bible Collese
1 semester teacher's aid 4 grade-public. .
% ehildren in private school.

Convictions which mandzate private school
- 1. Vethadl inspired 3ible
as rulde
b. reinforces nonitive attitudesn
c. shelterin~
. on this one conviction alone will continue regardless
2. Zducation homes rerponsihility
a1, responsible to Gorl for trainins
be elected attempt to vork out equitable syntem to each
¢, 100,5 aralnst tuition tax credit if strings attached
3. rubliec ecducation is a different relirious education
a« Athiostic Hunanintic Cvolution-American Humanist Ascoc.
“umenien is the Thelief that man shapec his own destinv. It
i1s a constructive philosopiy, a non-theictic relirion, a
way of lifw. -
Nembérahip trochure of Humanist Community of 3an Jose.
American Humanist Associotion promotional brochure quotes
Julian Huxley "I use the word 'humanist' ito mean zomeone
who believes that man in just as much a natural phenorienon
as an animal or plant; that his body, min¢ and soul were
not supernaturally created but are products of evolution,
and that he is not under the control or psuidance of any
supernatural belnrs or bein s, but has to rely on himself
an® his own sowers.
s Taxes cupport opposing relifious view therefore, I surport
- tuition tax crecit as way to put my oney into reli~ious
atucational system of my choice. .
I+ Controlle~ fiscirline produces academic standard,
a. loone control witnenaed
b. values have swapped rolls rgspect for authority and disrespect.
c. calm settled atmosphere to nurture youns; minds.
d. above averare, well above skipped 6th, -87 & 127
Utanfor? Achicverment Tansts
e, woll “iceinline? edueation will be maintained tuition
tax credit o2 no,
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continuec,

Segrecation

as proximity tec racial ninorities

he all three orhnols open to all
cs 3cott Carnenter K5 Tastors award
d. true heliever's eves blind to color where Christian

f&llow:hiy in involved,

2. Tuition tax credit will not help Bro. Carpenter or myself

to jain se-rerated educations,

1, %oC's plan Jue 6138 zive, a2nd it shall be siven unto yous

so00d meanure, Iresrec down, and shaken torether, and runnins
over, shall nen ~ive into your bosom.

Groceriep vroviced 3 carts 350 1/2 cart

Clothing .provisted 2 month:

only mort-e:-e an' incone chort %32.00 monthly without :ivin;:
richest Father aroun? )

tuition, books, ros., feex, transportation &,300.

4 years a:0 at %4 per wk, all in private school

Lule 633° Is Cearar some of the 'men' the Lord shall use

to give back to me? If not, Kis yromise ic 5:% voir, ny

my ehiliren Will Le leavniayg of Him by Hin :.ide morning,
nnon and aiht, at home, at uchool at church, at play.
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Jallace G+ Tolmen Jr.
12503 Purecll ltoad
Manassas, Virzinla 22110

3enate ¥inance 3ubcormmittean
Tuition tax credits

Wallace . Tolman Jr. Are 36 [arried,
~our nrhildren. Caucasian,

Consignment FFanager-Trock Cash Rerister Co.
Alexandria, Virginia

ualifications Having graduated from the public system known as
Houston Independent School Distriect, Houston, Texas, spent twn
years at study in Elementary Education nt 3aptiat BEible College,
Springfield, Kissouri, worked one zenester as a teacher's alde in -
a public elementary school, Springfield, Missouri, and kept 2 oF

my four children in private Christian(Independent Baptistg Scheols
for eight years and two for four vears, I feel kernnly about tuition
tax credits. 1 there“ore, offer my personal testimony as typical
of most of my acqunintances In this circle over the past & years
involvement in three states of this nation, Florida, Missouri anJ

Virginia. .

Let me now present a few of the ronvictions whicn cause ycelr,
as a Christian, to reject tax based "public” education for tuition
based “"private” education. Tirst, I hold the Holy Bible to te the
Word of God Himgel”, verbally inspire?! in its entirety. Not merely
an inspirinx book, “»ut the infallihle revelation of the words of Gor
as to the direction mrna cvery ecision and daily action should take.
The Bible, coupled with the in'welline volice of Gnd, the Holy :ipirit,
within the soul of the rejuvenated rehorn sinner is a living gulde
for each and every zituntion. In “ollowing this conviction, I find
my children, being exposed to the 'lord of God at home, at church
and at school show up ns a reinforcement in their positive attitudes
towards absolutes, towards their peers, siblings and towards authority.
Rather than tha sheltering philosophy 80 many zeem to think we weave
about our children, I seec this srounding fn God's own Word as revealing
to them the truth of God's real world, from which their public school
counterparts are mostly shelterci. Training my children to have =«
“oundation upon which to base all future decisions and action nreens
to me more important than the conftant negative tutoring of relatively
theories so constantly mixed in the texts of public systeme todzy.
Apreed there are many causer an! effacts to be related in life, noy-
ever, i the teachiny; of the very Creator of that life are ignorec It
“fnd an end product that has no more ~oral fiber a2bout his decisions
or actions thon douz:ir the brut becnt “rom which ke ir taught he avolv-,
Iy children, throush thelr undar:tuanding of God's Yored, as their <aily
guide to livins, feel efnaariahbln nbont themselve: an® ahout their
burpose in 1ifa, I ~vh ity ther~for-, 1 have -n* 1L nonn’sione o the
srounds 6T cauvie*ion, ¢ Turct o ~chiliren privoatels resardlens. o
tuitior tax erccit, . :
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Sacondly, I “ind, in Gof's ford, the fact thnt the reasponsibilit:
for my chil?ren is mins, the homas, not Ceasars, our governnents.
Our forefathers saw this responsibility in that #ll schooling was
done at home or by a teacher who w~s acrutaniz~d¢ very closely indeed
by that responiible~ l.ame. Zhildren are a i€t of the Lord and only
a loan. As & husban', unfer Goc's chain of authority, I am iirectly
ancountable to God for the training of my children. Thiz iz not =
responsibility I delarate lightly, a= one who wishes only %to be rid
of the trats 7or the longest possible periods each day, but rather

a responsibility which with much concern and scruteny delerate to a
select faw in this world. I am, as many and most public school
parents are, a concarned parent. I suppose I must say the difference -
lies in the fact that our home is not controlled by circumstance and
tossed about by the winds of uncertainty, but rather is grounded in
the Controller of Circumstances and steadfast in His promises. .
Government has in the past four rdecades overstepned 1ts bounds in
its axuberance to do for the governed. As a result we have at least
two generations of atults today who have relegated to government
their responsibility to know and be informed of their children's
education. Thus, the. elected officlals can only attempt to work

out a "pudlic® system equitadle to all religions. It is then clear B
to me that the renfonsibility T have taken for my own convictions

in educating my children, has been relegated out of frustration and
a sense of custom by others to our zovernment. If children are a
gift of God, as His :Jord proclaims, then we must render them unto
Him and His heart, and not unto Ceasar's compromising benevolence.
In sayins this, I sround thie statement, if there is to be any
regulation by zovernment uvon the operation, operators, texts, etc.
at all, of tha private Christian Schools as a result of tultion tax
credit, I stand 100¢ arainst it.

Thirdly, the elncted officials attempt to compromise a "public”
system equitable to all relizions has falled to 7o anything excent
create a nev one, namely Athlestlc Humanistic Evolution. As a tax
paver who's monies rendered unto Cearar, are used to support this
contradictory religion, to my own, Theistic Creationism and catas~
throphism, I am saddened at our Jjustice. I tmuly believe in the
right of eavery individual in this country to express and hold to his
religious convictions. I will argue pointe with any and all using
my own 418 a basis, but I will die, as my “athers before mc Tor his
rirht to armue his in return. Thus my heart is pricked to see a
"public” system which wants to train my children away from our
convietions as thouzh their own were the only truly feasible ones.
Vhat is relision but faith, and I 2m convinced there {8 much rore
scientific evidence on the scalae side for Creationism=Catastrophiam
mode of The Holy Ridble than the humanistic Athedstic Evolutionism
mode of Darwin and John Dewey, to warrant my faith. Then why roesn't
the government, in 1ts benevolence, at least give objective lisht
to my faith as they should the others? Then we would have a more
balanced science curriculum upon which young minds could make their
own choice as free men should. And, Also, we could witness I'a cure,
and properly so, the ectablishment of frivate religioun schools
subseribing to the relision of Atheistic Humanistic Zvolutionism now
called public and all reprocentativell I still could not une a
public system which would® honor, the other religlion so, for I am
as narrow as God's ‘Jord and thenkfull for it, but at least it would
then be a public systam for those who could,
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I¢ you haven't, 1 swrresnt you secure a copy of Dr. Henry I'. liorris®
book Sclentific Creationism, Creation Life Publishers, 5on Lieco, Ca.,
for an sys opening objactive look at Creationism~crtastrophism mo-a
va., Atheiptic Humanistic Evolution mode of Geology, Biolory and
Science in general., -

: To further fllustrate the truth of religious bias of today':
public systems I offer tho “ollowing exerpt from Scientific Creationisms

“de do not wibh in this section to liscuss religion in o
relizious context; but rather in a scientific context. No 3iblical
auntations or reli~ious doctrines will be discussed, nor any specific
rveligion. However, in order to dcal adequately with the subject ol
human nris=ins, the whole scope of man's nature nust be consicered
in terms of what it really is.

And the fact is that, whether is has come about by evolution
or creation, man really is a moral, esthetic, idealistic, religious
being, and animals are not., This is an objective fact with which
gclence must deal., And certainly it is essentdal that the educational
nrocess should real with it. Teachers hope to inculcate values of
aome kind in their pupils (somethin~ trainers can never hope to do
with animals), and tis very fact presupposes their pupils to possess
moral natures. How can a itcacher meanins~fully convey value systens
without dealiny with the fact that their listeners vossess natures
capable of comprehenlins and appropriatins valuec?

‘le are usinsg the term "religion" in a very broad sense, a:n
including any concepts of ethics, values, or ultimate neanin-s.
Evolution is, in fact, 2 relizious bvalief in this sense, an! oo is
atheism. 1In fact, this is one very cogent rcason why creationists
object to the exclusive teaching of evolution in the schools, since
in effect this'amounts to indoctrinating youn;, people in a particular
reliszion, with its own system of ethics and values and ultimate
ineanings.

Thakt evolution is fundamentally relir~ious, is recognized
officially by the American Humanist Association. 'Humanism is the
helief that man shapes his own destiny. It is a constructive
vhilosophy, a non-thelstic relixion, a way of lifec.' The American
Humanist Assocliation is a non-profit, tax-exempt orgainization,
incorporated in the early 1910°'s in 1llinois for educatbonal and
religious purposes' I'any prominent evolutionists, such as Julian
Huxley, H. J. Muller, Hulson Hoasland, and others are listed as
leading members o¢ the association. One of the founders is listed
as John Dewey, the man more responsible than any other single
findividual for owr modern philosophy of public education. The R
A.H.A. promotional Zwrochure quotes Jullan Huxley as followss:

* I use the word 'humanist' to mean someone who believes that man

is just as mucha natural phenomenorn as an animal or plantj; that his
boly, mind and soul were not supernaturally created but are procucts
of evolution, anc¢ that he i3 not under the control or guidance of
any supernatural bein;; or bein<s, but has to rely on himself and his
own powers.' )

Ho one questions the risht of Julian Huxley, John Dewey or any-
one elze to believe such thinss i7 he wiches, but that does not sive
them the rirsht to indoctrinate students in such teliefa, ervacislly
under the name of "acicnce". o i}
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Creationism also muct be "helieved”, of carse, but the creation woilel
provides at leant as effective a framework for the sciontific date
as doen the avolution model.

iany teachers hava the mistaken impressinon that the Untted
Statec Supreme Conrt has outlawes thie teachin ' of erentbon in the
public schools. What it actually has done is to ban the exclusive
- teaching of creation, and creationists heartily support this ruling.

A3 a matter o" fact, the rulins applies equally to evolution as well
as creation. In his Jju’icial comment, Justice Abe Fortas saids
'Government in our democracy..sstate and fereral, must he neutral
in matters of relirious theory....It.may not aid, foster, or promote
one relirious theory as agalnat another.'

Thus if evolution is to be taught, then creation should be
taught and vice verce. ™urthermore, they must be tausht equally.,

One may not be promoted as agzalnat another. We susgest the the best
and fairest way to do this is simply to define and present the two
models, with the scientific evidence evaluated in light of both

on a comparative basis. The material in this book has been prepared
primarily to enable teachers to give the evidence supporting the
creation model. They have already been instructed, no doubt, in the
evolutionary model and all the regular textbooks in use in the public
scliools likewise favor the evolution model. It is this situation
which the present book attempts to help balance.

Recognizing, however, that some kind of relisious commitment is
intrinsic in the very nature of man (and children, in particular),
even if he calls it a non-supernatural relfgbon, the question
immediately before us is the meaning of this fact. How did man's
relirious nature orisinate? )

Once azain, we can compare the evolutionist and creationist
explanations of this phenomenon. Consider first the evolution iodel.
How does evolution explain man's moral nature? Let John Dewey
himgelf expound this subjects 'There are no doubt sufficliently rro«
found distinctives bctiween the ethical process and the cosmic process
as it _exlsted prior to man and to the formation of himan society. ‘
So far as I know, however, all of these differences are summed up in
the fact that the process and the forces bound up with the cosmic
have come to consciousness in man. That which was 'tendency to vary'
in %he animal is conscious foresight in man. That which was uncon-
scious adaptation and survival in the aAimal, taking place by the
‘cut and try' method until 1t worked itself out, is with man conscious
deliberation and experimentation. That this tramsfer from uncon-
sclousness to consclousness has immense importance, need hardly be
argued. It is enouzh to say that it means the whole distinction of
the moral from the unmoral.'' Cie reads the above werds, and ic¢ in=~
pressed with their eloquence, but somehow the conclusions do not seem
to follow from the pnremises. The question unsolved is how does animal
instinct evolve into human conscious impulse? Kow does the 'cut and
tgy' ¥ethod transmuie unconscious adtaptation into conscious deliber-
ation

There Is a tremendous .ap here, and the postulated causes seem
utterly 1nadeguate to procfuce the effectn. Nevertheless, this seems
to be the bhasis of John Dewey's thinkin~ and" his philosophy ha« had
profound effect on public education for mnre than half a centvry.

His entire approach ceems to have been a sort n" asoteric extenaion
of Darwinien theory into the realm of human moral behavior. -
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"Newey wasg tﬁe firet rhilosopher of education to nrake systematic

of Darwin's ideas”.
Another ‘comnon thein ormoar evolutionists 19 that since evolution

- has now 'come to consciocusness in man', aa zeneraiec moral and cthical

values, as well a: an intcllectual capacity for wilerstanting the
evolutionary process, ¢ are now able to plan and ‘jrect all fuiure
evolution. One of America's leadins evolutionary :eneticists, E. J,
uller, said: 'Throush the unprecesented faculty o” lon~-ranse Tore-
airht, Jointly servicec and exercised by us, we cun, in securin:
and advancins our positbn, incrcasinly aveid the micsteps of blind
nature, circumvent its crueclties, reform our own astures, and ehhance
our own values.' )
Similarly Hudson Hoarland, at the time iresicent of the American
Adademy of Arts and Sciences, saic’s "an's uniqu:z charecteristic
among animals is his ability to direct and control his own evolution,
and science is his nost powerful tool for doiny this. ‘e are a
product of two kinds o” evolution, biological and cultaral. ‘e are
here as a result of the same processes of natural selection that )
have proruced all the other plants an¢ mnimals. A second kind or.
evdlution iz psychosocial or cultural evolution. This is unique to
ians Its history is very recent; it started roushly a million yesre

"aro with our hominid tool=-maliins ancestors,?

This belief that man can control future evolution is zimply
another evidence that evolution is its22® a relizion. Sven assuming
that renéticists an® Liochemicic ever acquire enoush understanding
of genetic mechanisme to @ such thinxs, a tremendous nunber o€ value
Judgments will have to be made by comeone when they are carried out.
Every decision, as to the desirable tralts of a future incdividual or
the future coursze of svolution in rhaeral, will involve a vast system
o€ ethlcal-values philasorhy, an this is obviously religious in
essence.,

But a~aln, the question is how can a random, impersonal, non-
moral vrocess like evolution produce a cmmplex aniral possessin:.
rersonal consciousnes: and noral principles with which to make such
plans and judrments? Hoa;:land, who is a social scientist rather
that a natural scientist, simply says: ®3ut man hinsel: and hi:
behavior are an emersent product of purely fortiutous mwtations and
evolution by natural selection actins upon them. Non-purposive
natural selection has produced purpesive himan dbehawmior, which in
turn has produced purposive hehavior of the computers.'

One may believe this, Lut does esayineg it makre it so? 1Is this
science, where effects munt have adequate cause:, or is it a belizrl
in magic? If a pernon want: to believe that wishas make horses, and
randonly rushins particles in time will produce conscious, emotional,
volitional, noral, relirious behavior, then such a belief may be
adopted as an article of faith. But, one hac no right to call
fantasies science and to indoctrinate them in the minds of youns
people in the name of scicncel

The evolution morel is in trouble if it must explain man's
moral and relisious nature hy meaninzless cliches such as those of
Hoazland and Dewey. Yet, these men are acknowledred lecaders in the
field of psychosocial evolution and a search of the 1literature reveals
nothing any better. .
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But what about the croation model? The creation mocel postulat-n

an omninotent, omniacient, personal, purdosive, noral Cr-ator who
created all thinss, includin; man. Unlike the avolution mocel, the
creation model recornizes the scientirtic lawv of cause-ond=2ffect.
The Crestor, the Firct Cause, iz obviously capable of creatisg man
as a reliiious beina, vith intellircnce, purpose vnd ethical moti-
vation: The creation mallel fits =1l the observec! facts, directly
and without embarrassment or equivocation.

It has been now shovwn, in fact, that the creation wmddel,
supplencntec by the cataclysmic mo“el, fits all of the real., facts
of every flels of scionce and every aspect of experieace with & £
tatter Jogree of correlation th-n Jons the evolution molel, Iedtlazr
can he ultimately rrove' or disipoved, =ince ancient higtory is non-
observable an® non-rareatable, lut creationisnm ©its the facts o~
the real world nore raturally and Cirectly then cdoes evolutioniun, as
this bool = attemptes’ to prove.

Howaver, the purprose of the book is not necessarily to convince
either the teacher or the student that one should believe in creation
and re jact evolution, or that one.should accept Christianity or any
other religion. Such recirions are, of course, very important
decisions, and each inlividual is Besposnsble, both to himself and
to his Creator (if incced creationism i ture), to face them. The:
have profound consequences, both throughout, and even bveyond, one's

life.

In any case, because ol the far-reaching importance of the question,
it is vital that each person have sufficient racts and logsic on both
sides of the question to be nroperly equipped for any such decisions.

The purpose of this book has been to provide the needed facts to
support creationism.”

If ny tax moniez o:my support opposite relirious educational
institutions, I feel my own risht to relipsious freedom is bveing
infringed upon ant thereby Jjustify my support for tuition tax credit
as a means to put my tax dollars to work for my choice in educational

responsibility. )

Tourthly, my children attend a tuition based private Christian
School because of Acacemic standards obtained through controlled
discipline. I have worked, though a short time, under the lax
discinline of today's nudblic system. I hdve witnessed first han:
teachers losing control of even elementary grade children hecause of
the child's knowlédre of slackness in discipline. The respect for
authority I knevw in the public system of my early school days as the
standard exceptable hehavior has eroded to the outcast, and the
outcast renegade behavior of my day taken its place as the norm.
hy? Because of the “ear inatilled in those of responsible positions
to exercise that responcihility by the many judiciary decisions
against discipline. I choose to delivar my home's responsibility
to teach authority into the hands of authoritarians not anarchicte.
For this priviledge, and indeed it is a priviledrse to associate with
those who are grounded in the gsuthority of an all powerfull Creator,
I must search elsewhere than the "public" redixzious system of today.
As I find the authority, so also appears a calm settled atmosphere in
which to nurture the youn: minds in my charpe.

P e

-
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tiv eldest, & son, was sent at ace five to a public school kinder-
rartan with the result of o total years learning summed up in two
areass (1) he could handle a crayola with some degree of improve-
ment, for which I was greatful but (2) he learned to kick his sister

" in “its of rivalry, for which I was uggreatful. The next year he
e

veins six and his sister four we enrolled him in a private Christlan
school in Sarasota, Tlorida as wekl as enrolling her in the four
year Xinderrarten classes there. At the end of the Xear. the two

of thom were reading newspapers and thoroughly enjoy nﬁ one another's
company. !y son has now finished the elghth grade with just above
averare marks, my next daughter has finished the seventh with well
nbove average marks, Having skipped .the sixth grade entirely, and

my two twin daughters both claimed spots, as they finished secon:
cirade, o the 477 honor roll. The twins ST test standin;is ranked
$hem nationally in the top 8% and 127 of their age group. o one
‘5ek%s anyone, and we pray toiether dalily as well as have our '
individual quiet times with the Lord and His ‘ford. Cn the other
han' no experience, with even the hishest achdevers of the "pudblic”
synter, has ylelded a contact so considerate of the others abont
therm as 1y chil’ren's classnates. I see our private schools of today
as turning out the backbone that the educators of the thirties
arocuced to defend the right, during WIX, for me to continue to
“elosate my responsibility to educate with scrutiny. If I must
“aintain my chiliren In a tultion spported institute in order for
them to have a well disciplined education then I shall, tultion

tax credit or no. , ;

Tafthly, just a brief word to all who nizht holc in their cold
haarsgn the filthy idea that I pay to keep my children from mixin,
with racial ninority elementa. I've rchooled, neilghborhooded, and
=allod with racial minorities all my life. Every school my chiléren
nava attended oleins 1ts doors io any racially dirferent rarent who
can, within their heart, ablde by the convictions of God's Word in
thair child's ecducation. The highest honor bestowed upon a student
at our present school in academics, behavior, leddership, and citizen-
ahin is the Pastor's award. This year the Pastor's avard wag carncd
not ;iven, to a five year old kindersartener, Scott Carpenter, vho
alons: with his brothers and sisters and others of his Negro race
attend his classes with mine. I'm proud of him and of God for
blinding true helievers eyes to color where 1t comes to Christian
Tellowship with a brother in Christ. Tuition tax credit will not
hzlp ng or Srother Carpenter to et our children into a senrezate:t
situation.

You think I can afford the tuition base schoolin:: by examining
mX incone record? Well, I can onI{ say that the Lord has proven
Hinslef real in His financial dealings with me and mine over the
vears. 1 believe the Word of God is God's Word. I am into His plan
for finance, that is "riive, and it shall be ~fven unto youj food
nieasure, pressed down, and shaken together, and runnia-; over, shall
nen sive into your boesom:" Luke 6338, I'y wife can feed our family
of six for one month at a time on less than $200.00.
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*“How", one woman ask her while she paid her srprery bil), "r~an yo
£41)1 up three carts and got out of here for fifty dolla>s when ny
half cart will cost me that?” Ny Nancy's reply, "God controlls the.
cash repister.” and so it is with our finances, I have bouht one
new sports coat and no nultn in the sixteen years we have been
married, and yet I could wear a different matched sét every day for
two months and never woar the same thinpss twicell God is not slack
in His Ppomises. OQur total monthlv expenses, and we owe no bills
accept for, our home mortsage are $432 m month more than my monthly
take home. That doesn't include the Lord's tithe or offering or

the Paith Promise issions offering because you cannot outzive the
Lord &f you don't give grudgeinzgly.. Ky Nancy works at home and
earns my pralse and our love and, I think, the Lord's blessins, so -
no income there. And this is a real good year, the best of our
marrisage. There have been times, in just three years past, when the
Lord has chosend to give unto us our daily bdread literally by the
hand of man, as His church hae showered us with food from its own
offerings. I don't say this for sympathy, because I have no need
of it, my Heavealy Father owns everythint and nothin; wants or
increases but that He wills it, I say this to make a point.
Tuition, books, registration fees, and transportation over the
twenty=-three- miles to the proper echool for ny four children runs
48,300.00 per year oxcluding auto maintenance and my wife's driving
time., I gay thin to uay God provides and has since the day I atopsed
droppins $5.00 rrudiein:ly 1. %%a collection plate on sunday morningi.
Bven as a collese student, four: ycors azo, brin~ home 304.00 per
week, four of the nicest idn yem aver want to meet attended a

Bible teachins tultion baned private school. I nay this to gay
"eive, and it sahll be given unto youp ri00od measure, pressed down,
and shaken tozether, and running over, shall men rive into your
bogom." Luke 6:38. Is Ceanar some of the "men" the Lord shall use
to iive back to me? If not Eis promise is not void, ry children will
ba learning of Him by Hin side morning, noon and night, at home,

‘at achool, at church and at play.
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Senator PAckwoobp. Our next three witnesses are not a panel,
and they will appear individually but they are three well-known
clerics from different faiths.

Rabbi Morris Sherer, Bishop James Lykes, and the Reverend
Jerry Falwell, and of course in Washington we are forever con-
cerned with protocol. And we wondered how to rank these wit-
nesses in terms of order of appearance.

And when we can do nothing else in the Senate, we fall back on
seniority. _

So consequently we will take Rabbi Sherer first, then Bishop
Lykes, and then Jerry Falwell.

Rabbi? Go right ahead.

STATEMENT OF RABBI MORRIS SHERER, PRESIDENT,
AGUDATH ISRAEL OF AMERICA

Rabbi SHERER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of
the committee. .

My name is Rabbi Morris Sherer. I am the president of Agudath
Israel of America, which is a 59-year-old national Orthodox Jewish
movement, headed by the Nation’s most eminent Jewish scholars.

I am accompanied here this morning by Prof. Laurence Katz, the
dean of the University of Baltimore Law School, who is the chair-
man of the campaign to relieve independent education, which is
Agudath Israel’s national structure to support tuition tax credits,
and by Rabbi Menachem Lubinsky, our organization’s director of
government and public affairs.

I have submitted a statement which I ask to be put into the
record, and what I'll do now is just briefly summarize some of the
points that are in my formal statement.

It is now almost 9 years since I first testified on behalf of tuition
tax credits in the House Ways and Means Committee on August 15,
1972, and it is now 3 years since I testified before this distinguished
Senate committee. o

It is more than 20 years since I first appeared before a House
congressional committee to discuss our Nation’s obligations toward
parents who opt to send their children to a nonpublic school.

That is, perhaps, why Chairman Packwood, you have granted me

seniority this morning. :
- What pains me is that the same worn out arguments against
nonpublic school aid that prevailed during the early years of the
debate are being repeated now, in sEite of the changing times and
the.tgrowing public awareness of the justice and legality of our
position.

Let me at the outset make one thing crystal clear. Despite strong
support- for tuition tax credits among masses of Jewish citizens
throughout the land, many uninformed people fallaciously still
perceive this as a Catholic issue. :

It is not a Catholic issue, it is not a Jewish issue, and it is not a
Lutheran issue.

It is an American issue of deep concern for all. In fact, perhaps
the diverse elements advocating this bill appearing before this
committee should help put an end to this myth.

The new mood of our country is to achieve economic stability. I
submit that there cannot be economic stability without social sta-
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bility and the nonpublic schools are making a major contribution -
to our Nation's stability. |

"When we talk about making America strong again it is not only
to bolster our military defenses, but also to bolster our moral and
sp%ritual defenses and here the nonpublic schools play a salutary
role. .

Finally, let me say a few words about Jewish education in partic-
ular. According to the latest figures of the U.S. Department of
Education, there are about 100,000 Jewish students in 500 schools
throughout the country. :

Of the 66,000 students in 200 schools in New York, for example,
about ({me-half come from families of poverty or near poverty back-
ground. »

These same parents also have considerably higher living costs
because of the large expenses incurred to meet such religious re-
quirements as kosher food. :

Tuition tax credits is a question of survival for a large number of
Jewish parents, especially since Orthodox Jews traditionally have
larger families.

As a battle scarred veteran of this struggle for justice for non-
public school parents, I pray that we shall not have to go through
another round of hearings again.

Let us pass S. 550 now; it is an idea whose time has come.

But after reading the New York Times this morning, I'm -afraid
that I will have to pray harder and work harder. Secretary Bell
was really eloquent this morning. In fact, I could have disFensed
with these few minutes that I took of your time and simply said
amen to his testimony. ' :

.But what troubles me and a lot of us, and I say this with pain in
my heart because I respect and revere this President, is that these
commitments that were made to us before the election, and these
beautiful words of the Secretary, who so eloquently put forth the
case for tuition tax credits should not remain })P service.

Let us pass the Packwood-Moynihan bill, S. 650 now. Thank you.

Senator PAckwoob. Rabbi, I learned years ago, when practicing
law, not to ask a question to which 1 didn’t know the answer.

But you have tickled my curiosity. What did the New York

| Times say today? -

Rabbi SHERER. I am beginning to think that perhaps we ought to
send a subscription for the New York Times to the chairman of
this committee.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Chairman, the New York Times said,
“ an Seeks Delay Action on Tuition Tax Credits.”

Rabbi SHERER. Thank you, the Senator from New York has come
to my rescue. .

Senator PAckwoop. Could you send me the information about
the income level of these students going to the schools in New
York and the one-half of them poverty and near poverty level
because those are the kinds of statistics we need over and over to
rebut this same myth that Pat and I have been talking about.

Rabbi SHERER. I'll be glad to.

Senator PAckwoobp. It will be very helpful to me.

[Material was subsequently provided.] -
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Reagan Seeks to DeIay Action on Tuition Tax Credits
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Senator PAckwoob. Pat?

Senator MoyNIHAN. I think the New York Times having come
up—would the rabbi mind if I repeated his story.

When you appeared here 3 years ago, you observed that it had
been 20 years earlier that you had first appeared before a congres-
sional committee on behalf of Agudath Israel and supported aid to,
public assistance to religious-affiliated schools.-

And this was such an event at the time that it made the front
ggge of the New York Times. And then you said that it has now

ome such a commonplace thing that I fear we won’t even make
the last page of the New York Times today. .

You are quite right. But it is important that we understand that
there has been a learning process.

Just yesterday we had a panel of constitutional authorites, men
of great distinction and learning, from our best law schools, saying
that what was taken so uncritically 25 years ago in terms of the
establishment clause of the first amendment is no longer the view
of scholars. :

It perhaps never was the view of scholars. But it became the
view of judges. And, in particular—I wonder if you wouldn’t com-
ment on this rabbi—it was suggested to us that the true constitu-
tionality of this legislation may lie in its implementation of the
- free exercise clause of the first amendment. ‘

Rabbi SHERER. Well, that is at the heart of it. Perhaps Professor
Katz, who is with me, could comment on that.

Dr. KATz. I agree that is at the heart. One of the key features of
this bill is that it benefits the parents and gives to each of the
parents a choice of the school that parent wants to send the child.

It does not directly impact or cause any new relationship to be
developed with any school. ‘

Senator MoyNIHAN. But it facilitates the free exercise of religion,
which at some level is effectively denied to persons who, desiring a
religious education, can’t afford one, and the public only provides a
secular one.

Dr. Karz. Well, I think that the testimony of the parents a few
moments ago indicated that at least some felt that-they could not
exﬁrc}se their religious choice by sending their children to a public
school.

And that the only appropriate way that they could exercise their
religious choice was to send their children to a particular private
school. This legislation would permit a freer choice by permitting it
to be financially feasible.

Senator Packwoob. Bill?

Senator BRADLEY. No questions.

Senator PAckwoob. Sparky?

Senator MATSUNAGA. No questions.

Senator PAckwoobp. Gentlemen. Thank you very much.

[Statement follows:)
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SUMMARY OF TESTINONY OF RABBI MORRIS SHERER

= PRESID
BEFORE

CA
DN TAXATION AND DEBT WANAGEMENT

THE SUBCGMNTTTEE ¢
~ THURSDAY, JUNE 4, 1981
SATOOAT, ST S, S99
: gudntl\ Israel of America advocates passage of the Tuition Tax Relief Act of 1981 (S. 550)
cause:

Despite the strong support for tuition tax credits among masses of Jewish citizens
throughout the land, many uninformed fallaciously still perceive this as & Catholic
It is not a Catholic issue or & Jewish issue or a Lutheran issue; it is an
American issue of deep concern to all.

issue.

Education is a nstional priority; our states have compulsory education laws. We
should not tolerate any governmental approach in a democratic society which advocates
the exclusivity of one system, whether it is in education or in health care. Freedom
of choice in education, a pillar of the cultural pluralism which is the hallmark of
our nation, is the issue before us. ’

The natidnal economy over the years that this debate has been conducted has increasingly

taken its toll of our working poor. Our Jewish schools, as sll nonpublic schools,
have had to shoulder the burden of soaring energy costs and inflation in geneval, far

beyond their capabilities.

Over the years, more and more has been taken out of the

paychecks of the parents for their children's schooling without any commensurate

increase in eamings.

Through the current tax system they continue to pay for an

education which they do not use as well as for the education that they do use.

There cannot be economic stability without social stability, and the nonpublic schools
are making a major contribution to our nation's stability. Not only do they lift

the levels of public school education by introducing the beneficial ingredient of
competition, they produce children who adjust to society in exemplary fashion, as
various reports indicate.
only to bolster our military defenses, but zlso to strengthen our moral and spiritual
defenses, and here the nonpublic schools play a salutary role.

When we talk about making America strong again, it is not

We believe that it is constitutionally sound.

It gives recognition to the fact that all children are entitled to a quality education.

The relationship is between the taxing agent and the taxpayer, and in no way involves
the schools, clearly avoiding a church/state conflict.

It provides for a credit to children of elementary and secondary schools, as well
as colleges, vocational-schools and graduate schools, which means that the bill is
equitably applied to anyone who has an expense for education.

Its refundability clause demenstrates that the sponsors were concerned with the poor
as much as with the hard hit middle class. '

The bill includes strong anti-discrimination language.

It is responsibly phased in to soften the impact of the loss of tax revenue.
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STATEMENT OF RABBI MORRIS SHERER

PRESIDENT OF AGUDATH ISRAEL OF AMERICA.

BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT

OF THE SENMATE PINANCE COMMITTEE

THURSDAY, JUNE 4, 1981
Mr. Chairman and members of .the committee. My name is Rabbi Morris Sherer.

1 am the president of Agudath Israel of America, s 59 year old national Orthodox
Jewish movement headed by the nation's most eminent Jewish scholars. I am
accompanied here this morning by Professor Laurenée KRatz, the dean of the
University of Baltimore Law School, who is the cynlrlnn of the "Campaiga to
Relieve Independent Education,” Agudath Israel's national structure to support
tu!;ion faz credits, and by Rabbi Menachem Lubinsky, our organization's director
of Government and Public Affairs. ‘

It is now almost nine years since 1 first testified on behalf of tuitiop tax
credits 1n the House Ways and Means Committee on August 15, 1972, and three years
since I testified before this distinguished Senate committee. It is also more
than twenty years since I first appeared befor¥ a House congressional committee
to discuss our nation's obligation towards pareants who opt to send their children
to a non-public school. What pains me is that the same worn out arguments against
noupublic school aid chat prevaiied during tae early years of tae debute are
bging repeated, ip spite of the changing times and growing public awareness of
the justice and legality of our position, )

Also, despite the strong support for tuition tax credits among masses of
Jewish citizens throughout the land, many uninformed fallaciously still perceive
this as a Catholic {ssue. 1t is not a Catholic issue or & Jewish {ssue or a
Lutheran issue; it is an American issue of deep concern to all,

Education 18 a national priority; our states have compulsory education laws.
We should not tolerate any governmental approach in a democratic society which
advocates the exclusivity of one system, whether it is in education or in heslth
care. Freedon.of choice in education, a pillar of the cultural pluralisa which

1{s the hallmark of our nation, is the issue defore us.
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Page 2
Testimony of Rabbi Sherer
June 4, 1981

-Our nations and states provide tax credits for items which are perceived to be
ot'prtority to our society. ﬁhan we wish to conserve energy, we permit a tax credit
to the one who insulates his or her home. Should it not also be qonnidered a priority,
when we wish to avail ourselves qf our rights as Americans to ediicate-our children
io sccordance with our tradition and beliefs, that we too should receive s tax
cteéit! The fact that others do not make use of this option is not a valid factor
regarding other types of tax credits, so why should it be an issue in e#ucationf

Tha national economy over the years that this debate has been conducted has
increasingly taken its toll of our working poor. Our Jewish schools, as all non~
pudblic schools, have had to shoulder tne burden of soaring energy costs and fnflation
in general, far beyond their capsbilities. Over the years, more and more has been
taken out of the paychecks of th; parents for their children's schooling without any
co-ensuraté increase in earnings. Through the current tax system they contimue to
pay<loi an education which they do not use as well as for the education that they do
use.

The new mood in the land is to actjeve econoric stability. Despite all the
outcries over the budsei cuts, the consensus of the polls ie that Americans support
efforts at str;kins at inflation and returning fiscal balance to America. I subait
that there cannot‘be economic stability without social stadility, and the non-public
schools are making a major cénttlbution to our nation's stability. Not only do
they i1ft the levels of public school education by tfntroducing the beneficfal ingredient
of competition, they produce childron who adjust to society in exemplary fashion, as
various reports indicate. When we talk about making America strong again, it is not
only to bolgter our military defensen, bdut also to strengthen our moral and spiritual

defenses, and here the nom-public schools play a salutary role.
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) fcstilony of Rabdi Sherer
June 4, 1981

We support ‘S. 550 sponsored by Senstors Packwood and Moynihan because:

(1) We believe that it is constitutionally sound.

(2) It gives recognition to the fact that all children sre entitled to &

quality education
~‘(3)' The relationship i{s between the taxing sgent and the taxpayer, and ta
no vay involves the schools, clearly avoiding a church/state conflict.

(4) 1t provides for a credit to children of ol;lontnry and secondary

schools, as well as colleges, vocational schools and graduate schools,
vﬂieh seans that the bill is equitaily applied to anyone who has an
expense for education.

(5) 1ts refundability clause demonstrates that the sponsors were concerned

with the poor as much as with the hard hit middle class.

(6) The bill includes strong antl-diacrininitton language.

(€3] lt.13 responsibly phased in to soften the impact of the loss of tax

revenue.

Finally, let me say & few wurds about Jewish ecucaticn in particular. According
to tﬁe latest figures by the U.S. Department of qucation. there are 101,000 Jewish
students in 500 schools throughout the country. Of the 66,000 students in 200 schools
in New York, for exsmple, about half come from families of poverty or near poverty
‘backgrounds. These same parents also have considerably higher living costs because
of th; large expenses incurred to meet such religious requirements as kosher food.

Tuition tax credits is a question of survival for s large number of Jewish
parents, elpcelnily since Orthodox Jaws traditionally have larger families.

As a "battle scarred”™ veteran of this struggle for justice fo; non=public school
parents, I pray that we shall not have to go through another round of hearings again.

Let us pass S. 550 now; it is an idea vhose time has come.
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Senator PAckwoobp. Next we will have the Most Reverend James
P. Lyke, the auxiliary bishop of Cleveland, speaking on behalf of
" the U.S. Catholic Conference.

STATEMENT OF MOST REVEREND JAMES P. LYKE, 0.8.M., AUX-
ILIARY BISHOP OF CLEVELAND, REPRESENTING THE
UNITED STATES CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

Bishop LYKe. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee.

My name is Bishop James P. Lyke. I am the auxiliary bishop of
the Catholic Diocese of Cleveland, Ohio.

But in my testimony today I am representing the Catholic bish-
ops of the United States.

I am accompanied by Mr. Wilfred Caren, the general counsel for
the U.S. Catholic Conference, and by Father Thomas Gallagher,
secretary of education for the USCC.

This morning I wish to briefly discuss the main points contained
in thg lengthier written comments which I have submitted for the
record.

First, Mr. Chairman, the uncertainty about the true beneficiaries
of tuition tax credit legislation should now be put to rest. The
recent study on private schools by James Coleman specifically ana-
lyzed what effects public policies similar to tuition tax credits
would have on school-age children.

He found: First, that few students would shift from the public to.
the private sector,

Second, that the greatest shift would be among minorities,

Third, the groups that would shift would include more minorities
and people from different ethnic backgrounds that are currently in
nonpublic schools.

I might add that to my knowledge there does not exist a more
comprehensive analysis of who the true beneficiaries would be
under a system of tuition tax credits.

My second major point is that the history of this legislation has
been muddled by misconceptions about nonpublic schools. Miscon-
ceptions which should no longer exist in the light of recent re-
search. To be more specific, nonpublic schools have often been
thought of as white, wealthy, highly selective, and educationally
inferior. All of these misconceptions are unfounded in fact.

In the inner cities, Mr. Chairman, research tells us that about 72
percent of nonpublic school families earn under $15,000 annually,
while the median income for all U.S. families is over $20,000. And
further, some of these families are unemployed and receiving wel-
fare, but manage somehow to make the sacrifice for the education
of their children.

With regards to the racial and economic makeup of nonpublic
schools. They can no longer be considered a priori to be racist or
elitist. Although there are higher percentages of blacks in public
schools across the board, research now tells us that internally,
within the nonpublic schools of our Nation, there is greater inte-
gration than in the public sector.

With an increase of minorities in nonpublic schools brought
about by the enactment of tuition tax credits, I think we would see
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ever: greater interaction between races and cultures within the
nonpublic schools of our Nation.

On the issue of nonpublic school selectivity, the argument is
often heard that nonpublic schools can do mgre and achieve more
because they can be selective. Nowhere, Mr. Chairman, have I seen
the evidence for this. In fact, current research tells us that nonpub-
lic schools, particularly in our inner cities, educate the same chil-
dren as the public schools, while at the same time maintaining
open admission policies. This doesn’t mean that nonpublic schools
don’t ever expel students. But that such action is rare and not
taken lightly.

The final misconception that I wish to address is that of quality.
Simply stated, the Coleman report which has received so much
attention serves to dispel the myth that nonpublic schools are
inferior learning institutions, and do not offer the academic chal-
lenges necessary for today’s youth. I was particularly heartened
when the report specifically mentioned the Catholic schools and
their resemblance to the ideal of a common school—educating stu-
dents from different backgrounds and obtaining greater homogene-
ity of student achievement.

I do not mention these things to accentuate the differences be-
tween public and nonpublic schools. Fully two-thirds of Catholic
school age children in this country attend public schools and the
Catholic Church in America remains committed to and supportive
of public education. But for too long the nonpublic schools in this
country have been considered racist, elitist and of inferior quality.
These are all misconceptions which must no longer stand in the
way of the establishment of tuition tax credits as public policy.

There should be no doubt that justice and equity demand such a
public policy. For to be poor without educational choices is in itself
a greater poverty. The Congress is now faced with an opportunity
to provide that justice and equity by providing educational choices
to the minorities and the poor of this country.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the time to act on
this most important legislation is at hand. I urge your strong
support for Senate bill No. 550, and the educational justice which it
will bring to the people of this country.

Senator Packwoob. Bishop Lyke, as you are probably aware, Dr.
Coleman is going to testify later, right after Reverend Falwell, and
I think we will probably elaborate on the findings that you have
mentioned.

It is indeed one of the most revealing reports about education we -
have seen in this decade.

- Pat?

Senator MoyNIHAN. I join you in that. It is the role of the clergy
to dispense charity in all matters.

I think, Bishop, you have been charitable indeed. When you
speak of the misconception. There is a very great deal that is going
on in recent time that verges on misrepresentation. The idea that
parochial schools, for example, maintain discipline as they do, be-
cause they expel anyone they don’t want.

I would like to recall for you, sir, an important fact which brings
us here today, Which is that the idea of Federal aid to education
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was first put forward by President Kennedy. When he first came to
office he was much committed to that.

It was felt that all schools should share in this aid, and yet his
administration lproposed that only public schools benefit. The result
was that no bill could pass. And then in 1964, we came together
and there was a certain amount of dialog. :

And it was_agreed—Commissioner of Education Keppel was
there, as was I, as Bishop Hurley—that if the Democratic Part
platform that year were to contain a simple statement that all
schools would share, and all students would benefit, then far from
opposing the matter the nonpublic schools would be for it. The
platform included this commitment.

Congress convened in January and the bill was on the Presi-
dent’s desk in March. That is what can happen when the people
who care about education work together and don’t look at each
other suspiciously thinking that somehow there is a zerosum game
here—that what I win, you lose, and vice versa. And I hope we
could reach out to the persons who are so concerned right now and
reassure them. All you are trging to do in Cleveland—how old is
the school system in Cleveland®

Bishop LyYKE. Our diocese is well over a century old.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And your school’s are a century old?

Bishop LyKE. Oh, yes.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. You didn’t start them up last week. You are
trying to keep century-old institutions going and it is a struggle for
you.

Bishop LYke. Oh very definitely. And if I may add from a person-
al point of view, Senator, I am one whose family was newly pro-
fessed at the time that I was a child in the Catholic Church.

My own mother washed the church laundry, and I stayed after
school to clean the classrooms in order that I could go to a Catholic
school. And at that time the tuition was perhaps about $5 a month.
And so personally I am deeply sensitive to the many poor people,
let us say, in the city of Cleveland, most of whom are not Catholic
who take the advantage of the moral context, the disciplinary
context and so forth, of Catholic schools.

So we are doubly sensitive to both the aspect of poverty in this
regard as well as to the aspects of the rights of the poor.

enator MoyNIiHAN. Clearly you are. Thank you.

Senator PAckwoob. Senator Bradley?

Senator BRADLEY. No questions.

Senator PAckwoob. Senator Matsunaga.

Senator MATSUNAGA. Bishop Lyke, I too, wish to join the others
in commending you for the most enlightening testimony.

Perhaps if your testimony could be publicized a bit more the
opposition might be less.

nator PAcKkwoob. Sparky, I can assure you that Pat and I will
do everything we can to publicize that testimony.

Bishop, gentlemen, thank you very much.

Bishop LykEe. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[Statement follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name is Bishop James P. Lyke. 1
am the Auxiliary Bishop of the Catholic Diocese of Cleveland, Ohio, but in
ay testimony today I am representing the Catholic Bishops of the United

States.

My purpose this morning is not to espouse the high quality of Catholic educa-
tion throughout the country, for the evidence of that quality is abundant in
the lives of so many who have studied in Catholic education institutions :over
the years. Nor is my purpose to discuss the many problems, financial and

otherwise, facing nonpublic education today, for these problems have received

much attention and are well documented.

What 1 do wish to discuss is the lives of people, young men and women and

their parents who are looking to Congress for leadership inthe establishment
of national education policy; policy that will truly emhance their lives and
their futures. In particular, I wish to cancentrnté my remarks on the people

vho will benefit most from tuition tax credits -- the minorities and the poor.

There can be no mistaking the fact that it is truly the poor who will gain from

this legislation. To assume that a moderate amount of tuition tax credits will

benefit only the wealthy is unfounded, based on little fact and much speculation.

The people for whom a tax credit will really mean something are the people
for whom the limited dollars will enable thea to make choices about the educa-
tion of their children. This, of course, is the basic economic principle

of marginal utflity. Therefore, to measure the true value of a tuition tax



credit, Congress must not only consider the dollar amount, but the value

of those dollars in terms of what they can accomplish and for which people.

The.assessnent of who will benefit in the case of tuition tax credits is clear
and substantiated by hard evidence. The recent report Public and Private
Schools, by James Coleman and others, specifically addresses the issue of the
impact of federal policy changes to facilitate enrollment in nonpublic schools.
The researchers develop the hypothetical situation of increasing family income,
(which 1is the result of qfax credit), and analyze the effects of such an increase..
The report clearly indicates that few students would shift from the public to
the private sector, but of those that would, the beneficiaries of such policy
would be the minorities. To be more specific, such a policy change would mean
the following:
1, Only a small proportion of public school students would
shift to nonpublic schools;
2. The greatest shift would be among minorities, particularly
Hiépanics; and,
3. The racial and ethnic composition of the groups that would
shift to private schools includes more minorities than are
currently in these schools.l
To quote the Coleman study itself, "Because a tuition tax credit or a school
voucher would even more greatly facilitate private school enrollment for
.students from lower income families relative to students from higher income
families, we can expéct that either of those policies would even more greatly -
increase the proportion of blacks or students from low-income backgrounds in

ne

the private sector ....




Novhere has such a detailed and compreheunsive analysis been done to see who
would really benefit from publfc policies such as tuition tax credits.
Although exact outcomes are impossible to predict, the analysis contained in -
the Coleman study should allay the fears that such policies would destroy

the public schools by encouraging the best students to move to the private
sector. In effect, both the private and pdblic sector should benefit

through the equalization of minorities in both sectors.

But what about these people who would benefit from tuition tax credits? Will
tax credits really benefit students educatfionally? There are several miscon-
ceptions about the parents who choose to send their children to nonpublic
schools, and about the nature and quality of nonpublic education. I would

1ike to address each of these misconceptions and respond to them.

First, the picture which some people have of the majority of nonpublic schools

as being white, wealthy, and highly selective is inaccurate. A recent study

ORI (1A htditig o

of inner city private schools conducted by the Catholié Leegue f05;01v11 Rights
indicates that these schools are n;t predominately attended by the‘wealthy.
but, in fact, just the opposite. In effect, Mr. Chairman, these schools draw
f;on the same population as the local public schools. Fifteen percent of inner
glty private school fnnifies earn under $5,000 annually; 35 percent report
incomes of between $5,000 and $10,000; and 22 percent report incomes of from
$10,000 to $15,000. Therefore, approximately 72 percent report incomes. of
under 315,000 per year. By way of reference, in 1978 the median income of all
U.S, families was $20,000, which serves to exemplify tte tremendous sacrifices

being made by the vast majority of inner city private school families.




But this isn't all, Mr. Chairman, Of the 15 percent of all inner city private
school parents earning under $5,000, 35 percent are unemployed and receiving
welfare payments. Of the 35 percent reporting incomes between $5,000 and
$10,000, about 4 percent are unemployed and on welfare.3 These are, to me,
telling statistics. They indicate that there are many parents in our cities
and urban areas who are in desperate need of a public policy which says to
them "You may educate your children in the schools of your choice as guaranteed
by the Constitution. And, furthermore, you will be able to do so even though
you may be poor, or disadvantaged, or on welfare, -~ whether or not you live

in the cities or the suburbs, or the rural areas of this country."

To further dispel the misconception that nonpublic schools are wealthy and elite
I would again refer you to the findings of the Coleman report. To summarize,
the Report resulted in several intersting conclusions.
1. With regards to Catholic schools, the study found that blacks
are enrolled in higher proportions than whites, after controlling
for the effects of income and religious backgtound.a
2. The difference in the enrollment of blacks (between the public
and Catholic schools) would be reduced to less than half its
current size if blacks had the same income aé vhites.s
3. Although there are indeed larger percentages of blacks in
public schools than there are in nonpublic schools, the
Coleman data informs us that "information on the internal
gegregation between blacks and whites tells a different
story: the public sector has a substantially higher degree
of segregation than the private sector .... Thus, the inte-

grating impact of the lesser degree of segregation within



the private sector counteracts the segregating impact of
the lower proportion of blacks in thatAsector."6

« 4. As in the case with race and ethnicity, the degree of
economic segregation is lower in the private sector than
in the public sector. Although there is a greater repre-
sentation of higher economic backgrounds in private schools,

internally there is a greater integration of students from
different backgrounds than there is in tte public schools.7
5. Despite the apparent belief which some have that nonpublic
schools do not have to serve the handicapped or those students
needing special help, the Coleman report indicates that they
are doing just that. There are, as the report indicates,
only small differences between public and private schools in

the attendance of handicapped students.8

All of this raises one simple point. Any public policy precluding or denying
freedom of choice in education on the assumption that nonpublic schools are
racist or elitist is public policy based on misconception. If anything, the
facts indicate that a statement of public policy in the form of tuition tax
credits would serve to further improve the racial and economic mix in non-

public and public schools.

The second general misconception which I would like to address concerns the
quality of nonpublic schools, and, in particular, as it relates to selectivity.
I have often heard the arguments that nonpublic schools do a better job of
educating children because they can be .re selective in uhqn they accept, and
are free‘go expel the children they don't want. Once again, Mr. Chairman,

this viewpoint is not based on the facts.



The inner city school study to which I referred earlier was based on an
anaylsis of randomly selected schools in efght major cities around the
couptry. The study examined the attitudes of many parents, teachers, and
prikcipals. The data from.this study indicates that, after givingfgeference
for admission to parishioners, approximately 90 percent of these schools
exercise open admission policies and rarely expel students. This data is
further supported by recent research on inner city Catholic schools done
by Dr. Vitullo-Martin. He states, 'No researcher has foun¢ any exentsive
use of expulsion sufficient to explain the statistical differences in
achievement rates between the two sets of schools."9 This is not to say
that nonpublic schools never expel or dismiss students for various reasons,

but does indicate that such action is not taken lightly, nor is it done very

often, as some opponents of nonpublic education would have us believe.

The misconceptions about the selectivity of nonpublic schools should not
prevent the provision of educational choice to parents, and neither should
the misconceptions about the quality of nonpublic schools. The quality of
nonpublic schools 1s at least as good as that found in the public sector, and
in some instances better. Once again, t};e Coleman data appears to be conclu-
sive as evidenced by the following summary:
1. Given the same kinds of students, nonpublic schools create more
contact for students with academic activities. For example,
attendance is higher, students do more homework, and they take

more vigorous subjects.10

’

v
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2. There is greater scholastic achievement in private schools
than in public schools, brought about by more ordered
environment.11

3. The growth rates in achievement between the public and
nonpublic sch;ols differ, with strong evidence that average
achievement among nonpublic school students is "considerably"
greater than in the public sector.12

4, 1In discussing Catholic schools in particular, the Coleman
report concludes that Catholic schools most closely resemble
the ideal of the '‘common school". That is, they educate
children from different backgrounds, and obtain greater

homogeneity of student achievement .13

Mr. Chairman, I do not point these things out to accentuate the differences
between public and nonpublic education. Fully two thirds of Catholic school
age children in this country attend putlic schools, and the Catholic Church .
in America remains committed to and supportive of the pudblic schools of this
nation. But for too long the nonpublic schools in this country have been
considered racist, elitist, and of inferior quality. Past attempts to
Establish a public policy which wnuldltruly give parents educational freedom
of choice have been defeated using these misconceptions as reasons against
granting equity to parents, especially the poor pecrents of our netion. Hard
evidence 18 now available, and it reveals these misconceptions for what they
are. Poor parents will benefit most, the evidence tells us that. The schools
to which they would send their children can no longer be considered a prior{
t6 bg racist or elitist, for the evidence tells us that. And, the quality of

education is certainly not inferior, for tte evidence tells us that also. None
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of the misconceptions which have beﬁn attributed to nonpublic aqhools in the
past should stand in the way of the establighment of tuition tax credits as

a matter of public policy for this nation. There should be mo doubt that
jJustice and equity demand such a public policy, for to be poor without
educational choices is in ftself a greater poverty. The Congress is now faced
with an opportunity to provide that justice and equity, by providing educatioral
choices to the minorities and poor of this country. Mr. Chairman, members of
the Committee, the time to act on this most important legislation is certainly
at hand. 1 urge your strong support for Senate Bill 550 ard tte educatiomnal

Justice which £t will bring to the people of this ccuntry.

Thank you.
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Senator PAckwoob. In case the audience is wondering where the
Republican members are, the President has called a meeting of the
Repglillican members of the Finance Committee to talk about the
tax bill.

They are all, save me, at the White House this morning.

Dr. Falwell, welcome.

STATEMENT OF DR. JERRY FALWELL, PRESIDENT, MORAL
MAJORITY, INC.

Dr. FALWELL. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 1
am here hopefully, thou%lh not by apgointment speaking for all of
nonpublic education in the country. But particularly for conserva-
tive, Christian, evangelical education. Even more specifically for
our own school system in Lynchburg, Va. that this fall will have
about 5,000 enrollment, kindergarten—age 4—right through a mas-
ters degree program, a liberal arts college, et cetera.

We, I think I would just ad lib a bit in support of what you said
earlier, Senator Packwood, and what the bishop so ably said that
the vast majority of students attending our school and the thou-
sands of conservative Christians in the country that I am personal-
ly aware of, are rank and file Americans, middle income and down.

In our own situation in Lynchburg, tuition ranges between $300
and $5600 in the first eight grades, including kindergarten. The high
schoo] between $500 and $900, depending upon the particular situa-
tions. And the parents sacrifice to do that.
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If they happen to have more than two children enrolled, we only
charge a maximum of two and one-half children. And if they have
five children, the last two and one-half are free.

That is pretty well tgrpical across our constituency. And there are
between 15,000 and 18,000 such schools in the country today that
we have been able to identify. Usually the polls don’'t show that.
Because many of them are new schools with 50 students, 26 stu-
dents and many very large like ours. Three to four new ones are
starting every day. Every 24-hour period we are starting—well,
every 7 hours we are starting a new one.

And these are conservative, Christian schools and it is, I think,
the phenomena of the 1980’s, and because of the pluralism of our
society I think the entire nonpublic school system stands or falls
together. So I say not by appointment, but certainly I hope we are
speaking for all of these schools.

The choice between public and private education is a very basic
personal right for parents, and that is why I am very much in
support of the Packwood-Moynihan bill.

I feel that it is primarily the responsibility of parents to see that
their children’s education reflects their own moral and ethical
values. And I believe that education should not be in the process of
liberating the youth from their parents’ values, but rather reinforc-
ing them. ,

Because of this, freedom of choice and diversity in education to
me is a very basic right and should be supported.

And I think that this bill will probably do more for that than
anything that has ever been done in our Nation’s history. I think it
is very important that we get across to the American people that
we are not talking about elitist education. We are not talking
about supporting an established church. I rather think the way it
is now done, we have made public schools in America much like an
established state church.

We are demanding that everyone support it, whether we use its
facilities or not. And we, while very much in support of public
education believe that parents ought to have the right to opt other-
wise if they so wish.

Critics often suggest that tuition tax credits will destroy the
public school system. If that in fact is true, and one of the leaders
in the movement has said that—Albert Shanker, president of the
American Federation of Teachers, said that they, s ing of your
bill, I suppose, would lead to the destruction of public education by
giving parents a financial incentive to remove their children from
public schools and place them in Frivate and parochial schools.

That objection is very revealing. If the present system serves our
Nation as well as we think it does, I can’t imagine that a small tax
credit of $250, and ultimately $600 could leave the public school
system in shambles. - ‘

As a matter of fact, I personally feel that public schools would be
strengthened. It has been my experience that competition is a good
thing. We had an easier time in Lynchburg for the first 10 years of
our church's history. We are 25 years old this month. We started
:)ith 35 members. We have 18,000 now. About one-fourth of our

whn. ' ;
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And our schools started 10 years ago. We had an easier time
with them for the first 5 years. There are now seven Christian
schools in our area., We have to do a better job of it, and we are
competing for the student.

So, 1 would simply close by saying that if this bill were rejected
as so many efforts in the past have been, the poor and the under-
privileged are going to be the losers. There are many, many poor
and underprivileged families in our area and in our Nation that
tuition tax credits will give to their parents the opportunity of
what many, many other parents are enjoying right now. And I
Egrsonalli' feel that passage of Senate bill 550 would be one of the

st family freedom acts that our country has known.

Senator PAckwoobp. Doctor, I hope we yesterday have put to rest
with the testimony of some constitutional experts the argument
that tuition tax credits is an establishment of church. It isn’t, and
it does not violate the first amendment. I am convinced the courts
will find that. And if the courts don’t find that, they are wrong.

Two, I hope we put to rest the argument about elitism, and that
people are going to flee the gublic schools. One, if they are going to
leave the public schools with a 50 percent credit, they are going to
have to pay more money than they are now paying to support the
public schools.

They are going to have to pay half of this cost ovt of their
pocket, and, if the tuition is more than $1,000, more than half of
it—out of their pocket. So it is hardly an inducement to leave.

Second, if people do leave, the argument is raised it’s going to be
the best and the brightest that leave. Yet, what I think is more
likely is that it will be a cross section of the children of the parents
we saw here earlier today. Some middle income, some rich, many
poor, a cross section of religions, who are leaving for a whole
variety of reasons.

And the public schools are going to be left with a very excellent
student body of 70 percent or 80 percent of the people and students
in this country, and a very high cross section of elite students.

And if with that kind of attendance, and that kind of leadership,
and that kind of quality public schools cannot make it, cannot
garner the support of the dpublic in this country, then there is
something wrong that would not be cured if they had 100 percent
of the students.

The problem will not be if 20 percent, 15 percent, 10 percent, or
25 percent of the students go to private schools, sectarian schools in
most cases. The problem will be something else that we have
apgargntly not yet addressed.

at?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Falwell, I would like
to express my apg;eciation for your raising the question of what
the impact will on the public schools. I, rather like Rabbi
Sherer, have grown old and gray in this particular enterprise. I can
report, and it might seem surprising, that 20 years ago in Washing-
ton when this subject was raised, the established school men, you
might say, spoke to you in quiet and sad tones of regret and
sympathy. They would say, well, I know you want to see these
schools kept open but don’t you see they are such bad schools. And
it would be such a terrible thing, such a shame to send a child to
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them. You are depriving that child. You are not giving him a
quality education. And, really, the sooner those schools go away
the better education will be.

Then 20 years passed, and now we look up and those same
schools turn out to be so good that if any incentive whatever is
given to their continued existence, the whole of the public school
sl);stem will empty out. Can these be the same schools? Obviously
they are.

And the one constant in the argument is not to provide them
with any assistance.

In the interests of full disclosure, Mr. Chairman, I have to tell
you I have been targeted by the Moral Majority for political extinc-
tion. [Laughter.] In New York, and so my next question is only
meant to clarify the record——

l?r.dFALWELL. It must be another Moral Majority. It’s not the one
I head.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Just in the interest of clarity, because these
things are sensitive. When you spoke of conservative, Christian
schools, I assume that you were using the term ‘‘conservative” in a
theological sense, such as——

Dr. FALweLL. Of course.

Senator MoyYNIHAN [continuing]. Liberal, Protestantism, Re-
formed Judaism, and Orthodox Judaism.

Dr. FALWELL. The main part, the affirmative part of evangelical
schools are not affiliated with major denominations. Generally as-
sociated with three school movements, the association, the Ameri-
can Association of Christian Schools, the Association Christian
Schools International, and the Accelerated Christian Education
Movement. Primarily nonaffiliated schools that believe in the in-
herency of Scripture.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You are stubbornly Protestant and almost
unorganizable. Is that right?

Dr. FALWELL. Pretty well incorrigible.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Your reference was simply to a legitimate,
theological distinction which is made among various religions.

Dr. FaALweLL. We are very supportive of the pluralistic concept.
We are very supportive of Senator Moynihan. [Laughter.)

Senator MoYNIHAN. Thank you. I will write that down.

Senator Packwoob. I might add, Pat, not the last time I saw Dr.
Falwell, but the last time our paths crossed, he was in the Portland
Memorial Coliseum about a year ago, supporting my opponent in
the primary. [Laughter.]

However, I am happy to say the coliseum holds 20,000 people and
thie3 _?lt‘fendance was 800 of whom 200 were mine. And that’s a fact.

il1?

Senator BRADLEY. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Senator PAckwoob. Sparky?

Senator MATSUNAGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Falwell, I
see by press reports that you have just returned from a trip to
heaven, that is, Hawaii.

Dr. FALweLL. Paradise. :

Senator MATsUNAGA. Did you find any sentiments about S. 550
among the people that you contacted there?
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Dr. FALWELL. Yes, a number of pastors there. We met with about
160 pastors at a luncheon there, and I would say in totality sup-
portive of Senate bill 550, the ones I met with.

Of course, there are those there who would not be, but they
usually don’t attend our meetings, and we very much found an
interest in. Because they are Christian schools, just like ours. And
there are many parochial and nonpublic schools that are not reli-
gious in Hawalii, like every State. And all of them believe that as
long as, and I think this bill meets that criterion, there is no
subsidy for the school. But rather, a benefit to the taxpayer and
the parent, that there is no problem.

And we very much found that kind of support.

Senator MATSUNAGA. Do you maintain any schools out there?

Dr. FALWELL. Pardon?

Senator MATSUNAGA. Do you or your church maintain any
schools out there?

Dr. FALWELL. No; we do not. In the independent, unaffiliated
movement no organization has any control—all other schools are

.indigenous. The only ones we control are those in Lynchburg, Va.

hWe are associated with, in fellowship, with a number of schools
there.

Senator MATSUNAGA. From press reports you did create quite a
stir out there, and I don’t know whether—I appreciate the fact that
you didn’t come out openly against me.

Dr. FALWELL. I didn’t mention your name. [Laughter.]

Senator MATSUNAGA. And I was wondering it was because you
couldn’t pronounce my name or——

Dr. FALweLL. No. I learned how to pronounce it, but we went
there conducting an old time gospel hour evangelistic rally and we
never mix the two.

Senator MATSUNAGA. Good. I appreciate that. [Laughter.]

Well, perhaps my prayers were answered. Thank you. [Laughter.]

Dr. FALweLL. Senator Bradley, I haven’'t been to your State.
[Laughter.]

Senator Packwoob. Doctor, thank you very much. We appreciate
it.

Dr. FALweLL. Thank you.

[Statement follows:]
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OUTLINE OF TESTIMONY

Education of children is a parental responsibility.

A. Parents should have freedom of choice between pﬁblic
and private schools.

B. Tuition tax credits provide freedom of choice,

Arguments against tuition tax credits are fallacious.

A. Tuition tax credits would strengthen, not destroy,
public schools.

B. Tuition tax credits would help poor and underprivileged
students.

Anti-discriminatory provision is important.

A. Enforcement powers need to be included.

B. Non~discriminatory schools need protection from govern-

ment harrassment.

Summary
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Tuition Tax Credits 1.

The choice between public and private education is a
basic parental right, and it is primarily the responsibility
of parents to see that their children's education reflects
those values that they themselves believe in. Education should
not be a process of liberating the young from the values which
are held in the home, but rather should reinforce parental
values and beliefs.

Becauseé of this, freedom of choice and diversity in
education should be encouraged. While public schools are a
necessary ingredient in our pluralistic society, private schools
also hold an important place. Private schools are free to
reflect parental values while public schools, to a large extent,
are unable to promote moral and religious principles. To
many parents, private schools provide vital ingredients in their
children's education. However, public schools in America have
been treated with the status of an established church. Everyone,
no matter what they believe, is required to support them. Those
who disagree or want something else for their children are only
allowed to have access to it after they have paid their dues to
the establishment.

True freedom would allow parents to spend their educational
dollars where they see fit, and tuition tax credits bring us
closer to that situation. They partially relieve parents of the
burden of paying twice when they decide that a private school is

the best choice for their child.
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2.

Critics often suggest that tuition tax credits will destroy
the public school system. In the words of Albert Shanker,
president of the American Federation of Teachers, "They (tuition
tax: credits) would lead to the destruction of public education
by giving parents a financial incentive to remove their children
from public schools and place them in private and parochial
schools.” This objection is revealing. If the present system
serves our nation so well, why would a small tax credit, limited
to a maximum of $500, cause students to flee the public schools
in such numbers that the public schools would be destroyed?
Either the statement that the public schools would be destroyed
is untrue, or there is such widespread dissatisfaction with the
public schools that the only thing holding them together is the
financial burden of private education. The proponents of this
view must hold the public school system in awfully low esteem if
they truly believe that passage of this bill would lead to the
demise of public education.

I do not believe this argument. Public schools would be
strengthened, not ruined, by passage of this bill. Because of
the new opti;ns, parents would look more at the education that
their children are receiving and would become more involved in
the educational process. Competition for academic excellence
would be encouraged, and the public schools would be forced to
strive for higher standards. The old axiom that monopolies lead
to higher costs and poorer quality is true in education today,
and the saddest part of this is that the poor and underprivileged

are the ones who are hurt the most. These are the people who need
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3.

education, and who are depending on it to help them break the
c?cle of poverty that they live in. They lack the ability to
pay any great amount in tuition at a private school, and thus
are locked into the public school system with no alternative
but to attend their assigned school. Tuition tax credits would
give these people the opportunity to attend a private school,
or, should they choose to stay in the public system, give them
a higher quality eclucation due to the increased accountability
which would be present in the public schools. For those who
can already afford the expensive private schools, the credits
would not mean that much, but for the bulk of private school
parents, who are paying $500 to $],000 per year in tuition, the
credits would mean relief from the double taxation burden and
a chance to choose what kind of education that they want for
their children.

Another common argument against tuition tax credits is
that they would aid schools which are discriminatory and which
were started for racist reasons. This bill would not allow for
parents of children in such schools to_receive the credits, a
provision of this bill that I strongly support. In fact, the
bill needs to include some type of antidiscriminatory enforce-
ment powers which will help prevent abuse, but at the same time
it must be made certain that there is some type of provision
which will prevent harrassment of schools by the IRS or any other
governmental agency when they are in fact notuguilty of being

discriminacory.

-
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4.

It is often said by critics that tuition tax credits

will make public schools the dumping ground for children who
are unwanted by the private schools. This argument would only
be true if the public schools were in fact so poor in quality
that no good students would attend them. Given the choice
between public and private education, I believe most parents
would opt for the public school system. Some would choose the
private schools, and that is a choice which should not be
discouraged by making the parents support the public school

‘system when they are at the same time paying tuition in a private

school.

I balieve passage of S. 550 would help solve some of the
problems that I have pointed out and would encourage our

public schools to regain the excellence which they once had.

Senator Packwoop. Next we will have a panel of Dr. Thomas
Vitullo-Martin and Prof. James S. Coleman.
Gentlemen.

STATEMENT OF DR. THOMAS VITULLO-MARTIN, DIRECTOR OF
RESEARCH, METROCONOMY, INC., NEW YORK, N.Y.

Senator Packwoob. The committee will stand in recess for 60
seconds while we let the room clear out just a moment and close
the door back there, and then we will start.

Good morning. We will take whichever order you gentlemen
prefer. We have Dr. Vitullo-Martin listed first. Which way do you
want to go?

Dr. ViTuLLo-MARTIN. Senator, I am Dr. Thomas Vitullo-Martin. I
am research director for Metroconomy, Inc. which is a not-for-
profit management consulting firm in New York City.

have spent a good deal of time in the last severa{ ears examin-
ing private schools, looking at their—the way in which they are
financed and governed. Looking at Federal policies in particular,
ESEA title I, the impact on them, and looking at the impact of
private schools on a number of public, goals of public policy—
including the integration of urban centers.

I am going to confine my comments as best I can to three points,
I am going to give. I have prepared a written statement and 1 will
simﬁly try to summarize it here. '

The three points are, at the risk of displaying some arrogance: A
discussion of constitutionality of the approach and I wish to touch
on that topic because I would like very strongly to endorse the
political aspects of the tax credit approach. I think that they give
great value.
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The second is that, I would like to address the question of why
private schools should be supported. What is the public service that
they do perform?

And the third is, I would like to discuss what I think is a novel
view of looking at the tax issue in its entirety, and suggest some
major tax reforms that this tuition tax credit approach begins to
touch upon.

The f[:x?st, on the question of constitutionality. I think I differ
from people in not seeing much of the constitutional problem with
tuition tax credits.

I see tax credits as a form of tax deduction. A sort of equalizing
tax deduction in which you establish everybody at the 50 percent
tax bracket. And once you have done that, leaving aside the
refundability provision, once you have done that, I think you are
simply in the realm of what is our policy with tax deductions. And
we clearly permit, and have always permitted the deduction of
expenses that are for explicity religious purposes. )

We permit the deductions of contributions to church for the
proselitizing effort.

The issue with tax credits was simply an issue of whether the
IRS or the Federal rule would permit people to deduct education
expenses that were not business related, that were not for profit.

If these education expenses were for profit, they would fall under
the rules that handle business deductions. Because they are not for
profit, they cannot be deducted.

I think that it is a bizarre form of taxation policy to tax educa-
tion expenditures and thereby reduce the pool of money available
for education. I don’t see any serious constitutional questions that
haven'’t already been settled by our established practice.

Now the reason I go into that is because I have studied title I for
a good period of time. And I have looked at it in public schools as
well as in private schools.

Title I is a very powerful device for the Federal Government
because it can shape around what local systems do—public systems
do—by simply withholding funding. By audit exceptions, after the
fact, after money has been spent by which districts have to give
back funds.

It makes districts very conservative in what they do. I think—at
first I was very unhappy that the private schools didn’t directly
receive title I funds.

In retrospect I think it was a gift from God, if you will, that they
did not receive title I funds because they would have been shaped
in much the same way that public schools’ were. They would have
been helpless to resist those pressures.

The taxation route in which you are giving a tax credit to
parents gives great support to the independence of the private
sector because in essence any regulations to this tax credit proposal
will be enforced by withholding payments from parents.

And in fact, it won't be withholding payments. It will be billing
parents for extra money. And so there are 5 million students in
private schools, maybe 3 million sets of parents, maybe more. That
would be a %reat number of people to bill, all of a sudden, and I
think it would make the regulations that would come through tax
credits very conservative at best, if any occurred whatsoever.
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The second point I wanted to make is on the service role of the
private schools. It is clearly a central issue of aid. I will end my
comments as quickly as I can. It is a central issue of whether the
private schools perform any kind of public services whatsoever.

To summarize, a number of statistics that are in my written
report. The central cities—there are a number of different sources
for information about this. But within the Catholic system itself,
the central cities are increasingly and exceedingly minority domi-
nated in the private system.

Manhattan is a small group, is 79 percent minority in its private
schools. Oakland is 67 percent. A majority of San Francisco, in the
city of San Francisco, are minorities.

o that there is a strong minority presence. Now, there is an
important aspect of this. The minorities and private schools have
been increasing their presence, in the private schools.

That is, over the last decade, private schools have become inte-
grated—doubled in the Catholics, doubled in the NAIS schools.
Publéc schools, in these same central areas, have become segre-
gated.

The movement toward integration is in the private sector and
not in the public sector.

I am afraid—may I take another minute to——

Senator Packwoop. What I am going to do with both you and
the next panel—is let you take a little more time than normal. The
next panel is mainly going to be opposition.

But I will have to ask you to take just another minute or two,
because we have a long schedule. I will tell you what my plans are.
I am willing to go to 1 or so, if necessary, this morning. And we -
will come back again at 2, and if necessary go to 6.

But in fairness, I cannot let the proponents go extraordinarily
longer than the opponent.

Dr. VituLLo-MARTIN. I appreciate that.

Thank you.

The last point is with the taxation question itself. In 1965, 1964,
1963, in the early 1960’s, most private schools charged nominal
tuitions.

I calculate that approximately 4 million of the elementary school
children were paying tuitions of under $50 in 1963 or 1964.

It was a policy of these schools, and a lot of accidental reasons, to
move toward tuition. What this means is, that prior to 1963 or 1964
the Federal Government permitted the deduction of the expendi-
tures that supported private education in large part—at that time.

We have had a change since then. When these schools moved
towards tuition, the parents began having—Ilosing that deduction,
ant;i h!aving to pay taxes on the money they earned to support those
schools. )

I see the tax credit as a redressing of a balance. And redressing
is needed because since 1965 the private sector has declined large-
ly. The Catholic schools have lost 43 percent of their population—
almost 2 million of their students.

Catholic schools fed the public schools for a large period of this
time. And prevented in them a decline that they would normally
have suffered.

Thank you.
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Senator PAckwoobp. Thank you.
Dr. Coleman.

STATEMENT OF JAMES S. COLEMAN, PROF., UNIVERSITY OF
CHICAGO

Dr. CoLEMAN. My name is James Coleman. I am at the Universi-
ty of Chicago. I have been principal investigator for a study of the
Nation’s high school sophomores and seniors, sponsored and largely
designed by the National Center for Education Statistics of the
U.S. Office of Education.

This study follows upon a comparable study of 1972 high school
seniors. My appearance at the hearing this morning is to report on
some of the results of the study that may have some relevance to
the proposed legislation.

For purposes of comparison in the research, we divided private
schools into two categories: Catholic schools and other private
schools. It should be kept in mind that the other private schools, as
has been evident this morning, dare quite diverse. But they were so
small a fraction of the sample that we couldn’t examine them
separately.

First, it is useful to give a sense of how schools in the public and
private schools differ. On matters of discipline, students and princi-
pals in the private sector are more likely than students and princi-
pals in the public schools to report that their schools have rules
about a variety of things.

For example, rules about student dress, and rules that students
are held responsible for damage to school property. Students in
private schools are considerably more likely than public school
students to report that discipline in their schools is effective. And
they are somewhat more likely than public school students to say
that schools discipline is fair.

Overall, the evidence shows that discipline in the private sector
is regarded by the students in the schools as both stronger and
fairer than in the public schools.

Students in private schools are considerably less likely to be
absent or to cut classes than are those in the public schools.

Catholic students do about one-half again as much homework as
do public school students. And students in the group of other
private schools do even slightly more.

Now, turning to achievement. The question of whether there is .
higher average achievement or lower average achievement in the
private sector than in the public sector. That question is answered
very simply through a comparison of scores on standardized tests
in the two sectors.

The answer is that in the areas in which both sophomores and
seniors were tested, that is in roading, vocabulary, and mathemat-
ics, students in Catholic schools and students in the other private
schools scored about two grade levels higher than did students in
the public sector.

However, a portion of this difference is due to selection of stu-
dents into the private sector. According to our estimates, and we
estimated in a number of different ways, about one-half the differ-
ence the private and public sectors is due to selection, leaving
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about one grade level difference due to greater effectiveness of the
average private sector school.

There is another difference. This is in the homogeneity of
achievement. In Catholic schools, black achievement is closer to
that of whites, and achievement of children of high school educated
parents is closer to that of children of college educated parents
than is true either in public schools or in other private schools.
Family background makes less difference for achievement in
Ca}:;hol{ic schools than in public schools or than in the other private
schools.

A second general question we examined was the effect of the
private sector on segregation in three areas: race, religion, and
income. There is a substantial effect on religious segregation,
w}}lmiChI would, of course, be greater if more students were in private
schools.

But in the other two areas, race and income, there were two
counterbalancing effects.

For example, there are fewer blacks in the private sector than in
the public sector. This means that the private schools serve, to
some degree, to segregate whites off from blacks. But within the
private sector there is much less black-white segregation than
within the public sector.

The end result, for the Nation as a whole, is that these two
forces balance out. And American secondary. education is neither
more nor less racially segregated than it would be in the absence of
private schools.

Even allowing for different wa%(s of calculating, any effects one
way or the other are very small. The principal reason is the exten-
sive use of Catholic schools by black families for their children,
together with the fact that Catholic schools are less racially segre-
gated than are public schools.

There are, of course, racially segregative effects of some private
schools in some localities. But these are counterbalanced by the
integrative effects of the Catholic schools.

Of some importance for the proposed legislation, I believe, is the
fact that the Catholic schools, though not the other private schools
taken as a whole, are especially effective for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds and for minority students.

All together, my principal aim in appearing here is to answer
questions which may have arisen for some members of the Senate
goncerning private schools in connection with the proposed legisla-
ion.

Thank you very much.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, would you allow——

Senator PAckwoob. Yes, go ahead and start, Pat.

Senator MoyNIHAN. No, Mr. Chairman, I just want to correct an
ieression, a misimpression that may have obtained.

r. Vitullo-Martin and Dr. Coleman have been invited, the
public should know, as scholars, as expert witnesses, neither as
proponents or opponents of this legislation. But simply as persons
who have done relevant research with respect to it.

Senator Packwoobp. Pat, why don’t you go ahead an start the
questions.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, thank you.

85-443 0 - 81 - 6
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First of all, that was a striking statement, Dr. Vitullo-Martin,
that the private schools have become integrated and the public
schools segregated in the central cities.

You said, sir, that you have done a study of the sharing of title I
resources by the non-government schools which, the legislation
says, would lead you to suppose that there would be a sort of equal
per capita receipt or expenditure, as you wish.

Dr. ViTuLLo-MARTIN. Yes.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You found that not to be so?

Dr. ViTuLLo-MARTIN. I found that not to be so. Yes.

Senator MoyNIHAN. What would you estimate the per capita
spending per parochial school student as against the public school
student in Manhattan.

I mean, is it 50 percent, 20 percent, 90 percent?

Dr. ViruLLo-MARTIN. Well, in Manhattan, I think, there is a
fairness in the distribution, and it is probably as much.

But throughout the Nation, the NIE, National Institute of Educa-
tion, did a survey. I analyzed the public survey.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Dr. ViturLLo-MARTIN. That survey suggested 20 percent, the aver-
age student got 20 percent of the instructional time that the public
school student got. And about half as likely to be served with
equivalent levels of need.

Senator MoyNIHAN. In other words, to the degree there is a
congressional directive to the Department of Education now, and
previously the educational facilities in HEW, to see that the pri-
vate schools receive a fair share, it has not been carried out.

Dr. ViTuLLo-MARTIN. It was not carried out at the time of that
survey. It is difficult to know whether it has been carried out since
because, although mandated, to my knowledge the Department is
not studied.

The question of the degree——

Senator MoyNIHAN. But the experience of the first decade was
that it didn’t happen, and I have to say, sir, it didn’t happen
because the people in charge did not want it to happen.

Could I ask, you think it may be just as well? You found that the
title I directive was not helpful in your judgment as an educator?

Dr. VituLLo-MARTIN. I believe that the title I directives split,
divided the attention of public school systems in a serious fashion.

Senator MoYNIHAN. You want to help us with that. Divided the
attention?

Dr. VituLLo-MARTIN. There was a Federal, title I, in essence,
created a federalized section of the public school system.

Senator MoyNI1HAN. Those with low-income students, you mean?

Dr. VituLLo-MARTIN. Pardon, pardon me? :

Senator MoyNIHAN. That sector with low-income students?

Dr. VituLLo-MARTIN. | am really thinking of within the bureauc-
racy, yes.

e students were incidental, as I see that program. But within
the school system, the school system was forcecf to separate itself in
half. And there were people who would be paid on the Federal
budget who could have no local jobs.

Senator PAckwoob. I want to interrupt now. I am curious about
your statement that the students became incidental.



79

Dr. ViTuLLo-MARTIN. Yes.

Senator PAckwoop. Explain that to me.

Dr. ViturLLo-MARTIN. Well, the kinds of services that were deliv-
ered, you know, I must say it is difficult to generalize, of course.
But the kinds of services that were typically delivered to students
were really services that served the bureaucratic needs.

For instance, a good example in New York City is that the
paraprofessional parents who are hired from the community are
now tenured through the system.

Senator PAckwoob. Is that right?

Dr. ViTruLLo-MARTIN. Yes. That the system made decisions to go
into a number of auxiliary services rather than emphasize basic
instructional services, mostly for manpower reasons, as best as I
can determine.

And it’s not the sorts of matters the systems like to discuss much
because there are problems with——

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, is this material documented in
your testimony?

Dr. VitruLLo-MARTIN. No, the material is perfectly peripheral.

Senator BRADLEY. Could we get some of that information?

Senator PAckwoob. I am sure that Dr. Vitullo-Martin would be
happy to supply it.

Dr. VirurLLo-MARTIN. Yes, I would.

Senator PAckwoob. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I wonder if I could turn to Dr. Coleman, who
has once again astonished us all and told us just the opposite of
what we thought we knew, as it were.

As Dr. Coleman, who is a personal as well as a professional
friend, knows, I was much involved in the aftermath of his 1966
report on equality of educational opportunity, which was widely
and erroneously read to say that schools don’t matter.

In the year-long study we did at Harvard, and in the book that
followed, Frederick Mostellar and I said that’s not what he said.
And if you think schools don’t matter, you ought to talk to some-
body who'’s never been to one. You will find that they matter a lot.

But you were, as I understand, indicating several things about
the inputs into schools, to use that word, that are measured in
public policy, such as the per capita expenditure and the equip-
ment in the science lab and the number of books in the library.

First of all, they are much closer than we thought. And second,
you didn’t find from those sort of quantitative measures any large
impact on educational achievement. Wouldn’'t that be the case?

Dr. CoLeMAN. Yes, that would be the case. The peculiar result, in
view of the conventional wisdom at that time, that such physical
inputs into education on which a large amount of per people ex-
penditure goes, really made very little difference.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Made very little difference.

But now you have come along, and you have found that there are
real differences between schools. Did you study private schools in
the report on equality of educational opportunity?

Dr. CoLemAN. No.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I thought not. So this is the first time we
have turned to these schools. And you would find, would it not be
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accurate to say, that in the main their inputs—per capita expendi-
tures, size of class, teachers, degrees—would be very much less?

I mean the per capita expenditure is about half, roughly, usually
less than half that of the comparable local public schools, is it not?

Dr. CoLeMAN. Yes. The per capita expenditure in the Catholic
schools is considerably lower than that in the public schools. And it
is very diverse in the other private schools.

Senator MoyNI1HAN. Of course. You go from a very high to a very
low per capita expenditure. But in those low expenditure schools
you find an increase in 1 year in grade achievement at half the
price.

Does that mean that the less you spend the more you get?

That is about the level of logic that was applied to your first
study. I am helpless with this. You find that there are characteris-
tics of the school that aren’t measured in terms of these standard
formulas—how much per capita, how many students in a class, and
SO on.

Dr. CoLemaN. That is true. I think that it is something that we
should have begun to understand as a consequence of another
study, the International Study of Educational Achievement, which
showed not exactly an inverse correlation over Western countries
between per-pupil expenditure on education and the achievement.
But something not very far from it.

For example——

Senator MoyNIHAN. May 1 repeat, Mr. Chairman, because the
international study found not exactly an inverse correlation be-
tween per pupil expenditure and achievement, but something very
like it. Isn’t that right?

Dr. CoLEMAN. Yes; that’s right.

Senator PAckwoob. Well, I want to expand on that.

Do you mean this international study found as a rule of thumb,
the less you spent, the higher the level of achievement?

Dr. CoLeMAN. The international study found that in those coun-
tries, which spent most, achievement was lowest. The achievement
of 13-year-olds in mathematics in the United States was lower than
thag in any other developed country which was involved in the
study.

Now specifically, in a comparison between the United States and
Japan, Japan spent much less per pupil than the American educa-
tl;]ipr;lal system did, and Japan’s achievement was considerably

igher.

There are a variety of reasons for that. Some of these have to do
with how many years the educational system carries most of the
students through.

For example, Sweden was next to the United States in this, in
carrying a large number of persons through to age 18. And Sweden
was second to the United States in the low level of achievement of
13-year-olds in mathematics.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Fascinating.

Senator Packwoob. Bill?

Senator BrapLEY. Dr. Coleman, let me follow up on what you
have just said. You mean, in the international study, if you did a
per capita expenditure, that in countries that had education
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througfl"l age 18, then obviously they would be spending more
money?

Dr. CoLeMAN. Yes; that is true. I should say, Senator Bradley,
that I should have paid attention to what Senator Packwood said
earlier in his statement that you should never ask a question
unless you know the answer.

I should never introduce an example unless I'm well prepared
with all the statistics on it. It had just occurred to me at the
moment, this result from the International Education Achievement
Study, but that is essentially the result.

Senator BRADLEY. So that while—we won'’t go into it any further,
the idea that if you spend less you get more is applicable across
societies in which they cover 4 grades, 8 grades, 10 grades?

Dr. CoLEmMAN. No.

Essentially what I am saying is that a higher degree of educa-
tional expenditures is associated with continuing essentially 100
percent of the student body through age 16 or through age 18.

Second, continuing a large proportion of the age cohort up
through age 16 or 18 is associated with lower average levels of
achievement.

For example, some of the Western European systems are more
selective at higher educational grades because of basically a two-
tiered secondary educational system.

Senator BRADLEY. So, I mean, can you really draw any conclu-
sions from that? Or do you just say that money among other
factors is important—is one among a number of factors determin-
ing educational performance?

Dr. CoLeMAN. Well, not only this research, but research within
the United States has shown systematically that expenditures in
education have not been associated positively with achievement.

Senator BRADLEY. Is the reverse true?

Dr. CoLeMAN. The reverse has been true internationally. The
reverse has not been true within the United States.

Senator BRADLEY. Can you, and I know this is maybe beyond the
interests of the committee in this piece of legislation, but can you
determine what factors will set educational performance. If you
say, take money aside, say you need a certain amount of money.
But beyond that, you don’t always—you get the situation that Dr.
Vitullo-Martin referred to. Where you have bureaucratizing of the
school system.

Dr. CoLemMAN. There have been a nurnber of studies which, or
several studies which have been completed recently. And ours on
public and private schools is only the most recent, which show that
certain characteristics of how a school is run affect educational
a_chﬂevement-—namely, greater academic demands and greater dis-
cipline.

These factors affect the experiences of students; they are not the
kinds of inputs that used to be seen as principal determinants of
educational quality. They are things that happen to students
during the time that they are in school. The way the school is run
and organized seems to be the central element.

Senator BRADLEY. And this is true across income levels and
family background?

Dr. CoLeMAN. That is right.
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Senator BRADLEY. Thank you.

Senator PAckwoob. Sparky?

Senator MATSUNAGA. It seems to be, Mr. Coleman, that compari-
son on an international level would involve so many other factors
than money, that to draw the conclusion as we seem to have drawn
here—that the less money you spend, the better the degree of
education—is to me, at least, unacceptable.

The degree of discipline exercised at the Japanese language
school was such that you were forced to study. If you didn’t study,
yo; vlvere ostracized—even beaten up in the Japanese language
school.

Then the parents are notified about your behavior. The teacher
accompanied you home, and in the presence of your parents, in
your presence, told the parents what your behavior was, whether
good or bad.

Of course, coming from the old school, the old type family, well if
flhe reports were bad, then you get it not only at school but at

ome.

I think that these are some of the factors that need to be consid-
ered. And then when you base it strictly on math, or arithmetic.
The old sangi tu in Japanese school, that is the measurement of
your intelligence.

So that unless you master arithmetic, you are stupid. So that is
what you try to master first.

These are the things that you need to consider. I don’t think that
is a fair comparison, really.

Dr. CoLEMAN. Senator Matsunaga, I think the comparison is
interesting especially in one respect. And that is that what you
report also describes the differences that we found between schools
which were performing well—whether private schools or public
schools—and schools which were not performing well.

Discipline at a much lower level of discipline than you describe,
but nevertheless, a real difference, in the degree of discipline that
existed in the school, and the degree of academic demands that are
made in the school.

And that is as true within the public sector as it is between the
public sector and between the private sector, and just as it is
between one country and another.

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one other question?
And I'd like to ask each of you, because you have each said it in
different ways.

Is it possible to identify two or three areas, or give two or three
examples of where Federal aid to education has not succeeded. And
has indeed perhaps had the opposite effect.

For example, you made the point that title I actually in some
cases didn’t help the intended purpose of the bill, or the legislation,
or the legislators. But indeed, had the reverse effect.

Could you share some of your concerns with the committee?

Dr. VituLLo-MARTIN. I would reemphasize that particular exam-
gle. That title I was locally designed. And yet it was subject to

tate and Federal regulations channeled down through it.

So there tended to be shaping within regions, shaping within
States that people shared.
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One of the problems that occurred was that title I was a program
that emphasizes specialist training. So children were pulled out of
a regular classroom into a special title I classroom. The regular
classroom ended up not doing anything for that period because
they lost two-thirds of their students.

In other words, there was a shifting around, but there was no
real net increase in any form of instruction. And in fact, what it
did was multiply the number of teachers in the classroom.

That sort of program tended not to have much effect. So that
would be one kind of——

Senator BRADLEY. My question is, in the study, you talk about
the discipline and the absentee rate, and all of these issues which
are in some senses determinative of performance.

And my question is, is there any way that Federal involvement
with the school system has worked against the establishment of
discipline or encouraged absenteeism, or any of the other factors
that oare nonmonetary. But are in part determinative of perform-
ance’

Dr. CoLEMAN. Let me give an answer to that, as follows. I can’t
say anything more than what casual experience and casual obser-
vation would suggest.

My %eneral impression is that there have been a variety of -
Federal actions which have had this effect. That is, which have
made it more difficult for schools to carry out their mission.

Specifically, in disciplinary ways. But my evidence is really not
systematic evidence. And it is based only on casual observation. So
I really hesitate to say more. :

Senator BRADLEY. But what are your casual experiences that
would lead you to conclude that?

Dr. CoLeMAN. Well, I've done some work with respect to school
desegregation. The way in which school desegregation has been
carried out in many systems, and the way in which it has been
mandated, through court decisions in many cases, has been really
inimical to the achievement of both blacks and whites, specifically
through the kinds of discipline problems that were generated.

Not that school desegregation should not have been carried out.
But rather, that it was carried out in a hurry, it was carried out to
meet some deadline, it was carried out in a way that was not, that
maﬂe this extraordinarily difficult task not be accomplished very
well.

That is one example. Another example in which I have less
information has to do with Public Law 94-142—the bill having to
do with handicapped children.

That bill involved mainstreaming insofar as is ible of emo-
tionally disturbed children. This has the effect of putting into a
classroom the one or two children that can disrupt that whole
classroom.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, Dr. Coleman.

Senator PAckwoop. We will have another round of questions, but
I want to remind everyone that we have two more panels to put on
this momirgg.

Senator Moynihan?

Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to see if we
couldn’t get Dr. Coleman to sum up his findings.
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Both of you have made remarkable presentations. But there are
two statements. One is that, controlling for background, the private
schools appear to have one grade level difference due to greater
effectiveness of the average private sector school.

So you have found that schools make a difference?

Dr. CoLeMAN. That is right.

-Senator MoyNIHAN. You haven’t necessarily isolated what it is
abogt them. But you begin to think you know something, don’t
you?

Dr. CoLeMAN. Well, we have begun to isolate what it is about
them that affects achievement. When we look at schools within the
public sector, that differ in the ways that the private schools differ
from the average public school, in the area of homework and
course demands, and in the level of disciplinary demands—we find
the same achievement differences wholly within the public sector.

Senator PAckwoop. Is that in your recent report?

Dr. CoLEMAN. Yes; it is.

Senator Packwoob. That finding? Within the public schools.
Given the same strata, the same background, the same draw——

Dr. CoLEMAN. That’s right.

Senator PAckwoob. Discipline and homework.

Dr. CoLEMAN. That’s right. ,

Senator MoyNIHAN. And then, one other thing. This, I mean, we
are learning here. I guess we are reinventing the wheel.

We are finding that if you do twice as much homework, you
learn more. You know, that is what social science is for. But there
is something even more striking here.

You say here that in Catholic schools, the achievement of chil-
dren of high school-educated parents is closer to that of children of
college-educated parents. Family background makes less difference
for achievement in Catholic schools.

That is an extraordinary finding. I don’t think the history of
educational research has previously ever found such a phenom-
enon, has it, Jim? 4 .

Dr. CoLeMAN. I think it has not. And one of the reasons is, I
think, it is only in the post-World War II period that the public
school system has diverged as much as it has between elite, subur-
ban schools, and inner-city schools.

In other words, there has come to be much more of a stratifica-
tion within the public school sector than there ever was in the
past.

Senator MoYNIHAN. But even so, and I see that Dr. Vitullo-
Martin agrees, just in terms of something very important. Family
background has predicted 60 percent of educational achievement or
more. Has it not?

Dr. ViTuLLO-MARTIN. Yes.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I mean, it just doesn’t matter where you go
tohschlool. It is a matter of where and whether your parents went to
school.

When you get schools that can bring the educational achieve-
ment of high school parents up to a level of those college parents,
{ﬁu ‘l;ave got yourself schools making a real social difference, don't

ey
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Dr. CoLeMAN. That'’s right. This was an extraordinary result
which I did not expect.

Senator MoyNIHAN. No. No one wrote or predicted it.

Dr. CoLemAN. I don’t think anyone would have predicted it.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I tell you. Something is new
under the Sun. A rule has been broken. The rule that family
background accounts for 60 percent of educational achievement has
turned out to be not so.

And these are the schools that people are going around being so
difficult about.

I thank you, gentlemen. I think that is very important.

Senator PAckwoob. Senator Bradley. Any further questions?

Senator BRADLEY. Just one further comment.

If we can isolate again the factors. It is the amount of schoolwork
and the discipline.

Is there any other factor? I mean, is there, in your work, any
greater sense of being a part of a community?

Dr. CoLeMAN. Well, Senator Bradley, all I can say is the kind of
thing that researchers always say——

Senator BRADLEY. I mean, you have told us about the stick. Is
there a carrot?

Dr. CoLeMAN. That is for the next study. The problem is this.
The kinds of results that I describe, and that you just restated, are
results which only came out in the analysis, and which were not
really part of the design of the research.

That is, the research was not designed to examine the question of
exactly what is it about schools that do make this difference. So we
didn’t measure some of the kinds of things that you are suggesting.
My own hunch is that there are certainly other things besides the
two major things that I mentioned. Among them, perhaps, things
having to do with a sense of community. But, that we simply didn’t
measure.

Senator BrRADLEY. Did gou want to say something?

Dr. ViTuLLO-MARTIN. Yes. I did do a study of Catholic inner-city
schools. And of course it was compared to nothing. It was a study
of Catholic, inner-city schools.

There, we found that there was a very great involvement of the
parents in the school that was literally required by the schools. So
that there was an extraordinarily close connection. Parents having
to, for instance, spend an hour a night with homework with their
children.

And when they themselves weren’t prepared for that, having to
take academic instruction on Sundays. So we saw that. But, I don’t
know that that doesn’t exist in public schools.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, gentlemen.

Senator PAckwoob. Gentlemen, thank you very, very much.

Dr. VrruLLo-MARTIN. Thank you. e :

Dr. CoLeMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]
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My name is Dr. Thomas Vitullo-Martin., I am Director of Research for
Metroconomy, Inc., a not-for-profit research and management consulting firm
located in New York City. Iama public policy analyst and for the past several
years have examined the organization, governance and financing of private schools,
and in particular of inner-city private schools, and have examined the impact
of private schools on the goals of public policy. I am an independent researcher,
and am not affiliated with any organization of private schools. The research on
whick I am drawing for this presentation has been funded in part by the Ford
Foundation, the National Institute of Education, and the Pacific Institute. In
my remarks today I will be drawing from a longer and more detailed argument which
will appear as part of a book to be published later this year by the Pacific
Institute and Ballinger Books.1

I will confine my comments to three points: the constitutionality of tuition
tax credit aid; the desirability of aiding those who now use private schools;

and the need for a general reform of the tax treatment of educational expenses.

Qgégpltutionality of Tax Credit Aid. Many of those who spoke in opposition

to tuition tax credit proposals in 1978 argued that tax credits were unconstitu-
tional because they amounted to direct aid to religious institutions. Tuition
tax credits are no more direct aid to religious schools than the investment tax
credit is direct aid to companies manufacturing business equipment. Certainly
the tax credit produces an increased demand for services offered by the private
school--and thereby may increase its income-~by we would not normally consider
an investment tax credit to Standard 01l for a new computer system as federal
aid to IBM. So we should not consider a tuition tax credit to the Jones family

as aid to Manhattan Country Day School, or to St. Patrick's,

1. Robert B. Everhart, editor, The Public School Monopoly: Education and State
in American Society, (The Pacific Institute for Public Policy Research, San
Francisco, California, and Ballinger Books, Cambridge, Massachusetts) Forthcoming,

1981,
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-The tax credit will aid private schools indirectly, by encouraging their
use by parents, but will not give direct grants to the schools. The distinction
is important for both constitutional and practical political reasons, and opponents
of the measure have tended to blur it. While the constitutionality of direct
grants to private schools is relatively murky, the constitutionality of indirectly
aiding religious organizations through the tax system is already well established.
It is settled practice to permit individuals to deduct contributions to churches
from their taxable income. For wealthy taxpayers, whose incomes reach the 50%
tax bracket, the effect of such a deduction is indistinguishable from a tax credit
of the kind proposed in this bill. Ironically, the only contributions to
churches that are not deductible are those that can be construed as tuition,
or as payment for a specific service. Contributions for the general support of the
religious activity are deductible.

The reason for excluding tuition from those expenses that can be deducted
from taxable income has nothing to do with religion. The rule is that 1if the
education is not directly related to some business purpose--if it is not, in
other words, a business investment for immediate gain--it is not tax deductible.

A tax credit is simply a more even-handed tax deduction. The value of a
tax deduction rises with an individual's tax bracket. For the same expenditure,
the least benefit goes to the lowest income family, the most to the highest.
A 50% tax credit, in effect, equals out that difference; both low and high
income families receive the same benefit. The cap on the tax benefit, which
permits a maximum credit of $500 after 1983, makes the bill's benefits
proportionately greater for lower- and middle-income families than for higher-
income families, because the latter typically‘pay higher tuitions in private
schools.

I said earlier that the fact that the tuition tax aid goes directly

to the family, and not to the institution, is important for practical political
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reasons as well. The arrangement will greatly reduce the ability of the federal
government, in future years, to use the tax credit as a device to regulate the
private schools. It is much easier towithhold federal funds from a few individual
private schools than to refuse tax credits (and therefore collect balances

due the IRS) from several thousand families using them. The goverament's
regulations will be more judiciously considered than some promulgated in

recent times for public school systems.

Should the Senate consider encouraging the use of private schools through
changes in taxation policy? 1 agree with the critics of tuition tax credits
that the tax change will encourage an increase in the use of private schools.
That in itself is not an indictment of the proposal. To decide whether the
change is desirable;, we must look at what the private schools that exist today
are like and how the propo#ed change will affect them, how it will affect
the public schools, and how it will affect the development of a society
in which students with a desire to learn are not held back in developing
their full intellectual potential by the accident of their family's low income.
As everyone who will testify before this committee on the characteristics of
the private schools and their students will say, there is not much information
available. In part this is because research i1s difficult and costly, but most
of all it is because the Department of Education, despite requirements in the
1978 Education Admendments and the School Finance Study Proqfct that the
data be collected, has failed to design or initiate the necessary studies.
Nevertheless, some goood work has been done by the Bureau of Census and
the National Center for Education Statistics, and high quality statistics
are available from several of the private school systems.
The critics of tax credits suggest that private schools are elitist, racially
and ethnically segregate their students, and further the segregation of the

public systems. The suggestion is convenient at least, because it deals with
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the fact that the public schools in the North and West have become more segregated
throughout the decade. The problem for the thesis {8 that, for more than a decade,
private schools have been increasing their enrollments of minority students.

The movement has been totally voluntary, svd has occurred even though the federal
and state governemnts have offered no incentives toprivate schools to accept
minority students. Federal income taxation policies, which this bill seeks to
change, have made the enrollment of minorities in private schools more

difficult.

In 1968, only 3.5X% of private elementary school students were black, but
by 1979, 8% were black. If black students had been proportionately divided
between public and private schools, these schools would have been 14X black in
1969 and 15X black in 1979, matching the percentage black in the elementary
school-aged population. Private schools fell short of these goals, but made
remarkable progress in closing the distance by almost doubling the proportion
of blacks in their schools in the decade. The change in Hispanic enrollments is no

doubt even more dramatic, but existing census data does not permit us to deacribe it.

TABLE 1: PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN BLACK ENROLLMENTS IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS, 1969-1979

Percentage Black, 1969 Percentage Black, 1979
Level School~aged Private School-aged Private
Population Schools Population Schools
Elementary 14% 4% 152 8x
Secondary 122 5% 152 23

Source: Bureau of Census, Current Population Reports, "Population Characteristics;"
Series P-20, No. 355, Issued August, 1980.

In any event, perfect distribution of minorities in private schools is an
inappropriately high standard. First, each of the two largest private gystems--
Catholic and Lutheran-~is run by a church whose membership is only about 2% tlack.
To enrol! black students, these church-operated schools--which account for about
65% of e11 private school enrollments--would have had to change traditienal

policies of orienting education services to members of their own religion. They
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have begun to do so--approximately 9% of Catholic school students are now non-~
Catholic~~but the process is slow. Second, private schools are not evenly distri-
buted throughtout the country, but are concentrated in cities, especially cities in
the Northeast and Midwest, Minorities are still concentrated in the rural areas

of the South and the Southwest. While 55% of all minority students lived in

the South and West in 1977, these regions enrolled only 35X of private school
students. Hence, for private schools to enroll a perfect proportion of minority
atudents, they would have to enroll higher proportions of minorities than the
public schools ir the areas where they are located.

Third,because no public subsidies exist for private schools, they must charge
tuitionor raise revenues from contributors, Most private schools do both.
Minorities as a group have lower incomes, and are more likely to be priced out of
the private schools. Catholic schools raised average tuitfons from $54 per year in
1969 to about $240 in 1980, an incresse of almost 450X, Schools serving racial
minorities raised tuition faster and to higher levels because they lacked the
parish membership necessary to provide the kind of subgidies that permitted parish
schools their traditionally low tuition. Catholic schools serving blacke have aver-
age tuitions and fees closer to $500. Lutherans report similar tuition pressures.

Hin;;ities should be increasingly priced out of the private schools, not
enrolling in record numbers. Minorities are increasing their levels of private

8school enrollment because of the efforts of private schools to provide scholarship

«sopport and because minority parents are willing to spend a greater portion of

their income on education--for private school tuition--than the average family
is asked to spend.

The racial enrollment statistics I have presented understate the actual
minority enrollments in private schools‘§y leaving out non-black Hispancis and recent
European immigrants. Because of the way the census data has been gathered in
the past, it is not possible to discuss the enrollments of these groups simultane-
ously with those of blacks and other racial minorities. The statistics collected

by the private schools themselves provide a better picture, though unfortunately
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no system reports any information on European or other immigrant minority
enrollments.
Between 1970 and 1980, Catholic elementary schools increased their
minority enrollments from 11X to almost 20X, and secondary schools from 8% to 15%
minority. Catholics enroll a higher proportion of Hispanics than the public
schools, and the Luthern secondary schools a higher proportion of blacks than
the public schools. In the West, Catholic schools often enroll higher percentages
of minorities than the public systems., In Californfa, for example, minorities
made up 44X of Catholic school enrollments, but only 38X of public enrollments.
The Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod, has reported comparably high concentra-
tions of mirorities in its schools. In 1978, its elementary schools were 12.5%
minority (most of these were not Lutherans) and its high schoolswere 16.3% minor-~
ity (14X black), e slightly higher proportion of blacks than in the high school
population nationally.
TABLE 2: CHANGE IN CATHOLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT, BY ETHNICITY, 1970-1980

1970-71 1980-81

Elementary Number x Number %
American Indian 18,000 5% 7,300 .3
Black American 172,000 5.1 200, 300 8.8
Hispanic American 177,900 5.3 199,300 8.8
Asian American 18,300 .5 42,000 1.9
All others 3,969,300 88.6 1,820,400 80.2

Total 3,355,500 100 2,269,300 100
Secondary
American Indian 2,400 .2 2,400 .3
Black American 37.500 3.7 52.600 6.3
Hispanic American 38,600 3.8 56,700 6.8
Asfan American 5,200 0.5 10,100 1.2
All others 924,400 91.8 715,200 85.4

Total 1,008,100 100 837,000 166

Source: National Catholic Education Association Data Bank, Statistical Report
On U.S. Catholic Schools, 1980-81.
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In the past decade, the schools of the National Association of Independent Schools
(HAIS) have doubled their minority enrollments, vhile increasing their total
snrollments by only 30X, Put another way, 15X of the increased enroliments
in these schools in the decade have been minority students. T
Minority Parollments in Urbsn Private Systems. The growing importance of private
schools to minorities is most dramatically evident in the statistics for
selected private systems serving cities with large minority populations. 1In
several Catholic systems, the portion of the schools within the central city
are nppfouchln; or have surpsssed 50% minority enrollments. Por exanple, the
Nev York Archdiocese's New York City Catholic Schools (in Manhattsn, the Bronx
and Staten Island) are 53.2 X minority and the high schools 33X minority. The
percentages would be higher were it not for the effect of near-vhite Staten
Island. The archdiocese's Manhattan elementary schools, for example, were
79.1X winority. The Brooklyn Diocese's schools, which serve Brooklyn and
Queens, have lower proportions of minorities (as do those boroughs), put their
elementary minority enrollments have been increasing and have reached 34%--
18X Hispanic and 16X black. And -tqotity enrollments have increased in absolute
numbers even though the Catholic system has closed 28 schools since 1972,

TABLE 3: ETHNIC ENROLLMENTS IN NEW YORK CITY CATHOLIC SCHOOLS, 1979-1980

Elementary Secondary
American Indian 75 .1 19 .1
Black {non-Hispanic) 11,392 17.5 3,035 10.5
Hispanic 20,506 31.6 5,802 20.
Asien American 2,601 4.0 507 . 1.8
All others 30,406 46.8 19,630 67.7
Totals €4,980 100 . 28,993 100

Source: _Unpublished tabulations, Archdiocese of New York,
The Catholic schools of Chicago have experienced similar concentrations of
minority students. Chicago's Catholic elementary schools are now 46.4X minority;

its secondary schools are 30.5% minority.

&

85-443 0 - 81 - 7 . .
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TABLE 4: ETHNIC ENROLLMENTS IN CHICAGO CATHOLIC 8CHOOLS, 1979 ~-1980

Blewentary Secondary
American Indian 64 .1 $9 .2
Asian Americans . 2,584 3.2 481 1.4
Black (non-Bispanic) 22,469  27.S§ . 5,888 16.9
Hispanic 12,723 18.6 4,175 12.0

3 53.6 69.5

All others 43,772 . 24,189 >
= Totals 3,617 T00. X757 Y00,
Source: Unpublished ubulat!.ot;s. Axchdiocese of ct_xlcaso

The San Francisce Catholic oledenta}y schools are 57.7% minority and
20X non-Catholic; the secondary schools, 43.5% minority
TABLE S: BTHNIQ ENROLLMENTS IN SAN FRANCISCO CATHOLIC SCHOOLS, 1979-80

Elementary . Secondary
American Indian 25 .2 28 N
Asian American 3,359 24,1 787 11.4
Black (non-Hispanic) 1,718 12.3 556 8. )
Hispanic : 2,939 21.1 1,243 17.9
White (non-Hispanic) 5,905 42.3 4,315 62.3
13,946 - 100. 6,929 100,

Source: Unpublished tabulations, Archdiocese of Sap Francisco

The Catholic secondary school statistics in these cities show lower
minority enrollments, for several reason;s. First, secondary schools increase their
minorfty enrollments gradually, several years after their initial enrollments in
elementary schools, as these students move up the grade levels of the system.
Second, tuitions at the secondary schools in these ci/tlea average at least
tvice the elementary school tuitions, but can be as much as five times as great.
‘Tuitions in New York City, for example, average $800. Thiid--and most interesting
for those concerned vwith racial integtat:l(;n--ptivate schools have established
a teputati&n for superior performance that attracts white students back to
schools, even those in racially changing neighborhoods. . For instance,
Cardinal Hayes High School which serves the South Bronx--a heavily Hispanic and
black area of New York--has maintained a relitively stable 18X white enrollment for
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several years. 1In 1979, the school attracted 245 white students from areas as
distant se middle and upper-middle income Riverdale, Bronxville, and Pelham
Bay. It is not surprising that a school with a reputation for quality can hold
or attract at least some white studente, since that theory is the basis for

nagﬁut-school- desegregation plans that have been attempted in public schools.

At least in some instances, it is the private school’'s success at holding

. ~e—2hite students and remaining integrated that keeps down the percentage of minority

N g e

~ a5

" TABLE 6:

students attending.

This is an important observation. Priquﬁ schools, as well as public, can
help a city to maintain an integrated poulation because they can hold racially

mixed communities together.

Class integration in privaté schools. As private schools have been increasing
their minority enrollments, they have also been becoming more economically
integrated. In the Northeast,for example,where private schools enroll 14X '
of all students, the statistics show that private sg&ools are used by a relatively
even range of income groups, although there is some evidence that lowera«

income students are priced out of privaté schools to some extent.

K-12 ENROLLMENT IN NORTHEASTERN PRIVATE SCHOOLS, BY FAMILY INCOME, 1975
Private % of Families X of Private
Family Total School in Private School
Income Enroliment Enrollment Schools Enrollment
% 7 (in 1,0008) (in I,000s)
Under 842 58 7 4%
$5,000 -
1,862 189 102 122

9,999
10- 2,235 259 12% 172
14,999
15- 2,214 329 15% 222
19,999
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TABLE 6% (continued)

Private X of Families % of Private

Fanily Total School in Private 8chool

Income [Enrollment [Enrollment Schools Rorollment .

20- 2,529 41 172 28%

29,999

30,000 1,220 253 21% 17% -
or more
Totals 10,902 1,519 14% 100X

Source: Bureau of Census, Survey of Income and Education, "Special
Tabulation," Congrmm”. 54156-4162,

The private schools are able to enroll significant ;xmbeu of lower-
income atudents through a combination of subsidies that lower tuitions for
everyone, and scholarshtpa._ The NAIS schools, which are most dependent
on tuitions for income and have the higher average tuitions, have
increased the proporiion of students on scholarships by 50% in the decade,
with 16.4% of their students receivfng-!tunem assistance based on need in
1980-81. The 776 member schools now offer families almost $100 million in need-
based financial assistance, up from an estimated $20 million in 1970.

I have 8o far argued that private schools have desirable economic and
racial characteristics, and that public comitngnt to racial and economic
integration would not be sacrificed through tuition tax credit incentives
fo-t their use. Nevertheless, some have raised the objection that the movement
of fuuies'fro- the private to the public schools will damage public education.
These critics seem to assume that the more people who use public schools,
the greater the support for them. This assumption goes against the grain
of recent experience. Private school enrollments were at their high-point
in 1965, when they enrolled 14% of the nati-on'a elenentary school students, but the
proportion and theghsoluce number of private school students has declined
annually since then. 1In 1965, the Catholic and Lutheran systems together t

sccounted for almost 95X of all private school students; today they account
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for only 62%. Catholic schools declined a remarkable 43% of their enrollments
since 1963, and although some of this decline can be attributed to a change

in Catholic birth rates, most resulted from & movement from Catholic

schools into public schools. This transfer of students into public schools
appreciably reduced the impact of the decline in birth rates on public schools
for a number of years.

There have been a number of reasons for the shift from Catholic to public
schools, and problems of tuitiéu and ?inanclng are high among them. Federal
taxation policy exacerbated these difficulties. Prior to the early 1960's,
Catholic and Lutheran schools did not rely heavily on tuitions for the income
to operate their schools. In 1965, when Otto Kraushaar made his survey '
of private school finances, tuitions produced only 18% of the income of
Lutheran elgmentary schools and 25% of Catholic schools'. In both systems,
tuitions were a more important source for secondary schools, but in
both they averaged‘under 50X of total revenues at the secondary level,

For mogt students--that is, for perhaps wore than 4 aillion ou; of the 5 million
elementary school students in 1965--tuitions were under $50 per year. -
And for perhaps 1 million of the 1.3 million secondary studen;s in private
school, tuitions were under $200 per year. -

As a practical matter, this meant that most‘of the cost of private education
was raised from contributions, and was tax deductible. The federal government
received little tax income from the ope;atlon of private schools. It perﬁitted
tée deduction of most of the money that was spent to operate these schools.

As the mix of private schools began to change, and achoo}grelying more heavily on
tuition increased in number, while the church supported parish scﬁ?ols began
their long decline, income tax policy began to have a serious effect--
increasing the financial pressures on Qhe private schools. The more the

private sector schools turned toward tuition as their source of revenue,

the greater the impact of federal taxation. The federal government began
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to obtain substantisl revenues from the funds spent to operate private schools.

An example makes the point clearex. A Catholic high school in Cincinnati
charged $200 a year tuition in the early 1960s, Today its tuition is
$2400. The school continues to drav from the ssme kinds of families that
it did twenty years ago, but now inflation has given that family a
noainally much higher--and higher tax bracket--income. In 1960, the t'ypiccl
family in the school would n;cd to earn only $220 to produce the after-tax’
income of $200 needed for tuition. But in 1980, the typical family
would have to earn about $3,200 to produce the $2,400 needed after taxes.
The federal government cut 1s now $800.

The effect of the tax credit on this situation is to slightly redress
the balance. If we add a $500 ta;z credi{t to our example, the family has
ownly to earn $2,700 to pay the $2,400 tuition bill. The federal government
is still taking money,but now its share is reduced to $300, the money it
. receives of that portion of the family's income that goes to support the
~operation of the school‘. In sum, the basis of financing the private

school sector has switched in the past decade, from contributions (which "
were tax defluctible), to a much greater reliance on tuitfon (which is not),
With the switch came federal taxation of the income used t6 support the
private schools (reflecting the fact that contributions are deductible and
tuitions are not)., Tuition tax credits return a portion of that new and
extra tax burden back to the families supporting the private schools.

Tax credits are not so much aid to families to use private schools as a‘
lessening of the disincentives that the current tax system imposes on
private education.

Tax Reform. Finally, critics of the tax credit proposal frequently complain

that 9id toparents using private schools will exacerbate the problem of the

cuts imposed by the federal budget reductions.on p\;blic schools, and that the




net effect gt the tax credits will be to take funds from the public school
ninorities and give thea to the more cdvantasid students in the private
schools. In a sense, their complaint is that the system of aid through the tax
deduction system is heavy handed, and helps the wealthy disproportionately.
The opponents are particularly distressed that parents choosing private schools
with low proportions of racial minorities might be aided through the tax
system in either making their choice or operating the schools. The objection
is a good one, but it should not be applied solely to private schools.
The most segreéated schools in America, along both racial and income lihes,
are public schools, particularly those i{n the high-income suburbs outside
many metropolitan areas. These schools in particular are aided by the
existing system of tax deductions, and the higher the median income of
the district and the more homogeneous its population, the greater the
portion of local education spending paid for by the federal government.

Given the fact thai pfivate sshool tuitions amounted to about:
$3 billion of the $5 billion it cost to operate the schools, the cost of
the tax credit to the Treasury in forgone tax revenues should be about
$1 billion (when the credit reaches the $500 level). At the same time
localland state govenments raise about $100 billion in current dollars
to operate their public school systems, and the taxes supportirg these .
schools are all deductible on the federal income tax obllg;tions of
local taxpayers. We can conservatively estimate the value of this tax
aid to the public schools as $15 billion or more, thus dwarfing all
other federal grant programs to public schools. in the wealthiest
districts, the federal aid can exceed 50% of locai expenditures,
vhich is a tax credit without a cap. I modestly propose that public
schools be brought under the same rules that the IRS recently proposed

for private schools, in order for them to retain their tax exempt status:

s
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1ike private schools they should offer -cholnnhip.- to minorities and
lover income families if they do not have a sufficient number residing
within their borders to effectively integrate their schoola The federal
sanction would be the removal of the privilege that local taxpayers
exercise when they deduct local school taxes from their federally taxable

income.
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STATEMENT OF JAMES S, COLEMAM BEFORE THE SENATE PINANCE
SUBCOMMITTER HEARING OM TUITION TAX CREDITS

Juns 4, 1981 .

My nase is James Colsmsn. 1 am Professor of Sociology and
Education snd the School of Social Service Administration at the University
of Chicago, I have been pyincipgl investigator for a study carried out
by the National Opinica Research Center at the University of Chicago of
the nation's high school sophomores and seniors. The study is sponsored
and largely designed by the National Center for Education Statistics
of the U, S. Department of Education, It is a mlti-yuipou study, following
upon a comparable study of 1972 high school senfors, to learn both about
problems of acqondatg education and problems in the transition to post-
secondary activities. One of the initial analyses which I and others
carried out was a comparison of the functioning of public and private achools.
My appearance at this hearing is to report on some of the results of that
comparison that may have relevanceé to the proposed legislatfon,

For purposes of conpcricon?we divided the private schools into two
categories, Catholic schools and other private schools. It should be kept
in mind that the other private schools are quite diverse, including a number
of religious schools, as well as the so-called "independent" elite schools.
It also should be kept in mind t.hat the number of schools and students studied
in the private sector is much smaller than that in the public sector. In
the public sector there were 51,339 students in 894 schools; in the Catholic

sector, 5,528 students in 84 schools; i{n the other-private sector, there
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wvare 1,182 students {n 27 schools. The latter were supplemeuted, however, .
by 11 especially high-performance private schools,

’ PFiret, it is useful to give a sense of how schools in the public and
private ssctors differ. Public high schools (srades nine through twelve)
earoll over 90 percent of the total high school populaticn and have en sversge
of 750 students, vhile the Catholic schools on;ou sbout 6 percent and
sverage sbout 500 in size; and the other private schools enroll between
3 and 4 perceat and average only about 130 in size. The pupil-teacher
ratios in Catholic and public schools sre very similar (though slightly
higher in Casholic schools), but in the other-private schools they are
less than half as large.

Both Catholic and other private :ch?oh have much lower participation
in federal programs than do public schools. Of the Elmt‘ary and Secondary
Act programs, the only program that more than a small minority of private
-c;:oala receive aid from 1is Title 4B, aid to libraries. The public-private
disparity in aid from the Vocational Education Act is even greater. Very
few private schools participate in any of‘ these programs, while for nearly
all the VEA programs examined in the study, s msjority of the public schools
were partioipaiing.

On matters of discipline, students sand principals in Catholic schools
are much more likely than students and principais {n public schools to report
that their schools have rules about student dress snd that students are held -
responsible for damage to school property; students and principals in the
other private schools report this wore frequently than in public schools but
less than fin Catholic schools. Students in Catholic schools are much more
1ikely than public school students to report that discipline in their school
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is effective, with the other.private schools again in between. And both
Catholic snd the other private school students are somevhat more likely than
public school students to say ‘thu school discipline is fair. Oversll,
the evidencs shows that discipline in the Catholic and other-private schools
is both stronger and fairer than in the public schools, with discipline in
the Catholic schools being strongest and that in the other private schools
most fair (as perceived by the students).

Students in Catholic schools are much less likely to be asbsent
or to cut classes than are those in public schools (again with the other ‘
private schools in batween and closer to the Catholic schools) and public
aschool ?rinclpah are much more likely to report that absenteeisa cmtitut-el
a problem in their school than are either Catholic or other private school
principals. On other measures of student behavior as well, studeats in
the Catholic and the other private schools show fewer "problems'--as
reported either by the students themselves or the principals-—than do
those in the public schools. Catholic school students do about half again
as much homework as do public school students, and students in the other
printe schools do even more.

In all the above respects, Catholic schools are the wost homogeneous,
dtffeiing least from one another, while the other private schools are most
heterogeneous, showing greatest variation in disciplice uid student behavior,

Turning to achievement, the question of v!utl}er there is higher average
achievement in the private gcctor than in the public sector is answered very
simply through a couparison of scores on standardized tests in the two sectors.
The answer is that in the areas in which both sophomores and seniors were

tested (in reading, vocabulary, snd mathematics), students in Catholic schools
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and students in other private schools scored about two grade-levels
'hlgbo: thep did students in the public sector. However, a portiom of
this difference is due to selection of students into the private sector.
According to our estimates, about half the difference bstween the private
and public sectors is dus to selection, leaving sbout one grade level dif-
f;unca dus to greater effectivensss of the average private sector school.
In one area, science, the Catholic schools showed no greater effectiveness
than the public schools, and {n a test of rules of English composition the
other private schools showed no greater effectiveness than the public schools.
These, however, were exceptions.
Ber /) .Ces the overall difference between public sector and

private sector in efects on achievement, there is anoth'or strong
achievement-related difference--this time between the Catholic schools ’
on the one hand, and the public schools and other~private schools on the

" otherr This is in the homogeneity of achievement: {u Catholic schools
black achievement i{s closer to that of whites, and achievement of children's
high-school educated parents is closer to that of children of college-
educated parents. Family background makes less difference for achievement
in Catholic schools.

‘A second general question we examined was the effect of the private

sector on segregation in three areas: race, religion, and income. There
is a substantial effect on religious segregation, which would, of course, be
greater if more students were in private schools (since even apart from
the Catholic schools, the majority of private schools have a religious
affiliation). But in the two areas, there were two counterbalancing ’
effects. For example, there are fm;- blacks in the private sector than

An the public, which means that the private schools serve to some degree
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to segregate whites off from blacks. But within the private sector
there is much less black-white segregation than within the public sector.
The end result for the ratio as a whole 1s' that these two fgfcgg_balance
out, and American secondary education is neither more nor less gsocially
gegregated than it would be in the absence of private schools. Even allowing
for different ways of calculating, any effects one way or the other are
very small. The principal reason i3 the extensive use of Catholic schools
by black families for their children, together with the fact that Catholie
schools are less racially segregated than are public schools.

With respect to income segregation, results are similar, except that
here the two forceé do not fully balance out. There is a net contribuéion.
though small, of the private sector to segregation by income.

These research results on the effects of private schools on student
achievement and on the distribution of students among séhools are not, of
course, the central issues with respect to legislation on tuition tax credits.
They do indicate, however, that in some important respects, the private
sector seems to be doing a better job than the public sectS;WZ;’education.
and is doing so without extensive conFribuFion to segregation by }ace or
income. There are, of course, raciéliy segregative effects of some private
schools in some localities--but these are counterbalanced by the integrative
effects of the Catholic schools. Of some importance for the proposed
legislation, I-belfeve, is the fact that the Catholic schools-~though not
the other private schoolsg--are espeq}gl;y_effective‘for students from low
socloecononmic backgrounds and for minority students. '

Altogether, the principal utility of these research results should
be for answering questions which may have arisen for some members of the

Senate concerning private schools in connection with the proposed legisla;;on.
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Senator Packwoop. Next, we will have a panel of Willard
McGuire, the president of the National Education Association;
Dorothy Shields, the director of education of the AFL-CIO, repre-
senting the American Federation of Teachers; and Harold Isenberg,
the president of the Federation of Catholic Teachers of New York.

Senator Moynihan will be right back. He has just left momentar-
ily, and we will start—again, does the panel want to %o in the
order that they are on. Do you want to take the NEA first?

All right. Go right ahead.

. STATEMENT OF WILLARD McGUIRE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. McGuire. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am proud to summarize my submitted testimony on behalf of
the National Education Association, an organization that enrolls
the overwhelming majority of America’s teachers. :

The National Association is unalterably opposed to, and will
combat with all the resources at our command, tuition tax credits
for any level of education, kindergarten throu%h graduate school.

NEA believes that tax subsidies for nonpublic schools through
tax credits are bad economic policy, poor public policy, and uncon-
stitutional.

The President has proposed a massive new economic '?rogram.
Tuicion tax credit legislation with potential cost of $4.7 billion,
according to the Congressional Budget Office, runs directly counter
to the President’s economic program. :

Proponents of tuition tax credits to private schools claim that
these subsidies are necessary to relieve them of the burden of
double taxation.

NEA supports the right of these parents to choose, and to pay
for, their children’s education in nonpublic schools. Enactment of
tuition tax subsidies for nonpublic schools would, in fact, be dual
taxation.

All would pay taxes to subsidize the privilege, affordable and
available, to very few. Under the proposed legislation, tax credits
could amount to $500 per child. :

The Federal Government contributes nowhere near $500 per
child for those enrolled in the public schools. In fact, before the
massive budget cuts in education, less than $200 of the current
average per pupil expenditure in public schools came from Federal
sources.

Private schools tax credit of $500 would benefit the parents of 5.6
million students. The parents of the 43.9 million students in public
schools would receive no such tax benefits. NEA does not question
whether quality private or parochial schools should exist. ‘

‘ Parents and students should not be denied their right of free
choice of schools, nor should the Government subsidize their exer-
cise of that right.

Nonpublic schools tend necessarily toward exclusivity since they
exist to serve selected enrollees in some special interest basis, be it
creed, sex, economics, intellectual capacity rates, and so forth.

If there were no unique or exclusive purpose, there would be no
reason for their existence. The choice provided by tax subsidies for
private schools would not be available and accessible to the major-
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ity since the actual cost of private school tuition is prohibitive to
many. :

The real tax break would be for middle and upper income par-
ents who can afford to pay the balance of the tuition bill, that part
not subsidized by the tax credit. ) .

Most private schools require up-front tuition payments in the
fall. The tax credit applied to an April tax bill will not assist lower
and middle income parents to participate.

The public schools are obligated to enroll and to educate all
comers, regardless of unaidability, handicap, proficiency or defi-
ciency in English.

Private schools are not mandated to accept children who are
handicapped, who are discipline problems, or are otherwise difficult
to educate. In fact, only about 2.7 percent of all religious schools
provide programs for the handicae;:iped. And only 3 percent of all
nonpublic schools offer vocational education.

. Tax credits as a Federal golicy would promote the success of
private schools, allow special benefits through taxes for the wealth-
ier families, and undermine the support public schools through an
unfair and unwise competition.

The result would be an educational caste system. Certain extrem-
ist groups, which might be encouraged to set up schools, have the
constitutional right to free speech and freedom of association. -

Never before, however, have they been eligible to operate a.
school and receive a Federal subsidy. Nor should they be so.

Since tax credits would be given for private school tuition, tax-
payers have the obligation to demand that some certification of
those schools as legitimate be made.

The Federal Government cannot launch a new multibillion-dollar
subsidy program without accompanying regulations and minimum
standards. It will be necessary to insure that carelessly granted tax
credits not become an additional burden on those paying taxes.

The Federal Government will have to empower an agency to
prevent fraud and abuse of the tax credit. Local citizens and their
elected public school boards are held accountable for how tax dol-
lars are spent in the public schools.

Taxpayers would have the right to demand the same accountabil-
ity from private schools benefiting from the Federal subsidy, pro-
vided by tuition tax credits.

We view such scrutiny as inevitably running afoul of the exces-
sive entanglement test found impermissible by the court in
Lemmon v. Kurtzman. ’

The unconstitutionality of the tuition tax credits scheme for
elementary and secondary nonpublic schools is without question, in
the light of the Supreme Court’s ruling in the Committee for Public
Education and Religious Liberty v. Niquist.

In closing, let me repeat, the National Education Association is
unalterably opposed to, and will combat with all of our resources at
our command, tuition tax credits for any level of education, kinder-
garten through graduate school.

Senator PACKwooD. And just before Ms. Shields speaks, I assume
you would combat them regardless of what the Reagan economic
program was.

r. McGuIre. Pardon. What the comment was?
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Senator Packwoop. You would combat them no matter what. If -
money for public education was expanding fivefold, you would still
oppose tuition tax credits. 4

Mr. McGuire. The fact being, in the Reagan economic program
we had the situation of fiscal tightness, fiscal responsibility, and
the tuition tax credit program, through loss of revenue, would
count billions of 'dollars-—-gt‘iﬂ when it was totally enacted and
somewhat less than that at a lesser degree.

Senator Packwoop. But I want to make sure of your position.

You opposed them 3 years ago when we were rapidly expanding
public moneys for education. And that really isn’t your reason for
opposition at all.

- - Mr. McGuIRke. It is one of the reasons given in the situation. But

3 years ago we were in a different situation with Federal dollars.
But given the current situation, we think that it makes a differ-
ence in that regard as well.
Senator PaAckwoop. Ms. Shields. |

STATEMENT OF DOROTHY SHIELDS, DIRECTOR OF
EDUCATION, AFL-CIO

—Ms, SHiELDS. Good morning. I am pleased to have with me

Arnold Canter from our research department, and Steve Copeland
from our legislative department.

I am pleased to testify on behalf of the AFL-CIO and its 14
million members in opposition to S. 550.

The working people of America believe now as they believed in
the early days of this country that quality public education for
their children and for themselves is a priority consideration in the
improved quality of life to which we all aspire. ]

It is the labor movement’s proud heritage that we were among
the first to advocate the concept of free uniyersal public education.
The AFL-CIO is vitally interested in education because we not only
represent teachers, administrators, office workers, and mainte-
nance workers, but also because of our children’s stake in these
public decisions and our members’ stake -in lifelong opportunities.

For more than a decade, tuition tax credits have been proposed -
and rejected by the Congress. The concept today is no more worthy
of congressional approval than it was in the past. _

The tuition tax credit bill;. S. 550, that has currently been intro-
duced in the U.S. Senate does not advance education; instead it
represents a threat to public education in America.

Combined with already declining enrollments and the cutbacks
in both State and Federal support, this bill promises to damage our

.__public schools still further.

—— 78,550 'Frovides a refundable tax credit for students in the private

schools. The credit would be equal to 50 percent of the educational
expenses up to a maximum of $250 in the first year and $500 per
year thereafter. ' .

The Joint Committee on Taxation estimates that S. 550 will
reduce Federal budget receipts by $99 million in the coming fiscal
year, $2.69 billion in fiscal year 1983, and rising to $6.9 billion in
fiscal year 1986.
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It should be made clear that we are not discussing educational
benefits for children alone. The credit can be used for the taxpayer,
his or her spouse, as well as any dependent of the taxpayer.

We should point out that under the Internal Revenue Code,
dependents are defined not only as children of a taxpayer but can
include brothers, sisters, parents, grandchildren, and in-laws.

: In addition, when fully effective the credit will be allowed for

- graduate students and part-time students of any age so long as
th't;y are the taxpayer, spouse, or dependents. t

o illustrate, a taxpayer could receive $500 per year for each
dependent, each year from first grade through graduate school. A
lawyer, for examgle, attending private schools all the way through
his education—19 years—would provide his parents with $9,500
worth of tax credits. :

If, of course, the family was educating two would-be lawyers,
their drain on the Treasury would be twice as much.-

Tuition tax credits are an open ended revenue loss at a time
when Congress and the administration are trying to balance the
budget and cut hard into Federal programs, including & huge 30
~  percent cut in Federal aid to education. ,

. The AFL-CIO reaffirms its longstanding opposition to tuition tax

- credits. Were S. 550 to be enacted into law: Tax credits would
encourage the establishment of an educational caste system by
spurring the exodus of advantaged children. while leaving the
géa}rllgligapped and learning disabled—not to mention the poor—

ind. '
 Tuition tax credits would work to return racial segregation to
the public schools, thus reversing gains made in school integration.

Tax credits would cost the U.S. Treasury billions of dollars per
year in lost revenues, add another open ended tax expenditure
item to the budget, which is not subject to normal processes of
authorization and appropriations, thus causing increases in other
taxes or forcing reductions in direct educational aid programs at

" all levels.

Taxpayers would be taxed twice: Once to finance public schools
and the second time to subsidize a tax credit for nonpublic schools.
Tax credits would provide about four times as much Federal aid
?er pupil for nonpublic school education as is currently provided
or public school education. : ‘
ost of the credits 59 percent, would go to families with incomes
-of over $25,000 whereas the traditional Federal role in education
has been to target assistance to those people and communities
where the need is the greatest. ‘

The billions of dollars in lost Government revenue in S. 550, we
believe, would only be the camel’s nose under the tent. It would not
be long before demands to increase credit allowances would in-
crisiise the drain on the Federal Treasury many times the initial
outlays.

Tuition tax credits would lead to the undermining of one of the
greatest achievements of American democracy; a school system for
all children which will provide them with the education to realize
their maximum potential. -

‘We believe it is an obligation of the Federal Government to

support the Nation’s public schools. Tuition tax credits, unfortu-

85-443 0 ~ 81 - 8
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nately, divert vital funds to the financing of private schools and
represent poor tax policy.

timates of the distributive impacts of tuition tax credits were
made in 1979, in a report issued by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation of the Department of HEW.

That report lent support to the AFL-CIO’s position that tuition
tax credits favor those in higher income and are regressive across
family income categories. , :

In its February 1981 report the Congressional Budget Office
reached the same conclusion that schools and colleges could use the
taxpayers as a conduit by increasing their charges in order to
cagture a portion or all of the benefit.

. 550 bases its proposal for tax credits for private elementary

and secondary education on a declaration of policy that the Federal )

government has a moral obligation to promote private schools. We
isagree. , o

The AFL-CIO believes that Federal aid to education should not
be restructured in. order to advantage private schools over the
public school system. We do believe that Federal aid to private
schools as provided in the formula embodied in the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act is fair and appropriate. ' - C

The AFL-~CIO believes that tuition tax credits are a wide depar- -
ture from the concept of the Federal Government’s role as spelled
out in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act which targets
Federal aid through specific programs. ‘

There are also.continuing questions about the constitutionality of
tuition tax credits for students who attend private schools.

Since the overwhelming majority of studerits in nonpublic
schools attend church-affiliated institutions, Federal - dollars
through tuition tax credits would in effect be supporting religious
education. This raises serious constitutional questions relating to
the separation of church and State.

Several State tuition tax credit proposals have already been held
unconstitutional by State and Federal courts The Supreme Court’s
Nyquist decision finding New York State’s tuition tax credit law
unconstitutional is clear on this question.

In the words of Senator Ernest Hollings, careful study leads to
the convincing conclusion that tuition tax credits:

Would turn our nation’s education policy on its head, benefit the few at the
expense of many, proliferate substandard segregation academies, add a sea of red .

ink to the federal deficit, violate the clear meaning of the First Amendment to the
Constitution, and destroy the diversity and genius of our system of publjc education,

. Accordingly, we see no reason to abandon the present concept of
Federal aid to education, for both public and private school stu-
dents, established by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
“with AFL-CIO support.

The AFL-CIO believes the existing structure of Federal aid
which allows participation of non-public-school students on the
same basis as students in public schools is the appropriate way to -
provide for the special needs of all children, ' -

We ur%e rejection of S. 550 and all other similar tuition tax
credit bills. o

Senator PAckwoob. Mr. Isenberg.
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD J. T. ISENBERG, PRESIDENT,
FEDERATION OF CATHOLIC TEACHERS, NEW YORK, N.Y.

Mr. ISENBERG. Yes. ,

My sincere thanks to the subcommittee for the opportunity to
speai in support of tuition tax credits for non-public-school par-
ents,

I am Harold Isenberg, and I'm a non-public-school educator. I
began teaching 15 years ago in Catholic schools in the New York
Archdiocese in South Bronx and East Harlem.

I serve as president of the Federation of Catholic Teachers,
which represents some 3,000 parish, elementary and secondary
schoolteachers in the New York Archdiocese. "

My formal testimony, submitted for the record, and my com-
ments here today, concern themselves with tax relief for the par-

e ents of nonpublic, elementary and secondary schoolchildren. -

We are, of course, well aware that this legislation would be of -
significant benefit for those paying tuition to the college or univer-
sity of their choice. In fact, two-thirds of the cost of this bill would
aid higher education.

But, the one-third directed toward our parents will help insure
* the long-term survival of our schools. My organization and I firmly

" believe that without this type of legislation, the possibility of public
school monopoly threatens to become a reality. ,

Our country was founded on certain fundamental principles. One -
- of the most important of which is freedom of choice.
- In business we vehemently oppose monopolies. It does not seem

~ consistent, then, that we should approve of monopoly in education.
- Ninety percent of the students in this Nation now attend public
- schools. Enrollment in nonpublic elementary and secondary schools
has slipped from 13 percent to 9 percent, and even with tax credits
would probably not go beyond 15 percent. =~ - :

Senator Packw has observed that, “if public schools cannot
make it with 85 percent of the students, then they cannot make it
with 100 percent.

Alternative systems of education, such as nonpublic schools,
gurard in principle and practice, diversity and freedom of choice in
education, just as they reflect the diversity and variety of our -

- communities. Although those who choose private education must

} _ with incomes between $

be fully aware of the tax base financial structure of these institu-
tions, they must also, in order to exist, obtain equal protection and
competition with public schools. ,

It is strange that competition, which has been a mainstay of the
American economy, enabling this Nation to flourish and grow
strong, should be considered bad when it comes to education. .

Do we really want a monolithic educational system? One which
}bistory has shown does not foster a free exchange of thoughts and
ideas. . :

. Tax credits take nothin as\we\ivl from public schools, by providing
* tax relief for parents sending their children to nonpublic schools.
The typical | neﬁciarly of: this bill are not the rich, but families

0,000 and $20,000 annually. - o

.- These are the citizens that shoulder the greatest tax burden and
- .. ‘acutely feel the inflationary spiral. These are the citizens who find
~ that to exercise their fundamental and constitutional right to edy:.
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cational freedom of choice, that they must bear a double burden ‘of e

paying taxes to support public schools, while faced with increasing
tuition costs at their own schools. :

Tax credits are not an educational issue. They are a tax issue.
They do not insure the continued existence or operation of nonpub-
lic schools. _ ‘

They grant no money to any institution. Rather, they simply
allow citizens to keep a portion of their own tax dollar for a
specific purpose. "

It is not unusual for Congress to grant tax relief to citizens who
bear a special burden which benefits all of society. An educated
citizenry is in the national interest.

And education is not voluntary. It is compulsary. One of Ameri-
ca’s strengths has been the diversity of experiences present here.

Unless we really want a dull, homogenous society, we ought to
encourage the many sound alternatives available in the non-public-
school sector. _

The present bill has sufficient safeguards built into it. So that
the credit can only be used in connection with attendance at a tax-
exempt, non-profit, educational institution that does not discrimi-
nate. -

Parochial schools, or ‘“neighborhood schools”, as Senator Moyni-
han has accurately described them, are the overwhelming majority
of nonpublic schools. Our schools provide quality secular education,
and in that sense they are also public schools. :

Catholic schools exist for a twofold purpose of offering high-
quality academic programs and instruction in religion. No one is
asking for reimbursement for the religious part of an education in
our schools.

Tax credits would only provide a reimbursement of 50 percent of
tuition up to the stated maximum. Ours is the only Western de-
mocracy that is yet to develop a way to aid nonﬁublic education,
while retaining the principles of separation of church and state.

There are those who assert that tax credit legislation is unconsti-
tutional. However, this is a matter for the courts to decide. The .
Supreme Court has never ruled on a Federal tax credit benefit that
asgists all parents. l ‘ .-

Moreover, views expressed by the Chief Justice and some of his .
colleagues indicate that our High Court may finally be ready to
reconsider the injustice long done to nonpublic parents by policy of
double taxation. ‘ , L

In our opinion, tax credits are the best and fairest way to enable

low-income and middle-income parents to exercise their constitu-

-

tional right to educational freedom of choice.
Senator Packwoop. I would like to ask three questions of Ms.
Shields, if I could. . ‘ -
What Mr. Isenberg said about the court never having fassed on
the Federal tuition tax credit bill, that includes grades 1 through
college, is correct. : \
In your statement you indicate the bill is unconstitutional. But,
Senator Moynihan and I think it is

earth do we find out without passing it?

constitutional, but how on |

“Ms. SteLps. Well, I think what I am indicating in my statement,

Senator, is, the court has ruled on some very similar cases and is o
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giving a very strong indication that this t?e of assistance to
nonpublic schools is not within what was intended. - '

It is true, if the bill is passed, you may be sure that there will be
a challenge. '

Senator Packwoop. Oh, I know, but I am putting the question
the other way around. How are we ever going to find out without
passing the bill?

Ms. SHieLps. I don’t think it is necessary that we find out. I
think this is a poor bill in terms of tax policy.

Senator PAckwoop. Well, that is a fair enough argument, to
argue on the policy. I am talking about the constitutionality. Both
Senator Moynihan and I think it will stand the test, indeed.

We had scholars yesterday that say it will stand the test. We
have scholars that say it won’t.

How do we find out without passing it? Why should the argu-
ment that it might be unconstitutional be raised if there is no way
to raise the issue except by passing the bill?

Ms. SuieLps. Well, I disagree that it is necessary to find out that.
I feel that the issue here, as I understand it, is how do we provide
assistance to the private schools, to maintain their viability.

We say this is a poor way to do it.

- Senator PAckwoop. We can argue——

~*, Ms. SuieLps. There are other ways you might provide assistance
as embodied in the formula which we mention in ESEA, and if that
isn't working, there is nothing to stop from bringing all our re-
sources to find ways to provide that assistance where you won'’t
‘have this cloudy issue. _

Senator Packwoob. Let me ask you a factual question, and leave
that issue. Did you hear the testimony of Dr. Coleman and Dr.

- Vitullo-Martin?

Ms. SHiELDs. Yes, I did. ‘ :
Senator Packwoobp. On page 3 of your statement, you have this
statement.

- - Tuition tax credits would work to return racial segregation to the public schools,
< thus reversing gains made in school integration. o .

What is your factual basis for that statement? .

Ms. SuieLps. I think that we have seen in terms of the last—
since the Aid to Federal Education, significant increases in terms
- of achievement levels, of our minority children. :
?enator Packwoop. Now we are talking here about racial segre-
* gation. .

Ms. SHiELDS. Because it——

Senator PAckwoob. Dr. Vitullo-Martin and Dr. Coleman—their
factual statements were just the opposite, that what we have seen
is a continuing segregation of public schools, and much more of an
~ integration in the private schools. ~ A ,

- I am curious what the factual basis for your statement is.
Ms. SuieLps. I would have to submit that to you, later, in terms

. of the——

Senator Packwoop. Well, do you have any factual basis for it?
, Ms. SuieLp. Yes, indeed, we have factual basis for it. We would
.-~ not-have put it in there. I will be glad to provide that to you.
.. Senator PAckwoob. Do you have a study? C
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Senator MoyNIHAN. What are they? You said, “Yes, indeed,”
Now, what is your study? :

Ms. SHIELDS. Just give me-one moment, Senator.

[Sgnatm]- MoyNiHAN. I will give you all the time that you need.

ause. :

Ms. SHIELDS. In terms of the income levels of students about to
go to the private schools, they have additional numbers of minority
children, but they have nowhere near the majority of the disadvan-
taged and the minority and the Hispanic children in this country.

he only program that is open to those young people is a quality
public school.

Senator PAckwoob. I heard what you said.

Ms. SuieLps. We did not have figures from the witnesses before
us.
Senator Packwoobn. From Dr. Vitullo-Martin and Dr. Coleman,
we are moving toward segregation in the public schools.

Ms. SHieLDps. They were talking about in one specific city, I
believe.. But, I do not believe they were talking about having a
school system that handles 8 to 10 percent of the total school
population in this country, consistently providing for our minori?
schoolchildren and for those who were economically disadvan .

Senator PAckwoop. Ms. Shields, I am not going to pursue it. I
think your statement is utterly without any factual basis. I do not
think you have any study that concludes what: your statement is.

I think it is a knee-jerk reaction against the bill, and another
myth that exists about the composition of private schools and what
has been happening to private schools in the last 10 years, in terms

of integration, and what has been happening to public schools. .

Indeed, the evidence that both Dr. Vitullo-Martin and Dr. Cole-
man had clearly conclude that your statement is wrong.

But, if you have a study, I would love to have it.

Let me ask you a third question. On page b: _

S. 550 bases its proposal for tax credits for %rivate elementary and secondary

education on a declaration of policy that the Federal Government has a moral
obligation to promote private schools. ) ‘ :

Where do you draw that from, ‘“a moral obligation to promote
private schools?” ’

Ms. SHieLbs. It doesn’t use the words “moral” in the——

Senator PAckwoop. What? ;

_ Ms. SHIELDS. In the introduction to the bill——

Senator PAckwoob. Read what it says in the introduction.

Ms. SHIELDS. Pardon.

Senator PAckwoob. Read what it says in the introduction.

Ms. SHieLDS. The Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of
the United States to foster educational opportunity, diversity, and
choice for all Americans, : o

Senator PAckwoob. Yes. That is a world of difference, isn’t it,
from “a moral obligation to promote private schools.” :

Well, never mind; my time is up. o -

Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, there is indeed a differ-

ence. | o
I'would like to say, Ms. Shields, it is fortunate this is not sworn- .-
testimony. I am serious. I am appalled at the American labor
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movement offering such testimony. I am flesh and blood of the
labor movement. I joined the Steelworkers when I was 16 years of
age. I have a 100 percent COPE voting record. , ‘

To have the AF'%—CIO come before this committee with this kind
of testimony. Now, you said, “Yes, indeed,” you do have studies
that show, f/ou do have research that shows ‘“that tuition tax
crle‘ditls would work to return racial segregation to the public
schools.”

Now, what is your evidence? You said, “Yes, indeed.” Those were
your words. What is your evidence?

Ms. SHIELDS. Senator, I don’t recall saying we had research stud-
ies. I do—we do believe that the enactment of the tuition tax credit
bill would work to the detriment of the public schools.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That’s not what you say here. You say “Tu-
ition tax credits would work to return racial segregation to the
public schools.” ’ _

The Chairman asked you, “What was your evidence. Did you
have evidence of that?”’ You said, “Yes, indeed.” That is not, “I
believe,” or “I think,” or “I sort of feel. I dreamt last night.”

What is your evidence? o

Ms. SHIELDS. It is based on the previous statement that I said to
{,ou that in terms of what I—what we have seen happen when you

ook at what the composition of the private schools—— E

Senator MOYNIHAN. Who has seen? What is your evidence?

This is a very strong statement you have made. ‘

- Senator PAckwoop. Worse than that, Senator Moynihan. It is an
indictment.

Senatory MoyNIHAN. It is an indictment. It says that all those
psﬁple we have had here the last 2 days are working at something
py .

- Ms. SHieLDS. No; we do not mean to say that, though. - )
- . Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, that's what it says. Do you think racial
seﬂ-egation is good?

: 8. SHi1ELDS. No; we do not. )

Senator MoyNIHAN. You think it is bad; don’t You?

You-think it is evil; don't you? I think it is evil.

You are saying this but you have no evidence. How could you
come before this committee, this committee that has welcomed the
f_ekpr:lslqntgtives of labor for so long and so oftén, with a statement
ike this. :

Where is your evidence?

Mr. CANTOR. Senator, if I may. . ,

Senator MOYNIHAN. Please. Mr. Cantor. I think a few things
should be established here. The bill does involve a tax program.
That is my understanding of the bill. -

. Unfortunately, by my knowledge of the data, and yours, Senator, .
is even more exhaustive and intensive on this; there are a dispro-
. portionate number of poor E.]: who are racial minority grou&s).

We are dealing with a bill that could provide as much as $500,

per student, to someone who attends a private school.

~ My knowledge of the tax structure, my knowledge of the distri- .
- bution of income in the United States leads me only to a conclusion
" that $600 would in many cases, and I have no documentation, sir,
- but gimple logic tells me that that $500 would be a threshold,
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would be a trigger, to allow many middle and upper class non-
minority groups to attend private schools, and by default, leave
racial minorities in the public schools. .

Senator PAckwoob. Let me ask you. Did you hear Dr. Coleman,
what he said? ’

Did you hear his testimony?

Mr. CanTOR. Yes; I did. :
Senator PAckwoob. Did you hear roughli; what he said, and he
was talking prospectively too, in terms of his statistical evidence.
He conclu ec? that the tuition tax credit would disproportionately

draw into the private school system low-income ethnics.

Mr. CANTOR. I did not hear Dr. Coleman make that statement. If
I did hear that, I think it is very suspect. I don’t agree with it.

Senator Packwoop. Well, he was basing it upon evidence and
upon studies. That is why Senator Moynihan and I are so curious
as to what your evidence is.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The most distinguished mathematical soci-
ologist in the Nation, having just completed the largest study of its
kind ever of private schools, has 50 minutes ago testified on the
basis of his research, just the opposite of what you say is your
opinion.

Now, opinion is a perfectly good thing, and judgments are good.

Mr. CanToR. I understood Dr. Coleman’s testimony. Dr. Coleman
was speaking as an educator. Dr. Coleman was speaking about the
benefits of the private schools which we are not questioning.

My understanding here is we are talking about a tax credit. We -
are talking about someone that has distributional aspects, among
income groups.

~ The subject here is not private schools versus public schools, in
terms of what they can do for our children and the educational
facilities they provide.

The question here is a Federal subsidy to a particular group of
people, in a particular school system.

That is what we address ourselves to and that is what we are
objecting to. '

Senator Packwoob. I wish you would address yourselves to that,
because what you are trying to do by innuendo is encourage the
white flight theory and the segregationist academies that sprang
up shortly after the school desegregation decisions, and that are no
more relevant to private education today than slavery. . '

You are trying to gerpetuate that myth in an effort to—in an
effort to defeat this bill, on something that has no factual basis.

As a matter of fact, it is totally the antithesis of what the facts
show and you don’t care, because you will use any argument you
can find to defeat this bill, and the facts be damned.

Mr. Canrtor. Well, sir, I stand by my statement and the state-
ment of Ms. Shields. . _

Se‘l?lator MoynNiHAN. Could I ask one other question, Mr. Chair-
man _

Obviously, you just—you don’t fully realize how serious that
-gtatement was. This is not to say there is, you know, conclusive

evidence of what the future will bring. But there is evidence of |

what has been happening, and is happening. We have had two very
responsible people just tell us the opposite. '
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For you to—you have dragged slime into this hearing room. I
just can’t but tell you, I am sorry. The labor movement means too
much to me. :

Let me ask you. I take it, Ms. Shields, that you feel one of the
reasons this would be a bad program is that it would add to the
deficit; is that right?

Ms. SHIELDS. Certainly in the current situation we are in. We
feel it is not—— :

Senator MoyYNIHAN. You quote a colleague of ours as saying it
would add “a sea of red ink” to the Federal deficit. :

You feel that is a reason to be against it? .

Ms. SHiELDS. I feel that is a very valid reason to be against it.

Senator MoyNIHAN. All right. That is a very valid reason to be
opposed to this legislation.

Now, in this committee, I am fighting to preserve the program of
trade adjustment assistance for members of the AFL-CIO. But I
gn} being wiped out. I am told we can’t do.that because we have a

eficit.

Are you telling me that the AFL-CIO is against continuing the
‘Trade Adjustment Assistance Act? Should I drop my efforts be-
cause of the deficit?

Ms. Shields, you answer.

Ms. SHIELDS. I have a gentleman——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Advice of counsel?

Ms. SHIELDS. Yes. '

Senator MoyNIHAN. I would consult counsel on that one.

Mr. KopLAN. If I may, Senator, as you know, because we have
worked together on that issue over the years, of course the AFL-
CIO supports trade adjustment assistance. ' )

Senator MoYNIHAN. But that doesn’t add to the deficit?

Mr. KorLAN. When we speak in terms of trade adjustment assist-
ance, in this Congress, we are talking about this Congress virtually
eliminating an existing program that has been on the books for
years. .

‘ Of course, we supported retaining that program. We have testi-
- fied on the House side. We have testified on the Senate side. We
worked with you and this committee.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You don’t have to tell me that you support
it. I know you support it. But now we find that deficits are bad. If
defici;s are bad for this purpose, why aren’t they bad for all pur-
poses? '

Mr. KorLAN. We are not talking about the same thing, Senator.
We are talking about eliminating——

-~ Senator MOYNIHAN. You are going to hear this again, not from
- me, but wait until the Davis-Bacon bill comes up and it is said that
- this adds to the deficit, and the AFL-CIO is against adding a “sea
- of red ink.”

- You don’t know what you have unleashed today. That is going to

* be a great debate. Tell Mr. Georgine when you get back that the

AFL-CIO has formally informed the Finance Committee that a
.. “sea of red ink” is threatening to engulf us and we have to cut
- back and hold down. ‘
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Mr. KopLAN. Tuition tax credits aren’t cutting back, Senator,
they are adding something to the Internal Revenue Code that has
never been there. ’

Senator MoyNIHAN. You are only for as much deficit as we have,
not more; is that it? (
" Mr. KorLAN. We could debate back and forth on this, Senator. It
is not my purpose to be argumentative. I think you are well aware
of our position on the issue that you raise, trade adjustment assist- . .
ance. : ‘.

- Senator MoyNIHAN. I am well aware of it because I am the one -
who fights for it on this committee. '

Mr. KorLAN. And we recognize that.

d ?_enator MoyNIHAN. I am now told we can'’t afford it,.there is a
eficit. '

Then you walk into this room, and on something where there are
good reasons to be for or against this bill, and suddenly you bring
up the argument that is used against everything the labor move-
ment proposes; we can’t afford it. ,

It is going to be used against you. You haven’t helped the labor
movement one bit with this. I am surprised and disappointed. .

That is a marginal thing. What is not marginal to me is to drag
into this room the allegation that tuition tax credits will return
racial segregation to the public_schools. ,

Ms. SHIELDS. Senator, I regret that you take that meaning, be-
cause certainly it has been the intent of the labor movement to
provide quality education for children of all races, colors, and
economic advantage.

We do not in any way intend that statement to be taken in the

manner in which you have taken it.

* Senator MoyNIHAN. I am glad George Higgins isn’t here.

Senator PAckwoob. Senator Bradley.

Senator BRADLEY. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Senator PAckwoob. Senator Matsunaga.

Senator MATSUNAGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

I think perhaps that Senator Moynihan, being the introducer of
the bill with Senator Packwood, may fail to see the distinction that
the counsel was trying to make. .

That is that, in the case of the trade adjustment program, it is -
an existing program. Whereas the tuition tax credit would be a
new program, adding to the national burden. - A

I think there.is that distinction that I think needs to be seen.

But, I think your presentation I can agree with. The criticism
warrants if you had some survey done, just by way of asking
prospective students, as you see, who may leave the public school
sKstem to get into the private system—just as the other studies say
that by questioning the pupils or parents as to what would happen
if the bill were enacted. I mean the studies could be made. If you
had made the studies, T think that your testimony could definitely
have been supported by what -committee members would consider
as factual basis. ,

Mr. McGuire, you make a statement on page 3, that under the .
groposed‘legislation, tax credits could amount to $500 per child.

ut that the Federal Government had spent less than $200 on the
current average pupil expenditures in-public schools.
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Are you in any way saying here that if there is to be any tax

- credit at all, such credit should be limited to $200 per pupil.

Mr. McGuire. No; we were not ‘stating it in that particular
sense. We were making the economic comparison with the overall
Federal aid as.it exists now for elementary and secondary, and
com“;paring‘ it with this prospective legislation.

é were speaking to the inequity between the Federal contribu-

B tion, on this one hand, to the parents, but to the schools in that

manner, as compared in the other way. We were noting the fact

- that‘ffom_%revious legislation, now on the books, there is a contri-
". bution to't

e private schools, through the Elementary and Second-

' i “ary Education Act.

Of course earlier testimony spoke to figures that I was not aware

- of on that, and figures that were not given specifically. But alleg-

~ ing that they were not as equal, even in the Elementary and
. Secondary Education Act—I'd be interested in seeing those.

Senator MATSUNAGA. Well, you speak of the argument of double
taxation as a red herring, but that is the most frequent argument
which I have heard from parents who do send their children to
private schools, including the Catholic schools and other religidus

schools. .
'And of course, what I am searching for here is some equity, and I

*“thought perhaps if we were to limit it to $200 credit. But then the

question arises, supposing a family has three children. Then would

- you allow $600 credit. Or limit it to $500?

Mr. McGuire. Well, in térms of the double taxation one that has
been one of the primary ones over the years, that this has been
discussed. We have the situation that a public school system does
exist where all children can attend. Just as there are public high-
ways on which everyone can drive, and a public police force that

. ~ protects our property and so forth.

. pool as opposed to the public swimming pool and so on.

"~ Matsunaga.

“a law passed. ‘
~ "T'think Senator Packwood raised that.

Névertheless, there are those who choose to btily;eprivate services
of one kind or another, be it police protection or be it a swimming

- And so that was the reason I was making that it is a choice to

. pay for it. And we fully support the private and parochial schools.
‘ And are pleased that they are there. But believe they should be

there for those who choose to pay for them, rather than having all
of the citizens pay for both the public schools and the private

. schools.

Senator MATSUNAGA. Thank ‘yoh very much.
Senator. PAckwoop. Following uf on Senator Matsunaga’s——
Mr. KopLAN. Excuse me,"if I could just make a comment, Senator

The question has beén raised how do we test this unless there is

. I would just mention that the the Joint Committee on Taxation
- %rint prepared in advance of this hearing cites that at least the

 .':‘,- tion with regard to State refundable tuition tax credits. And st
2o it down. ( . . .

ederal court in the State of Ohio has considered a similar que?‘-
ruc
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And the Supreme Court in Nyquist—although the Nyquist case
did not involve a refundable tuition tax credit, it dealt with a
deduction. And I am quoting from the committee print.

Based on the actual cost of tuition, the court’s opinion suggests
that these types of benefits also might be unconstitutional.
I mention that, because in the policy statement, of S. 550, there
is, and I am just excerpting—There is a statement that the Con-
gress finds that all of the provisions of the Constitution are com-

plied with as far as the bill is concerned.

And I mention the ljoint; committee’s discussion of this because I
don’t think it is as clear cut an issue as the preamble to the bill
would indicate.

Senator MATsuNAGA. Thank you, sir.

Senator PAckwoop. Mr. McGuire, in your statement you indicate
that this could be up to $500 per child, for private school students,
which is substantially greater than the slightly less than $200 per
public school students. '

But in fact, if this were cut down so that it was not even as much
as the Federal Government gives to public school students, you
would still oppose tuition tax credits.

Mr. McGuire. Yes. The initial statement and closing statement
both spoke to unalterably being opposed——

Senator Packwoob. Yes, in way, shape, or form.

Mr. McGuiIRe [continuing]. For comparison reasons internal to
the document. And of course, as you know, we are concerned with
their being more Federal aid for elementary and secondary stu-
dents than in past testimony. And I assure you in future testimony
we will be working in that regard, as well. -

Senator Packwoobp. Well, the reasons may change from time to
time because we may have budget surpluses and we may spend
more for public education than private.

But the NEA is unalterably opposed no matter what the circum-
stances.

Mr. McGuire. To tuition tax credits. That is correct. ,

Senator MoyNIHAN. Could I just say to Mr. McGuire that I found
your testimony forceful and potent, as with Mr. Isenberg, who had
different views.

You’re not really frightened of deficits, are you? If they help
education? ‘

You could live with it?

. May I say, I mean if we fOt this tuition tax credit down to $1,
you would be against it, wouldn’t you?

Mr. McGuire. That is correct.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Because you think this is bad public policy.

Mr. McGuire. That is correct. ,

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is why we asked you to this hearing. .
That is how the head of the largest teachers’ association feels. Fine.

And you didn’t say it's bad public policy because it will cause
drought in the upper Middle West, or something like that. Or
floods in the Mississippi Valley. ) ‘

'Fine. That is perfectly straight business. And we know there are *
people who on principle feel this is bad public policy. S

And of course we can’t all agree. But we can disagree on levels of
mutual respect and civility. I thank you and I thank Mr. Isenberg.
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Thank you, Mr. Koplan, thank you Ms, Shields. :
Senator PACKwoop. I want to read, Pat, just one statement.
This is from Dr. Vitullo-Martin’s testimony:

Between 1970 and 1980, Catholic elementary schools increased their minorit,
enrollment from 11 percent to almost 20 percent, and second schools from
percent to 156 percent. Catholics enrolled a higher proportion of Hispanics than
gublic schools and the Lutheran secondary schools enroll a higher proportion of

lacks than the public schools.

In the West, Catholic schools often enroll higher percentages of minorities than
_the public systems. In California, for example, the minorities make up 44 percent of
Catholic school enrollment, but only 38 percent of public enroliments.
And I would ask, Ms. Shields, that you get me that evidence that
indicates the support for that statement on page 5 of your testimony.
Senator MoYNIHAN. May I add, Mr. Chairman, that if it isn’t
forthcoming, I am going to ask that there be a blank page in our
repo!:iz ;lvhere we are still awaiting the evidence that the AFL-CIO
says it has. -
’ ese letters were subsequently received from AFL-CIO:] -
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————

American Federation of Labor and
Congress of Industrial Organizations

815 Sixteenth Street, NW.
Washington. D.C. 20006
{202) 637-5000

August &4, 1981

Senator Bob Packwood
Chairman, U.S. Senate Subcommittee on
Taxation and Debt Management

United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
Dear Senator Packwood:

This letter is in response to your request for additional
data regarding the factual basis for the AFL-CIO's statement that,

"Tuition Tax Credits would work to return

racial segregation to the public schools, thus re-

versing gains made in school intergration."
As promised, we submit the following additional materials in
support of our position. In addition, we are also responding to
the position taken during the hearings that the study by Professor
Coleman of "Public and Private Schools'" supports the contrary view.
We request that this additional material be inserted after Line 21
on Page 135 of the transcript where Senator Moynihan asked us to

subnmit additional data. Also, corrections have been made where

necessary on the enclosed copy of the tramscript.
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As Arnold Cantor, Assistant Director of the AFL-CIO Department
of Ecnomic Research stated on June 4, 1981, a $500 tax credit

"would be a threshold, would be a trigger, to
allow many middle and upper class non-minority groups
to attend private schools, and by default, leave
racial miniorities in the public schools."

Additional support for our contention results from the esti-

mates of the Congressional Budget Offices' February report and

others that show most of the tax advantage going to families with
incomes over $25,000, combined with the most recent U.S. Census
data, shows for example:

* Only 17% of black families (1979) have annual
incomes of $25,000 or over compared to 36.7% of white
families and most shocking

* The poverty rate among black families with
children under the age of 18 was 40.7% compared to 11.3%
for white families with children under the age of 18.

See page 13 and 19, Current Population Reports, Consumer
Income, Series P-60, No. 125, Money Income and Poverty Status
of Families and Persons in the United States: 1979 (Advance
Report), U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census.

Further, the May 29, 1981 study by the Congressional Budget
Office referred to by Senator Moynihan at the June 4, 1981 hearing,
[Attachment #1] states that approximately

"60 percent of the benefits [of tuition tax credits]
would go to students from families with incomes above

the median family income [as of 1982]."

The report also concluded that by 1986 fully 72 percent of
the benefit will go to families with incomes over $25,000 [see
Page 3 of May 29, 1981 CBO study]. Since this CBO report was com=
missioned by Senator Hoyéihan, it was both unknown to us and
unavailable to us at the time we testified. However, its release

was authorized by Senator Moynihan at our request after the hearing
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and is included herein so that the record may be complete.
It was asserted during the hearing on June 4, 1981, that Pro-

fessor Coleman's study "Public and Private Schools,"” supported

the opposite yiewpoint regarding the impact on the minority
éémposition of private and public school populations. That view
is disputed. A paper prepared by Professor Arthur S. Goldberger,
Vilas Research Professor.of Economics, for the Center for Advanced
Study in the Behavior Sciences, Stanford, California, raises serious -
questions about the conclusions of the Coleman report and the
statistical basis for those conclusions. ([Attachment #2 - "Coleman
Goes Private (In Public), May, 1981].

Professor Goldberger states in the introduction of his study
of the Coleman report:

"Actually, the quality of documentation, analysis

and interpretation is so defective that it is hard to

avoid the overall conclusion that the report reeks with

incompetence and irresponsibility." fPage 1)

Further, his study concludes:

"Wouchers and Tax Credits'

"Because of the political implicatioms, it is worth-
while to dispose of one item at the start. According to
the press stories, the Coleman report provides evidence
in support of tuition tax credits and/or educational
vouchers to facilitate the movement of minority and low-
income students from public to private schools. But
there is nothing in the report to justify that position."
(Page 1)

Professor Coleman in his report concluded that tuition tax
credits would increase the number of blacks Qnd Hispanics in the
private schools (Pages 230-231), however, upon examining the
statistical basis for that conclusion, Professor Goldberger con-

cludes that:
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"Nothing in the data bears directly on tax
credits and vouchers. Rather, one finds only a
cavalier ‘extrapolitan from a calculated effect of
a universal $1,000 increase in income. And what
might the effect of that income increase =-- than
.which the effect of tax credits and/or vouchers is
even greater -- be? The answer, to be found on
Pages 72 and 74 of the report, is that across the
United States,

1,385 Blacks
1,555 Hispanics

3,657 students from the lower third of the
income distribution, would shift from public to pri-
vate schools. Those projected flows amount respectively
to approximately two-teanths, four-tenths and three-tenths
of one percent of the present public school enrollments
of the three groups."

"When re-read with those trivial magnitudes in mind,
the long passage of the report quoted above is simply
an insult to the reader's intelligence." (Page 3)

Regarding Coleman's use of mathematical statistics and research
techniques throughout his report, Professor Goldberger notes:

"Neither standard errors nor t-statistics are given:
we have no way to assess the reliability of the regression
coefficients. Again, since the natural (pooled) regres-
sions are not reported -- there is no indication that
they were even run -- we have no way to assess the meaning-
fulness of the sectoral separation. It is apparent by now
that the Coleman study does not meet minimum standards of
admissibility for scientific reporting. (Page 2)

“In view of the unreliability of the income report,
the nonresponse rate, the arbitrariness of the smoothing
function, the neglect of sampling error, the opportunity
for arithmetic round-off error -- and the trivial magnitude of
‘the predicted flows -- would any serious scholar baldly
assert that $1,000 increase in income 'would increase the
proportion of blacks and Hispanics in the private sector'?
Would any scholar -- serious or otherwise -- then go on to
take this as evidence in support of tuition tax credits
and vouchers?

Conclusion

"Upon examination and reflection, Coleman's "Public
and Private Schools" cannot be viewed as a competent
scientific report, nor as a responsible effort at policy
analysis." (Page 14)

85443 0 - 81 - 9
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) Vo /i CAmensy # /
CON'JRE"S!“.‘ML DUDGET OFFICE
U8, CONGAZSS .
WASHINGTOHN, D.C. 205t5 . )
: T mAY2v 81

. 3he Honorable Daniel Patrick Hoynihan

United Scates Sonate
Washiogton, D.C. .

‘Desr Senator:

The attached analysis of S. 550, the "Tuftion Tax Relief Act of 198l1,"
4ds provided in response to your letter of April 10. Initially, S. 550
vould reduce federal reveauves ooly slightly ($0.1 bdillion in fiscal year
1982); ®but cthis amount would increase significaantly during sudsequent
years, reaching nearly $6.9 bdillifon in 1986. Most of the benefits frou
‘this tuftion tax credit (50 to 66 percent) would go to families claiaming

. eredits for pustsecondary education, and spproximately 60 percent of the

benefits would go t> students froa feailies vith {acozes above the wedian
fanily inconme.

I hope this {nformation is helpful to your decliberations. Please let

-us know {f ve can be of further assistance.

With best vighes,
Stnce rely,

J2! ALICE M. RIVUIN

Adlce M, Riviin
Mrestor

-Attachment
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AN ANALYS1S Of THE REVENUE IMPACT AND DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS YO&
8. 550, "THE TUITION TAY REL1EF ACT OF 1981° .

On February 24, 1981, Senators Packvood, Hoynihan, and others
fl:\t.roduced S. 550, the “Tuition ;rax Relfef Act of 1981,° which would
provide a refundadble tuition tax credit for up to 50 percent of tuition
paid by a fanily in any year up to the following maximum credit amouats:

o From August 1982 to August 1983: $250 for full-time undergraduate
collegiate and postsecondary vocational educatioa tuition and fees,

' and for elementary-secondary tuition and fees at nonpublic schools.

o PFrom August 1983 to August 1984: §500 for the same population of
. students served in the previous year.

0 From August 1984: $500 for the same population previously served,

plus graduate students and postsecondary students enrolled greater
than half-tice. -

In the first year (fiscal year 1982), the CBO estimates that federa.l
Trevenues would be reduced only slightly, less than §0.1 billion (sce Table
1) Although credits claimed for tuition expenses incurred 1in calendar
year 1982 would amount to more than $2.1 bdillfon, most of the fcvenue loss
sssociated with these credits would mot occur until fiacal year 1983. As
the max{mum credit was in:reane.d and eligibility wvas .expanded, the tévenue
Joss would increase. lo 1986, this tax credit would redu;e revenues by

nearly $6.9 billion.

ZThe htges't proportion of benefits would be claimed t"ot poafaecondary
t;utions, both because there are more tuition paying students in post-
secondary. education than in elementary aad secondary education, 'and because
poouecondnry tuntonn u;ré larger, on average, -than elementary and

secondary tui:iona. Inttlnly abou: 60 perceat of the benefits would be
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"oXABLE 1. ESTIMATED REVENUE LOSS FROM S. 550, THE TUITION TAX RELIEF ACT OF .

1981 (la willions of dollars, fiscal yearc)

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Reduction fn Tax Liability 99 2,524 4,742 5,799 6,236
Elementary and secondary costs 40 1,023 1,903 2,067 2,121
Postsecondary costs ' 39 1,496 2,839 3,732 4,118

Refunded Credit in Excess of o L v

Tax Liability ‘ ] 167 418 509 621
Elementary and secondary costs 0 & 127 131 155
Postsscondary costs N .0 113 . 291 k¥4 466

Totsl Revenue Loss " .99 2,691 .5,160 6,308 6,857
Elendatary and gecondary costs 40 1,082 2,030 2,198 2,276
Postsecondary costs 59 1,609 3,130 4,110 4,581

clafned for full-time ~undergraduate postsecondary expenses, with the
remaining 40 percent claimed for elementary aud secondary tultions. 1In
subsequent years, as the maximum credit limit was indreased and post-

secondary eligibility was extended to graduate and some pur:-éiu students,

" @ slightly larger share of the credits would be clafmed for postsecondary

expenses. By 1985, approximately two~thirds of the®amounts claimed would

be for postsecondary tuition.

These credits would be available to all famflies 4dncurring tuition
mto-lucl\‘aun.g hi;har-incne fanilies, which are more likely to have
ehildren {a tuition charging schools. As a reoul:'. more than 60 perceat
of the benefits would accrue to families vith incomes above the media.

fanily iacome, vhich we estimate will be approximately $25,000 in 1982 (see
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’!hﬁlc 2). In later years roughly the ;ane proportion of bdenefits would go
to fanilies with 1neoneu' above the median, .lthéugh the nominal dollar
‘tncoue distribution would shift upvard as family incomes iancrease. The
dncome distribution of benefits accruing from this tuition tax credit would
- mot differ appreciably for benefits claiaed for either eleaentary and

AN

' sdcondary or postsecondary tuitions.

TABLE 2. PERCENT OF TUITION TAX CREDIT BENEFITS FOR DIFFERENT INCOME
" PAMILIES BY CALENDAR YEAR® .

Fanily Income

(4n nominal dollars) ‘1982 1983 1984 1955 1986
" .0 = 15,000 22 20 19 18 17
Elementary and secondary costs 24 22 21 19 18
Posteecondary costs 19 19 17 17 16
$15,000 - 25,000 ’ 18 16 13 12 10
Elementary and secondary costs 19 16 13 12 - 10
Postsecondary costs 18 16 13 12 10
$25,000 - 40,000 31 - 28 26 24 L2
Bleuentary and secondary costs 29 28 27 24 22
Postsecondary costs a 28 26 25 22
$40,000+ 30 36 42 4G 51
Blenentary aud pecondary costs 28 33 39 Y 1 30

Postsecondary costs 2 37 44 &7 52

HOTE: Columns may not sua to 100 percént due to rounding.

&+ Calendar year benefits are reflected most directly in the costs for
the following fiscal year.
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, .. .
Dlecussion and Caveats . .. .
[rya * . teos .

'3
.

. The estimates provided in this analysis are derived from CBO's Studenf
‘Assistance - Cost Estimating Ho:lel (SACRM), which. uhnﬁtes fanilies'
eligibilicy for tuition tax credits based on educationsl expenses and
various fawmily financial and demographic characterfstics. The estimated
costs and effects of a tuition tax credit proposal are sffected by the
assumptions buflt {ato the model.. Some critical assumptions are discussed

below:

o As eutuned in the bul euglble expunus (tuition and !eec) would'
b2 reduced by the proportion ‘of student aid applied toward tuition
and fees. The estimates in this analysis assume that the azount of
=+~ gtudent e14 attributable to tuition is proportional to the total
amount of aid available to meet all educational costs. . Because
-only & portion of studeats' other aid is gubtracted from their
tuition, wmany lover~ and moderate~incoze families would remain
eligidle for tax credits, even though they msy be receiving
substantial amounts of direct student assistance.

The manner {n wvhich tuition is offset by other forms of stu~-
dent assistance greatly affects who would benefit froa a tax credit
aod how much revenues would be reduced, particularly for post-
secondary credits, For example, Lif eligidle expenses (tufitioa aund
feeg) vere reduced by all other student aid, rather than by only a
portion of other aid, revenue losses would be reduced by $1.9
bilifon ia 1983 (a 31 percent reduction), and the remaining bene-
fits would be skewed much more heavily to higher—-{ncome fanfilies~-
spproxinately 70 percent would go to familtes with incomes above
$25,000, compared to 60 percent when only a portion'of other aid is
counted against tuitions.

© These estimates also sssume that other gources of aid will iuncrease
4n the future. Most fuportantly, the Pell Grant program is assumed
to be fully funded at the amounts suthorized in the Higher Educa-~
tion Act of 1980. 1If student assistance funding is reduced, how=
ever, as curreatly proposed by the Administration and belns con-
sidered by the Congress, tuition tax credit eligibility "would
4ncrease, wvhich wvould result in g:eater revenue losses than those
projected in this analysis.
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The estimates do not {ncorporate the provisfon of S. 550 that would
reduce eligible expenses by the amvunt of iriterest subsidy received
in Guaranteed Studeut Loans. We would not expect the loss in
benefits resulting from this to be large because the loan subsidy
would marginslly affect eligibility for oanly a portion of the
fanilies.

Projections of the growth in tuftions affect progran costs. Data
from the 1978 October series of the Current Population Survey (CPS)
provide the base for projecting elementary and sccondary tuition
and fees. Naticnal Center for Education Statistics data were used
a8 the base for postsecondary costs. As a proxy for the expected
growth in tuitions and fees, the CBO uses a price index based on
the work of Dr. Keat Halstead of the National Institute of
Bducation, which differentially wveights four major resources
required to provide educational services (salaries, retireceut
benefits, maintenance, and fuel and utilities). Using this index
assumes both that private school costs will increase at the same
rate as public school costs, .and that private school tuitious will
increase at the game rate as operating costs.

Au anslysis of what scanty data are available omn private
elexmentary and seccndary achool tuitions does not show amy con-
sistent or appreciable difference {o receat years betwesn tuition
growth in the private sector and public per pupil expenditures (sco
Table 3). Purthermore, revenue losses do not appear to be very
sensitive o small changes in the growth rate of elementary aad
secondary tuitions-~a 1 percentage point change would lead to
approximately 0.6 percent change in revenue. losses claimed for

" elemeatary and secondary tuitioas.

.

The estimates assume that all eligible studeats would claim the tax
credit. The estimates do not incorporate any anticipated changes
vesulting directly from tuition tax credits, such as changes in the
denand for private education or changes 4n.tuition charges. The
revenue losgs associated with the credit would iccrease if either
tuition tax credits were to increase private school enrollmeats, or
4f tuition tax credits were to result in more rapid growth in

“tuitions. On the other hand, the revenue loss would decline if

1. Because our projected rate of growth aversges approximately 10 perceat
over the next few years, a 1 perceantage point change would increase
- the rate of change by approximately 10 percent.
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Page 6

TABLE

sose fanflies did not clafn the credit or if sone fawnflies were
unsble to claim the credit because their children attended schools
- that did not meet the requireaents of eligible educational

{nstitutions stipulated in the bill.

3. PERCENT CHANGE IN AVERAGE PUBLIC PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE AND
PRIVATE SCHOOL TUITIOVS, 1875 THROUGH 1979 ,

Independent Schools
-Range of Tuitions

‘Public Per Catholie Schools Towest Hdighest Average

Avail

: Pupil Blementary Secondary Growth Growth Growth
Year Expenditures Tuition Tuition Sector Sector All Sectors
1975-76 10.5 NA RA NA NA NA
1976-77 8.4 M 9.6 6.0 10.1 7.9
1977-78 11.3 6.9 8.6 6.9 14.6 8.9

. 1978-279 11.7 16.0 10.2 7.2 11.8 8.9
1979-80 " NA . NA NA 8.3 16.9 12.2
Annual Average
1975 through
1979 Based on
Years .

able 10.5 11.5 9.5 7.1 13.4. 9.5

SBOURCES: Public per ‘pupil expenditures from the National Center for

Bducation Statistics' Projections of Education Statistics to
1988-89, Table 39.

Cstholic school tuition costs from varfous, publicatidns of the
National Catholic Educational Association Data Baak,

Independent school tuition costs from data provided by the-
,National Association of Independent Schools.

8. 550 defines eligidle elementary and secondary schools as privately
opersated, not-~for-profit, duy or residential schools, which are exeampt
froa taxation and which 4o not exclude persons from admission or from
pavticipation in. echool activities on accouat of race, color, or
pationsl or.ethaic origin.
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Draft May 1981

Coleman Goes Private (In Public)
. by .
Arthur S, Goldberger
Vilas Research Professor of Economics .

University of Wisconsin, Madison, WI 53706

’

This paper was prepared at the Center for Advancgd Study in the
Behavioral Sciences, Stanéord, CA. Funding for the research was provided in
parts by the National Science Foundation (Grants BNS-76-22943, SES -
8008053), the Williem F. Vilas Trust Estate, and the University of Wisconsin
.Graduate School Research Committee, I am also gratefvl, for instructive
.discuuion, to Lee Cronbach, Michael Kirst, David Xrathwohl, Michael

Olneck, and David Rogosa.
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I, TINTRODUCTION

The latest Colenn‘ Report, on "Public and Private Schools", received
considerable press attention upon its release in early April 1981, Based on
the "High School and Beyond" sample of 59000 students 'iu 1000 high schools.
conducted by NORC for the federsl government's Nationsl Center f.or'
Education Statistics, the study was intended to provide empirical material
relevant to an assessment of the merits of public and private schools in the
United States. The report concludes thati

It is hard, however, to avoid the overall conclusion that the

factual premises underlying policies that would facilitate use of

private schools are much better supported on the whole than those

underlying policies that would constrain their use. (p. 233)
Actually,the quality of documentation, analysis, and interpretation is so
defective that it is hard to avoid the overall conclusion that the report
reeks with incompetence and irresponsibility.

I1. VOUCHERS AND TAX CREDITS

Bécuu;e of the political implications, it is worthwhile to dispose of
one item at the start., According to the press st;)riea, the Coleman Report
provides evidence in support of tuition tn; credits and/or educational
vouchers to facilitate the movement of minority and low-income students
from public to private schools. But there is nothing in the report to
Justify that position. The relevant passage ist:

An examination of the predicted effect of a $1,000 increase

in income for all income groups shows that this would increase the

proportion of blacks and Hispanics in the private sector, as well

as the proportion of students from lover income families.
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Because a tuition tax credit or a school voucher would even more
greatly facilitlte'pri;ate school enrollment for students from
lowver income families relative to students from higher income
families, we can expect that either of those policies would even
more greatly increase thg proportion of blacks or students from
low-income background; in the private sector (primarily in the
Catholic sector). If either of these policies failed to increase
the proportion of blacks or students from low-income families in
private schools relative to that in the public schools, then,
overall, either of these policies would provide greater financial
benefit to whites than to blacks, or to higher income than to
lower income families, because of the tuition reductions for
parents of those students currently enrolled in the private‘
sector; 1f one considers only new entrants into the priv#te
sector, the e;idence from the hypothetical experiment, together
with the fact that a tuition tax gredit or voucher plan would
likely be more progressive in its effect than a $1,000 increase in
income, indicates that blacks, Hispanics, and low-income families
would differentially benefit. To consider the educational rather
than the financial benefits means to consider only the new
entrants into the private sector, for it is only their education
that would be changed; thus blacks and Hispanies would
differentially benefit educationally.

' The evidence indicates that facilitating use of private
schools through policies of the sort desc;ibed above would not

increase 3eéregation along racial or economic lines but would
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decrease it (though the evidence indicates that religious
segregstion would increase). Such policies would bring more
blacks, Hispanics, and students from lower income backgrounds
~into the private schools, thus reducing .the between-sector
segregation, "and these students would be moving from a lector.of
high racial segregation to a sector of low racial segregation, as
well as from a sector slightly higher in economic segrégation to

one slightly lower. (pp. 230-231)

Evidently, nothing in the data bears directly on tax credits and
vouchers. Rather one finds only a cavalier extrapolation from a calculated
ef!ecf of a universal $1000 increase in income.2 And what might the effect
of that income increase-~than which the effecg of tax credits and/or
vouchers is even greater--be? The answer, to be found ot pages 72 and 74 of

the téport, is that across the entire United States,

1,385 Blacks
1,555 Mispanics
3,657 students from the lower third of the income distribution,

would shift from public to private schools. Those projected flows amount

relpectinly to approximately two-tenths, four-tenths, and three-tenths, of
one percent of the present public school enrollments of the three groups.3
When re-read with those trivial magnitudes in wind, the long passage of
the report quoted above is siiply an insult to the reader's intelligence.
The insult is repeated: ‘
[Tlhe racial segregation between the public and the private
fchoola as a vhole would be reduced by such a change, because the

proportion of minorities among those coming in to the private
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schools would be somewhat greater than the proportion already in
these schools (pp. 71-73)..." [T)he data indicate that...both
parts of the private sector would come to have higher proportions

of minorities than they do now . (p. 73) ,
EA) policy change of this sort would function to decrease the
between-sector economic segregation...'[l  is clear that in both
private school sectors the income distribution would move in the
direction of the overall U.S. distribution (p.75)

The insult is sharpened when one examines the methed by which the

estimated flows were obtained, as will be done in Section 5.

3. COGNITIVE OUTCOMES

The "High School and Beyond" project, in the Spring of 1980, sampled
58,728 students (30,263 sophomores, 28,455 seniors; p. A-8) in 1005 high
schools (894 public, 84 Catholic, 27 other-private; p. 203). The students
filled out & one-hour questionnaire and took & one-and-a-half-hour battery
of tests., Principals and teachers provided additional information about
the school.

Coleman's analysis of the cognitive tests is summarized as follows:

The evidence from Chapter 6 is that private schools do
produce better cognitive outcomes than public schools. When
femily background factors that prediét achievement are contéolled
students in both Catholic and other private schools are shown to

achieve at a higher level than students in public schools., -
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eesThis evidence is subject to a caveat: despite extensive
statistical controls on parental background, there may very well
be other unmeasured factors in the self-selection into the

private sector that are associated with higher achievement. (p. 224)

One turns to Chapter 6 (pages 148-223) to learn first about the content
of the cognitive tests. The-six tests given to sophomores ‘are identified’
only by subject naxe and number of items: reading (19), vocabulary (31),
mathematics (38), science (20), civics (10), writing (17). The six tests
given to seniors are also identified only by subject name and number of
items: reading (20), vocabulary (27), mathematics (32), picture number
(15), mosaic (89), visual (16). Thus the reader has no dasis for.judging
the salieace or validity of the test battery as a measure of cogunitive
outcomes.

Indeed the only hint of a substantive description of the tests must
give even a sympathetic reader pause: .

The mathematics items are all rather elementary, jinvolving basic

arithmetic operations, fractions, and only a few hints of algebra

and geometry (p. 159).

If o, the test battery concentrated on items which are taught in eleuenta;x
school, and it is irresponsible to credit the high schools for performance
on these tests.

In any event, pp. 152 and 153 give the sample means and standard
deviations on the tests, by school sector. Broadly speaki?g, the public- .
school student means run about .4 standard deviations below the means for

the Catholic-school, and the private-school, students.
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Coleman's attention quickly shifts (p. 157) to three subtests,
consisting of those items which are common to the sophomore and senior

batteries. These are identified only as reading (8 items), vocabulary (8

'itena), mathematics (18 items). Page 154 gives the sample means on the

three subtests, for sophomores and seniors, for public, Catholic, and
other-private schools. §road1y speaking, the average public-school student
an;vera one less item correctly per test than does the average private-
school student. No standard deviations are given for these short-form
tests, so 1 am unable to display tﬁe gaps in standard units.

As far as I can make out (the report is not always explic{t) the rest
of Chapter 6§ (including the regression analyses) is concerned with these
short-form tests, It is appalling that the major dependent vcr?ables in the
assessment of cognitive outcomes are short tests of dubious content and
unknown variation.% ' -

As controls for family background, a set of measures taken from the
student questionnaire is used, including family income, parents' education,
faﬁily cooposition, number of rooms in home, cultural -items in home,
parental expectations, and a pair oftdummies for the Black/Hispanic/white
trichotony. Since the objective is/asgust the observed school sector mean
differences in test scores, the natural procedure would be to run 6
regressions -(3‘ tests x 2 grades) on the family background variables
including u pair of dummies for the school-sector trichotomy. Coefficients
on those dummies would directly give estimates of the adjusted means.

This approach is apparently too simple-minded for Colennn.vho wants

"¢o allov for different effects of background characteristics in different

" sectors” (p. 170), Thus he goes directly to run separate scctor

regressions,
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one for public schools and one for private schools; the latter includes a
‘dumy for the Catholic/other-private dichotomy. Thus 12 (=3 x 2 x 2)
vectors of regression coefficients are reported along with the RZs (pp. Al2-
A13) and the weans of the explanatory variables (p. Al4).

Neitzher standard errors nor t-statistics are given: we have no way to
assess the reliability of the regression coefficients. Again, since the
natural (pooled) regressions are not reported--there is no indication that
they were even ru-no-ve have no way to assess the meaningfulness of the
lectotai separation. It is apparent by now that the Coleman study does not
meet minimum standards of admissibility for scientific reporting.

This failure is compounded when, as is done throughout the text of
Chapter 6, regression coefficients and their differences are literally
interpreted as if they were perfectl); relisble.

liaving run separate regressions by school sector, Coleman is left with
the problem of calculating an adjusted-mean-difference. This 1is
accomplished by evaluating the fitted private-school regressions at the -
public-school means, and subtracting from the observed public school mean
to get an "estimated increment".5 As reported on p. 171, these, roughty
speaking, run less than one-half of the unadjusted-mean—differences.6 of
course, no standard errors are reported for these increments, but that
doesn’t inhibit the interpretation:

The increments for each type of private school are positive,

indicating that students of the same background characteriscics

have generally higher achievement in both of these types of

private schools than in the public schools... Il he diffcrences
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are reduced compared to the raw differcnces..,.because of the

statistical control of family background (p. 173).

The caveat that measured background varisbles may not adequately
control for pre-existing differences between students in the several
sectors is repeated aevetal.tines in the report. No mention is made of the
lpﬁroaches to statistical removal of such selectivity bias which are now
routine in the econometric literature. On the other hand, a crude
calculation is undertaken (pp. 175, 180-185) to handle the self-gelection
‘bias in sophomore-senior comparisons associated with dropp{ng out of
school, since the dropout rate is (said to be) higher in public schools,
and dropouts (are said to) cowe from the lower portion of the test-score
distribution, the effect of the calculation turns out to be favorable to the
private schools.?

Another confounding element in sectoral comparisons of cognitive test
scores is that in the public schools,. students may be taking either
scadenmic, genersl, or vocational curricula. While the report is sileat on
this distinction, my understanding 'is that (1) the curriculum being taken is
available in the sample data, and (2) in the sample, academic-track public
school students do not have low:r mean test scores than Catholic and other-

private school students.8

- &, THE “COMMON SCHOOL'

Catholic schools more nearly approximate the "common school"
ideal of American education than do public schools, in that the
schievement levels of students from different parental

educational backgrounds, of black and white students, and of

¥
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Hispanic and Non-Hispanic white students are more nearly alike in

Catholic schools than in public schools. (p. 232)

Actually, the Coleman Report does not give mean test scores for
parental-education and ethnic-groups by school sector attended. (Indeed,
it does not even give marginal mean test scores for those groups). Rather,
the passage quoted derives from a comparison of adjusted meahs, that is the'
regression coefficients on variables representing group membership when
separate regressions are run for each of the sectors. '

Coleman now (pp. 165-175) has 3 sectors (public, Catholic, other-
private), 2 grade levels (sophomc;re, senior), and 3 tests (reading,
vocabulary, and mathematics). Thus, 18 fresh regressions are run, The list
of explanatory variables is shortened drastically to: family income,
father's education, mother's education, Black-White dumamy, and Hispanic-
Anglo dummy. 'Y

The regression output, said (p. 176) to be tabulated in the Appendix,
is not to be found there (at least not in the copy available to me). But an
extract, of the regression results is tabulated on p. 178. We find the
coefficients on the parental education variables for all three sectoral
regressions.!0 We find the coefficients on the Black and on the Hispanic
variables for the public and Catholic sectors.!l We do not fin;i the
coefficients on the income variable. Nor the RZs. Nor any standard errors.

A typical comparison in the table is for reading at the sophomore
level: the coefficient on Black is =1.2 in public schools but only -0.6 in

Catholic schools. Thus
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The achievement of blacks is closer to that of whites.,.in
Catholic schools than in public schools (p. 178).
Similarly for the other tests, for Hispanics, and for parental education.
And thus : .
Altogether, the evidence is strong that the Catholic schools

Ycommon

function much closer to the American ideal Jf the
school”, educating children from different backgrounds alike,
than do the public schools. (p. 221)

Surely common decency as well as responsible scientific practice demands

that point estimates be mediated by standard errors before the reader is

burdened with such colorful interpretations?

5, THE ENROLLMENT~INCOME RELATIONSHIP ~ ,

An examination of the predicted effect of & $1,000 increase in
income for all income groups shows that this would increase the
proportion of blacks and Hispanics in the private sector, as well
. as the proportion of students from lower income families. (p.
230)
At middle and higher income levels, the increase in probability
of enrollment of blacks with increase in income is higher than
that of whites. At virtually all income levels, both the
probability of enrollment of Hispanics and the increase in that
probability with income are higher than for non-Hispanic whites.

(p. 232)
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The proxiwate source for that summary of the enrollment-income
relationship is Table 5.5.1 on p., 70 of the report. The table gives the
sample cross-tabulation of proportions attending Catholic and other~private
schools by three ethnic groups (Anglo, Black, Hispanic) and seven income
brackets. The table also giv;a the number of public school students in ea;h
of the 21 (= 3 x 7) categories. -

Bearing in mind the substantial use that Coleman wakes of this table,
';ur‘attention is directed to the following points:

f(i) The income variable is missing for about 15Z of the sample (my rough
i calculation from the table). .

f (ii) No standard errors are reported for the proportions.l?

/ (iii) Nevertheless, as the second quotation above indicates, first and

second differences of the estimsted proportions are interpreted

seriously.l13,14
(iv) The family income variable is the student's response to this item (p.

B-12):
Mark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of
woney your family makes in a year:
$ 6,999 or 1less
$ 7,000 to $11,999
$12,000 to $15,999
$16,000 to $19,999

' $20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $37,999

o O O o O o o

638,000 or more
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How can responses to such a question by high school sophomores (or seniors),
towvard the end of an' hour-long questionnaire, apparently without an
opportunity to consult their pareats, be taken seriously?!5 And yet
Coleman's energetic support for tuition-tax credits and/or vouchers is said
to rest on this evidence. )
We proceed to Coleman's method for predicting- the effects of a
universal $1000 increase in” income. It will suffice to confine our
attention to the Black shift to Catholic ?choola, and to introduce the
following notation. Index the income brackets by i (=1,...,7), and let
x{ = midpoint of incowe bracket i, in $1000,
Pi = proportion of the black students in income bracket i
vho are enrolled in Catholic schools,
nj = npumber of black stuaents in income bracket i who are
enrolled in public schools.
" The tabulation below gives the value of those three varisbles extracted from
Coleman's Table 3.5.1. (The final column, labelled d;, will be explained
later.) .

Data for Calculating Black Shift from Public to Catholic Schools

1 xg Pi nj di '\
1 3.5 .008 141383 .00183
2 9.5 .019 153302 .00113
3 14.0 .021 120723 .00110
4 18.0 .028 98830 .00254
s 22.5 .043 84661 .00261
6 31.5 .060 49449 - .00206

7 45.0 .090 32730 .00222
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A natural, if cru&e, way to proceed at this stage would have been to
linegrly regress p‘i on xj over the seven data points, take the slope as an
estimate of the incremental proportion of Blacks who would be enrolled in
Catholic .schools if their f;mily incomes increased by $1000, and mltipiy
the slope by the total number of Black high .nchool students, %o get an
absolute flow.16 .

But Coleman's c-alculation is more elaborate (pp., 69-72). Let

Apj » Pi;l <~ piy Ax{ = %54 - x43 (L= 1,..., 7)
then let

4 = Apy/4x; )

di =% (Api/dx; + Api_lldxi-l) (i=2,..., 6)

d) = A pslAxg.

These smoothed slopes dj, which I hsve tabulated above, are interpreted as
the inc;emental proportion of Blacks in initial income bracket i vho would
enroll in Catholic schools when their family incomes increase by $1000.
Finally, the predicted total number of Blacks who would do so is calculate&
as
2521 d; nj = m, say.

It is this m = 1,213 for Catholic schools along with the similarly
calculated figure for other-private schools (172) that make up the

predicted incremental number of Blacks enrolling in the private eector,

namely 1,385, which I cited in Section 2,
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A few additional remarks' are now in orders

(v) The "zero-order" relationship between enrollment and income is being
used; no other family background variables are contrblled for.,

(vi) The formula for m is strange, since the nj refer to ggglig-aect;r
enrollment, while the d;j are increments in proportions which had all-sector
enrollment as their base.i?

In view of the'unrefiability of the income report, the nonresponse
rate, the arbitrariness of the smoothing function, the neglect of sampling
error, the opportunity for arithmetic round-off error--and the trivial
magnitude of the predicted flows--would any serious scholar baldly assert
that the $1000 increase in income "would increase the prbportion of blacks
and Hispanics in the private sector"? - Would sny scholar--serious or

otherwise--then go on to take this as evidence in support of tuition tax

eredits and vouchers?

6. CONCLUSION

Upon examination and reflection, Coleman's "Public and Private
Schools" cannot be viewed as a competent scientific report, nor as a

vesponsible effort at policy analysis,
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Footnotes

James Coleman, Tho;as Hoffer, and Sally Kilgore, "Public and Private
Schools", Report to the National Center for Education Statistics under
Contract No., 300-78-0208 by the National Opinion Research Center. The
copy available to me is dated March 1981, stamped "Draft", and contai;s
ppe i ~ xxix of prefatory material, pp. 1 - 233 of text, and pp. Al -
Al4, Bl - B19, R-1 of appendixes.
In the rush to relevance, Coleman has forgotten his own scientific
stance, expressed earlier in the report:

To make such s prediction [of the results of a tuition

tax credit], we would need information on the price

elasticity of private schooling...By making some heroic

ascumptions, one might be able to use these data to

estimate something about the effect of such a policy;

but we will not do so here because we are unwilling to make

such assumptions, (p. 75)
This costs out to about1$1,500,000 per target child shifted: Total
public high school enrollment is about 15 million (p. 18). With, say,
en average of 1.5 children per family, that means that about 10 million
families would receive the $1000 income increase. And this $10 %illion
policy (as we've seen) would induce about 6600 Blacks, Hispanics, and
low-income children to shift. (May cne remark that there might be some
double-counting between the Black and Hispanic and the low-income
flows?) For the record, [ should add that 13,525 Anglo, 7,086 middle-
income, and 8,429 upper-income, children would also be shifted by the

same policy (pp. 72, 74). Thus, the total flow induced by the $10
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billion program would be in the range of 16,000 to 20,000 children
{depending on vhetixe; one totals the ethnic or the income categories).
My rough calculation from figures on p. 30 and p. 72 is that the ethaic
composition of the private school population would change from:
Anglo .890, Black .047, Hispanic .063

to: -

Anglo .888, Black .048, Hispanic .064.

The common-item subtests are introduced (pp. 157-158) to facilitate
measurement of gains from sophomore to senior years. Why they are also
used for the estimation of schcol sector effects escapes me.
Actually the procedure is even more complicated than I have described

it. For each of the three tests, Coleman has fitted four regressions:

91 - _’E'bl public sophomores
Vel [ .

¥2 = x b2 + 2¢2 private sophomores
?3 = 5'53 public seniors

A ! . .

Y4 = X by + 2¢4 private seniors

Where x is the vector of family background variables, and z = 0 for
Catholic schools and 1 for other-private schools. Let x* be the family
background vector evaluated at the public sophomore means. And let
yi=x*'b; (i = 1,.., 4). Then the increments as labelled by Coleman
{p. 171) are (as far as I can make out):

Increwent at sophomore level for Catholic schools: ya*-y)*

Increment at sophomore level for other private schools: yy*-yj*+cy
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Senior increment in public schools: y3*-y)*,
while in a separaie table (p. 175), labelled “estimated sophomore~to-~
senior achievement growth...beyond that in public schools” are
Catholic yi-y3
Other-private vi-y5+es.
Working with the coefficients and means on pp. Al2-Al4, I have been
adble to reproduce sose, but not all, of Colemdn's estimated
increments.
Buried in a footnote on p. 185 is an indication of another potential
source of bias in the assessment of school-sector effects on test
scores:
[ S] ome students in all sectors did not take the tests, and the
proportion differs from sector to sector. For the mathematics
test, it is 9.2 percent for sophomores and 13.0 percent for
seniors in the public sector, 4.2 percent for sophomores and 8.8
percent for seniors in the Catholic sector, ;nd 18.2 percent for
sophomores and 19.0 percent for seniors in the other private
sector.
The non-taking proportions 2re not given for the other tests, nor is
there any explanation of why tests were not taken,
For hints of this, see the articles in Time, April 20, 1981 (p. 50),
and The New York Times, Sunday April 26, 1981 (p. 19).
The private sector was split into its Catholic and other-private
subsectors, "because of evidence Knspecified] that students from
differing family backgrounds fare differently in these two sectors."

(p. 177). As a consequence, "it was necesasary to reduce the number of
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background characteristics that were controlled, in order to obtain
stable estiuatel"-(p. 177).
Converted into the effect of both parents having completed college
rather than having completed only high school:
Yor parental ed#cation, the difference [i.e., effect
tabulated on p. 178) is cnlculited as the sum of regression
coefficients multiplied by 5(=7-2). (p. 177)
The explanation of this cryptic arithmetic may be gleaned from the
student questionnaire items reproduced on p. B-6, which shows that for
each parent, the education varisble was coded 2 for high achool
graduate and 7 for college graduate.
But not for the other-private-school regressions,
because the numbers of blacés and Hispanics in the sample of these
schools is small enough to make estimates unstable (p. 177).
A cynical rea&er may be forgiven the conjecture that the unreported
coefficients had the wrong sign.
A presentation of respective sample sizes would have permitted the
reader to estimate standard errors for proportions (or at least to
roughly estimate them, since the sample is a stratified one). But mno
such presentation is provided.' The tabulated cell frequencies are
(stratification-weighted) figures for the population rather than for
the sanple. It is incidentally unclear whether the stratification was
adequately handled in constructing the proportions, a non-trivial
consideration since (if my reading of p. 7 and p. 46 is correct) some
private schools with high wminority enrollment were deliberately

sampled.
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well illustrated by this passage:

[Z)ae increase in the proportion of students attending
Catholic schools with increase in incom®e (the slope of the
curve) is greatest for Hispanics. It is greater for whites

than for blacks at low income 1levels,” but, somewhat

" surprisingly, greater for blacks than for whites at high

income levels...[Flor all three racial and ethnic groups the
increase in the proportion attending other private schools
is lower than that for Catholic schools, except st the
highest income levels for non-Hispanic whites. The curve is
especi;lly flat for blacks, except at the upper extremes of

income.

Coleman only when convenient for his argument:

Generally, black Catholics at both low and high income
levels (and probably at middle income levels as well, if
sampling error were removed) have higher enrollment rates in

Catholic schools than white Catholics...(p. 41).

This exception. [to the rule that private schools are less
segregated than public schools], however, is more likely the
result of sampling error than of a general pattern: the
Hispanic enrollment in just one of the 27 other private
schools in the sample accounts for 64 percent of the total
Hispanic enrollment in the other private sector. (pp.

45-46).

19

Coleman's obsession with subtle festures of a shaky relationship is

Throughout the report sampling error considerations are introduced by
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By the end of p. 46 "is more likely the result" becomes "is the
result." ’ .
Coleman himself had trouble interpreting the ",999" aspect of the
question: his table on p. 74 collepses the seven brackets into these
three: "“Below $12,000; $12,000-§19,000; $20,000 or more." -
A lipear function common to all ethnic groups would suffice to indicate
hovw & uniform income inctease could move the ethnic composition of the
private schools towards that in the public schoolst Let p = a + bx
give the probability of private school enrollment as a function of
income. If the minority group has mean income x}, its overall private
enrollment probability would be p; = a + bx}; if the majority group has
mean income x3, its overall private enrollment probability would be
p2 = a +b x3. Let r = (nuube:; of majority students in population)‘,=
(number of minority students in population). Then the initial ethnic
compositions (majority/minority) are

private schools s = par/p)

pudblic schools t = (1-p2)r/(1-py).
With 'xz >x] and b > 0, then p2 > p), s0 8 » t. The uniform unit
increase in x changes the enrolluwent probabilities to py* = p) + b and
pa* = p2 + b. And thus the new ethnic composition of the private
schools is )

s* = p3r/pt = (py + b)r/(p] + b).
We have

st = ws + (1-w)e
where

v = (14b)/(1.+ %l-) lies in the unit interval, Hence s* lies

between s and t,

Thus, for example, Zipini vill not give the initid number of Blacks in
Catholic schools. '
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Mr. KoPLAN. Senator, excuse me, may I ask just one question
before we close?

All of the remarks at the time of the introduction of the bill
giscuss or mention tuition tax credits basically in regard to chil-

ren. . .

But as I read the bill, and I would like you to correct my
understanding in this. It is my understanding that anybody who
would qualify as a dependent in section 152 of the code, anyone
who would qualify—and that would include not only relatives of
the taxpayer; it includes the taxpayer, him or herself, the taxpay-
er’s spouse, or somebody living in the home who isn’t even related
to the taxpayer but qualifies as a dependent—that all of these
people, regardless of their age, would qualify for the credit.

Am I correct?

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. KoprLAN. I am correct?

So age is not a factor. The age of the person attending school or
even whether it is a child or a relative of the taxpayer—

Senator MoYNIHAN. It tends to be a factor among fourth graders.
[Laughter.]

Mr. KorLAN. I wasn’t asking that, Senator.

My question is, I am curious in these revenue estimates that we
have seen with regard to how much all of this is going to cost. Has
there been any breakout, for example, in terms of how much of the
money expended is going to go for someone living in a household.

Is there any breakout by category?

Senator PaAckwoop. For the moment there is no breakdown by
category per ti:pe of dependent from the Joint Committee.

About two-thirds of the cost of the bill is college.

Mr. KorLAN. Or by age—an adult versus a minor?

Senator PAckwoob. But I will give you a rule of thumb as to how
you can make a rough estimate on it.

About two-thirds of the expense of the bill is college. About one-
third primary and secondary. And if you were to take from any of
the, I assume, normal educational associations.that have the per-
centage of people that are in school that are children of parents—
I'll take a guess that may be 75 percent or 80 percent—that would
probably be 75 percent or 80 percent of your cost.

And the remainder of it, you go to school yourself. You are
entitled to take a tax credit. You send your younger nephew to
school who happens to be the nephew of a deceased brother, or
something like that. Sure, that would be a dependent. But the
overwhelming bulk of it, would obviously be children of parents.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Mr. Chairman, these estimates affect the
enrollment.

Mr. KorLAN. Well, is there any kind of a breakout that has been
done or is being done, that indicates how the distributive effects of
this bill, dollarwise, breakoutol()iy income categgry.

I didn’t see that in the introductory remarks.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The answer is :}'es'

Mr. KorLAN. Of this particular bill?

Senator PAckwoob. If—

Senator MoyNIHAN. If you knew your brief, you would know that
is in the literature.
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- Senator PAckwoob. You mean by income category, yes.

If you mean by how many people are brothers or sisters of the
person taking the credit, as opposed to children, no.

Mr. KorLAN. Well, do you reach the same results, that propor-
tionately people above the $25,000 income level would get the
greatest proportion of the benefits from this legislation.

I think we had the figure, 59 percent. Do you come to this——

Senator PACKwooD. Again, you will——

Senator MOYNIHAN. I am sorry. :

Quite seriously, Dr. Rivlin has presented this evidence for us. It
is in the literature. It is right there on page 3 of the estimate
prepared by the Congressional Budget Office. '

ere is no mystery about this. I mean, why do you come before
this committee asking us whether we have information which we
have had for 6 months?

It is all here, if you want it. The latest estimate by CBO is dated
Ma{‘ 29, 1981, but we had virtually the same thing last year, and
we had it the year before. You are welcome to it.

Senator PAckwoob. Thank you.

[The statements of the preceding panel follow:]
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NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION e 1201 16th St., N.W., Washington, D C 20036  (202) 833-4000
WILLARD H. MCGUIRE, President TERRY MERNODON, Executive Durector
BERNIE FREITAG. Vice President

MARY HATWOOD FUTRELL, Secratary-Treasurar

SUMMARY OF
THE CASE AGAINST TUITION TAX CREDITS

ECONOMIC ARGUMENTS

Tuition tax credits represent a massive tax expenditure of at least
4.7 billion dollars that our natfon cannot afford.

Tax credits are expensive and uncontrollable, thereby adding another
Jarge inflationary item to the federal budget.

The Yost revenue would be in the form of non-stimulating credits that
do g?: generate new revenues to replace those lost through the tax
credits.

Tax credits will 1imit future federal funding for public schools.

PUBLIC POLICY ARGUMENTS

Tuition tax credits give private schools an unfair competitive advantage
over public schools, since private schools can refuse to offer services
that public schools must provide and because private schools can be
more selective with regard to whom they admit.

Tax credits would induce an educational caste system by drawing middle
and higher income children into private schools and Yeaving the difficult
and expensive to educate children behind.

Public school parents would be taxed twice: once for public schools and
a second time through the tax bonus granted for private school parents.

Tax credits would result in federal regulation of private schools

Tax credits will increase paperwork and red tape since increased record-
keeping will be imposed on the taxpayer, the schools and the federal
government to monitor and audit tax credits.

Some coliege students will not be able to afford tuition charges in
September when a tax credit 1s not received until federal tax returns
are filed after the following January. .

Tax credits would disproportionately benefit high tax bracket parents.
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CONSTITUTIONAL ARGUMENTS

Tax credits violate the Constitutional principles of separation of church
and state because religious schools would be recipients of federal aid.

Since religious schools or parishes would be beneficiaries of tax credits,
federal monies would tend to advance and foster religion at public expense.

In 1971, the U.S. Supreme Court in Lemon ys Kurtzman established its
three-pronged test for constitutionality--a statute must (1) have a secular
purpose; {2) have a "primary" effect that neither advances nor tnhibits
religion; and (3) not lead to "excessive entanglement” of church and state.

In order to assure tuition tax credits are used for a non-sectarian
purpose; and do not advance or inhibit religton, public surveillance
and monitoring on school grounds would be necessary thereby leading to
excessive entanglements.

85-443 0 - 81 - 11
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Mr. Chairman, | am Willard McGuire, President of the National Education
Association and am here to testify corcerning NEA's policy positions on
tuition tax credits. I am proud to respond on behalf of the NEA, an organ-

fzation that enrolls the overwhelming majority of America's teachers.

NEA believes that there are few endeavors this nation has ever undertaken
which contribute more to the public welfare than the provision of free public
education and equal educational opportunity to>a1!. Those who ardently defend
public education are performing an important patriotic duty as we continually
strive to improve the quality of education. America's future is in the
classrooms of our schools. We take this duty seriously and we appreciate the

opportunity to present this statement.

The National Education Association is unalterably opposed to, and will
combat with all the resources at our command, tuition tax credits for any
level.of education, kindergarten through graduate school. NEA believes that
tax subsidies for nonpublic schools through tax credits are bad economic policy,

poor public policy, and unconstitutional.

Economic Policy Issues

The President has proposed a massive new economic program. We have
serious doubts about the efficacy, both short- and long term, of this program,
and opposed the devastating cuts in federal support for education. However,
we appreciate his sincerity and goal of achieving a sound economy with lowered
inflation and high productivity. Tuition tax credit legislation, with a
potential cost of $4.7 billion according to the Congressional Budget Office,

runs directly counter to the President's economic program.
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The $4 billion of tuition tax credits is automatically lost to the
Treasury in non-stimulating credits, credits which will not generate one
dollar's worth of new revenues. In future years we can expect the cost to
escalate as additional parents claim the credit and pressure mounts to increase
the credit. NEA views the tuition tax credit scheme as totally inimical to
the goal of the President, the Congress, and the public to reduce inflation.
Any tax credit subsidy of private schools must be weighed against the

Administration's call for fiscal restraint.

Proponents of tuition tax credits for private schools claim that these
subsidies are necessary to relieve }hem of the burden of "double taxation."
NEA supports the right of these parents to choose--and to pay for--their
children's education in nonpublic schools. The "double taxation" argument
is a red herring. All citizens pay taxes to the local, state, and federal
governmen?s to finance programs which promote the genera]-welfare--whether
or not an individual taxpayer is in need of or e1i§ib1e to receive the services.
We pay for the construction and maintenance of streets and highways whether
or not we drive. We pay taxes to support the American system of tuition-free
public education, whether or not we are the parents of school-age children--
and we all benefit from having an educated, employabie citizenry as a
result. Enactment of tuition tax credit subsidies for nonpublic schools
would in fact be dual taxation. All woﬁld pay taxes to support public
education, and all would pay taxes to subsidize a privilege affordable and

available to a very few. Where is the simple justice of that?



161

Public Policy Issues

Economically the tax credit proposal would be a disaster that is matched

by the educational effects. Tuition tax credits would, in effect, provide

two_and one-half timés the amount of federal support given public school students

to those students in orivate schools.

Under proposed legislation, tax credits could amount to $500 per child.
The federal govermment contributes nowhere near $500 per child for those enrolled
in the public schools. In fact, before the massive budget cuts in education,
| less than $200 of the current average per pupil expenditure in public schools

came from federal sources.

The private school tax credit of $500 would benefit the parents of 5.6
million students. The parents of the 43.9 million students in public schools
would receive no such tax benefit. It would be a gross distortion of the
American dream if Congress aided private-sector education while failing to
support public education, if Congress supported privileged children at the
expense of all children, and fiscally undermined public education. A

tuition tax credit subsidy for private schools would have this effect.

Until the enactment of this budget, the federal government was
contributing a miniscule eight percent of the total cost of public education.
The enactment of a tuition tax credit subsidy for private schools, with its
revenue loss of at least $4 billion, will surely force Congress to cut back
on its contribution to public education. That $4 billion loss will likely

come from existing education programs. That is fiscal reality.
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Proponents of tuition tax credit subsidies to nonpublic schools
estimate that 62.7 percent of credit recipients would have family incomes
of under 520.000.l OQur reading of avaflable census data,? however, not only
fails to confirm that estimate, but also shows an interesting contrast

between family income levels of public and nonpublic elementary and secondary

students.
Percent of family income under $20,000
Enrolled in
Public schools Nonpublic schools
Elementary students 71.2% 54.5%
Secondary students 61.6% 39.9%

NEA does not question whether quality private and parochial schools should
exist. Parents and students should not be denied their right of free choice

of schools--nor should the government subsidize their exercise of that right.

Nonpublic schools tend necessarily toward exclusivity since they exist
to serve selected enrollees on some special-interest basis: creed, sex,
economics, intellectual capacity, race, and so forth. If there were no

unique or exclusive purpose, there would be no reason for their existence.

Proponents of tuition tax credits argue that all parents would have the
option of tuition tax credits and therefore would be eligible to receive the
same tax break. This is a specious argument. The “choice" provided by tax
subsidies for private schools would not be available and accessible to the
majority since the actual cost of private school tuition is prohibitive to

many. The real tax break will be for the middle and upper income parents who
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can afford to pay the balance of the tuition bill--that not subsidized by
the tax credit. Most private schools require "up front" tuition payments
in the fall. A tax credit applied to an April tax bill will not assist lower

and middle income parents to participate.

The public schools are obligated to enroll and to educate all comers
regardless of innate ability, handicap, proficiency or deficiency in English.
The argument of proponents that fair and healthy "competion" would result from
tax credits ignores public policy of long standing. The pubiic schools
must educate all. They have never been designed, nor should they bte, to

compete on an equal footing with schools with discriminatory enroliment policies.

Private schools are not mandated to accept children who are handicapped,

discipline problems, or otherwise difficult to-educate. In fact, only

about 2.7 percent3 of all religious schools provide programs for the handi-
capped and only three percentd of all nonpublic schools offer vocationatl

education.

fax credits, as a federal policy, would promote the success of private
schools, allow special benefits through taxes for wealthier families, and
undermine the support of public schools through an unfair and unwise
competition. The result would be an educatfonal caste system. It is not
inconceivable that the elite private schools and the disadvantaged public
schools will increasingly amount to a separate and unequal dual education

system in the United States.

Ironically, at a time of considerable conservative clamor for less

federal involvement in education, tuition tax credit subsidies for private
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schools will force the federal government to evaluate and requlate private

schogls. Since tax credits would be given for private school tuition, taxpayers
have the obligation to demand that some certification of those schools as

legitimate be made.

The federal govermment cannot launch a new multi-billion dollar subsidy
program without accompanying regulations and minimum standards. Probably
through the IRS, the federal government will have to judge the legitimacy of a
school benefiting from this new indirect subsidy. Anything less than a careful
scrutiny and regulation of recipient private schools would leave the federal
government open to legitimate complaints regarding the utilization of the
taxpayers' tax dollars. To ensure that carelessly granted tax credits not

become an additional burden on those paying taxes, the federal government

will have to empower an agency to prevent fraud and abuse of the tax credit.

Certain extremist groups which might be encouraged to set up schools have
the Constitutional right to free speech and freedom of association. Never
before, however, have they been eligible to operate a school and receive a

federal subsidy. Nor should they become so.

Local citizens and their elected public school boards are held
accountable for how tax dollars are spent in the public schools. Taxpayers

would have the right to demand the same accountability from private schools

benefiting from the federal subsidy provided by tuition tax credits.

We view such scrutiny as inevitably running afoul of the "excessive entanglement"

test found impermissible by the Court in Lemon v. Kurtzman.

There is one more importar’ ~oint in detemining public policy. The
public does not favor tuition tax credits. In a Roper poll cited in 19785
by the distinguished Senator from South Carolina, Ernest F. Hollings, 64

~percent of the public opposed tuftfon tax credits for nonpublic e]enentary.
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and secondary education. And when state aid for nonpublic schools has been
put before the voters in statewide referenda conducted over the decade from

1967 to 1976, such schemes were overwhelmingly rejected, as detailed be]ow.6

VOTE VOTE

STATE YEAR AGAINST AID FOR AID

New York 1967 72.5% 27.5%
Michigan 1970 57 % 43 3
Nebraska 1970 57 % 43 1
Maryland 1972 55 % 45 ¢
Oregon 1972 61 % 39 %
Idaho 1972 57 % 3 3
Maryland 1974 56.5% 43.5%
Washington State 1975 60.5% 39.5%
Missouri 1976 60 % 40 3
Alaska 1976 54 % 46 %

Constitutional Issues

NEA has long fougnt to protect the First Amendment's guarantees regarding

the exercise of religion free from governmental influence.

We were a founding member of the National Coalition for Public Education
and Religious Liberty (National PEARL), with the benefit of counsel of the
renowned First Amendment scholar Leo Pfeffer, Counsel to PEARL. To subsidize
at federal expense certain groups of individuals so that they may exercise
their religious preferences would have the effect of advancing religion in

viotation of the First Amendment.

A long line of Supreme Court cases in recent years has dealt with the
constitutionality of various methods of providing aid to nonpublic elementary
and secondary schools. The Court has consistently struck down provisions
which either directly or indirectly have the effect of advancing religion and

offsetting the constitutional provisions for separation of church and state.

The only forms of "aid" which the Court has found to be consistent with

the First Amendment are those which provide general welfare and health services,
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textbooks, and transportation to all children. 1In a recent opinion,

Wolman v Walter, 97 S. Ct. 2593 (1977), the Supreme Court was careful not
to extend this doctrine beyond its previous decisions and indicated that
when faced with the question of expanding nonpublic aid or of prohibiting

it, prohibition should be the favored course.

The unconstitutionality of the tuition tax credit scheme for elementary
and secondary nonpublic schools is without question in Vight of the Supreme
Court's ruling in Committee for Public Education and Religious Liberty v
Nyquist, 413 U.S. 756 (1973). The Court in Nyquist found that a New York

statute providing income tax benefits to parents of children attending
nonpublic schools to be a violation of the First Amendment in that it would
have the "impermissible effect of advancing the sectarian activittes of

religious schools."”

Although the New York statute was perpetrated under the gufse of "tax
deductions," rather than tax credits, the Court saw no distinction in the
labels and indicated that regardless of the name, its effect was unconstitu-
tional. (Whether you call it a tax credit, tuition reimbursement, or tax

deduction, the account books look the same and the effect is the same.)

Supporters of tuition tax credits contend that the First Amendment is
not violated'since the tax benefits adhere to the parent of the nonpublic
school child, not to the private school itself. But the Supreme Court in
Nyquist specifically rejected this argument and found that the effect of the
afd is "ummistakably to provide desired financial support for nonpublic,

sectarian institutions.”
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NEA POLICY ON TUITION TAX CREDITS

A-10. Deleterious Programs

The National Education Associa-
tion believes the following programs
and practices are detrimental to pub-
lic education and must be eliminated
by the united teaching organmizauion:
performance contracling; tax credits
for tuition to private and parochial
schools; voucher plans; planned pro-
gram budgeting systems (PPBS); and
evaluations by private, proht-making
groups.

The Association also believes that
other tax credit programs, manage-
ment by objeclive systems, and rev-
enue sharing programs have at limes
been implemented in ways that are
harmful to public education. It there-
fore calis for a monitoring of such
programs and a concerted etiort by
the united teaching organization o
prevent such abuses. (74, 79}

Opposition to Tuition Tax Credits

The NEA Representative Assembly
commends the leadership of the NEA
for activities to date in opposing the
tuition tax credit legislation. The As-
sembly urges all state and local affili-
ates to join with the NEA leaders in
an all-out effort to protect public edu-
cation from the devastating effects of
this proposed legislation. (1978-25)

The 1978 NEA Representative As-
sembly reaffirms the position of the
National Education Association that
no tax credits for tuition shali be
given to private and parochial educa-
tion. The Representative Assembly
directs that the Senate of the United
States be informed of this posilion
and urged to vole against any such
tax credits. {(1778-59)
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STATEMENT OF DOROTHY SHIELDS, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS

I am pleased to testify on behalf of the AFL-CIO and its 14 million members in
opposition to S. 550. The working people of America believe now as they believed in
the early days of this country that quality public education for their children and
for themselves is a priority consideration in the improved quality of life to which we
all aspire. It is the labor movement’s proud heritage that we were among the first to
advocate the concept of free universal public education. The AFL-CIO is vitally
interested in education because we not only represent teachers, administrators,
office workers and maintenance workers, but also because of our children'’s stake in
these public decisions and our members' stake in lifelong learning opportunities.

For more than a decade, tuition tax credits have been proposed and rejected by
the Congress. The concept today is no more worthy of Congressional approval than
it was in the past. The tuition tax credit bill (S. 550) that has currently been
introduced in the U.S. Senate does not advance education; instead it represents a
threat to public education in America. Combined with already declining enrollments
and the cutbacks in both State and Federal support, this bill promises to damage
our public schools still further.

S. 550 provides a refundable tax credit for students in the private college, voca-
tional, elementary and secondary schools. The credit would be equal to 50 percent of
educational expenses up to a maximum $250 in the first year and $500 per year
thereafter. The Joint Committee on Taxation estimates that S. 550 will reduce
Federal budget receipts by $99 million in the coming fiscal year, $2.69 billivn in
fiscal year 1983, and rising to $6.9 billion in fiscal year 1986.

It should be made clear that we are not discussing educational benefits for
children alone. The credit can be used for the taxpayer, his or her spouse as well as
any dependent of the taxpayer. We should point out that under the Internal
Revenue Code (26 U.S.C. Section 152) dependents are defined not only as children of
a taxpayer but can include brothers, sisters, parents, grandchildren and in-laws, etc.
In addition, when fully effective, the credit will be allowed for graduate students
and part-time students of any age so long as they are the taxpayer, spouse or
dependents.

To illustrate, a taxpayer could receive $500 per year for each dependent, each
year from 1st grade through graduate school. A lawyer, for example, attending
private schools all the way through his education—19 Years—would provide his
parents with $9,500 worth of tax credits. If, of course, the family was educating two
would-be lawyers, their drain on the Treasury would be twice as much.

Tuition tax credits are an open ended revenue loss at a time when Congress and
the Administration are trying to balance the budget and cut hard into federal
programs, including a huge 30 percent cut in federal aid to education.

The AFL-CIO reaffirms its long standing opposition to tuition tax credits. Were S.
550 to be enacted into law:

Tax credits would encourage the establishment of an educational caste system by
spurring the exodus of advantaged children while leaving the handicapped and
learning-disabled—not to mention the poor—behind.

Tuition tax credits would work to return racial segregation to the public schools,
thus reversing gains made in school integration.

Tax credits would cost the United States Treasury billions of dollars per year in
lost revenues, add another open ended tax expenditure item to the budget, which is
not subject to normal processes of authorization and appropriations, thus causing
nhmieast]as in other taxes or forcing reductions in direct educational aid programs at
all levels.

Taxpayers would be taxed twice: once to finance public schools and the second
time to subsidize a tax credit for nonpublic schools.

Tax credits would provide about four times as much Federal aid per pupil for
nonpublic school education as is currently provided for public school education.

ost of the credits (59 percent) would go to families with incomes of over $25,000
whereas the traditional federal role in education has been to target assistance to
those people and communities where the need is the greatest.

The billions of dollars in lost government revenue in S. 550, we believe, would
only be the camel’s nose under the tent. It would not be long before demands to
increase credit allowances would increase the drain on the fegeral treasury many
times the initial outlays.

Tuition tax credits would lead to the undermining of one of the greatest achieve-
ments of American democracy: a school system for all children which will provide
them with the education to realize their maximum potential.
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We believe it is an obligation of the federal government to support the nation’s
public schools. Tuition tax credits, unfortunately, divert vital funds to the financing
of private schools and represent poor tax policy.

timates of the distributive impact of tuition tax credits were made in 1979, in a
report issued by the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
of the Department of HEW.

That report lent support to the AFL-CIO’s position that tuition tax credits favor
those in higher income and are regressive across family income categories.

In its February 1981 report the Congressional Budget Office reached the same
conclusion that schools and colleges could use the taxpayers as a conduit by increas-
ing their charges in order to capture a portion or all of the benefit.

. 550 bases its proposal for tax credits for private elementary and secondary
education on a declaration of polin' that the federal government has a moral
obligation to promote private schools. We disagree. The AFL-CIO believes that
federal aid to education should not be restructured in order to advantage private
schools over the public school system. We do believe that federal aid to private
schools as provided in the formula embodied in the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act is fair and appropriate.

The AFL-CIO believes that tuition tax credits are a wide departure from the
concept of the federal government's role as spelled out in the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act which targets federal aid through specific programs.

There are also continuing questions about the constitutionality of tuition tax
credits for students who attend private schools. Since the overwhelming majority of
students in nonpublic schools attend church-affiliated institutions, federal dollars
. through tuition tax credits would in effect be supporting religious education. This
raises serious constitutional questions relating to the separation of church and state.
Several state tuition tax credit proposals have already been held unconstitutional b{
state and federal courts. The Supreme court’s Nyquist decision finding New Yor
State’s tuition tax credit law unconstitutional is clear on this question.

In the words of Senator Ernest Hollings, careful study leads to the convincing
conclusion that tuition tax credits “would turn our nation’s education policy on its
head, benefit the few at the expense of many, proliferate substandard segregation
academies, add a sea of red ink to the federal deficit, viclate the clear meaning of
the First Amendment to the Constitution, and destroy the diversity and genius of
our system of public education.”

Accordingly, we see no reason to abandon the present concept of federal aid to
education, for both public and private school students, established by the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act with AFL-CIO support. The AFL-CIO believes
the existing structure of federal aid which allows participation of nonpublic school
students on the same basis as students in public schools is the appropriate we:*y to
provide for the special needs for all children. We urge rejection of Sp 550 and all
other similar tuition tax credit bills.

StateMENT BY THE AFL-CIO Execurtive CounciL oN TuitioN Tax Crepits

As national debate winds down on the question of education tuition tax credits,
the AFL-CIO remains convinced that this form of student aid is inappropriate and
that the aid package put forward by the Carter Administration for both elementary
and secondary education and higher education is the proper approach.

The Administration proposals would increase college student assistance through
the Basic Education Opportunity Grants by $1.2 billion. This would move the level
of spending for this important program to $3.3 billion—3.1 million additional stu-
dents would benefit as student particiglation moves from 2.2 million to approximate-
ly 5.3 million. We strongly support H.R. 15 and companion bill S. 1753, bills to
extend the present Elementary-Secondary Education Act, which should be promptly
passed by the Congress.

Much of the current debate centers on the question of extending tax credits to
those parents who choose to send their children to private schools at the elemen-
tary-secondary level. We categorically reject this idea. It is a wide departure from
the original concept of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act which targets
federal aid to sreciﬁc programs. In fiscal year 1979 the Carter proposals would
channel $100 million to $250 million to private schools at the elementary-secondary
level from the $6.9 billion budgeted for elementary-secondary education. Further-
more, it is estimated that aid to private schools could double in fiscal year 1980.
Accordingly, we see no compelling argument to abandon the original concept of
federal aid to education, for both public and private school students, established by
the Elementary-Secondary Education Act.
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The tax credit approach, as we have noted in the past, would reduce federal
revenues by some $4.7 billion depriving other deserving federal programs of the
necessary funds for their implementation.

Of the several bills introduced in the U.S. House of Representatives, H.R. 12050
reported by the House Ways and Means Committee is the most likely to reach the
House floor. It is currently awaiting a rule from the Rules Committee. During the
mark-up of the bill in Ways and Means, Representative Waggoner (D-La.) succeeded
in removing tax credits from elementary-secondary education. This action, however,
left intact the tax credit approach for student aid at the higher education levels and
we oppose that result.

We call upon the Congress to reject all tuition tax credit bills and to adopt the
Administration’s proposals to increase tuition grants to college students as an
alternative to tax credits. This approach will insure that federal funds provide
maximum tuition assistance to those worker-families who truly need that assist-
ance, while protecting the college students right to choose either a public or private
institution.

We urge the passage of H.R. 15 and S. 1753. We believe these policies to be in the
national interest.
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SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL POINTS

1. Catholic school teachers support and urge the passage of the
“Tuition Tax Credit Act” (S. 550).

2. The fundamental and constitutional right of parents to educate their
children in the school of their choice is being threatened by spiral-
ing educational costs and inflation.

3. Freedom of educational choice does not exist {f the only viable
educational system open to parents is the public schools.

4. Tax credits would primarily benefit low and middle income families
earning between $10,000 and $20,000 annually.

§. Nonpublic schools save the taxpayers' money and often times do a
better job of teaching students to read and write.

6. Nonpublic church-related schools perform a dual function and teach
secular as well as religious subjects.

7. Catholic schools, which make up 90X of all nonpublic schools, are
attracting an increasing number of minority students, and internally
and on a percentage basis are less segregated than public schools.

8. Tax credit legislation like previous constitutional forms of indirect
aid to nonpublic schools would directly assist parents and/or
students in preserving the alternatives of choice.

9. We believe that the U.S. Supreme Court, which has admitted to only
“dimly perceiving the boundaries of permissible governmental activity"
in the area of nonpublic school assistance, will find tax credits to
be constitutional.

10. Tax credits directly aid those who bear the brunt of tuition expense;
are simple & inexpensive from an administrative point of view: and
are not prohibitive in terms of costs.

11. Tuition Tax Credits will prevent a public school monopoly and insure
the fundamental and constitutional rights of nonpublic school parents
and their children to viable educational alternatives.

85-443 0 - 81 - 12
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INTRODUCTION

My sincere thanks to the United States Senate Finance Subcommittee
on Taxation and Debt Managaement for your courtesy in permitting me to
make a presentation today. I am Harold J.T. Isenberg, and I serve as
President of the Federation of Catholic Teachers.

My organization was incorporated in 1963 as the Catholic Lay Teachers
Group and gained formal recognition and collective bargaining rights in
1969 for the 3,000 parish school teachers employed by the ten county New
York Archdiocese. Ours 1s the only Catholic teacher union in the nation
to represent both elementary and secondary school teachers on a diocesan-
wide basis. We help educate approximately 136,000 students, many of them
our own children.

The Federation of Catholic Teachers has long been active in and
concerned with issues of social justice both within and outside of the
Catholic Church. This 18 why we stronqgly support and encourage the passage
of the bill submitted by Senators Robert Packwood, Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
William Roth, and others, which if enacted into law, will become known
as "The Tuition Tax Credit Act" (S. 550).

THE RIGHT OF PARENTS

The fundamental and constitutiocnal right of parents to educate their
children in nonpublic schools, affirmed by the United States Supreme
Court in Pierge v. the Sogiety of Sisters, is being threatened by spiral-
ing educational costs and inflation. Government has heavily tipped the
economic scales in favor Qf public schools so that nonpublic school
parents exercise their right of educational choice only with severe per-
sonal sacrifice. Accommodations such as the proposed "Tuition Tax Credit
Act" (S. 550) must be enacted in justice 1in order to secure the educational
rthts.of nonpublic school parents. Tax credits are not aid to schools -
they assist parents, while preserving the right of educational freedom of
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choice. This right, in the ins:ance of parochial schools, also involves
the exercise of the right of freedom of religion. Parents should not
have to pay twice to exercise these basic rights. Further it is clear
that our tax laws do allow relief to taxpayers who shoulder certain
burdens. This does not discriminate against others who get no benefit
because they do not have the expense. !

One cannot dismiss the double taxation involved for nonpublic
school parents by saying that those who do not use public beaches, librar-
ies, transportation, etc., also have to pay for these items. The distinct-
ion is that we are not talking about a whim or a luxury. We are talking
about the fundamental and constitution right of parents to have their
children educated in the school of their choice,

In catholic Education Faces Its Futyre, Neil G. McCluskey, S.J..

made the following observations regarding parental rights and govern-
mental assistance to nonpublic schools:

"The states have passed compulsory school attendance laws, and
to assist parents to comply with this legislation, have estab-
lished a system of free public schools, but without any pro-
vision in them for religious training. To achieve the common good
of accessible free education, the states tax all citizens alike
to form a common pool for the support of education. As a result
the states are able to provide for their school-age children the
substantial benefit of free education and certain auxiliary bene-
fits related to schooling. For more and more Catholic families
of moderate and small means, this can only take place within the
type of school the state itself chooses. The higher taxes rise,
the greater the squeeze on the Catholic parent and the less real
freedom of choice he has in choosing a school for his child.

'Many Catholic parents judge that in all conscience they must send
their children to a Catholic school because they believe that
secular education during the child's formative years is best in-
tegrated with religious training. Or they may simply prefer this
kind of schooling. The Catholic parent looks to the public school
not reproachfully but regretfully.

"A family seeking to follow simultaneously the dictates of con-
science and the compulsory-education law may not now, for all

_practical purposes, share in the state's provision for the common
welfare. In the practical order, the state has sat up what amounts

to 8 Yeligious test. Children in Catholic schools would qualify
for free schooling and all related benefits provided by the state
for its junior citizens EXCEPT that their parents have placed them
in a Catholic school. If public benefits are so administered

that citizens must do violence to their conscicnces in order to
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share in them, then the benefits are discriminatory. Perhaps
Catholic parents should look at things differently. Their feeling
of frustration, however, is not assuaged by telling them they

are 'free' to have their own schools, as they watch increasing
subsidies for public schools steadily pricing Catholic-school
education out of the market."

R F (o H MONOPO.

We are not opposed to public schools nor challenging their import-
ance and worth, but we are unalterably opposed to an educational monopoly
over our children. The prospect of such a situation would be a disturbing
departure from the American tradition of educational pluralism. We cannot
have freedom of choice if the only viable educational system open to
parents is the public school. No matter how scrupulous or altuistic the
monopolist may be, monopoly reduces one's options and therefore the
freedom of choice. As C, Albert Koob and Russell Shaw pointed out in

5.0.S. for Catholic Schools:

"The idea of monopoly in education is peculiarly abhorrent.
Here the values at stake are of an entirely different and
higher order than whether an automobile buyer shall have
the option of choosing among- the products of one or several
automobile manufacturers. They belong to the moral and in-
tellectual order, and in these areas of life the exercise of
free choice is pre-eminently important. And it is essential
that this possibility not be merely negative. {(That is, the
absence of coercion) or theoretical: There must, rather, be
the possibility of genuine, practical free choice.

So far as education is concerned, this means that Americans
should have both the right and the opportunity to choose from
among diocese schools and school systems and that non-public
schools must make up more than a 'token' system, but must be
numerous enough to accommodate parents and students who choose
this kind of school."

Traditionally the American school system is comprised of both
public and nonpublic schools. The danger today is that the nonpublic
school will disappear as a realistic'option for families of average in-
come. The vast majority of nonpublic school children, 3.7 million of 5
million attend schools in our nation's large metropolitan areas. Of this
number, 62.7% come from families with incomes of under $25,000. In the
inner city, 72% of the children come from households earning under $15,000
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a year. These are not the. wealthy. Tax credits for these parents are not
only a matter of fairness, thay are an absolute necessity.

It is true, and a recent National Catholic Educational Association
study verifies the fact, that enrollment in Catholic elementary and
secondary schools throughout the country has remained relatively constant
over the past five years. However, it should be remembered that between
1965 and 1976 enrollment in these schools decreased by 27x with nonpublic
gchools closing at about the rate of one every school day. It is to pre-
vent anothersharp decline that tax credits are needed. As Edward Anthony
of the United States Catholic Conference has said, "let there be no
mistake about it, to thousands of parents held within the ever tightening
grip of poverty, or those brought perilously close to it by an errant
American economy, the potential loss of (educational) freedom of choice
is real."

Our children and their parents need to be able to choose and afford
the school of their preference. Getting a good education is a long-term
process that begins with a child's earliest experiences. The alternatives
of choice must be available to all at each step in the educational pro-
cess to be meaningful. Let us not price our children and their parents
out of the college, elementary or secondary school of their. choice.

ONPU (o) AV P RS ' MONEY

Frequently those who would deny nonpublic school parents some form
of help ignore the fact that parochial and other private schools provide
a great service to all the citizens of this nation. We, too, teach child-
ren to read and write - often time better than public schools. In the
New York Archdiocese, elementary school students consistently score a
half year or more beyond the national reading average, while only 50X
of their public school counterparts are on grade level.

If, for example, New York parochial schools were not providing an
education for some several hundred thousand students, the taxpayers in
our state would have to pay significantly more money to the public
schools to do it. In the New York City area the per pupil cost of educat-
ing a child in a Catholic school is $650 per year on the elementary level,
and $1,350 on the secondary level. The public school costs, however, are
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$2,775 elementary, $3,236 junior high, and $2,716 in the high schools.
Allowing for contributed services supplied to Catholic school students
out of the public school budget, and for the difference between school
levels, it comes out that the Catholic school child is educated at a
cost one-quater to one-half the cost for educating the same child in a
public school. As long as nonpublic schools are in existence and educate
large numbers of children, more money is available per pupil for the
public schools - not less. For example, in New York City alone 25% of
the students attend nonpublic schoola, while the state has the highest
public school per pupil expenditure in the country and has experienced
a 300x increase in public school funding in the past eight years.

The argument that tax credits would hurt public schools is not
valid. Edward Anthony, of the Catholic Conference's Education Department,
made the following observations regarding this issue in a recent speech
before the American Association of School Administrators:

“First of all, there is no evidence to support the assertion

(that tax credits will mean the demise of the public school

system) States which either have, or have experimented with

some form of educational tax relief have not experienced a

significant loss in public school enrollments. Second, the

assertion that the quote-unquote "good" students will leave

the public schools also has no basis in fact, If by "good"

we mean wealthy ur even middle-class students, it is foolish

to assume that a minimal tax credit will be any incentive

for wealthy parents to move their children. Wealthy parents

who wish to send their children to nonpublic schools have

already made that choice. Those of you who are familiar with

the basic economic principle of ‘'marginal utility' will

understand that the family for whom a $250 tax credit will

mean something is the family that must scrimp and save to

get $250 for tuition for their children. They are the families
that will truly benefit."

c s D_SEC UCATIO
The dual role of nonpﬁblic and especially church-related schools
has been eloquently set forth by Associate Supreme Court Justice Bryon

White who stated in Board of Education v. Allen: .

"Underlying these cases (previous decisions involving govern-

ment assistance to non-public education), and underlying also

the legislative judgenents that have preceded the Court decisions,
has been a recognition that private education has played and is
playing a signigicant role in raising national levels, knowledge,
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competence, and experience. Americans care about the quality of

the secular education available to their children. They have con-

sidered hifh quality education to be an indispensable ingredient

for achieving the kind of nation, and the kind of cltizonrz that

they have desired to create. Considering this attitude, the

continued willingness to rely on private school systems, including
parochial systems, strongly suggests that s wide segment of informed
opinion, legislative and otherwise, has found that these schools do
an acceptable job of providing secular education to their students.

This judgement is further evidence that parochial schools are per-

forming, in addition to their sectarian function, the task of

secular education."

Like Justice Wiite, we do not ‘choose to cast our defense of non-
public schools in the form of an attack on the motives or ideology of
those in public education. Both nonpublic and public schools have made
and continue to make enormous contributions to American society. ‘Unfor-
tunately, unlike nonpublic schools , public schools are the ones who are
monolithically alike when they excluded from their programs religious
values and the religious dimension of the human experience. It has been
said that value-free education is an impossibility, since values of one
kind or another are inevitably conveyed by the educational process. There-
fore, in omitting certain areas of human experience from the classroom,
public schools implicitly "teach" that these matters are of no great im-
portance or concern and can reasonably be passed over by the student.
Unlike other groups in society, our parents have no possibility of
obtaining redress for this situation, since a firmly held legal and
judicial tradition bars the introduction of specifically religious values
or concepts into the public school. In contrast, nonpublic and Catholic
schools can point to a "difference where it counts" in attracting parents
and children to their schools.

Catholic schools are, also, attracting an increasing number of
minority students. The percentage of Black and Hispanic students has
grown steadily over the last decade and now, according to the National
Catholic Educational Association, accounts for 8.1 X and 8.3X% of the
total enrollment in all Catholic schools. In the New York Archdiocese
80 of the students in Manhattan and 60X of those in the Bronx are
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minority students. Our schools are neither elitist or segregationist.
Parochial schools are neigborhood schools and reflect the population
which they serve. We agree that the current tax credit proposal must
maintain its present safeguards to prohibit the claiming of a tax credit
for the purpose of sending children to segregationist institutions.

In his report on Public and Private Schools, Dr. James Coleman
found, that from a classroom perspective, nonpublic schools are the
best integrated. An adjustment in family income, through tax credits,
would further increase the number of minority students in the nonpublic
sector, not make it more elite. He, also, found that Catholic schools
more closely resemble the ideal of the "common school" where children
from different family backgrounds achieve well.

Other findings of Coleman which are worthy of notice are that
between the sophomore and senior years, 24X of the students in public
schools drop out, compared to 12% in Catholic schools and 13X in other non-
public schools. If there ware no private schools, segregation patterns
in public schools would be about the same, Coleman states. Internally,
and on a percentage basis of total enrollment, nonpublic schools are
the least segregated. Even when controlling for family background factors,
students in Catholic and other nonpublic schools achieve at a higher
level than public school students. The private schools have a lot of what
seems important to higher scholastic achievement - "greater academic
demands and more ordered environment," according to Coleman.

It is obvious to most that the public schools serve not only the
children they enroll but the total community through the students who are
educated. The same is true of Catholic schools. We not only serve our
students directly, but through them we serve the total community. This
is the way in which any school carries out its role of service and it
seems oddly short-sighted to ignore that fact in the case of nonpublic
and church-related schools. Our schools have long been an integrai part
of the nation's educational establishment.. They supplement in many ways
the main task of public schools and provide an opportunity for experi-

mentation in educational methods since they are relatively unhampered by



181

bureaucratic red tape or inhibited by political pressures. They give a
spur of competition to the public school - not the cut-throat competition
of two institutions each trying to out distance the other, but the fruit-
ful competition of self-improvement. Both systems benefit and progress
results.

= Q T

The idea of indirect assistance to nonpublic institutions is not
new. In the past the United States Congress has given aid to both public
and nonpublic schools through the Reserve Officer Training Programs,
the School Lunch Act of 1949, the Higher Educati&n Facilities Act of
1963, the Higher Education Act of 1965, and the Elementary and Secondary
Bducation Act, also of 1965. Both the School Lunch Act and the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act have provided benefits to students in non-
public and chhrch-related elementary and secondary schools. Tax credit
legislation 1like previous constitutional forms of indirect aid to non-
public schools would directly assist the parent and/or students in pre-
serving the alternatives of educational choice. We feel that it would
meet the constitutional test set forth by the Supreme Court in the Allen
case: .
"What are the purpose and primary effect of the enactment?
If either is the advancement or inhibition of religion, then
the enactment exceeds the scope of legislative power as cir-
cumscribed by the Constitution. That is to say that to with-
stand the str ctures of the Establishment Clause there must be
a secular legislative purpose and a primary effect that neither
advances nor inhibits religion."
Again, the Supreme Court reaffirmed the Allen decision in a case in-
volving New York City's tax emption of church property and observed:
""Making textbooks available to pupils in parochial schools in
common with public schools surely was an ‘aid' to the sponsoring
churches because it relieved those churches of an enormous, ag-

gretate cost for those books. Supplying of costly teaching
materials was not seen either as manifesting a legislative pur-
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pose to aid or as having a primary effect of aid controvening

the First Amendment. In so doing the Court was heeding both its

own prior holdings and cur religious tradition . . . ith all

the risk inherent in programs that bring about administrative re-

lationships between public education bodies and church-sponsored

schools, we have been able to chart a course that preserved the
autonomy and freedom of religious bodies waile avoiding any sem-
blance of established religion. This is a 'tight rope' and one

we have successfully traversed."

While it is true that the Supreme Court has admitted in Tilton v.
Richardson to '"only dimly perceive the boundaries of permissible govern-
ment activity in this sensitive area of constitutional adjudication", we
feel that tax credits for nonpublic elementary and secondary schools are
constitutional, appropriate, and necessary.

Our High Court has seen no difficulty in approving federal grants
and loans for nonpublic colleges and universities. It has rejected the
notion that simply because the school is religiously affiliated, it is
incapable of distinguishing between secular and religious subjects.

Assocliate Justice White in dissenting on the Lemon v. Kurtzman

case mused:

"Surely the notion that college students are more mature and
resistant to indoctrination in a makeweight, for the Court in
Tilton is careful to note the federal condition of funding and
the enforcement mechanism available. If religious teaching in
federally financed buildings was permitted, the powers of resistance
of college students would in no way save the federal scheme. Nor
can I imagine on what basis the Court finds college clerics more
reliable in keeping promises than their counterparts in elementary
and secondary schools. . ."

ADVANTAGES OF THE TAX-CREDIT CONCEPT

Especially in view of the Supreme Court's decisions, it is impera-

tive that Congress act on the proposed "Tuition Tax Credit Act' in order
to maintain for all Americans the basic right we have to better ourselves
through education and the right of parents to educate their children in

nonpublic schools. We feel that the income tax credit concept has three
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basic advantsges. First and foremost, it gives sid directly to those who
bear the brunt of tuition expenses. Every student or parent of a student
who is not self-supporting can take 3dvantige of the credit. Second, the
tax credit is simple and inexpensive from an administrative point of view,
Finally, the cost of the program would not be prohibitive to those con-
cerned with cost. Ne remind them that the goverament allows tax advan-
tages to businesses and financially supports the advanced training of
their employees while spending billions for write-off for foreign cor-
porations and oil companies. Yet, the parent or student trying to attend
the college, elementary, or secondary school of their choice nas no such
advantage. The current inequitable situation particularly hurts poor

and middle income families. It is time we recognize our obligation to
insure educational freedom of choice for all Americans by giving them

as much assistance as possible.

For all of the reasons set forth above and primarily to prevent a
public school monopoly and to insure the fundamental rights of our parents
and their children to viable educational alternatives, we urge passage
of the "Tuition Tax Credit Aét" as proposed by Senators Packwood, Moynihan,

and others.

Again, our thanks for your time and consideration in this very

important matter.
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Senator PAckwoop. We will go on with the panel.

R Jack Clayton, Rabbi Goldenberg, William Billings, and Dr.
uiter.

Let’s let a few people clear out of the room, just a moment, and
the door close, and then we will go right on.

Again, I will ask this panel. Do you want to go in the order that
you appear on the witness list, or do you have some other pre-
arranged order?

Then we will go with Jack Clayton first.

STATEMENT OF JACK CLAYTON, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION
OF CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS, NORMAL, ILL.

Mr. CLayToN. My name is Jack Clayton. I am Washir.gton repre-
sentative for the American Association of Christian Schools, and I
deeply appreciate the opportunity of testifying here today.

ere is one consistent principle that the churches and schools
who support our association have. That is, we accept no Federal
funds and we want no Federal controls.

The subject of tuition tax credits has received very careful con-
sideration by cur association, and we commend all those Members
of Congress who have worked so hard on it. I have wvorked with
many of the people, trying to see if some acceptable legislation
could be developed.

We support the concept of tuition tax credits. We feel that it is a
good one. We feel that it will provide fair and equitable tax relief
to parents who have to pay for two school systems.

he inequities in the present tax structure are strikingly illus-
trated by neighboring Fairfax County, Va., where a staggering
$2,833 per child is spent by the school system.

A family with $20,000 of taxable income is allowed only a $240
reduction in Federal taxes when they have one child. This $240 is a
mere pittance for parents who must feed, clothe, and educate the
child, and provide for countless other needs.

We have examined the first amendment arguments that oppo-
nents have raised against tuition tax credits, and we find them to
be fallacious. A large part of the schools who support my associ-
ation are Fundamentalist Baptists, and have a long tradition of
strong feelings on church-state relations.

Baptists were beaten and ﬂogfged 200 years ago. They paid a dear
price right here in Alexandria, for example.

The Reverend Jeremiah Moore was jailed for preaching and -
teaching without a license. He was defended by attorney Patrick
Henry who also defended many other Baptist preachers. We feel
that we have paid the price over the years, and we resent being left
out of the secular history texts. Although historian William Sweet
has pointed out that Jefferson wanted, on his tombstone, recogni-
tion of his authorship of the Statute of Virginia for Religious
Freedom, Sweet states that:

Justice compels the admission that Jefferson's part in this accomplishment was

not 80 great as that of James Madison, nor were the contributions of either or both,
as important as that of the humble people called Baptists.

We still maintain that tradition, not only a tradition but very
strong feelings about constitutional government. We feel that the
tuition tax credits do not violate the first amendment.
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There are many provisions for deductions and exemptions in the
Tax Code for all kinds of expenses in our personal lives. They
include everything from blindness to taxes to all kinds of expenses
that are made as a matter of public policy.

Congress can vote them in or delete them, and it should pose no
constitutional problem. There are many other arguments that can
be raised, and I will have to just omit them for the sake of brevity,
and move on to the conclusion.

In determining whether to support tuition tax credits, my associ-
ation had to look at the realities of recent history of Government
relations with religious institutions.

It is not a happy chapter in American history. There have been
abuses with title IX regulations and only now has some relief been
forthcoming.

However, I have here a Civil Rights Commission report where it
is recommended that title IX regulations be issued to all tax-
exempt schools based on tax-exemption.

These title IX rules are horrendous. There are many other
things—we are particularly concerned that the Internal Revenue
Service persists in its attack on private schools and Christian
schools in particular.

We have legislation prohibiting funds for that activity, but they
continue. So we fear, that if tuition tax credit legislation is en-
acted, at this point in time, that it will aggravate this process
despite some very strong statutory safeguards that are being writ-
ten into the bill.

We regret that we live in an era of sociological jurisprudence and
not of written law. These legislative safeguards would simply be
ignored, 2s the Ashbrook and Dornan amendments are being ig-
nored right now.

Therefore, vrith full recognition of the good that this legislation
could do, and with deepest appreciation for those who have worked
tirelessly to enact it into law, my association respectfully declines
to support its passage at this time.

However, we do not mean to impugn the motives of those who
support this legislation, or even their judgment.

It is just merely in our judgment, the bureaucratic abuse that is
an ongoing fact of life today might accelerate.

We have some problems that we must get worked out, and we
would be happy to work with you any way we can.

Senator PAckwoob. Let me ask you a quick question.

Mr. CLAYTON. Yes.

Senator Packwoob. If tuition tax credits were passed, do you
think the temptation to the parents of the students in your schools’
would be so great to take it that there would be no way you could
saiddon’t touch the Federal Government, don’t take the credit?

r. CLAYTON. I think you are right, Senator.

Senator PAckwoob. Rabbi.

STATEMENT OF RABBI BERNARD GOLDENBERG, NATIONAL DI
RECTOR, NATIONAL SOCIETY OF HEBREW DAY SCHOOLS,
NEW YORK, N.Y.

Rabbi GoLDENBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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My name is Rabbi Bernard Goldenberg. I represent the National
Society of Hebrew Day Schools, or as we call ourselves in Hebrew,
Torah Umesorah. .

We are the representative agency of the Hebrew day school
system in America, which has more than 500 schools offering a
combined educational program of Hebrew and general studies.

We are located in about 37 States. Our enrollment is pushing
upward of some 95,000.

Senator Moynihan mentioned a little earlier in the day, that he
read a tabloid newspaper in New York which indicated that one of
our schools was established early in the 19th century. And he saw,
there that both the city and the State gave some money, that early
in American history.

Just for the sake of perspective, the first Hebrew day school was
established during the colonial period, about 85 years before the
Declaration of Independence was signed.

Now what is it we are trying to do in our schools? We want to
provide intensive instruction in the area of secular or general
(situdies, and we follow the curriculum of the local educational

istrict.

We also want to provide intensive instruction in the field of
religious education.

hat else do we want? What else do we do with our children?

We provide them with a rich knowledge and fervent love of the
American heritage, a firm sense of civic responsibility, and a com-
mitment to the pursuit of academic excellence.

Side by side, with a high regard for ethics and adherence to our
own principles for which I need not apologize.

Now, Senator Packwood, you spoke earlier today about private
schools which are considered elitist schools and how do we pay for
the education of our children in these schools?

Senator PAckwoob. I didn’t speak about them in the sense that
they were. Others are making that charge.

Rabbi GoLpeENBERG. That is the question you raised. Right. I
realize that.

Well, only 10 percent of our students pay full tuition. About 20
percent of our students receive almost full scholarships. The vast
majority receive partial tuition grants or tuition scholarships.

Many of our parents have limited income; they are in the lower-
middle class. Since our parents consider both day school religious
instruction and the finest possible program of secular instruction
as equally vital for the children, those of our parents who are
economically underprivileged and those who are the middle class-
are faced by the agonizing choice of failing to provide for the
religious education of the children or being driven to desperate
financial straits when they seek to send their children to Hebrew
da{ school.

think we can understand them much better if we concentrate
on a single area. There are about 200 schools in the Metropolitan
New York area where many of our schools are located.

Almost 120 of those schools are located in poverty areas.

I should mention that the structure that rears its head heaven-
ward so to speak, is not tne s%nogogue or the house of worship, but
the educational building, the Hebrew day school.
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Were it to happen that these parents in the Poverty areas of
New York would not be able to gain scholarships for the education
of their children, the entire community will be threatened.

There will be a massive urban relocation, so to speak, and years
of investment in the resources, perseverance and purpose will be
crushed in record time.

About the graduates of our system, of our Hebrew day schools.
Perhaps it should be mentioned that a very large number of people
who have won renown in the professions, in academic and scientific
endeavor, and in government service are graduates of our schools.

Let me just state one example, because I hate to deal with
massive numbers. I would rather deal with single, individual

things.

1 ﬁ:ve a relative, a graduate of one of our schools who is now
conducting intensive research in the area of finding a cure for
what we all know is so far incurable. Did anyone ever ask him,
‘““‘Hey, where did you get your love of science, your biology—your
love of humanity? Was it a public or nonpublic school?”’

I happen to know that he went to a nonpublic school. I happen to
know that my nephew went to a Hebrew day school. No one asked
where he obtained his initial schooling of biology or his motivation
to serve humanity.

We only ask that God speed his efforts.

If that is so, then the nonpublic schools serve the States’ and
society’s purpose. They perform a public service. Is America richer
or poorer because of these graduates? Is America richer or poorer
because parents made the commitment to send their children to
such schools?

I know there will be a flood of words, and I am adding mzeone
3Y%2 minutes to it. But I think the essential question must be: Is
America richer or poorer because of these graduates of these
schools, who show, who give evidence of the love of humanity and
the love of America?

Pluralism in education is the right to choose between educational
alternatives without penalatly.

If we attach a financial penalty to the exercise of one’s con-
science, it is an infringement of free exercise. And that is why we
are strongly in favor of tuition tax credits.

I just want to make two more statements.

e nonpublic schools in America are an example of a system
which is not the creature of the State.

The parent is indeed the primary educator of the child. And we
stand by that statement. The parent is indeed the primary educa-
tor of the child.

We hear a great deal these days about the importance of gettin,
the Government off our backs. That concept has now become creeti,
catechism, and concern.

Should we not then help the parent utilize this educational alter-
native through our tax credit. It is sound public policy to insist on
some justice for all parents.

Mr. irman, in your State, there is a famous case of Pierce v.
Society of Sisters. 1 recently studied some briefs on that case.

The late Louie Marshall, in the brief submitted as a friend of the
court, had this to say:
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This Nation is no more preserved by the public school than it is by other agencies.
The Fathers of the Republic and a large proportion of our finer citizens never
attended public schools. And today, a large number of the best examples of Ameri-
canism have received and are now receiving their education outside the public

schools.

All we ask is give alternative to education a chance.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator PAckwoob. Rabbi, I want to answer your question about
whether we are richer or poorer, with the private school system
and diversity.

But I will tell you this, we are safer. And that our civil liberties
are better protected by a decent respect for diversity than they are
by some kind of compelled conformity.

All we need is to have a uniform system, and one day a person
will come along to run that uniform system. And that person may
be fine, and that person may not be fine.

But the danger is in the centralism.

Rabbi GOLDENBERG. I fully agree with you.

Just looking for the financial sinews so that more people can use
that choice in America.

Senator PaAckwoob. Mr. Billings.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BILLINGS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL CHRISTIAN ACTION COALITION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. BiLLINGS. Mr. Chairman, I come in three roles I suppose,
today. I am a parent of two children in private schools.

I have also served as principal of a Christian school, one of them
in Mr. Matsunaga’s home State of Hawaii.

I also represent an organization called the National Christian
Action Coalition, that has for a long time taken an interest in this
legislation.

I am going to abbreviate my testimony and just single out two
points.

One is point three on the written testimony that this tuition tax
credit should in no way be considered as assistance to the nonpub-
lic schools. I believe it is, in the bill it is the wording of the Archer
amendment. And we wholeheartedly support that and hope there
are no changes in that.

We are opposed to Federal assistance of nonpublic schools in
whatever form. And we are supportive of this bill only as long as it
remains a tax relief measure for parents.

Second, I just want to add an Amen to Attorney Ball's statement
-yesterday. And we, too, have a few problems in regard to the bill
on the clauses that refer to discrimination.

We are unalterably opposed to discrimination. We are unalter-
ably opposed to segregation. And yet, we feel like the proper
agency to handle any type of problems in this area would be the
Justice Department, and not the Internal Revenue Service.

Thank you.

Senator Packwoop. We will conclude with Dr. Ruiter. Do I pro-
nounce it right?
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STATEMENT OF DR. MICHAEL T. RUITER, EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR, CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS INTERNATIONAL, GRAND RAPIDS,

MICH.

Dr. Ruiter. Thank you.

Chairman Packwood, thank you for this opportunity to be the
final speaker before we break for lunch.

I am Michael Ruiter, executive director of Christian Schools
International, which is a service organization for Christian schools
in the United States and Canada.

I would like to briefly address myself, in particular to three
aspects of the proposed tax credit bill. I will speak to the need for
the bill, the principles which support this legislation, and the bene-
fit that such legislation will have for our Nation’s schools and our
country.

My office is in Grand Rapids, Mich. We have Oakdale Christian
School in the inner city of Grand Rapids.

Oakdale Christian School is a school of the Grand Rapids Chris-
tian School Association. The cost of educating a child at Oakdale
next year will be $1,700. The Oakdale parents, black and white,
want to provide an education for more neighborhood children.

In spite of the huge financial burden on these parents, they have
a scholarship fund which raises $50,000 a year to provide scholar-
ships for neighborhood children.

hese people work hard to raise funds for these scholarships but
cannot raise nearly enough to provide scholarships to all who
would like to use Oakdale School for their children.

Some poor families cannot exercise their choice to send their
children to Oakdale School. It is just economically impossible to
provide for them.

Legislation like S. 550 would enable the people at Oakdale Chris-
tian School to provide for more neighborhood children that now
find a Christian education out of their financial reach.

The Oakdale constituency have always shared with others to the
limit of their financial ability. Financial relief through tax credit
will enable them to share more fully with those who they have
been unable to reach.

Incidentally, the Oakdale School is a very old building and badly
in need of replacement. Rather than move out of the inner city, the
Grand Rapids Christian School Association has recently committed
itself to rebuilding the Oakdale School on its present site.

I use Oakdale Christian School merely as an illustration of what
is being and can be done for those who are economically deprived.
This commitment to serve others is no stranger to the Christian
school communities.

Tuition tax credits will not only help those who can help them-
selves; they will also help those who need the help of others.

In addition to the practical benefit of tuition tax credits there is
a basic principle of justice that is addressed by this legislation. The
principle upon which our Nation is established makes no second-
class citizen of those who exercise a different belief or exercise a
different choice.

These principles of individual selection and action were in-
grained in the thinking of our Nation’s forefathers but somehow in
education we have failed to carry them out.

85-443 0 - 81 - 13
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Instead we have developed an elitist group of citizens; a group of
people who take everyone’s tax dollars to support the schools they
choose but oppose the access to tax dollars of others who out of
conviction choose a different means for their children’s education.

All of the rationalization about what tax credits may or may not
do to public schools is not really relevant to the issue, What is
relevant is the answer to this question: Who owns the public funds
used to support-education?

It’s not a matter of whether public school patrons favor the
expenditure of public funds for nonpublic schools; rather it's a
matter of justice, a simple justice, long recognized in almost every
other free country in the world.

That principle of simple justice is that all citizens own public
futllds a.?g all citizens should have equal use of these funds.

n spite——

Senator PAckwoop. Let me ask you thié, because I will put your_

entire statement in the record.
Could you summarize?
_ Dr. RuITgr. Yes, sir.

Senator Packwoob. Thank you. -

Dr. Rurter. 1 believe, in brief, I'd like to state this: tax benefits
should be shared by all citizens who exercise recanized legal op-
tions in providing for the education of their children. No legal
educational option should have an exclusive tax monopoly, nor
have a prohibition of tax benefit. :

Principle is one thing, but the Nation's well-being is another.
And I think that the cry we hear from og ments of this bill is
simply a cry that cannot be affirmed or established in fact.

Is that wolf that we hear at the door a wolf, or is it merely a
wolf-shaped bush? A mirage?

In my opinion, it is a mirage.

Tax credits, in summary, will surely help public education as
much or more than they will help private education.

Of that, I am absolutely sure. In fact, the educational publica-
tions of our Nation, which }you are currently reading, are already
alive with the thoughts of public school leaders re%ardin the
challenge that private schools are providing those in public schools.

Are private schools doing a better job? Are they less segregated?
Are they appealing to the rich, the poor, the minorities?

The public schools are finally asking themselves these and other
similar questions. These Txestions are giving birth to a re-examina-
tion virlhich will surely help lead to improvements in public schools
as well.

So, in summary sir, I would like to say this: that I believe it is a
matter of justice, it is a matter of equity, it is a matter which
because of competition is going to improve the quality of instruc-
tion, not only in the private schools, but in public schools as well.
- I am sorry I ran beﬂyond my time limit, and I thank you for the

courtesy which you afforded me while making this testimony.

Senator PAckwoob. After the patience all of you have shown this
morning, in waiting this long, den’t apologize. -

I want to ask each of you one question.

The argument is raised, and you can take it from the background
of your individual school experience—the argument is raised, that
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if we pass tuition tax credlts it’s not gomg to do parents any good.
You are {ust going to go ahead and raise the fees.

Mr. Billings.

Mr. BiLLINGs. As a principal in a school, we kept our fees at the
absolute minimum that we could. We also provided, as many
Hebrew day schools do, I am sure, free tuition for those students
who couldn’t afford it.

We would only raise the tuition if it were absolutely necessary in
terms of paying teacher’s salaries as the rate of inflation goes up. 1
would not think there would be any schools that would raise it
simply because they would see it as an opportunity of making more
money.

Senator PACKwooOD. Mr Clayton.

Mr. CrayToN. I can’t see how it would affect the tuition at all
because we want to keep it as low as possible because even when
there is any increase, it causes additional hardship for people who
send their children to our school.

Senator PAckwoob. Rabbi Goldenberg.

Rabbi GOLDENBERG. We are looking for tuition tax credits to help
those people who are not in the schools, who may have to take the
‘children out of the school.

We do not see raising tuition because of tax credit. If tuition is
raised, it will be because of inflationary pressures, completely apart
of tuition tax credits.

Senator PAckwoob. Dr. Ruiter.

Dr. Rurrer. Mr. Chairman, Calvinists are frugal, they are ac-
countable, they are responsible g;eople In no way would this in any
wgsy effect what they do with the money to educate their children.

enator PACKwoob. Gentlemen, thank you very much.

- The hearing will adjourn until 2.

[Whereupon, at 12:56 p.m., the hearing recessed, to reconvene at

.m. the same day.]
The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow.]
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1. Member schools in my association oppose hoth federal financial
assistance and federal controls,

2. Tuition tax credits are a fair and equitable way to provide tax

..relief to families.

3. The historic position of our churches opposing government financ-
ing of religious bodies is not changed when parents are allowed tax
relief for educational expenses of their children.

i. The government support for humanistic education has enormous re-
1iqious implications, but this has not been protested by opponents of
tuition tax credits. The government policy is not religiously neutral.

5., Some tuition tax credits already exist.

6., Continued hureaucratic abuse and hostility to Christian schools by
the Internal Revenue Service cause grave threats to religious liberty.

7. The federal judiciary and agencies such as the Internal Revenue
Service have simply ignored legislative safequards for religious free-
dom in the past. A shocking attitude of lawlessness prevails, and
Congress must act firmly to halt {it,

8. Despite the enormous good that tuition tax credits could do, re-
cant history of unelected members of government abusing the rights of
Christians cause legitimate concerns. The American Association of

_Christian Schools respectfully declines to support the legislation at

this time,

9. The danger of federalization of allleducation grows as selfish in- _
terest groups exploit problems to enhance their own power. Congress
should reverse this trend.
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My name is Jack Clayton, I am ﬁashinqton Representative for the
American Association of Christian Schools. I deeply appreciate the
opportunity to testify before this suhcommittee today,

There is one congistant principle that churches and their schools
who support our association maintain concerning relations with civil
government. They do -not accept government financial assistance, and
they oppose government controls of thair school ministries,

The suhject of tuition tax credits has received the most careful
consideration by our association., We commend those memhers of Congress
who have attempted to develop legislation that provides fair and equit-
ahle tax relief to parents who choose a different education for their
children than the one provided by government aqgencies.,

The inequities in the present tax structure are strikingly illus-
trated by neighhorfing Fairfax County, Virginia where a staggering
$2,833 per child is spent by the school system, A family with $20,000
of taxable.income is allowed only a $240 reduction in federal taxes
when they have one child. This $240 is a mere pittance for parents
who must feed, clothe and educate the child, and provide for countless
other needs, -

This family is surrounded by lavishly funded qovernment programs
of every sort., It is not unjustified for such a family to feel a sense
of family deprivation while among such qovernmental opulence,

In determining whether or not to support passage of tuition tax
credit legislation, a review of some of our historic concerns ahout
church=-state relations and events of very recent history point to
our position.

Absence of state control of religion is an extreme rarity in
history. It is especially regrettable therefore, that the secular
history as taught today excludes the contributions to religious liberty
by men who paid a dear price for our First Amendment freecdoms,

In Alexandria, Virginia, for example, the Baptist preacher Jeremiah
Moore was jailed for preaching and teaching without a license, Moore
was defended by attorney Patrick lenry who also defended many other
Raptist preachers who suffered beatings and jailings for the same offense,
Over two hundred years later we are again faced with the problem of state
licensure of religious ministries,

After many untold jailings and beatings, the early Baptists finally
earned protection for religious liberty. No sooner was it won than
theyihad to face the question of government financing of religious ed-
ucation, -

In 1784 a hill was introduced in Virginia to provide a general
asgessment for the teaching of religion in which citizens could either
declare the denomination to receive their assessment, or if no declar-
ation was made, the money would be used to support schools in the county
where they lived. George Washington and even Patrick Henry supported
the‘idea, but James Madison, Thomas Jefferson and the Baptists opposed
it. It was narrowly defeated. .
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The defeat of direct governmental financing of religious institu-
tions became a hasic concept of the American system, Thomas Jefferson
requasted that his tombatone include his recognition as author of the
Statute of Virginia for Religious Freedom, A Yet, historian William W,
Sweet maintained that greater credit was due elsewhere when he wrote:

But justice compels the admission that Jefferson's part in this

accomplishment was not so qgreat as that of James Madison, nor

were the contributions of either or both as important as was that
of the humble people called Baptists.

Other fundamentalists have also come to share and defend this
heritage,

We have examined the arguments of those who argue that any proe
posal for tuition tax credits would violate the constitutional reguire-
ments for separation of church and state, and we find them to be falla-
clous., Far different from direct government payments to religious
institutions, tax relief to parents does not require any governmental
ent;nglement or any action that either favors or opposed a particular
religion, .

If the truth is to be recorded ahout government-financed programs
that advance or oppose particular religious beliefs, the record will
clearly show an animated governmental hostility toward traditional
moral beliefs in general and Biblical .Christianity in particular,

What hypocrisy has led to the mandatory estah)ishment of the re-
ligious worldview which forbids the mere posting of the Ten Command=-
ments in Kentucky schools? The hypocrisy is particularly evident in
another federal case Parduceci v. Rutland which required a school system
to allow assignment of Rurt Vonngut's Welcome to the Monkey House. The
story is replete with four-letter obscénities and vulgar terms for for=
nication, urination and sex organs. Mandatory taxes supported this

governmaentally supervisaed bigotry which included crude satire on what
the story called "fit things for a Christian family to see."

There is no governmnetal neutrality in such a policy., It {s also
widespread, and it i{s the rule, not the exception. Christian parents
must pay taxes to directly finance coed dorms where illicit drugs and
sexual immorality openly abound. Disgraceful sex education programs
have contributed to an enormous increase in illigitimacy, venereal
disease and suicide. Christian values are not only excluded, they are
openly attacked.

Perhaps the best example of government financing of anti-Christian
values has heen the rise of the "values education® movement. Consider
the Public Fducation Religious Studies Center PERSC at Wright State
University in Dayton, Ohio. PERSC states that it aims to promote "teach-
ing about religion" and to foster "teaching of Values Education in Ele=- .
mentary, Secondaxry and Higher Education." While most Americans would
agree that they want values taught to their children, there is very
little understanding of what is meant by the term “"values® as it is
used in contemporary education.

PERSC promotes "values education" similar to the kind taught across
the nation by Professor Sidney B, Simon of the Center for Humanistic
Education at the University of Massachusetts. Simon teaches that any
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values are acceptable if they are (1) freely chosen (2) happily affirmed
and (3) acted upon, The values of Charles Manson and most of the great
murderers of history would meet this test,

What is more important is the fact that such teaching demands a
particular set of religious heliefs, It is not religiously neutral,
It strongly arques against the teachings of ®hristians or Jews who
helieve that there are divine truths in values such as:

Thou shalt not kill, or Thou shalt not steal,

Values education cannot affirm gsuch teachings because it is too
morally hankrupt to proclaim universal truths, Nevertheless, it
fosters a thoroughly religious worldview; its religious implications
are just as significant as that of any church, The tenets are boldly
.set forth in Humanist Manifesto II where it is stated that, "“oral
values derive thelr source From human experience. Fthics is autonomous
and situational, needing no theological or ideological sanction,”

Man becomes his own qod, .

Again, this teaching is not neutral, It constitutes the estab-
lishment of a state reliqion,” It might as well be called a state-
financed humanistic “church.” There is nothing in our constitutional
history to suggest that such a religious worldview should be enshrined,
financed and qgiven preferred state status, while Christianity is systeme
atically excluded, We protest the taxation of Christians to finance
anti-Christian immorality.

The opponents of tuition tax credits who maintain that their
position is demanded by constitutional requirements for separation of
church and state have not made any protest of the massive direct gov-
ernment financina of humanistic education., Their arguments are not
valid, not because of this inconsistancy, but because of the nature
of our tax structure, d '

Deductions and exemptions on tax returns are allowed for a very
wide variety of expenses in our personal lives. The basis for them
varies from blindness to interest expense, and from taxes to highly
questionable forms of entertainment, Governmental decisions to allow
these provisions are matters of public policy, and they pose no con-
stitutional problems if they are made equally available to all citizens,

Even tuition tax credits are already a fact of life. Deductions
are now permitted for day care expenses and for educational expenses
necessary for an individual to keep his present job. These provisions
have produced no constitutional challanges from opponents of tuition
tax credits,

In determining whether to support tuition tax credits, my associ-
ation had to look at the realities of recent history of qovernment
relations with reliqious institutions. It is not a happy chapter in
American history.

We reviewed the attempts by the old Department of Health, Fduca-
tion and Welfare to impose Title IX regulations on small colleqes
simply hecause students there received government loans., These re~
qulations prohibited school rules against abortion, pregnancy outside
of marriage, and even the inquiry about marital status, Such efforts
have only recently heen halted, but future threats remain,
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We reread the assurances that federal aid would not lead to
federal control of education, and how it led to massive destructive
federal controls, This caused chaos, breakdown of school discipline,
4mmorality, drugs, declining academic standards, aholition of dress
rules, and spectacles such as unmarried preqnant girls in coed baskaet~
hall games, The list is endless.

We have read the U,S. Commission on Civil Rights recommendations
that these Title IX rules be issued to all tax-exempt schools, and .
that church schools be treated the same as all other schools,

We continue to look at how the Internal Revenua Service has con-
tinued its fanatical attack on Christian schools despite the fact that
there is not one single santence of statutory authority for their
actions, We are astonished that the agency has disreqarded the Ash-
‘brook and Dornan Amandments which prohihited funds forx its harassment
of Christian schools, We are dismayed that the Justice Department
has not "taken disciplinary action against the attorneys from its Tax
Divisions and Civil Rights Division who either participated in the
"sweetheart suit" which led to the present crisis, or otherwise par-
ticipated in illegal and unethical secret negotiations in the cases.
of Green v, Blumenthal and Wright v, Blumenthal, We see the major
confrontation which the IRS has provoked hetween Congress and the
federal judiciary over this matter.

We note the continued refusal of the IRS even to answer letters
from members of Congress concerning its policies which caused this
problem, The real world in which our schools must operate is a world
where government officials devalop endless regulations out of thin
air without a shred of statutory authority. It is a world where inno-
cent schools in Pennsylvania and Maine are subjected to harassment
about racial policies, when not one act of discrimination has occurred.

It is a real world of unelected bureaucrats and unelected judges
with which we must contend, This discussion has not dealt with the
specific language of the proposed legislation. We feel that acceptable
language can be, and possibly has been found. :

It 18 sad to state that the language of the proposed legislation
is almost irrelevant. Yet, that is not our position, it is the posi-
tion of the bureacracy and the judiciary. Regardless of whatever rea=-
sonable restrictions that Congress might pass, the branchas of government
with which we must deal have shown that they will defy them, If recent
history has taught anything to anyone who cares to look, it is that
abuse of power occurs whenever there is power to abuse,

This abuse is not some falsely imagined distant possibility, It
is happening now. It is occurring today.

If tuition tax credit legislation is enacted at this point in his-
tory, we fear that agencies will formulate a long list of directives,
procedures, guidelines and rulings. Court action would bhe certain,
and federal courts increasingly show contempt for Congressional re=
strictions. Legislative safeguards might simply be 1gno§ed.

Therefore, with full recognition of the good that this legislation
could do, and with deepest appreciation for those who have worked
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tirelessly to enact it into law, my association respectfully declines
to support its passage at this time, -

As early as 1945 a report of the American Council on Education
and the National Education Association stated with remarkable candor
the aims for federal control of education and means which would cause
it to come,

+ » o & continuance of recent and current trends in federal-
state relations in education will, within a measurable time
transfer predominant responsibility for control of education in
the United States from the states and localities to the national
government. Already we have traveled farther along this road
than is generally realized,

The report admitted that the reason for this trend was not pop-
ular demand.

If education becomes federalized in the United States it will
not be hecause the people want this to happen. . . . Rather,
national control of schools will come by a process of accretion
and infiltration. This is how it has happened thus far, It
will come, not hecause the people approve a policy of gradually
shifting predominant control from the states and localities to the
nation, Rather it will result from responses to many small pres-
sures and from pressure of many special interests. .

These emergencies and pressures are often contrived, exacerbated
and manipulated by the very people who pretend to want to solve the
problems, By skillful exploitation of these problems, they enhance
t:eipowet of the federal government, and more than coincidentally,
their own.

Such people trample on everyone's freedom, and we appeal to
Congress to stop them,



- - 198

SUMMARY OF THE WRITTEN STATENENT

Sutmitted by Rabbi Bernard Goldenberg, National Director, (Torah Umesorah),
_ National Society for Hebrew Day Schools, Bafore the United States Senate
Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on Taxation and Debt Management.

June 4, 1981

1. There are today some 480 Hebrew Day Schools in the United States offering

" a combined program of Hebrew and General Studies for some 90,000 students. We
pursue excellence in education, love of <¢:he American heritage, high regard for
ethical norms and loyalty to the Jewish religious éradit!on. ’

2. Graduates of Hebrew Day Schools who have won renown in the professions,

in public service and in scientific endeavor serve the public good. Yet, no

one questions whether the skill was developed In the public or non-public

school ‘or whether the motivation to serve humanity or America was forged in a
public or non-public school.

3. Our tuition fees cover only 40 -50% o; our budgets. The 10% of our student
population who are among the the rich can afford full tuition. Some 10 -~ 20% of
the poor and disadvantagedof our student body receive scholarships. The

middle class is cawyht in a tight financial vise. Without scholarships -
frequently theﬁisadvantaged and middle class parent, the mainstay of ourv schools -
loses the option of educat.ional choice. '

4. Our schools provide quality education and this is of snbst,anti‘al value to
American soclety and the public good. To the extent that tuition tax credit

will in same small measure help middle class parents weather the financial strain
it will in turn contribute to American Society and- publx;' good. .

5. Tultion Tax Relief is constitutionally valid and requires no religious means
test. It will also help maintain institutions which give parents some choic.e in
the o‘ducatioﬁ of their children. Thus, when educational alternatives thru tax

relief for the working class and the middle class are preserved, the nation is

preserved. We can't ask for more.
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MR. CHAIRNAN AND NEMBERS OF THE SBNEA_?RMI

I have the honor to represent the Natioral Society for iiebrew Day Schools =~
Torah gnesauh. 4 '

au; organization was founded {n 1944, in order to foster the growth of
Hebrew Day Schools in America offering a combined educational program of Hebrew
and Geﬁeu.l Studies. At present, ‘there are nearly 500 Hebrew Day Schools in
the United States of which some 300-odd are elementary, while 150 are secondary
schools. ’l'hose- schools are located in 170 cities in 37 states from coast to
coast. The aggregate enrollment of these schools is about 90,000

Qur organization which was directly instrumental in founding most of these
schools supplies all the necessary supportive services to the schools.in the
Hebrew Day School movement . Our national body is acknowledged to be the
representative agency of the' Hebrew Day School in America and we ought to
{)ear in mind as a sort of perspective that the first Hebrew Day School was
Started during the CQlonjal period. .

The Hebrew Day §chool has the objective of providing intensive instruction
in both the area of secular, general educét!on and that of religious educatior,
and it seeks to accomplish both on highly exacting levels. It strives to
inculcate in its pupiis a rich knowledge and fervent love of their American
heritage, a firm sense of civic responsibility and an enduring commitment to
the pursuit of academic excellence in the sciences and the hunanities‘,slde by
side with a high regard for ethical porms and abiding loyalty to the pri.nc!ples
and precepts of the Jewish religious tradition.

The Hebrew Day Schools are maintained financially in part I;y payment of
tuition fee:s and in partby voluntary contributions made by individuals and
groups. On the average, approximately 40% of the budgef:a are covered by
‘tuition. In the larger metoopolitan communities, where the majority of our
schools are found, a .Jarge percentage of the parents have very limited economic

earnings, which makes them dependent on tuition grants should they wish to
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enroll their children in a lcbrew Day School. Since bay School parents consider
both Day School religious instruction and the finest possible program of secular
instruction as equahy vital for their children, the econamically underprivileged
alony with the middle class among them are faced by the agonizing choice of
cither failing to provide adequately for the religious education of their
children , or of being driven into desperate financial straits when they
seek to send their children to Hebrew Day Schools - whose standards are themselves
Jeopardized by inability to meet the constantly rising budgetary requirements
imposed by the neceds of our time.

Perhaps by concentratit.rg our attention on a single area we can gain a better
insight into the plight of the po;t parents in the larger metropolitan areas along
with the middle class who have chosen a nonpublic school for the public education
of their children. In New York City nearly 120 of the 181 schools in this
major cjty are located in poverty areas. With the educational insti tutiotl'{t_:_g_q as
the Hebrew Day School being the pivotal institution in the structure of the
Jewish cammunity - should it happen that Hebrew Day Schools in such areas will no
longer be able to provide scholarships for the children of the poor and the middle
class - the whole community will then be threatened. In the wake of this you have
an accelerated flight from the city, a further emptying of the inner city. And all
because of a lack of freedam of choice in education. Thus, years of investment
of resources, will, perseverance and purpose will be crushed in record time.

lﬁth reference to the achievements of the Day Schools, the scholastic
standards maintained by these schools throughout the country and the subsequent
record of academic achievement of their graduates has been exemplary. Amongst
the graduates of Hebrew Day Schools, perhaps it should be mentioned , there are
an impressive number of personalities who have won national and international

renown in the professions, in academic and scientific endeavor, in the judictiary

and in government service.



With reference to the General Studies Departments of the Day Schools, it
should be noted that t}aeit curriculum is patterned after the course of study of
the public schools, with much help and cooperation extended by local superintendenté
of schc;olé. The teaching personncl in the Goneral Stodies Departments are often
themselves public school teachers, and are of widely varying religious backgrounds.

As parents, as Jews and as educators, deeply devoted to education:! excellence -
we, therefore, feel that a rethinking on the probiem of the survival of the non
public school - is long overdue. How can we deny millions of children attending
nonpublic schools responsible educational opportunities?

Let us state but one example. A research fellow at a university turning
his nights into days so that we - all of us ~ can be cu;ed of what is ii;curable -
is not usked whether he obtained his infitial school in biology or his motivation
to serve humanity in a non public school or public school. We. ask only that G-d
speed his efforts.

The nonpublic schools then served the state's and society's purpose. Let us
ask ourselves, is America richer or poorer because of these young men and
women who have received their education in nonpublic schools?

Let me also discuss another basic facet of da;:ocracy. Pluralism in education
is the right to choose between educational alternatives without penalty. A
financial penalty attached to the exercise of onc's conscience is an infringement
of free exercise. There is no freedom of choice in education if parents -have to
pay substantial costs for educating their children, while free schools=beekon them.

That is why we are so strongly in favor of tax credit lcg.isiation. .tnflatioh, .
galloping costs are wreaking havoc. The middle income group, too, is becoming
disenfranchised. Through tax credits some relief will be provided, constitutional
purity ‘is not invaded, and some viable options still maintained.

It is a matter of incalculable importance that educational alternatives be
preserved. Intellectual totalitarianism is not the fruit of the Founding Fathers
seed. And the disappearance of educational altecrnatives is not the intent of

the Founding Fathers Constitutional strictures.
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The nonpublic schools are an outstanding example of a system which is not
the creature of the State, In the United States the parent is, indeed, the
primary educator of the child. We hear a great deal about the importance of
getting the government off our backs. This concept has now became creed,
catechism and concern. Should we not then help the parent utilize this
educational alternative through tax credits? It is sound public policy to insist
on some justice for all parents and that all parents of school children
participate fully in America's concern for the education of its young. It is
not the creed of the child that concerns us in Hashingto;l today but the need
of the child.

The‘ public school 1Is a great American institution. It is great enocugh to
allow assistance to an optional system in which parents are choosing to educate
their chi'dren according to their ‘cons.ciencc.

Values education is increasingly a concern in our society. Increasing
numbers of Americans recognize that we are facing a serious crisis in our
civilization because of the weakening of the values which are the basis of our
common life. Because of this, the Mmerican people should be called upon to
support all institutions which are dedicated to the strengthening of the moral
and ethical base of our culture.

The late Louls Marshall , in a brief amicus curlae .in' that very famous
court case of Pierce vs. Society of Sisters has this to say: "The nation is no/
more preserved by the public school than it is by the other agencies. The
Fathers of the Republic and a large proportion of our fincst citizens ncver
attended a public school, and today a large number of the best exemplers of
Americanism have received and are receiving their education outside of public
schools.”

Mr. Chairman, our thanks for this opportunity to share our thouyhts with you.
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TESTINOMY OF WILLIAM BILLIWGS
Executive Director
Wational Christian Action Coalition

1. Because ents who choose private schools x: £ oial den of
tate in idin c_edacation an! of a tax credit for a

perosntage of tuition paid is a fair and equitable idea.

My children have never attended public school. I have three childres, ages

3, 5 and 7. I have chosen a Christian achool for my children becauss I want
thea to lsarn the "beginning of wisdom,” which is the fear of God. This year, I
have paid Immanuel Baptist School in 8priagfield, Virginia, more than $2000. It
was woney well spent, and even without a tax oredit I would select a Christian
school. EHowever, I've also saved the Fairfax County echool system the cost of
educating my children. 1I've not seen the recent figures, but 1'm sure the

oounty spends more than $1000 per pupil.

2. Tuition tax credits would provide an opportunity for middle and low income

families to choose private sduca for their ohi .

I have a good job. 1 can afford, with some little sacrifice, private
school tuition. However, there are many parents who would like to earoll their

children in Christian achools who cannot b es the f4{ {al barden is %00
great. They, too, should have the opportunity and freedom of choice that I
haves A tax credit for tuition paid to private schools would ¢o & loag wvay in
giving them this opportunity. Some have said that a tuition tax credit would
benefit only the wealthy. That's simply not true. A $250 credit msans little
in the pocket of a family earning $50,000 or more a year. But it msans & lot
whea it represents a week's salary. Because education of children is primarily
the responsibility of parxents, how can we refuse to give parents the choice of
the achool their children attend?

3. _ZThe tuition tax credit should be viewed only as tax relief to parents, mot
as federal subsidy of non-public schools.

i
Some cpponents of tuition tax credits have made the charge that the eredit
in some way subeidizes private schools. It does 0 no more than-a cxredit for
home insulation subsidizes the insulation business. It {s in the public
interest to have people insulate their homes. It saves energy. It is in the

public interest to have people enroll their children in non-public sohools. It
saves tax dollars.
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The oredit appears on th