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PROHIBITING THE USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
FOR POLITICAL ADVOCACY 

0 This Administration has recently announced proposals to 
curb the use of federal tax dollars for political advocacy by 
groups receiving federal grants and contracts. Comments and 
suggestions from interested parties and the public are 
welcome. The comment period is scheduled to extend to March 
17. 

0 On January 24, 0MB proposed revisions to Circular A-122 
(Cost Principles for Non-Profit Organizations) that would 
generally ban the payment of federal tax dolars for any items 
used in whole or in part for political advocacy. Defense, 
NASA, and GSA simultaneously proposed identical revisions. 
The proposals apply only to new grants and contracts. 

0 The proposals would make a dramatic change in the political 
advocacy of contractors and grantees by requiring them to 
segregate political activities from their grant or contract 

i activities. 

Cost elements (personnel, facilities, equipment, and the 
like) used for political advocacy cannot be paid for, 
either directly or through overheaa, with federal monies. 

' · 
Federal monies cannot be used for the salaries of 

employees who engage in political advocacy, or who are 
required or induced to join advocacy organizations or to 
participate in political activities. 

Federal monies cannot be used to pay the dues of trade 
associations or other political advocacy organizations. 

Federal monies cannot be used for rent or depreciation 
on facilities used more than 5% for political advocacy. 

0 The proposals do not bar political advocacy by grantees or 
contractors~ they merely ensure that the federal taxpayers do 
not pay for it. The Administration believes that grants and 
contracts should continue to be awarded to the groups most 
effective in meeting grant or contract purposes, without 
regard to the nature or extent of their political activity. 
The propo s als are e ven - ha

0

nd e d and will apply across the board 
to contractors and grantees, to friends as well as foes of the 
Administration. 



' 
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0 The premise of the proposals is that it is unfair for the 
federal government to subsidize, directly or indirectly, 
political advocacy by particular groups in the society. As 
Supreme Court Justice Hugo Black eloquently put it: "Probably 
no one would suggest that Congress would ••• create a fund to 
be used in helping certain political parties or groups favored 
by the government to elect their candidates or promote their 
controversial causes. Compelling a man by law to pay his 
money to elect candidates or advocate laws or doctrines he is 
against differs only in degree, if at all, from compelling him 
by law to speak for a candidate, a party, or a cause he is 
against." 

0 The proposals are in response to recommendations by the 
Comptroller General that cost principles should be clarified 
with respect to political activities by grantees, a~d to 
reports appearing in such diverse sources as Common Cause 
magazine, the Conservative Digest, and the Washington Post on 
the use of federal tax dollars for political advocacy. 

0 Affected contractors and grantees are, in large part, 
opposing the proposal8. But many observers view the proposals 
as a workable means of cutting federal subsidies to the 
political activities of private groups. 

The Washington Post and wall Street Journal have 
strongly endorsed the proposals, and generally favorable 
reports have appeared elsewhere in the media. 

Many ordinary citizens are making their support known 
through the comment process. 

Many groups and individuals who have seen their 
political objectives thwarted by opposing groups fortunate 
enough to receive taxpayer reimbursement for their overhead 
and organizational expenses through grants and contracts 
have responded enthusiastically to the proposals. 

0 0MB is engaged in extensive consultation with affected 
groups about the proposal, and has made clear that major 
revisions will be rnaje as needea. 

Attachments 
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AN INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPER 

MONDAY, APRIL · 26, 1982 

Financing the Left? 
I S THE federal government financing the left? . • The programs they administer ha•.e received -

Yes, says the April issue of Consezvative Digest, politicaf scrutiny and have survived largely intact. 
published by New Right direct-rn2il king Richard Reagar:i administration proposals last year to merge 
Viguerie. "'Cold bureaucrats and co:nmitted left- family planning and "seaior aide" prngrarns into 
ists," the m2i:,crazine tells us, are "working hand-in- block grants were rejected by Congres5; administra
glove to achieve their political and social goals- tion proposals this yeai to "zero'' them out have not 

' using your tax dollars." been accepted. Congress has voted to continu~ the 
}'here is something to these charges. The maga- legal services program. Conserv~tive Digcst's quar

zine has its lists of foolish-sounding research proj- rel, then, is not so much with federal bu::eaucrats 
ects. It seems to have come up with some example3 who defy the law-though there m2y be a few of 
of government subsidization of political advocacy- th.em-as it -is with Congress, which dedim:3 to 
a"business government certainly should not be in . . change the law. The "funding of the left" is not a 
And it is surely correct in suggesting that there are public scandal but a political issue~ 
many buddy systems, of grant givers and grant re- As a po!itica.l is.-iue it is, of course, debat.'.!.b!e. We 

. cipients, spending ta.x d_ollars in ways many-per- can expect that ~he Reagan administration will "de-
haps most-taxpayers wouldn't like. fund'' some organizations its supporters cfotike. And 
. 1Vhen you look in more detail et many of the on a broader level, we ogree that the:.e i3 somethinz 

charges Conservative Digest makes, howevei:, you disturbing about organi?..1tioru that strc:1gly advo
get a different and much less objectio_nable picture cate po.sitions many sensible people find politically or 
than its headlines sugge5t. Many of the organiza- morally repugnant, acting at the same ti:r.e as 2d
tions that receive the largest sums receive tbem as ministrators of government progra.rr.s. It is ec.Sy to 

· contractors performing sarvices succe55ive con- !P-lie\'e that the 2dvocacy groups' emp!oye~s will 
gr-:sses end presidents ha\.'e said they wanted per• sometimes prooelytize the progrE!..1-n's beneficiaries in 
formed and for which they ha,.-e co:isistently appro- ways we would consider inappropriate (though not 
pri~ted money. Examples ee the monies the gov- unheard of) for a civil servant. Ad·rncacy org211iza
etnrnent pays Planned Parenthood for providing tions might also w2.nt to e3k themselves whether they -
family planning services a.rid the r-fational Council risk comp:omising their o•.m purpose3 by eccepting 
of Senior Citizens for administering '·senior aide" government money, and whether they want to as
emp!oyment program3. These organizations take sume the inevitable risk that it might be withd::a\\.n 
care to separate these government-financed ectivi- suddenly for legitimate political rea.sor,.s. This is not 
ties from the programs they fina,;--ice with money an area you should rush into with a Set of hard end 
they raise from private sources; they e..re audited fast rules. But Co~ervafrre Digest, though it does 
regularly and in enough depth that, in the case of not pro\·e all it claims, raises some difficult que:itior15 
Planned Parenthood, there bve been charges of that thoughtful people of right, left and cente: 
h.ira.ssment by audit. should r Jnder. 

COPYRIGHT 1982, THE ~~SHINGTON POST 
REPRINTED NITH PERN!SSIO~ 

! 



Liberals Fail to Justify 
Taxpayer Funding of the Left 

Some liberals and leftists may defend their receipt of 
hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars by saying their 
organizations do not benefit financially from tax money. 
They'll say that it all either goes directly to the projects 
approved by Congress, or is strictly used to pay the 
necessary expenses to administer these programs. 

They'll claim that the National Organization for 
Women's Legal Defense and Education Fund, the 
United States Student Association, Planned Parent
hood and alT the other hundreds of liberal organizations 
get no financial advantage because of the federal money 
they receive. 

But t~ke a look at what government funding of these 
Left organizations really means. 

When a libera~ group gets a federal grant, it can im
mediately put the money in the bank and start collect
ing tax-free interest-which is still more money it can 
then spend. Taxpayer funds can help defray overhead 
costs, thus f reeing up all the other money the group 
raises for purely political pwposes. 

Sometimes, the use of federal funds benefits the Left 
even mt>re directly. For example, when a liberal group 
uses the money it receives from the government to send 
representatives to a conference in Washington, those 
representatives can use their free time to lobby Con
gressmen and hold political meetings-and the taxpayer 
foots the bill. 

Anyone who runs an organization will tell you that 
the hardest money of all to raise is the money for the 
basic things you need the most. Especially for groups 
that are just starting up, money for overhead items 
like rent, lights, heat , salaries, typewriters, phones, 
Xerox machines and postage stamps can make the dif
ference between surviving or not. The problem is that 
most people like io give their money for a specific cause 
or project they feel strongly about. .. not to buy type
writers and postage stamps. 

So, any organi zation that can get this kind of money 
for free from the government has a big head start. 

Also, it takes a lot of time to raise money. So when 
an organiLation is guaranteed the money it needs-when 
its executives and staff know that their paychecks will 
arrive on time each week and that they will have what
ever office space and office supplies they will need
that frees them up to work on political things . . . in
cluding fund-raising. 

Just ask Ed Feulner of the Heritage Foundation, or 
Howard Phillips of the Conservative Caucu~. or Paul -
Weyrich of the Committee for the Survival of a Free 
Congress , or Terry Dolan of NCPAC, or the leaders of 
any conservative organization. They'll tell you how hard 
it is to raise the money to cover their day-to-day or
~rating O\'erhead. They'll tell you how much more they 
could accomplish for the conservative mo\·ement if they 
knew that someone was going to take care of all their 
expense~ each month. 

54 

So, when the Left says that it doesn't benefit directly 
from the hundreds of millions of federal ·ttollars it re
ceives, that may be technically true for some. But the 
indirect help of paying the rent and salaries and other 
expenses is, literally, wort)'l its weight in gold. 

Another argument many leftists and liberals will use 
is that, compared to the massive amounts of money the 
Right has, a few hundred-million dollars doesn't make 
any difference. In fact, the balance is tilted totally to 
the Left. 

For. example, the Conservative Caucus's yearly budget 
is $3 million. Ronald Reagan, Jimmy Carter and John 
Anderson combined received just a little more than 
$100 million. But Planned Parenthood received $44 mil
lion, and the National Council of Senior Citizens got 
$50 million of its $52-million budget from federal 
sources. 

This argument is wrong. It's misleading. It's an at
tempt to cover up the fact that, besides the hundreds of 
millions of government dollars leftists and liberals re
ceive, they also receive huge amounts of money from 
the labor unions. 

The facts are plain: the American liberal and leftist 
cause probably receives most of its funds from two 
sources of compulsory support. Government dollars 
taken from workers ' pockets help the Left. 

Time is money. Federal money frees up time for lib
erals to fight for' leftist causes·. Federal money means 
the ability to hire more staff. Federal money means 
more Xerox machines, mailings, typewriters and of
fices. Federal money means that payrolls can be met on 
time. Federal money means that the leftists and liberals 
can take for granted the fund-raising that takes so 
much time and effort for conservative groups. 

Federal money fuels the massive Left machinery. ~ 



.•. Defunding the Left and Right 
This week the administration is 

putting into the Federal Register a set 
of new rules that would limit political 
activjty by recipients of federal grants 
and ~:contracts. If they s.unive the 
comi_ng comment period, the rules are 
going to make it a good deal tougher 
for all those grantees to use their fed
eral,Junds to apply political pressure 
on tl!eir benefactor. It is, to say the 
least~ about time. . 

Tiie problem of shady dealing by 
government contractors is as old as 

. the republic. But it is most visible to
day ·· in the area of defense, because 
that's where the money is. The con
tractor gets a bundle from the feds to 
provide some merchandise. He can 
soon be seen walking around distribut
ing a piece of it to make sure the gov
ernment continues to smile on him. A 
new version of the swindle takes place 
in fields like health and human ser
vices. Organizations get a government 
contract and use it to run that Xerox 

. machine, man that phone bank, get 
out the troops for that political rally. 
These new entrepreneurs are usually 
persons of the left, who often share an 
ideology with the government bureau
crats who are doling out the cash. 

This general coziness has had con
servatives asking for some years now 
that government "defund the left." 
The Reagan administration made a 
stab at this sort of defunding when it 
tried at the beginning of its tenure to 
get control of the Legal Services Corp. 
The corporation's attorneys, hired to 
r~present the poor, were spending 

much of their time on political activ
ity. But when the Reaganites at
tacked, fans of the corporation ac-

. cused the administration of being par
tisan and hating the poor. The critics 

.. have made the administration's life 
·. miserable. 

. This latest Reagan initiative, the 
assault on political activity by con
tractors, is more intelligent. Its new 
rules widen the separation that the 
fund recipients must maintain be
tween federally supported activity and . 
political activity. No official whose 
salary is paid by federal funds, even 
in part, can engage in political activ
ity on company time. An organiza~ 
tion's equipment, if paid for with fed• 
eral funds, can't be used for politics. 
A building of which as little as 5% is 
paid for \\ith federal money can't be 
used for political purposes. · 

The administration says its -con
cern is to restore the proper operation 
of the First An1endment in this area, 
and points out that its strictures apply 
to organizations of left and right alike. 
Left-v.ing groups have already pro
tested that the defense contractors are · 
going to have the private money to 
keep up the level of their political ac
tivity even under the new rules; it's 
the progressive types on the left who 
are going to be squeezed. 

This may be true. But it's also true 
that no political opinion has a moral 
right to represe.ntation at taxpayer ex
pense. Enough· people recognize this, · 
we ihink, to give the administration a 
fighting chance this time around. 

The Wall Stre~t Journal 
January 26, 1983 
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The H,igh arnd Th91Vlighiy 
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"There is enough favoritism and behind-
the· .. scenes infiuence on large detensef contracts 

. without the added· insult ·of _h.av1ng the · · 
taxpayer pay for the bill." 

By Florence Grav·es 

Cao you imagine the U.S. government picking up the 
costs incurred by political activist Jane Fonda and her 
husband Tom Hayden for trips to W2.Shington to lobby 
·aga.iC"...s, d1c B-1 bomber, the MX missile or th: F-14? 

Can you imagine the U.S. govemmem: picking up all o: 
part of the tab for you or a member of your family to travd 
ro Washiogtou to encourage your congress=n to vote 
:against or e\•en for selling A WAu to Saudia Anbia? 

Now tIJ to figure out why the government was expected 
to pick up the salary of the Murin Marieru. Co. 's director of 
Washington relations whose job functions, according to 
audic; released recently to Common Cause, "relate to 
l.i.aisoo with congressmen and their staff :..ides. He: builds 

Florence Graves is editor of Common Cause rr.::gczine. 
J~r.r.ifer Chandler .. Marianne Sanu.a and Sh.:Jror. Spector 
11nisted in re1earcl. 

rapport with Cons-rcssmen-from 35 sta~ in which Marcin 
Mariem has divtSions and solicits .Martin Marie.ta cm- I 
ployees for campaign cootribucions." 1· 

Try to figure out why the govero.rr:en.c was cxpec.:::d to 
shoulder the rc:tainerfec:s p:..id to Gen. W.W. Quion. USA 
(Ret.), also a lobbyist for Manin Marieru.. 

· Or the sala..-y of Spc:rry Univac's public .d:itioas aod s:i.I:s 
promotion ~nager who, in effect, w25 a lo'Sbyist? :: 

The government has footed untold miHions of dolli.rs cf 
d::fcnsc contractors' lobbying exp::r-..s::s b ::ca.us: the D=fci:::.s:: 
Deparcnmt has no dcfiaicion of "lobbyini" and therefore . 
no regulation that specific:illv orevenG lo:>o;-ing costS fro:n 
being charged against go,erninent contnCCi. 

S::n. Willia.m Pro:cmire (D-Wis.) is incredulous ... Every I 
cici,en lu.s the righ: to communicate witli his ckc~d I 
rco resentatives. Ho-;,,,,e\'CL ~o c1r2en n:J..S c..--::: n~nt co :asic en:: 1 
government to reimburse ~~= C~:m or t..,ae cummurucat!Ons t 

/ Co:nmon Caus~ AugusL 1981 

. . · .. -
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and to my knowledge, no segment of sod::cy other than 
gov;rnmem conmctors has had the temerity co make such a 
request.'' 

A fascinating but incomplete picture of the millions of 
doll.2.rs in lobbving expenses charged 2pinst government 
conuacts by ddense contractors emerges in the audits of 10 
major defense contractors' Washington offices released co 
Common Cause four years tlter the Air Force denied a Free-

. dom of Informa cion ~ct (FOIA) request. 
After CC's FOIA request was refused, Common Cause 

went to court to win the release of the audits which were 
conducted in 1976 and 1977 and cover th: years 1974 and 
1975. . · 

The 2udits include those of the Washington offices of the 
Boeing ·company. Rockwell Incercucional, Lockheed Air
craft, Raytheon, .Hughes Aircraft, General Dynamics, Mar
cin Marietta, Collins Radio Group, Sperry Univac and 
Sperry Rand _Corp.. . , . .. _ _ . 

The exact extent to which the taxpayers are footing con
cn·cto.rs'. lobbying costs is not known. But these .. audii:s reveal· 
a toe.I of more dun $2 million in lobbying-related· costs 
questioned by auditors during 1974 and 1975 for these ten 
c'ontractors: There are hundreds of defense conuattors. Of 
the top 100, 67 ~ve Washington offices. So simple mathe
matical calculations indicate the grand total could be many 
millions. · 

Despite the fact tlut Defense Department auditors 
strongly oppose contractors' charging of lobbying costs to 
taxpayers, it is unlikely the practice will be discontinued 
because the powerful defense contractors have vigorously 
qpposed any attempt5 to prohibit this p:accicc. 

The audits were· kicked off by the highly publicized 
rcvelacions in 1975 that some defense conm.crors, Rockwell 
and Nonhrop Corp., in particular, had cmcr-..ained military 
and congressional pe.rsonnel with parcics ·at huncing lodges 
on the Maryland shore, goose hu_ms, rides on corporate jets 
and yachts, and football tickets. 

During hearings held in 1976 by Proxmire's aggressive 
Cornmitte11 on Joint Defense Production, th: Defense De
p2.runent anno\.inced it was audicing the ·wash.ington offices 
of several contrac_tors to determine if the costs of any of 
this lavish emen.ainqient were being charged to the tax• 
payers. And that's the last the public heard of the audits 
uncil their release to Common Cause. 

Classic Waste 
If the Marx Brothers, themselves, had decided to make a 

film about defense contractors, they probably wouldn't 
have come up with more classic examples of waste than 
those found by the contract auditors . 

• Raytheon claimed the costs of lodging, meals, and 
guides for goosehunts in the Maryland area for company 
employees and unidentified guests. 

• Gen~ral Dynamics wanted the u.xpayers to foo~ the bill 
forF-16 tie tacs. 

• Hughes Aircraft claimed some costs for a condominium 
in the Shorclum (an exclusive Wash.ingco:1 ,p:i.runenc house). 
The coses represented depreci:nion, g2. r2. ge m1imer.2nce , 
maid service and ochc!:._cxpcnses related to the condominium 
purd12.sed in 1972 . Also claimed '9.·ere cnc::ru.inrneot sup
plies and sen·ices which included silvel"'<',·"c. linens , bar
tender, reception and limousine sen·i~cs ...s well as decora
tions and furnishings for a "sky suite" at ,he Ca?it2. I Center 
{a spores arena). 

• Lockheed Aircraft du.rged off travel expenses to the 
Farnborough and Paris Air shows, including fim chss air 
fare and wives' travel costs . 
.. ~ Rcx:kwcll C?rp. chimed th: bi!I for 100 f~~~ _er._ th:- film, 

Th: Tnreat. What Can One Do? · The auanor; r:1: t.n~ film 
"funhc~ the image of the B-1 bomber program; . h appears 

ch fil 1715 are being sh o;...-n to ch:: pu blic and Mcmb::rs of 
Congress. We question the coses because the;- n:prescnc cf
fore designed to influence legislation. The conuacco.: does 
not concur. It maintains this is public rclacions effort." 

{"Public rel:nions" coses, it should be noted, are con
sidered legitimate expenses to charge to government con
tracts.) 

The Defense Contract Audit Agency, which plays an ::d
visory role in ncgoti1ting contracts, allocating costs. and 
seeing that terms of concracrs have been met, questioned 
che lcgicittlicy of not only more than S2 million in lobbying
related costs bur more than $2.5 million in entertainment 
expenses as well. These totals do nor include the more than 
S2 million which the contractors originally chuged, but vol
untarily deleted, during the audit negoriacions. Further
more, all of the touls arc probably much. higher, but 

· auditors repatcdly said that most of the contractors refused 
to let them see the pror.er records to vccify costs; · . 

A Pe_n:2gon offida , John K:n~ig, deputy director fo: 
cost, pncmg wd finance, says ... ,ns rc:asorublc t_o assume' 

· that not a.II of these costs were tvcmually- paid by the govern
ment. As pan of the overh~d. he says, some of these coses 
may have been evenrually allocar.ed to a company's com
mercial divisions as well.· 

However, Christopher Paine, a suff 2Ssistaot for arms 
control at the Feder:nion of American Scicnciscs, maintains 
that defense contractors try to put 25 m2.ny of their total ex
penses as they can into government overhti.d. "'They 211 do 
it. They thin.le, if you can get the govemm:nt to pay for it~ 
why not?" 

While the · government explicitly forbids federal cm- · 
ployecs from using taxpayers' money .o engage in lobbying, 
there is no specific rcgubcion prohibiting cormacton from 
charging lobbying expe~cs agairu_t ~~nu.am. (fhcre arc, 
however, specific n:gulaoons prohibmng coo~ctors from 
charging entertainment and some advertising ::xpcnses. ·) 

However, in lieu of a·specific lobbying cosr principle. the 
auditors could question the costs on S'Jch bases as "reason
ableness" or appropriateness :rnd aggrcssi-dy did so, touch
ing off a sevenl-year debate in the d:fcruc community 
about the: validity of contractors charging such cxpc:nsc.s to 

:their overhad. 
· In response to these audits, the Pcougon tightened its 
conflict of interest standa.rds and most ·obsen·e13 agree the 
lavish entertainment h2S been kept to a minimum. To ad-

. dress the lobbying cosrs, the Pcnugon sy:m several years. 
trying to come up v.·itb a dcfinicion .o, lo~bying which 
would outlaw such costs being charged to the: government. 

The effon was abandoi;>ed, however, in June . 1980 
because officials say it was too ~rd to define lobb1ing. . 

The audits, which give an exclusive, inside glimpse of the 
kinds of coses conmctors expected the government to b:-...r, 
also give an indication of the mainirude of the: lobbying cf. 
for. being made in the Washington offices, the nerve center 
of contractors' selling cffom. Th: audits also re,,eal: 

• Defense concraccors arc spending larse sums c£ rnonc:y 
to lobby for their weapons and 2.rc rcpor-ung onlv a fraction 
of these costs under th:: loopho!e-ridd::n 1946 Fc:dc:nl 
Regulation of Lobbying Act. In 1974-75. for example, the 
DCAA questioned more than S2 million 2.5 possible: lob
bying expenses. 

This total does not include rhos: amounts which the: con
tractors volunurily did not charge ro the government, so tlic: 
act·..ial amounts spent on lobbying arc not knov.·n. fo those 
same years, only three of these 10 comp2.nics ru.d registered 
Jobby;,i, and they «poned sp,nci ing only S89.2H.20. I 
• An c~r"1~i2! sns 1hat ..-hcn contncto~ .... ::,:: <;:.t~:i ::in::d :1.!>ol!: ::x?:-n;cs 
tn~! ciu rfcci ... -hich wcrc cl::2rly rclucci ro cn:::ru i:1::l::nt. th::~· -.->-.11:: j..:s: . 
uy th::~··c. mio:: a .. m isukc. .. . 



Seven! defense contnctors charged to ·government cont.'4.Cts the costs of memberships in 
Washingtoo-:u~ &<>uoay clubs such as the Beth=sda Country Club, th~ W2Shingcon Golf and 
Country Club and the ~rmy-Navy Country Club. 

CC Wins Documents After Court Battle 

The: audits of the: 10 defense contractors' Washinicon 
offices which form the basis of this story, were obcamed 
by Common Cause under the: Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA). After the Air Force: refused Common 
Cause's 1977 request for the audits, CC wem to court. 
The audits were awarded to CC in January of this year. 

lo coun:, the Air Force maintained tru. t release of the 
audics would call5c compecicive injury to the compani:s
in other words, rival contractors would be able to learn 
abom the staffing and funding of th:: comp:.nies' 
~'ashington offices aod somehow use this info:rn2cion to 
their own advantage. But testimony revealed most of the 
companies already knew about the workings of their 
ri,·als' Washington offices. 

Another claim made was tlur the alleged 
"mislabelling" of cen:a.in contractor cxpc:m::s as lob
bying and entertainment costs by the Defrrue Contra.ct 
Auditing Agency (DC.AA) would harm the: companies in 
the public's eye: and would thus diminish thc:l~ overall 
sales, because adverse public oyinion would cause 
Congress to refuse to appropra.te funds for defense con
cnccs awarded to these companies. 

To support their claims, the: Air Force submirred 2f
fidavits from higb-kvd officials from each of the 10 
companies ... Since these officials were b2Sed all :uouod 
the country, it would have proven difficult and very 
costly for our s4,ff attorneys to cros_s examine them," ~ays 
Ellen Block, Common Cause assoc1atc: general counsel. · 

"Ins read," says Block, ••we drew upon the services of 
volunteer lawyers in California, St. Louis, Seattle aod 
.Minneapolis to ta.kc the depositions of the companies' 
witnesses. These depositions were key to winning the case 
because the testimony brought out on cress ex2min.atioo 
clearly contradicted the claims made by the Ai.r Force. •• 

In making the asc, the Air Force relied on a provision 
of the Freedom of Information Act which allows the 
government to withhold business dar... only if ir:s release 
would be likely to cause substantial compecici"·e injury to 
the business which supplied the dat2.. 

During recent hearings on 2 proposed revision of the 
FOIA, this section was an2cked b·: :he business com
mun.i:y. Opponents wan: co revise d:e ~aw to prohibit the 
government from rekasmg any do.."1.lmeot that a com-
pany would not be willing to rde:isc. · 
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• • The auditors· tnqUI.ne.s met a COi.151.St l r 'tl ot 
·r.a>..)newalling. In audit :Ute! audit, the auditors noted, as in 
die:: c~c:: of Manin Marietu, "The scope:: of our rniew was 
severely restricted ... This prevented the full application of 
ecilcr:i.lly-acccpted auditing standards and tesr,s o: account
mg records which would ordinarily be done::." 

In the audit of Hu~hcs Aircraft, the audito: wrote::: "The 
contractor imp-osed ngid conditions under which we were 
allowed to_ interview i~ personnel. It required the corporate 
marketing vice president to be present at each interview and 
a concnctor stenographer to record the encire inc::rview. Th: 
contractor refused to answer any questions on d:t2.il.s or ac
tivities relating to unclaimed coses. 

"It also would not permit questions relating to an apart• 
meet which the contnctor owns and maintains in the 
Washiogcoo area. We advised the vice president that the 
cost of this apartment lud been claimed by the coocraccor in 
its 1972, 1973, and 1974 overhead claims. 

"Nevenheless, the contnctor requested that the audi:or 
not ask any further questions about it since most of the em
ployees were not even awue of its existence ... '' Moreover, 
"the lack of time or activity records, denial of access to 
documentation, _and restrictions imposed by the contractor 
during our review prevented us from reaching an 
unqualified opinion on the allowability of costs not other• 
wise specifically questioned." · 

While theoretically, the au di ton should luve access to all 
necessary records, audit officials say the contracton 
vehemently dispute w~t records :..re really ''necessary.'' An 
intransigent comra.ctor can keep such disput~ in the coum 
for years. 

•,The interdependent relationship between defense con
tractors, Congress and the executive branch brings contrac
tors "so close to government that . they not only carry out 
military policy, but often create it," says Gordon Adams of 
the Council on Economic Priorities (a public interest group 
b:i.sed in New York City) who just rele:md 20 investigation 
of the politics of defense contracting_, The Iron Tn·ar.gle. 

. This "triangle" is formed, Adarns says, "by the:: powerful 
flow of peopte :ind money" moving "be.ween the defense 
contr.1ctors, the executive branch and Congress." 

Ex2wns Adams, "Once molded, the triangle sets with 
the rigid ity of iron. The three participants exert strenuous 
efforts to keep isolated and protec ted from outside points of 
view. In time, they become unwitting victims of their own 
isolation, convinced that they are acting not only in their 
own but in the public interest.'' 

Contributing to this is a praccice frequently called the 
" revolving door." 

For example, Dale Babione, former director of contracts 
and systc:n acquisition at the Department of Defense, joined 
the Bo-:ing Company as the director of govc::rnmc:m business 
relations in i979 during the attempt to define a lobbying 
principle. 

The flow of personnel among the points on the triangle 
"crc::-ar.cs 2. community of shared '2.SS"Umpcio:-i.s about policy 
issues and dn·c:lopments," Gordon .Adan.s concludes. 

The Washington Offices 
For a number of defense contr2ctors . th: U .S. govern

ment is ooe of their largest clients. It's u.1: job of th:ir 
Wa.shiogron offices to grease the connecciom -.nd eas:::- the 
way for the mulcibillion dolbr sales . 

1 "Our business base:: is sustained in W2.Shingto:1.'' Rjchard 
! Cook, a deputy 2.SSisunt for congressior:~1 rd:aioru to 
i Richard Nixon who now heads the Wa.srungron offic:: of 
I Lockheed Aircr-...ft Corp . told the Nctior.;.! _i:;u:-::d. (1 n the 
j e::.rlr 70s, Lockheed. the Chrysler of L°'l: defense indusei1·. 

I got a federal 1~:- gu:..nntee to keep it ..ficr.~.) 
To susuin the business base, conu-accon ··muse succeed 

l I. • ~ .• I .I. • u·, 1:s.:, , ~2.ys 1\.02.ID.S. 

Contr2L cors do not consider the effons of most of those in 
th:i..r Washington offices "lobbying," ali:hough most would 
probably agree that som: of what th:y do is "lo"bb>·ing," 
which is perfectly legal. Som: of the rern:uoing acti\·icics 
the~· consider to be "kg!.Slacive liaison" which mcac.s pro
viding information to Congress :and to th: executive: rnher 
than exer_ti~i press1;1~e. Most apparently consider ~o:.h of 
these acana~ ·legmm.ar.: overhead expenses which arc 
rou cincly passed onto government contracts. :I 

But during these audits, the Dc:frns: Contract Audie 
Agc:ncv made a discinccion between the two. The\· felt manv 
of the W:ashington office employees were engag~d in "lob'. 
bring" {"influencing legislation"), acti.-ities they felt 
should not be charged against government contracts. They 
therefore questioned whether more than $2 million cru.rged 
against government contracts should be allowed, cm-. 
ph.a.sizing the totals could be much higher but the contrac• 
tors refused to give them the documentation they needed to 
mue the determin:i.tion. 

In questioning lobbying-related cOStS, the auditors 
usual!J included this notation, .. We found no recognizable 
benefit to government c~ntracts s!nce the Dep:anz:nen_t of 
Defense and ·other" cxecuttve ageoo::s ma.lee dec.emu□.2oons 
of policy and program needs. :wd justify . their own 
re~uirernents for appropriations. . . • 

'Attempts by contnctors to 1n£lucnce legLSuaon 
favoring procurement of their products on be iniril!cal to 
DOD policies as .. ·ell as requirem::nt det::r:ni02cions. •• 

One:: company. Martin Mariett2. (one of on!y r.-.o conrrac
tors who would answer :my questions fo! iliis ~orv) main
tains that the company does not: lo-::>by 2.0d therefore does 
not have any lobbying expenses. · 

But the DCAA did DOC concur: it quescior.:ec a total of 
approximately $300,000 io lobbying exp~ for Martin 
Marietta, including salaries of several suH .me.mkrs. For ex
ample, the DCAA found th:..t K.K. Bigda... th:: director of 
Washington Rebcions, maint:2.ins comae.:; "o\.·ith government 
personnel to solve problems :a.od ID.2..lc:cs 2ppoinrmems for 
company officials to meet with government r=p~::nt2.tives. 

"Mr. Bigelow foJlows is.sues in Congress th:it: affect th: 
company in the areas of tu reform. energy·. :rnd pollution 
control. He builds nl?pon wfrh congress:n:n from the 35 
states in which Maron has diYisioC?.S '-!Id solicits Mar.in 
Marietta employees for campaign contribucions . lo o!Jr 
opinion, these activities are concem::d with iTh.£Iuencing 
legislation :a.nd are unallowabl:: ... •• 

Moreover, "a review of Mr. Bigelow's travel expense 
reports indicate extensive enteminmenc at home, the
Congressional Country Club, Kennedy Ccmer, ao:f 
numerous Washington resuunots. In most cas=-s, there is 

no record cf. who participated in th.is em::r.ainm:nt. We }uve 
qucscioned Mr. Bigelow's salary, his secretarv's salary, the 
costs of the chauffeur's support, fringe b.:nents, tn.vel :z.nd 
related expenses." · 

It is clear from reading the audits t.~t the DCAA does 
nor believe· the taxpayers should be picking up lobbying 
coses. Fred Newman, theo hc:ad of th: DCAA, nov.- with a 
private firm, says he docs no: t}unk such costs are legitimate 
expenses; the rurrem head, Charles Starrett, agrees. But the 
DCAA }w only :z.n advisory role; the contracting officers 
make the final decisio::?S. {A contraccing officer is th: person 
:z.t the Pentagon "9.·ho h.,< oven.II responsibiii~· for :z.n indivi-1 
dual contract. This p.:rson monitors t..'-ie d::fense co:1-...--:i.cco;'s 

1
, 

o:rformance 2.nd makes final dctcrmirucions about coses.) 
· So in this case. ~-ha, L½e DCAA thinks docs no.count. 

No one lus com:: riP"ht out :ind s1id ic. but the Defense 
~ . . -

Contract Audit Ag::ncy must n:i.ve r:::rn,; out tne rcnu~on 
; b~as~ on the spot b~· bolci!·.- ~•..:::suun•.!"!E; wmc 1ppc->-.:ca to 

rn: aud:tors to be loooyir::; -::-::-c:n.se-5 . ; 

August t~_i!1 Cor.imon C:u.ue 1') 



· f. After the audit5 were: complc:~c:d, the Pemagon, 2ppuenc
Ir dispb.sed with the first audn:s, handed the DCAA a set 
of l;tlidc:lines to follow in questioning which costs were valid 
and cold them to do the audits over again. . 

Not surprisingly, the amounts of coses questioned wefe 
significantly reduced. (As part of the: documents reb.sed ro 
Common Cause, the Air Force sent several but not a!I final 
audits which.showed significant reductions in "coses ques
tioned." However, an exact analysis is not possible: because 
significant portions of the final audits are whited out.} 

In fact, H seems clear from a memo, obtained by Com
mon Cause, which Charles Starrett, then deputy director of 
the DCAA (now dirccto9 wrote to the deputy 2.SSistam secre
tary of defense (acgu1Sition), clue the: Pentagon knew 
full well tlut some itaring coses would not be questioned 2S 

a result of their "guidance." 
Starrett used examples .from the audits of Rockwell's 

Washington office as well as an audit of Rockwell's B-1 di,·i
sion (which was not provided to CC). 

These are some of the expenses charged by Rockwell to its 
overhad account which Starrett said the: auditors probably · 
would not be able to question as a result of the: Pentagon's 
new instructions about which coses the auditors could 
question: . 

. • $10,000 paid a subi:onmctor for a study on the impact 
of the B-1 proiram on the U.S. economy. The study was 
used in prepanng white papers designed to influence B-1 
legislation. . · 

• The: total costs of a military relations function in which 
the director provided material to editors, publishers and 
re_ion:ers in several states to elicit articles favorable to the: B
l and .rrude presentations to government and conuaccor 
personnel throughout the country. 

• The development of a speakers' bureau on behalf of the 
B-1. ·. 

• Several films prepared to develop positive: support for 
the B-1 and other defense prog~. . 

Trying To Define "Lobby~ng'' 
While the contractors' .Washington office audits were 

never publicly released, Proxmire and his staff apparently 
got a peek and he: took to the Senate floor in 1977. demand• 
ing that lobbying costs not be charged against government 
contracts. 

Said Proxraire, "The current practice sets up a vicious cir
cle. Concractors get generous allotments from the govc:m
mc:nr to ~roduce weapons systems. But rather than using 
all of it for producnon of these weapons srstc:ms, they 
siphon some of it off to lobby for even more: money ... 

"There is enough favoritism and behind-the-scenes in
fluence on large defense contracts without the added insult 
of luving the uxpaye:r pay for the bill." . 

In an apparent attempt to pacify Proxmire. th: procure
ment officials asked the DAR (Defense Acqui.sicion Regula
tions) Council, which writes the: regulations used in defense 
coocraccing: to try to come up with a lobbying ·cost principle . 
Thq· did so, defining lobbying th.is way: "Lobbying is 
defined as any activity or communication which is inrc:nded 
or designed to directly influence members , their staffs or 
committee: staffs of a.ny federal, state, local or foreign 
government lesislativc: body to favor or oppose pending. 
proposed or cX1Sting legislation. Lobbying activity includ:s 
bur is not limited to personal discussions or conferences, ad
vertisements, telegrams, telephone communications, letters 
and th~. like, and the directly associated coses related 
thereto. 

"Legislative li..ison" activities such as arrcndrncc: ar 
ccmminc:c hearings · or meetings wiih con.i;rcssioru.l 

rcprcsenucivc:s at th·c:ir invitation 2.nd g:uhering inforrn:ztion 
regarding pending legislation were not included in th~ 
definition. • 

The definition was circulated for commc:ot throughou· 
the industry 2nd other government agencies (the govern~ 
ment docs not have a lobbying principle for other 2.gen. 
cies' conuactors eith~r and was proposing to use the: one~ 
Defense Dep2.runent wrote). .. . 

An inch-thick stack of paperwork was generated. Com. 
mon Cause obtained this correspondence: too, under a 
Freedom of Information Act request. Most government 
agencies which responded c:mhusiastic2.lly supported a lob. 
bymg cost prmcipk, agreeing tlut it v.·as wappropri:i.tc: for 
the government to foot such costs. Seven! emphasized dut 
the contractors should be required to nuintain the 

. documentation to prove the validity of their claims: 

....: •· 

5: n. Willi..m Pro,:rui:c 

''They (the con
t.racto.i:s) are pecfectly 
free to speak all they 
want. They can lobby to 
their heart1s content. 
But to chaxge the cost 
of all that to the 
taxpayer is really adding 
insult to injury.'' · 

A number of industry represen12mcs. however. 
vehemently opposed the: principle. None of the contractors 
directly involved in the audits res_ponded bnt another co:i
traccor, United Technologjes, satd the principle would. 
among other things, impose burdensome paperwork. 

The chairman of the Ameijcan Bar .Associ2cioo's section 
of Public Cootracr law, contended the '#lobbying principk 
would inhibit commercial organizations from cxer.::istng 
their First Amendment constitutional rigbts;• ~n ,sgumcnc 
frequently made by the defense community'. 

Counters Proxmire, .. They're perfectly free to spe-ak :tll 
they want. They can lobby to their heart's comcnt. But 10 

charge the cost of all that to the t2Xpayer is re2lly adding in
sult to injury. It's a real loser for the G:Xpa:ec; there's no 
way the t2.Xpayere2.n win ... 

But after Proxmire's spotlight had &ded and three and:.. 
half year5 had passed, Dale Church. th=n dc:p?Zty undc:ncc
retary of defense: for acquisition policy. m2de r.'.e decision in 
June 1980 to reject the proposed lobbying principle. 

John Kendig, now deputy director for cost_ pricing a.od 
finance: at the Pentagon, says the Pcm::agon dropped the 
proposed lobbying principle because ••we rc:2.lly couldn't 
get 2. consensus oo what conscituted ·lobbyioc .•• It's very 
difficult. What is lobbying? ls a co.:maccor Yob.hying if he 
goe;. over and speaks to ~ congressma_:i? He may or may not 
be. . 

But Proxmire: scoffs 2.t clut c:xpl2.n.2tion. 1 'Th:1t's absurd. 
It's e2.5y to find a definition for lo:ibyfog. Ir would be Ir;.rd 
to find ,my definition that's accepuble ro e11eryor.e. You 
can't find a definition of 'cat' tlu.'t's accc:pubk ro 
e:1eryone." • 

Kendig, who had~ sar. altliough not the final say, to ch: , 
a.r:empr co 4cvelop a lobbrini cosc p!'inciple. p~rso~J j 
trunks lo~bymg should be considered a _no:m:tl bu!incss ex- , 
perue tlur the: government should absoro. alcnougn he cc.::1-
cedes that the government has declared other ••no~ j 
business expenses" such as emcrt.2.inmcn~ and ad\·etT .. mng 
un1llowabk . ·: · 



:"· -The DAR council disagreed with Kendig. According to a 
memor2ndum obtained by Common Cause, the council 
concluded th.at "most defense contr.act dollars arc on con
tncl3 under which contractors arc able to reco\·er costs. Ex
penditures for lobbying would therefore be passed through 
to Ll--ie government. 

"By contrast firms in the private sector 2.rc usually 
opcr.i.ting in a competitive market. In this situation. any ex
penditure for lobbying would reduce profit. We believe 
defense companies should be put on the same footing.'' 

Gordon Adams sars even if lobbying were a routine busi
ness expense reflected io the cost of products such as shoes 
or cars, lobbying expenses spent to sell weapons should not 
be included in the costs of those weapons. • 'The tax
p.;.yer, who is the ulti.aute consumer, is not really in a 
position to vote with his willet the way he can on an 
automobile. It's very hard for the taxpayer not to buy and 
it's very hard for the taxpayer to nuke the argument tlut 
counters the irn~act of the lobbying in Washington tlut 
l~ds to the decision to buy .• . ., 

Fred Ncwrru.n, the former h~d of the DCAA, says the 
proposed principle was dropped because the "procurement 
people felt the keeping of records was too onerous and too 
costly for the contnctor. ~• But Newman says if the contrac
tors th.ink such a principle would be "too administratively 
costly, then rru.ybe they shouldn't pass on any of the costs.'' 

Newman says "undoubtedly" there was "considerable 
pressure" placed on Peot:i.gon officials by the contractors . 

Proxmire attributes the failure to the "revolving door." 
''Tht difficulty .is that boch the Congress and especially the 
occcuci\.·e arc very, very hea\.·ily lobbied . There a.re people in 
the execucive who :a.re dea.ling with th-: military and the 
contnctors who, in m2.ny czses, are going back to work for 
the sa.mc conm.ctors they d~lt with . 

.. And then they may come down and work in the Ddense 
Depan.meot as a civilia.n procurem.ent official. Therefore, 
you luve an atmosphere in which these people serve their 
continuing conflict of interest. That's why l think che 
rcguhtioo lu.s not been promulgated ..• " 

When it became clear the Defense Department w2S not 
going to establish a lobbying cost p rinciple, Proxmire turn
ed to the Office of Feder.ii Procurement Policy (OFPP) in 
the White House Office of Management and Budget. He 
suggested such a cost principle be incorporated into govern
mect-widc procurement regulations. Again a stone wall. 
K2.ren Hastie Willwns, administrator of OFPP under Car
ter, wrote tlut she was .. inclined to agree with the Depart
mc~t of pef~nse's vie;;, that its present cost principles and 
aud.it gwddincs are adequate to preclude the reimburse
ment of costs specifically identifiable with lobb;-ing ac
tivities . ., 

But some DCAA officials say that without a specific prin~ 
ciple, it is very unlikely tlut many of the lobbying costs 
they question will be upheld in negociacions v.·hen contnc
tors 2nd Pentagon contracting officers discuss the bills . 

Wili.i.ams suggested tlut if Proxmire w::i.med a principle so 
b.dly, he should legislate one. · 

"Why doesn't he (Proxmire) pass 1egishtion?" 2..sks Dale 
Babione, the former director of contracts 2nd systems acqui
sition at the Deparuneat of Defense, who is now di.reccor o~ 
go.,.~rnmeot business relations for the Boeing Company. 
B:..!:)lone, by the way. was involved in the discussion over 
dc.·clopiog a. lobbying cost principle. 

Co:idudc-s Babione, .. Because he can't get anyone to 
agree witll him. The fact that somebody feels scro:-igly :a.bo:.it 
something doesn't make it so. It just m::ans he feel,; s cronf ly 
about it. This is a dc:mocracic country, and if everyone: fre!.s 
the bv.· shoJld be d-4nged. then why don't. thc:y change: . ,,, 
Jt. 

The Loophole-Ridden Law l 
Whi~e there ~y have bc:cn no attempt ro pm legisucioo 

~uclawrng lobbymg costs ch:uged to govcrrun::nt con~rn 
tncre have been a nurnb::r of uruuccc:s.:.-ful anemp-;:s t~ 
suengthen the: 1946 lobby disclosure hw. -

Both contractors and government officials have s~d tb• 
they ~ase their defi~cion of lobbying on the 1946 law which · 
they 1:iterpret as say~nf a pe~on or cor'opaoy docs oot h2vc 
to rcgtSter unless their 'prmc1ple purpose" is to lobby. 

App2:fently apply.i1?g that rule of thumb in 1974-n. only 
three of the comp·arues had any registered lobbyists or a
pe ndi turcs: Boeing {$33,840.85), lockb::ed ($53.765); 
Roclcw~U ($1,745.25). Yet DCAA auditors que:nioned 
many times more wn those amounts as probable lobbying 
coses. (A spot check of 1980 disclosure forms by these com
panies show no significant improvement in reporting.) 

During the Boeing audit, the DCA.."'- questioned the 
salaries and benc:fitl of five: corpo~te employees v.·hom the 
auditors felt were involved in lobbying. lo fact, the 2uniroi:s 
said two of the employees told them tlut ••100 percent of 
their work is spent oo lobbying, either tallcing directly to 
congressmen or their su.ffs or obtaining inforrmtioa to sup
port company positions . ., . 

Boeing, however, vigorously disagreed. Peter Bmh_ a 
spokesrru.o for Boeing, says the: two employees say they 
couldn't possibly have told the auclirors they spent mC'5t of 
their time lobby10g. 

As evidence, Bush s::irs, the lobbying rc:pom these em
ployees filed with Congress under the 1946 lobbying hv,, 
"show only , to 10 percent of their time .. · w2S spent J~~
bying. 

''look 2t their lobbying reports?" s:iys Gordon Ad:..rns io 
astonishment. "That's an 2.nswer? You've got to be kid
ding. 
. "Sure, given a statute that is riddlc:-d like swiss ch::cse, it's 

very easy for som·eone to waltz dowri there and say tlu.t they 
spent five percent of their time lobbying. Who's _going to 
follow that up? Who audits thatc:1.wn? Nobody." 

The defense industry. of course. is not th.: only on:: which 
interprets the lobby disclosure: law n:trrowly. B~ausc there 
a.re numerous loopholes, and no c:nforcc:mcm of the }.a.,. 
thousands of lobbyists a.re not registered 2nd hundreds Ctf 
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. -~ In his analysis of the politics of defens:: contracting, 
Adams not surprisingly concludes that one of the steps th.:1t 
needs to be ta.ken to "pry open the iron triangle of defense 
policy and weapons procurement" is reforming th:: loophol::
ridden lobby disclosure act. Common Cause his worked for 
yea.rs for a more comprehensive law. 

Why is a stronger law needed? Wru.t difference docs it 
m2..lce to the public whether the defense or any other in
dustry spends $.5 or.$.5 million lobbying? After all. lobbying 
is pcrfeccly legal. What difference docs it mtle whether an 
individual spends all of his time or part o: his time lob
bying? 

Audit Follow Up 
Were any of the millions of doll.us of lobbying, enter

tainment and other costs questioned by the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) eventually paid by the 
contractors? 

We don't know: The DCAA acts only as a firuncial 
advisor to Defense Dcpanmeot contracting o:ficcrs who 
sit down with the contractors to determine which of the 
questioned costs will be allowed. The DCA.A's audit find
ings arc in no way binding. And, of course, the results 

i of the negotiations between the conuactors ,nd the con
tracting officers arc not made public. 

But a scudy of the DCAA by the Gen:ral Accounting 
Office (GAO), the government's watchdog, gi,·cs a clue 
as to what may have happened. The GAO pointed out 
that the contracting officers do not always use the find
ings of the DC.AA and that disagreements between 
DCAA i!-Dd contracting officers arc rarely reponed to 
higher officials. The contracting officer has the final say. 

Moreover, contracting officers rard>· report the results 
of their negotiations to the auditors, GAO found. Elmc:r 
Staats, former comptroller general of the U.S., told a 
House committee hearing that "morale is low at DCAA. 
They need assurance their findings will .luvc an impact." 

The failure of agencies throughout government to 
follow up and resolve audit findings is, in the words of 
one GAO official, "a national scandal." 

After much pressure, the Defense Depanmem came 
up with a process for tracking the results o: audits, but 
did not include DCAA audit findings in that process . Af
ter pressure from Rep.Jack Brooks (D-To:.), th:: Dcpa.rt
mcm of Defense (DOD) came up with a propos:d plan 
to follow up findings at DCAA. Depu_ry Secretary of De
fcnse ·Frank C. Carlucci told a rubcommitt::e of the House 
Commincc on Government Opcra::ions in July tlut the 
Defense Dcpanment had drafted a p'roccss fo: moniror
ing follow-up accion on contra.ct audit rcpo:.:s, including a 
provision for resolving significant di.ficrcnccs between 
audirors and concraccing officers. Carlucci s2.id a foul di
rective should be issued by the end of Aug-..!st. 

Critics say there should be some ch:ck on the eno:
mous power of the conm.ccing officers who make fird 
decisions, because some feel contractin& officers can 
become advocates of the weapons th::\· arc resoonsibk fo; 
and, therefore, nor as objective as they mig'hc be wher. 
negotiating contract cost differences. 

John Kendig, deputy direcco: for cosc. pricinf -.nd 
finance ac the Pentagon, says suer, 2 gcncr:diz.atior. i.s 
wrong and mtlcs him "sick." 

Says Adams, "I ch.ink the most convincing :ugumcm for 
revision is that the public has no idea of the magnitude of 
the acci\·icies of sp::ci:J interests in W2.Shingron. And 
currenr disclosure and reporting requirements give th::m no 
war to even begin to guess at the magnitude of the effort. 
Th:: closest w:: cw get arc those DCAA :tudits. 

"My hunch is that corporations and trade associations 
related to industry have massive resources that they can 
bring to bcar (on the political process) which far outweigh 
those of smaller sp::cial interests or those of the public ::i.t 
large to present their cases. Until we have that data, what do 
we do? Throw up our hands 2nd SJ.)' it doesn't make: a dif. 
fcrcncc? It obviously makes a difference." • 

Other critics feel the effecriveocss of the DC.AA ·could 
be suengtheocd jf the DOD bad an Inspector General 
(IG) as most other agencies do. 

DOD was left out of the Inspector Gcoenl .Act of 1978 
because of their strong objections to being i.ocluded. One 
Capi col Hill aide says DOD was not included beuuse the 
sponsors of the bill fc:ued DOD's mticipatcd heavy lob
bying against the :act would hav~ killed the entire act. 

But Rep. Brooks docs not g;vc up easily. His bill to in
sciru te an JG at Defense (and fouz other 2.g::ocics nor 
covered by the 1978 act) ks passed the House and is 
pending in the Scnate. 

The Defense Department opposed the House bill be
cause, DOD General Counsel Willia.CJ H. Taft TV 
testified, an autonomous Inspector General "lS rompktely 
inconsistent with the hiea..n:hical comril2.!'.d~/s-.1bordinatc 
relationship that is at the heuc of :any miliwy orgwiza
cion and embodied in the clwn of comc:u.ad. These pro
visions do not encourage the individu .. l to wod.: with the 
secretary on his t.c:am." 

Asked how strenuously the Dcfcl!Se D cparu.-nen-: had 
lobbied against the House bill, ~ Gpiwl Bia aidc
rcplied, "They h.2Ve been spending only slightly more 
time on this than they ale OD rht Russians . If fr1cr tle a5 

aggressive about th:: Russuos as they are :.bout this, then 
I guess we can sleep nights.•' 

In Seru.tc hearings, Taft said the Dep:,J·tment of De
fense really wants 20 Inspector G::oef21, but they ·want 
the secrcury of_defcose to have th:: po-.,.-cr to veto ••any 
review process or 10vc-stigacioo th.a.t tbc Inspector ~oecl 
may iruci.are which could jeopardize ru.cioml s::curity." 
Th:: secretary would have to rcpon th:: re-a.sons for any 
ve,o to Congress. The House bill docs nor pro,·idc such 
"veto po·11,er." . 

The Dd'ense Department a1so opposes including .the 
DCAA under the aegis of an JG b::c,use, Taft says. 
De~•~ "principal mission is an 2d~·isor;· role. in die: 
acqu!.Slaon process. not ov::rsigh.: of DOD oocracioos." 

On this poim th:: GAO agrees with Defru::. But the 
bill wruch passed the House includes the DCAA within . 
the pur,iev, of th:: IG because some sponsors felt it would 
give L'1c DCAA mo:c clout. 

To deflect some of the hea,-y criticism .bout the poten
tial fo, finding waste in DOD, th:: Dcfrns:: Department 
recently created th:: position of A.Ssisum. to th:: secre::a.ry 
of defense for review and O\icrsight. This office is sup
posed to ;.dvis:: th: secretary of •. ,ays to combat v..·aste. 
fraud and abus:. but unlike the IG oro?oscd by the 
House, th!S pcsicion is not indcpend::m o: the secretary. 
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OFFlC~ OF MANAGEMENT AND 
BUDGET 

(Circular A-122] 

Cost Principles for Nonprofit 
Organizations 

AGl:HCY: Office of Management and 
Budget. 
ACTION! Notice. 

SUMMARY: Tiris notice offers interested 
parties an opportunity to comment on a 
proposed revision to Circular A-122. 
.. Cost Principles for Nonprofit 
Organizations." The proposed revision 
establishes special provisions for costs 
related to political advocacy. Similar 
revisions· are being simultaneously 
proposed for civilian and defense 
contractors through appropriate actions 
by the Department of Defense, NASA 
and GSA. the three agencies with 
authority to issue procurement 
regulations. The purpose of these 

· proposals is to ensure that federal tax 
dollars are not used. directly or 
indirectly, for the support of political 
advocacy. · 
. Over the past 2S years, the volume of 
federal activity conducted through 
grante_es and contractors has 
dramatically grown. Sound management 
of federal grants and contrac1.s has 
correspondingly gained in importance. 
The responsibility of the President 
through 0MB to improve the 

· management of the executive branch of 
government with a view to efficient and 
economical service, and to fulfill other 
statutory and constitutional 
responsibilities, extends to issues of 
grant and contract management no less 
than to issues of direct federal activity. 

In recent years, the problem of the use 
of federal funds for political advocacy 
by grantees and contractors has been 
identified by members of the public. by 

· the Comptroller General, and by 
Members of Congress. As many of these 

· parties have observed, the diversion to 
political advocacy of federal funds, and 
of equipment procured with and 
personnel compensated by federal 
.funds, is an abuse of the system and an 
unec:cncmical, inefficient and 
inappropriate use of the public's 
resources. Moreover, the commingling of 
·fede::al grant or contract activity with 
private political advocacy creates the 
appearance of federal support for 
particular positions in public debate. 
This appearance can create 
misunderstanding and interfere with the 
neutral, non-ideological administration 
of federally funded programs. 

This proposal is designed to balance 
the First Amendrnent rights of federal 

grantees and contractors with the 
legitimate governmental interests of 
ensuring that the government does not . 
subsidi:ze, directly or indirectly, the 
political advocacy activities of private 
groups or institutions. These 
governmental interests stre based on 
concern for protecting the free and 
robust L'1terchange of ideas. · 

Americans have the First Amendment 
right both to engage freely in speech and 
political expression. and to refrain from 
speaking, without interference or control 
on the part of the government br its 
agents. Wooley v. Maynard. 430 U.S. 
705, 714 (1977). The proposed revision ii 
intended to ensure that the use of 
Federal grants, contracts and other 
agreements by private org~tions 
engaging. in political advocacy does not · 
erode or infringe these constitutional · 
rights, or distort the political process by 
encouraging or discouraging certain 
forms of political activity. 

The activities of government in a 
democracy necessarily involve a degree 
of political advocacy, since government 
officials are expected to communicate 
with the people, explain their programs, 
and provide leadership and direction to 
the nation. Thus, Members of Congress 
and their staffs, the President and his 
political appointees, necessarily 
participate in forms of political . 
advocacy. However. it is a distortion of 
the market place of ideas for the 
government to use its financial power to 

. "tip the electoral process," Elrod v, 
- Bums, 427 U.S. 353, 356 (1976), by 

subsidizing the political advocacy 
activities of private organizations and 
corporations. This proposal Ytill ensun, 
to the extent consistent with the 
communications function of the 
government, that taxpayers are not 
required, directly or indirectly, "to 
contribute to the support of an 
ideolc;igical cause [they) may oppose." 
Abood v. Detroit Board of Education, 
431 U.S. 209, 23~236 (1977). The 
proposal also seeks to avoid the 
appearance that. by awarding Federal 
grants, contracts, or other agreements to 
organizations engaged in politicial 
advocacy on particular sides of public 
issues. the Government has endorsed. 
fostered. or "prescribe[d] [as] orthodox" 
a particular view· on such issues, West 
Virginia State Board of Education v. 
Barnette, 319 U.S. 624, 645 (1943). 

The proposed revision would make 
unallowable the cost of political 
advocacy. whether direct or-mdirect 
The revision would also make 
unallowable· any costs of 
commu.'1.ications equipment. personnel. 
other equipment. meetings or 
conferences, or publications, where such 
cost items an used for political 

advocacy in whole or in part. The 
revision makes unallowable the costs of 
buildings and office space where 5 
percent or more of the space is devoted 
to political advocacy. When federal 
grant or contract recipients use 
facilities. equipment, or personnel 
funded in part with federal monies for 
political advocacy, they may create the 
appearance of government support for 
their positions. Moreover, i! federal 
funds are used to defray the overhead 
costs of organizations engaged in 
political advocacy, it frees up the 
organization's other funds for use in this 
political activity. · 

The principal effect of the rension 
will be that federal grantees and 
contractors..that·choose to engage in 
political advocacy must separate their 
grant or contract activity from their· · 
political activity. If they mix the two, 
then they will not receive government 
reimbursement for the jointly allocable 
costs. Contractors or grantees will not 
be permitted to require or induce 
employees paid in part or in whole with 
federal funds to engage in political 
advocacy activitiea, either as a formal 
part of job responsibilites or on their 
own time. 
·ne definition of political advocacy 

used in this proposal is derived 
generally from the Internal Revenue 
Code, 26 U.S.C. 4911, defining attempts 
to "influence legislation.".with 

: modifications designed to comprise 
direct participation in elections or 
referenda. administrative processes, 
certain judicial processes, and other 
activity of a political advocacy natur_!!. 

These proposed revisions will bec·ome· 
effective 30 days after final notice in the 
Federal Register. The revisions will 
affect only grants, contracts, and oth~r 
agreements entered into after the 
effective date. Existing grants, contracts, 
and other agreements will not be 
immediately affected. Agency contracts 
and regulations will incorporate these 
provisions to the same extent and in the 
same manner as they do other 
provisions of Circular A-122. 

Violations of these pro,,-isions will be 
a basis for cost disallowance, and in 
instances of serious ·or willful violations, 
may be a basis for debarment or 
suspension. · 

Comments should be submitted in 
duplicate to the Financial Management 
Division. Office of Management and 
Budget, Washington. D.C. 20503. All 
comments should be received within 45 
days of this notice. 

FOR FURTH!R IHFORMAT10N CONTACT: 
John J. Lordan. Chief, Financial 
Management Branch. Office of 
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Ma:.iage~ent and Budget. Washington. 
D.C. 20503, (202) 395-6823. 

Issued in Washington. D.C.. January 20, 
1983. 

Candice C. Bryant. 
Acting Deputy Associate Dimctar for 

Administration. 

Appendix 
The following questions and anawers have 

been prepared by the Office of Management 
a."ld Budget for informotional purposes only. 

Question: What is the purpose of these 
revisions? · 

Answer. The purpose i• to emure that 
federal contracts and granti are not und to 
support political advocacy either directly or 
indittctly. Thousands cf contractors and 
grantees. administering hundreds of billions 
of federal dollars, have-had wide latitude to 
engage in political advocacy acth.ities. often 
using. the aame facilities and personnel paid 
for in part by the taxpayers. The current lack 
or a government-wide policy prohibiting the 
use of federal grant and contract funda for 
political advocacy has been critic:ized by the 
General Accounting Office. It ia unfair to use 
federal tax money to support political causes. 
Nor is it an efficient or economical use cf 
public resources to allow funds to be diverted 
from statutory purposes to political 
advocacy. 

A particularly important abuse is that 
many contractors ar:id granteee have been 
able to defray the overhead costs of their 
political advocacy, at public expense. by 
allocating some part or the cost to the 
administration cf the contract or grant No·t 
only does this free up the organization's own 
resources for further political actnity; it also 
creates the appearance that the government :: 
is supporting one or another aide in a political 
controversy. . 

Question: How will the proposals work? 
Answer. The proposals will revise cost 

principles applicable to federal grants, 
contracts (other than competitive, firm fixed 
price contracts). and other agreements. 
Recipients cf federal grants, contracts, or 
other agreements ~ill be ban-ed from 
receiving government reimbursement for any 
acth·ities connected with political advocacy 
at the national. state. or local levels. This 
includes membership or dues in trade 
associations or other organization. that have 
political advocacy aa a substantial 
organizational purpose. in addition. salary 
costs will be unallowable to recipients who 
either require their employeea to pay dues to 
political advocacy organizations or require 
them to engage in poli tical advocacy on the 
job or during non-working houn. Finally, 
government funds will not be permitted to 
pay for facilities in which 1ignilica11t political 
ad\•ocacy activities are conducted. thus 
requiring physical separation or such 
activities Crom those invoh·ed in the 
performance of grants and contracts. 

Question: What is an example of bow this 
will work? 

Answer: Take the example of a defense 
contractor which uses a corporate aircraft for 
oversight and management or a federal 
contract. If the contractor choosee to use the 
aircraft also for lobbying or other political 

activitiea-cuch as transporting corporete 
officials to diacu.ssion, with Congressmen-
then under the principles proposed by the 
Defense Department. the contractor cannot 
include the coat or the airaaft or of any use 
of the aircraft aa part or overhead costs 

• allocated in part to the contract. 
& an example in the non-profit area. take 

an organization which receives a federal 
grant to promote better health 1ervices for 
low-income individuals, which decide3 to 
organize a political rally to promote more 
federal funding for medical programs. The 
organization coltld not be reimbuned for any 
J)C!rtion of the aalariea of individuals engaged 
in organizing the political rally or for any 
portion of other overhead costs (office 
machines, printing !acilitiea, etc.) if the same 
overhead items were used for the rally. The 
organization would be free to hold the rally
but it would do so at ~ta own expeme, and 
without using people. !acilitiea or resources 
partially funded by the Federal GovermnenL 

Question: How ii it possible to define 
"political advocacy"? 
· Answer: The concept of political ad\'ocacy, 
or "influencing legislation." ii used in the 
Intemal Revenue Code restrictions on tax
exempt organizations. The lntemal Revenue 
Code definition cf "in!luencing legislation" is 
employed in thia proposal with several 
modifications to take account of chanses in 
political practices (e.g .. development of 
political action committees), Supreme Court 
developments (e.g .• decisions declaring 
certain forms-of litigation to be politieal 
expression), and shifts in the decisionmaking 
process (e.g., the growth of administrative 
agencies and referenda a, means of political 
decisionmaking). 

1n particular, the scope of the Code 
definition ("influencing legislation") baa been 
expanded to cover "governmental decision," 
in general Thus, for example, the lntemal 
Revenue Code defines the term "influencing 
legislation" aa including "any attempt to 

·· influence any legislation through an attempt 
to affect the opinions of the general-public or 
any segment thereof." The proposed revision 
to Circular A-122. cmrespondingly. defines 
"political advocacy" aa including Nattempting 
to influenc-e governmental decisions through 
an attempt to affect the opinions of the 
general public or any segment thereof." The 
body of experience in interpreting the 
Internal Revenue Code provision. as 
appropriately modified. is expected to aid in 
the interpretation of the proposed revisions. 

The proposals thus include as "political 
advocacy" direct participation in elections or 
referenda by means of contributions, 
endoraement. publicity, adminis tration of 
political action committees. or similar· 
acthity; contributions to political advocacy 
organizations: attempting to influence 
government policy made through the 
regulatory procesa as well as the legislative 
process: and attempts to in!luence 
government policy through litigation as en 
amicus quriae, on behalf of the cembera of 
the organization. or on behalf of anothe~ 
party. 1n addition. several categories of 
activity excluded from the Code definition cf 
Ninfluenr:ing legislation" (e.g .. 
communications with organization memben 
on political topics and lobbying with respect 

to the organization's own interest) have been 
included in the proposal 's definition. to 
ensure that such acth.;ties are not conducted 
at the -expense of Lite public. 

Question: What is the penalty for viola ting 
these provisions? 

Answer: Cost ~covery. and in instances of 
serious or v.; llful violations. suspension or 
debarment from federal grants or contracts. 

Questio!I.· How does this proposal affect 
the First Amendment right of freedom of 
speech? 

Answer. This proposal ~ill promote the 
F'ust Amendment value that a person can 
freely speak. or refrain from speaking. on 
political matters. The Supreme Court bas 
recognized constitutional problems with · 
requirements on a person "to contribute to 
the 1upport of an ideological cause he may 
oppose." Abood v. Detroit Boord of 

· Education, 431 U.S. 209. 23~236 (l97i}. 
Although government in a democracy 
necessarily involvee some degree of political 
advocacy because of the need to 
communicate with citizens. taxpayers canno.t 
rightly be required to support the political 
advocacy of private organizations and. 
corporationa through federal grants and 
contracts. 

Moreover, the freedom of First Amendment 
political advocacy ia jeopardized when the 
views of particular groups are financed by 
the government The use of federal grants or 
contracts for the support of one side in a 
political debate. like the use of political 
patronage for the support c! a political party, 
can injure the "free functioning of the 
electoral process." Elrod v. Bums. 4Z7 U.S. 
353,.356 (1976). ln the marketplace of ideas. 
where differing political opinions compete for 

· public acceptance, the government should not 
be in the position of subsidizing the 
expression of views of particular 
organb:ations or corporations, as to defense 
or domestic policy. Nor.should the · 
government create the appearance of official 
support for the political advocacy of its 
grantees or contractors. , 

Question: Does this proposal infringe the 
F'irat Amendment rights of recipient 
organizations? · 

Answer. No. R-ecipients remain free to 
engage in political advocacy on any side of 
any issue. The proposals merely ensure that 
organizations engage in political advocacy at 
their own expens&-not the public·,. If an 
organization chooses to exercise its First 
Amendment rights, ii is only fair that it keep 
those political activities separate from its 
work al the expense o! the public. It should 
not expect to have ils political advocacy 
subsidized. or to be able to put facilities 
purchased in part by tax dollar, to 11olitical 
use. Like federal agencie& and employee&. 
federal grantees and contractor, a re 
"expected to ••. exacute the programs of the 
Govem.'Tlent without bias or favoritism !or or 
against any political party o:- group or tbe 
members thereof." CSC v. Notional 
Association of Letter Carril!r,. 413 U.S. 54S. 
565 (1973). Federal grant and contract acth·ity 
will be more efficiently and fairly perfo:-med 
if it is not mixed with advocacy acti\·ities on 
one or the other aide cf political debate. · 
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Question: Will theu proposals prevent 
corporations or other organizations from 
lobbying in Congress or the agencies for 
grants or contracts? 

Answers: No-but they will do it at their 
own expense. not the public'a, 

Question: Will organizations engaged in 
political advocacy be eligible to receive 
federal grants and contracta? 

Answer. Absolutely. lu a memorandum 
dated April Z6, 198Z. the Director of 0MB 
made clear that: 

"The Administration will continue to 
award grants and contracts to those parties 
who are, most effective in fulfilling statutory 
purposes [and that) political advocacy groups 
may continue to receive grant-and contract 
awards." 

This policy will continue in effed. and just 
as agencies will be forbidden to award granta 
and contracts because of the political vieW9 
of applicant .groups, they will also be 
forbidden from discriminating against 
"parties most effective in fulfilling statutory 
purposes." 

Question: What will be the practical effect 
on organizations that engage in political · 
advocacy? 

Answer. Federal grantees and contractors 
that choose to engage in political advocacy 
will need to uparate their grant or contract 
activity from their political activity. If they 
mix the two, then they will not receive 
government reimbunsement far the Joint 
costs. 

Question: What will be the effect on the 
employees of contractors and grantees? 

Answer. Employees whose salary ia paid in 
part with federal funds may not be required 
or induced to engage in political advocacy, 
either as a part of the job or on their own 
t!me. Nor may they be required to join or pay 
dues to an organization involved in 
substantial political advocacy. This will 
ensure -that federal funds are not used to hire 
political armies or to generate political 
membership support-practices analogous ·to 
these held unconstitutional in Elrod v. Burns, 
427 U.S. 347 (1976). Of course, individual 
employees remain free to engage in political · 
advocacy on their own it they wish to do to, 

Question: To what organi:z:atiom do the 
proposals apply? 

Answer. The proposed revision to 0MB 
Circular A-lZZ will apply to all non-profit 
organizations receiving federal grants·, 
contracts. or other agreements. Similar 
proposals are being applied by the 
Department of Defense, NASA. and the 
Ceneral Sero.ices Adnrlnistration to civilian 
and defense contractors. The proposed · 
""'ision, will apply to grants, contracts, an~ 
other agreementa entered into after the 
effective date of the revisions. Existing 
grants. contracts. and other agreements will 
not be affected. 

Questio:1: Will theu proposals intedere 
with organizations due process riahts to 

defend their interests in court? ~ 
Answer. No. So long as an organization 

appears in court 011 its own behalf, litigation 
la not defined a, political advocacy. 
However, when an organization goes Into 
court to represent others, or to support the 
claim of other,, such attempts to in!luence 
policy through the judicial process are a form 
of political advocacy, as· the Supreme Court 
has held. NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 415, 429 
(1963); In re Primus, 438 U.S. 41Z. 428 {1978}. 
Such activities should not be supported by 
federal grant or contract money, unless the 
grant or contract was made expressly for that 
purpose. Attorneys fee award statutes are not 
affected by these proposals. 

Questiorr: Will these proposals make it 
more- difficult for .the federal government to 
reward its political supporters? 

Answer. Yes. Currently, the federal 
government may be able to reward its · 

· aupporters, and punish lta opponents; by 
granting or denying federal grants to. 
organization■ engaged in political advocacy. 
By making such awards to a friendly 
·organization the government assw:nes a 
portion of that organization's overhead coats, 
and thu1 supports the organizations political 
activities. In this way, the govenment can 
influence the·polltical process by inducing 
recipients of federal funds to conform their 
behavior to the governments desires. This 
was one of the dangen of the political spoil• 
system recognized by the Supreme Court in 
Elrod v. Bums. 4Z7 U.S. 347, 355-356 (1978). 
These proposals will help make the process 
neutral again. by eliminating the "political 
spoils" aspect of the government.funding 
process. 

Question: Will these proposal, solve the 
. whole problem of federal tax money being 

·· ·used to support political advocaey? 
Answer. No, but·they make a major step in 

the right direction. Congress and the agencies 
must continue to be vigilant to ensure that 
grants and contra~a are not awarded fer 
purposes that involve political advocacy. · 

Circular A-~ost Principles for 
Nonprofit Organi:utiona 

Circular A-1%2 is revised by 
modifying Attachment B as follows: 

l. Insert a new paragraph ''B 33 
Political Advocacy." 

a. The cost of activities conatituting 
political advocacy are unallowable. 

b. Political advo·cacy is any activity 
that includes: 

(1) Attempting to µuluence the 
outcome of any Federal. State. or local 
election. referendum; initiative, or 

· similar procedure. through contributions, 
endorsements, publicity, or similar . 
acti .. 'ity; 

(Z) Establishing, administering, 

contributing to. or paying the expenses 
of a political action committee, either 
directly or indirectly; 

(3) Attempting to influence 
governmental decisions through an 
a.ttempt to affect the opinions of the 
general public or any segment thereof; 

(4) Attempting to influence 
governmental decisions through 
communications ·with any member qr 
employee of a legislative body, or with 
any government official or employee 
who may participate in the 
decisionmaking process: 

(5) Participating in or contributing to 
the expenses of litigation other than 
litigation in which tlle organization is a 
party with standing to sue or defend on 
its own behalf: or 

(6) Contributing money, services, or 
any other thing o! value, as dues or 
otherwise, to an organization that has 
political advocacy as a substantial 
organizational .purpose, or that spends 

· $100,000 or more per year on activities 
constituting political advocacy. 

c. Political advocacy does not include 
the following activities: 

(1) Making available the results of 
nonpartisan analysis, study, or research. 
the distribution of which is not primarily 
designed to influence the outcome of 
any Federal, State, or local election. 
refe~dum. initiative, or similar 
procedure, or ~ny governmental 
decision: 

· (2) Providing technical advice or 
assistance to a governmental body or to · 
a committee or other subdivision thereof 
in response to a written n:quest by such 
body or subdivision: 

(3) Participating in litigation on behalf 
of other persons, if the orga,nization has 
received a Federal.- State, or local grant, 
.contract. or other agreement for the 
express purpose of doing so; 

(4) Applying or making a bid in 
connection. with a grant, contract. 
unsolicited proposal, or other 
agreement. or providing information in 
connection with such application at the 
request of the government agency 
awarding the grant. contract. or other 
agreement: or 

(5) Engasin8 in acUvitie:, ·specifically 
required by law. 

d. An organization has political 
advocacy as a "substantial 
organizational purpose .. if: 

(1) The organization's solicitations for 
membership or contributions 
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a::knowledge that the organization 
engages in activities constituting 
political advocacy; or 

(2) Twenty percent (20%) or more of 
the organization's annual expenditures. 
other than those incurred in connection 
with Federal. State or local grants. 
contracts, or other agreements, or 
incurred in connection with political 
advocacy. 

e. The term. "governmental decisions" 
includes: 

(1) The·introduction, passage 
amendment, defeat igning. or veto of 
legislation, appropriations. resolutions. 
or constitutional amendments at the 
Federal. State, or local level; · 

(2) Any rulemakings, guidelines. 
policy statements or other 
administrative decisions of general 
applicability and future effect; or 

(3) Any licensing. grant. ratemaking. 
formal adjudication or informal 
adjudication, other than actions or 
decisions related to the administration 
of the specific grant. contract. or 
agreement involved. 

f. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
other cost principles in this circular: 

(l) Salary costs of individuals are 
unallowable if: 

(a) The work of such individu.;ils 
includes activities constituting political 
advocacy, 0th.er than activities that are 
both ministerial and non-material; or 

(b) The organization baa required or 
induced such individuals to join or pay 
dues to an organization. other than a · 
la.bor union, that has political advocacy 
as a substantial. organizational purpose, 
or to engage in political advocacy during 
non-working how-s. 

(2) The following costs are 
unallowable: 

(a) Building or office space in which 
more than 5% of the usable space 
occupied by the organization or an 
affiliated organization is de\·oted to 
acth.ities constituting political · 
advocacy; 

(b) Items of equipment or other items 
used in part for political advocacy; · 

(c) Meetings and conferences devoted 
in any part to political advocacy: 

(d) Publication and printing allocable 
in part to political advocacy: and 

(e) Membership in an organization 
that has political advocacy as a 
substantial organizational purpose. or 
that spends $100,000 or more per yea-r in 
connection with political advocacy. 

2. Renumber subsequent paragraphs. 

(Flt Doc.~ Flied 1~ 1:21 P"II 
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GOVERNMENT RELATIONS INFO AND ACTI.ON 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT & BUDGET CIRCULAR 
SERIOUSLY THREATENS ADVOCACY RIGHTS OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 

. . 

CONSTITUENT CONTACTS NEEDED Nm~! 

In a move intended for entirely different purposes, the Reagan Administra
tion has i$sue proposed changes to the Office of Management & Budget (0MB) . 
Circular A-122, which would, in effert, virtually end public advocacy efforts 
by most nonprofit groups that receivs federal funds. -

The intention of the circular i!· to prevent the use, either directly or 
•indirectly, of federal funds for pol ·• tical advocacy by grantees or contractors. 
For many orgariizations, the effect ot the circular would be to prohibit the use 
for advocacy, of-nonfederal funds, a~ well. 

Presently, many federal grants and contracts prohibit the use of federal 
funds to lobby. Circular A-122 however, expands this prohibition. It virtually 
bans lobbying by not pennitting an employee to lobby if .Af!Y of his/her salary is · 
paid by federal funds. In other words, if an employee of a nonprofit organiza
tion whose salary is paid for in any part by federal funds spends one minute 
lobbying with that part of his time not paid for by the Federal government, the 
total amount the Federal government paid for the employee, would be lost to the 
organization. Nor could A.!J.Y office equipment, printing, meeting or conference 
fees that were paid for in~ part by federal funds; be used for any lobbying 
activities. Stated another way, if for example, one sheet of copy related to 
political advocacy was run on a copier paid for in~ part by the Federal 
government, the organization would lose the total amount the Federal government 
had paid for the copier . · 

Under the circular, prohibited activities are expanded to include: 

1. Attempts to influence referenda or initiatives, for example, attempting 
to influence the outcome of a referendum to have a local zoning law 
changed. 

A NATIONAL FORUM TO ENCOURAGE GIVING, VOLUNTEERING AND NOT• FOR• PROFIT INITIATIVE 

1828 L Street, N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20036• (202)223-8100 

SUCCESSOR TO TH E COALITION OF NATIONAL VOLUNTARY ORGAN IZATIONS AND THE NATIONAL COUNCl t O N.PHILANTHROPY.!-. 
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2. Filing or contributing t o the costs of amicus briefs, for example, 
filing a "friend of the court" brief, on an issue such as litigation 
to provide better corranunity care for deinstitutionalized persons. 

3. Attempting to affect the opinions of the public or any segment of 
the public or corranunicating with any governmental official, legislator 
or government or legislative employee to affect a nongovernmental de
cision. Governmental decisions include all actions regarding: 

a. legislation and Constitutional amendmen t s, etc . ; 
b. rulemaking, guide1 1nes, policy statements or similar administrative 

decisions; and 
c. licensing, grants, ratemakings, etc. unrelated to the grant in 

question. 

4. Contributing money, services or dues to an organization which spends 
$100,000 or more per year on political advocacy or which has political 
advocacy as a substantial organizational purpose~ An organization has 
political activity as a substantial organizational purpose if its 
solicitations acknowiedge it engages in political advocacy or 20% of 
its nongovernmental money is spent in connection with political advocacy. 
For example, if your fundraising letter mentions any of your political 
advocacy activities such as those included above, your grant would be 
disallowed. 

5. Rent is also disallowed if 5% or more of t he usable space occupied by 
the grantee or an affiliated organization is devoted to political advocacy • 

. ,. ·'• . 

· The proposed changes in Circular A-122 are enclosed. Orga.nizations will have 
until March 9 to respond. That is the date when 0MB could propose a final order. 
It is very important that groups comment on the changes because forceful statements 
from a broad range of organizations may result in withdrawal or at least amendment 
of the proposal. · 

Although corranents to 0MB are important, the greatest impact nonprofit organi
zations can make on this issue will come through the strong constituent contacts 
that many nonprofits have at the local level, with their Members of Congress. 
Contact your Congresspersons and Senators now, explain .the potential effects of 

I 

the circular on your organization, AND URGE THEM TO IN TURN, CONTACT THE PRESIDENT 
AND 0MB, ASKING THEM TO WITHDRAW THE CIRCULAR. IN ADDITION, WRITE TO THE PRESIDENT, 
URGING HIM TO TELL THE 0MB TO DROP THE PROPOSAL. -

It is critically important to illustrate the impact that the circular will 
have on your organization, when writing to Members of Congress and 0MB. In 
addi t ion, there are both statutory and Cons t itutional issues you should consider 
raising. 

A strong legal argument can be made that 0MB has no statutory authority for 
the proposed restrictions on lobbying. While under authority delegated by the 
President, 0MB is empowered to formulate general cost allocation rules governing 

, , ...... ,!. 
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grants and contracts, but not to restrict lobbying and other participation by 
nonprofit grantees in the government decision-making process which are far 
broader than any imposed by Congress. 

A strong constitutional challenge can be made on the prohibition on I 
reimbursement for costs of nonpolitical activities if these costs are attri
butable to employees, equipment or facilities also involved in privately 
funded lobbying activities. This provision seems clearly to be· in direct 
violation of repeated U.S. Supreme Court rulings regarding free speech. The . 
enclosed paper "Proposf:!d Restrictions on Participation in Governmental Decision
Making Process ·by Nonprofit- Organizations Receiving Federal G-rarits and Contrac ts" 
explains Circular A-122 in depth and gives more detail on the statutory and · 
Constitutional grounds for protesting the proposed circular. 

THE TIME IS SHORT (MARCH 9), SO PLEASE ACT TODAY! 

********** 

We are grateful to Attorney Bob Boisture of Caplin &,Drysdal~ and to 
·-Attorney Ga i 1 M. Harmon for their analyses of the circular. 



PROHIBITING THE USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
FOR POLITICAL ADVOCACY 

0 This Administration. has recently announced proposals to 
curb the use of federal tax dollars for political advocacy by 
groups receiving federal grants and contracts. Comments and · 
suggestions from interested parties and the public are 
welcome. The comment period is scheduled to extend to March 
1 7. 

0 On January 24, 0MB proposed revisions to Circular A-122 
(Cost Principles for Non-Profit Organizations) that would 
generally ban the payment of federal tax dolars for any items 
used in whole or in part for political advocacy. Defense, 
NASA, and GSA simultaneously proposed identical revisions. 
The proposals apply only to new grants and contracts. 

0 The proposals would make a dramatic change in the political 
advocacy of contractors ano grantees by requiring them to 
segregate political activities from their grant or contract 
activities. 

Cost elements (personnel, facilities, equipment, and the 
like) used for political advocacy cannot .be paid for, 
either directly or through overhead, with federal monies. 

Federal monies cannot be used for the salaries of 
employees who engage in political advocacy, or who are 
required or induced to join advocacy organizations or to 
participate in political activities. 

Federal monies cannot be used to pay the dues of trade 
associations or other political advocacy organizations. 

Federal monies cannot be used for rent or depreciation 
on facilities used more than 5% for political advocacy. 

0 The proposals do not bar political advocacy by grantees or 
contractors~ they merely ensure that the federal taxpayers do 
not pay for it. The Administration believes that grants and 
contracts should continue to be awarded to the groups most 
effective in meeting grant or contract purposes, without 
regard to the nature or extent of their political activity. 
The proposals are even-handed and will apply across the board 
to contractors and grantees, to friends as well as foes of the 
Administration. 

I 
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0 The premise of the proposals is that it is unfair for the 
federal government to subsidize, directly or indirectly, 
political advocacy by particular groups in the society. As 
Supreme Coutt Justice Hugo Black eloquently put it: "Probably 
no one would suggest that Congress would ••• create a fund to 
be used in helping certain political parties or groups favored 
by the government to elect their candidates or promote their 
controversial causes. Compelling a man by law to pay his 
money to elect candidates or advocate laws or doctrines he is 
against differs only in degree, if at all, from compelling him 
by law to speak for a candidate, a party, or a cause he is 
against." 

0 The proposals are in response to recommendations by the 
Comptroller General that cost principles should be clarified 
with respect to political activities by grantees, and to 
reports appearing in such diverse sources as Common Cause 
magazine, the Conservative Digest, and the Washington Post on 
the use of federal tax dollars for political advocacy. 

0 Affected contractors and grantees are, in large part, 
opposing the proposals. But many observers view the proposals 
as a workable means of cutting federal subsidies to the 
political activities of private groups. 

The W~shin~~on Post and Wall Street Journal have 
strongly endorsed the proposals, and generally favorable 
reports have appeared elsewhere in the media. 

Many ordinary citizens are making their support known 
through the comment process. 

Many groups and individuals who have seen their 
political objectives thwarted by opposing groups fortunate 
enough to receive taxpayer reimbursement for their overhead 
and organizational expenses through grants and contracts 
have responded enthusiastically to the proposals. 

0 0MB is engaged in extensive consultation with affected 
groups about the proposal, and has made clear that major 
revisions will be made as need ed. 

Attachments 

I 
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AN INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPER 

MONDAY, APRIL · 26, 1982 

Financing the Left? 
·1 S THE federal government financing the left? . - The programs they administer have received -

Yes, says the April issue of Con.servative Digest, .politicaI scrutiny and have survived furgely intact. 
published by New Right direct-mail king Richard Reagaz:i administration proposals last year to merge 
Viguerie. "Cold bureaucrats and committed left- family planning and "senior aide" p.ogra.-ns into 
ists," the m~crazine tells us, are "working hand-in- block grants were reje~ted by Congress; adminfatra
glove to achieve their political and social goals- tion proposals this year to "zero" them out have not 
using your tax dollars." been accepted. Congress has voted to contim.1~ the 

}'here is something to these charges. The maga- legal serv.ices program. Conserv~th·e Digest's quar
zine has its lists of foolish-sounding research proj- rel, then, is not so much with federal bu::aucrats 
ects. It seems to have come up with some example3 who defy the law-though there may be a few of 
of government subsidization of political advocacy- th_em-as it is with Congress, which dedim:3 to 
a'business government certainly should not be in . . change the la\v~ The "funding of the left" is note 
And it is surely correct in suggesting that there are public scandal but a political issua~ 
many buddy systems, of grant givers and grant re- · As a political is:iue it is, of course, debat.lbte. We 

. cipients, spending ta-.: d,ollars in ways many-per- can expect that ~he Reagan administration wi!l "de-
haps most-taxpayers wouldn't like. · fund" some organizations its supporters di.£!ike. And 

• . 1Vhen you look in more detail at many of the on a broader level, we ngrea that there i3 something 
charges Conservative Digest makes,. l:-owever, you disturbing about organizations that strc:1gly ad\·o
get a different and much less objectionable picture cate positions many sensible peop!e find politically or 
than its headlines suggest Ma.11y of the organiza- morally repugnant, acting at the same ti::ne as ad
tions that receive the large3t sums receive them as ministrators of government progra.rr.s. It is easy to 

· contractors performing sarvices succe55ive con- believe that the advocacy groups' emp!oyees will 
gresses end presidents ha\'e said they wanted per• sometimes proselytize the progr2.!-n's b-:neficiarias in 
formed and for which they ha1,·e co:i.sistently appro- ways we would consider inappropriate (thou~h not 
priated money. Examples are the monii!s the gov- unheard oO for a civil servant. Ad-rccacy organiza
ernment pays Planned Parenthood for providing tiom might also want to a5k themselves whether they · 
family planning services and the National Council risk comp:omising their o•,..,11 purposes by accepting 
of Senior Citizens for administeiing "senior aide" go\'ernment money, and whether they wa.11t to as
employment programs. These organizations take sume the inevitable risk that it might be withd::a\•,n 
care to separate these government-financed activi- suddenly for legitimate political reason.s. This is not 
ties from the programs they finfu,ce with money an area you should rush into with a set of hard end 
they raise from private sources; they ere audited fe.3t rules. But Co:1.servafr,e Digest, though it does 
regularly and in enough depth that, in the case of not prove all it claims, raises so.ne difficult question3 
Planned Parenthood, there bve b.!en charges of that thoughtful Jr.?Ople of right, left a..'td canter 
h.irassment by audit. should r Jnder. 

COPYRIGHT 1982, THE t·:.:..SHIXGTON POST 
REPRINTED WITH ?EN'iISSIO~! 
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Liberals Fail to Justify 
Taxpayer Funding of the Left 

Some liberals and leftists may def end their r.eceipt of 
hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars by saying their 
organizations do not benefit financially from tax money. 
They'll say that it all either goes directly to the projects 
approved by Congress, or is strictly used to pay the 
necessary expenses to administer these programs. 

They'll claim that the National Organization for 
Women's Legal Defense and Education Fund, the 
United States Student Association, Planned Parent
hood and aH the other hundreds of liberal organizations 
get no financial advantage because of the federal money 
they receive. 

But t~ke a look at what government funding of these 
Left organizations really means. 

When a liberal group gets a federal grant, it can im
mediately put the money in the bank and start collect
ing tax-free interest-which is still more money it can 
then spend. Taxpayer funds can help defray overhead 
costs, thus freeing up all the other money the group 
raises for purely political p1,1tposes. 

Sometimes, the use of federal funds benefits the Left 
even more directly. For example, when a liberal group 
uses the money it receives from the government to send 
representatives to a conference in Washington, those 
representatives can use their free time to lobby Con
gressmen ·and hold political meetings-and the taxpayer 
foots the bill. 

Anyone who runs an organization: will tell you that 
the hardest money of all to raise is the money for the 
basic things you need the most. Especially for groups 
that are just starting up, money for overhead items 
like rent, lights, heat, salaries, typewriters, phones, 
Xerox machines and postage stamps can make the dif
ference between surviving or not. The problem is that 
most people like to give their money for a specific cause 
or project they feel strongly about. .. not to buy type
writers and postage stamps. 

So, any organization that can get this kind of money 
for free from the government has a big head start. 

Also, it takes a lot of time to raise money. So when 
an organization is guaranteed the money it needs-when 
its executives and staff know that their paychecks will 
arrive on time each week and that they will have what
ever office space and office supplies they will need
that frees them up to work on political things . .. in
cluding fund-raising . 

Just ask Ed Feulner of the Heritage Founda tion, or 
Howard Phillips of the Conservative Caucus, or Paul 
Weyrich of the Committee for the Survival of a Free 
Congress, or Terry Dolan of NCPAC, or the leaders of 
any conservative organization. They'11 tell you how hard 
it is to raise the money to cover their day-to-day op
~rating overhead. They'll tell you how much more they 
could accomplish for the conservative movement if they 
knew that someone was going to take care of all their 
expense~ each month. 

54 

So, when the Left says that it doesn't benefit directly 
from the hundreds of millions of federal dollars it re
ceives, that may be technically true for some. But the . 
indirect help of paying the rent and salaries and other 
expenses is, literally, wortri its weight in gold. 

Another argument many leftists and liberals will use 
is that, compared to the massive amounts of money the 
Right has, a few hundred-million dollars doesn't make 
any difference. In fact, the balance is tilted totally to 
the Left. 

For. example, the Conservative Caucus's yearly budget 
is $3 million. Ronald Reagan, Jimmy Carter and John 
Anderson combined received just a little more than 
$100 million. But Planned Parenthood received $44 mil
lion, and the National Council of Senior Citizens got 
$50 million of its $52-million budget from federal 
sources. 

This argument is wrong. It's misleading. It's an at
tempt to cover up the fact that, besides the hundreds of 
millions of government dollars leftists and liberals re
ceive, they also receive huge amounts of money from 
the labor unions. 

The facts are plain: the American liberal and leftist 
cause probably receives most of its funds from two 
sources of compulsory support. Government dollars 
taken from workers' pockets help the Left. 

Time is money. Federal money frees up time for lib
erals to fight fo"r" leftist causes·. Federal money means 
the ability to hire more staff. Federal money means 
more Xerox machines, mailings, typewriters and of
fices. Federal money means that payrolls can be met on 
time. Federal money means that the leftists and liberals 
can take for granted the fund-raising that takes so 
much time and effort for conservative groups. 

Federal money fuels the massive Left machinery. [ID] 

wru.,~\l, ~~T 
BlJ?£NJC. W-\-nc. N \Q-IT~qE 
5\-\0JLO WE. ?c-V-~Eru~\E 
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~--- Defunding the Left and-Right 
This week the administration is 

putting into the Federal Register a set 
of n~~ rules that would limit political 
actiV1ty by recipients of federal grants· 
and ~:contracts. If they ~urvive the · 
coming comment period, the rules are 
going to make it a good deal tougher 
for an those grantees to use their fed
eraljunds to apply political pressure 
on tJ:!eir benefactor. It is, to say the 
leas~~ . about time. 

Tiie problem of shady dealing by 
government contractors is as -old as . 

. the republic. But it is most visible to
day .. in the area of defense, because 
that's where the money is. The con
tractor gets a bundle from the feds to 
provide some merchandise. He can 
soon be seen waLl<ing around distribut
ing a piece of it to make sure the gov
ernment continues to smile on him. A 
new version of the swindle takes place 
in fields like health and human ser
vices. Organizations get a government 
contract and use it to run that Xerox 

. machine, mail that phone bank, get 
out the troops for that political rally. 
These new entrepreneurs are usually 
persons of the left, who often share an 
ideology with the government bureau
crats who are doling out the cash. 

This general coziness has had con
servatives asking for some years now 
that government "defunct the left." 
The Reagan administration made a 
stab at this sort of defunding when it 
tried at the beginning of its tenure to 
get control of the Legal Services Corp. 
The corporation's attorneys, hired to 
represent the poor, were spending 

much of tneir time on political activ
ity. But when the Reaganites at
tacked, fans of the corporation ac-

. cused the administration of being par
tisan and hating the poor. The critics 

,_ have made the administration's life 
·. miserable. . · 

, This latest Reagan initiative, the 
assault on political activity by con
tractors, is more intelligent. Its new 
rules . widen the separation that the 
fund 'recipients must maintain be
tween federally supported activity and · · 
political · activity. No official whose 

· salary is paid by federal funds, even 
in part, can engage in political activ
ity on company time. An organiza; 
tion's equipment, if paid for with fed
eral funds. can't be used for politics. 
A building of which as little as 5% is 
paid for with federal money can't be 
used for political purposes. · 

The administration says its con
cern is to restore the proper operation 
of the First Amendment in this area, 
and points out that its strictures apply , 
to organizations of left and right alike. 
Left-wing groups have already pro
tested that the defense contractors are · 
going to have the private money to 
keep up the level of their political ac
tivity even under the new rules; it's 
the progressive types on the left who 
are going to be squeezed. 

This may be true. But it's also true 
that no political opinion has a moral 
right to represe.ntation at taxpayer ex
pense. Enough-people recognize this, ' 
we think. to give the administration a 
fighting chance this time around. . 

The Wall Street Journal 
January 26, 1983 
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The, HJgh and Th9 Mighty 
. . . · · ··· , . . . . . . . . . 

. "There· is enough favoritism and behind-
the·-scenes ihfiuence ori' large derensef contracts 

. without the added· insult ·of _having the .. 
taxpayer pay for the bill." 

By Florence Grav·es 

Can you imagine the U.S. government picking up the 
costs incurred by political activist Jane Fonda and her 
husband Torn Hayden for trips to Washington to lobby 
·agai ri.s t the B-1 bomber, the MX missile or th: F-14? 

Gn you imagine the U.S . govc:mrnem picking up all or 
pare. of che tab for you or a member of your family to travel 
to Washington to encourage your congressman to vote 
against or e.·eo for selling A WACs to Saudia Arabia? 

Now try to figure out why the government w:i..s expected 
to p ick up the salary of the Marcin Marieru. Co. 's diiecrnr of 
Washington relacions whose job funccions, according to 
audi cs rd eased recently to Common Cause, "relate to 
liaison with congressmen and their staff aides . He bu ilds 

Florence Graves is editor of Common Cause ,r;:;gczine. 
J~r.nifer Chandier. J,farianne Samuz and Sh.:;ror. Specror 
asristed in researcl: . 

rapport with Con~rcssm:::n-from 35 stares in which Marcin 
Marieru. has divLSions and solicits Marcin Mari:::ro. cm- I 
ployees for campaign contributions." ,. 

Try to figure out why the govcrnrn:::i:!.c w2S c:xp:::c.::::d to 
shoulder th::: retainer fees paid to Gen. W.W. Quian. USA 
(Rct.), also a lobbyist for Manin Maricru.. 

· Or the sala,.7 of Sperry Univac's public .. cla cioo.s acd si!::s 
promotion manager who. in effect, was a lo:>byist? -~: 

The govc:rnm:::nt has fooced untold mill.ions of dolli.rs cf 
defense contractors' lobbying c:xr:::r-.s:::s b:caus::: the D::f:::cs::: 
Depan:m:nc has no definition o "lobbying" and th:::rc:forc 
no regular.ion that specifically pre.enc; lo~o;·ing costS fro:n 
b:::ing charged against government cone.nee;. 

S:::n. William Pro:cmire (D-Wis.) is incredulous . .. E,:::ry I 
cicii en has the righ:: to communicate: with his cl:::c~d I 
rcprc:sentacivc:s. However. ':'. O c1t:.?::n n'..!.:i c.-::::- ni{n t to asic en: 1 
government to reirnbu rs ::: :.."!::: c~cs or ;:..'1aC ct.imrnurucaciuru i 

/ Co:nmon G us: August 1981 
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and to my knowledge, no segment of society other than 
gov~rnment contractors has had the temerity to make: such a 
request." 

A fascinating but incomplete picture of the millions of 
dollars in lobbving expenses charged ·against governme·m 
conuacts by defense contractors emerges in the audits of 10 
major defense contractors' Washington offices released to 
Common Cause four years zfter the Air Force denied a Free-

. dom of Information ~ct (FOIA) request. 
After CC's FOIA request was refused, Common Cause 

went to court to win the release of the audits which were 
conducted in 1976 and 1977 and cover th: years 1974 and 
1975. . · · . 
. The audits include those of the Washington offices of the 
Boeing 'Company, Rockwell lncernational, Lockheed Air
craft, Raytheon, .Hughes Aircraft, General Dynamics, Mar
cin Marietta, Collins Radio Group, Sperry Univac ·and 
Sperry Rand _Corp.. . , . . . . . . . 

The exact extent to which the taxpayers are footing con
ua·cto.£5'. lobbying costs is not known. But these·audits reveal· 
a total of more than $2 million in lobbying-related· coses 
questioned by auditors during 1974 and 1975 for these ten 
contractors: There are hundreds of defense contractors . Of 
the top 100, 67 have Washington offices. So simple mathe
rnacical calculations indicate the grand total could be many 
millions. · 

Despite the fact that Defense Department auditors 
scr:oogly oppose contractors' charging of lobbying costs co 
caxpayers, it is unlikely the practice will be disconcinued 
because the powerful defense contractors have vigorously 
opposed any attempts to prohibit this practice. 

The audits were kicked off by the highly publicized 
revelations in 1975 that some defense contractors, Rockwell 
and Northrop Corp., in parcicular, had emer-.ained military 
and congressional personnel with parcies ·at hunting lodges 

• on the Maryland shore, goose hu_nts, rides on corporate jets 
and yachtS, and football tickets. 

During hearings held in 1976 by Proxmire's aggressive 
Corn...-nittee on Joint Defense Produccion, the Defense De
parunent annoi;.nced it was auditing che Washingcon offices 
of several contrac.tors to determine if the costs of any of 
this Lavi.sh entertainment were being charged to the taX· 
payers. And th2t's the last the public heard of the audics · 
until their release to Common Cause. 

Classic Waste 
If the Marx Brothers, themselves, had decided to make a 

film about defense contractors, they probably wouldn't 
have come up with more classic examples of waste than · 
those found by the contract auditors. · 

0 Raytheon claimed the costs of lodging, meals, and 
guides for goosehunts in the Maryland area for company 
employees and unidentified guests. 

0 Gen~ral Dynamics wanted the ta.xpayer:; to foot the bill 
forF-16 tie ucs. 

• Hughes Aircraft claimed some coses for a condominium 
in the Shorehim (an exclusive '\):tashingt0:i :i.p1runenc house). · 
The: coses represented depreciation, garage m:iinten:rnce. 
maid servic~ and other expenses rehted to the condominium 
purcrused in 1972 . Also claimed were enceru.i.nmenc sup
plies and services which included silverw:;.re, lineru. bar
tender, reception and limousine servi(es a.s well as decora
tions and furnishings for a "sky suice" at the Capital Center 
(a spores arena). 

• Lockheed Aircraft charged off era vel exp: nses co che 
Farnborough and Pari.s Air shows, including fim c!l5s air 
fare and wives' travel costs . 
- • Rock--well Corp. claimed the bill for 100 prin!:; of the film, 
"The Tnr::at. What Can One Do?" The auditor; fri~ the film 
"funhers the image of the B-1 bomber prograrru . It appears 

the films are being shown to the public and Members of 
Congress. We question the costs because they represent ef
fort designed co influence legislation. The contracto; does 
not concur. It maintains this i.s public relations effort. •· 

("Public relatior>.s" costs, it should be noted, are con
sidered legitimate expenses to charge to government con
tracts .) 

The Defense Conuact Audit Agency. which plays· an ad
visory role in negotiating contracts, 2.llocacing coses, and 
seeing that terms of contracts have been met, quescioned1 

the legitimacy of not only more than S2 million in lobbying
related costs but more than S2.5 million in entertainment 
expenses as well. These totals do noc include the more than 
S4 million which the contr~ttors originally charged, but vol
untarily deleted, during the audit negociacions. Further
more, all -of the totals are probably much. higher • . but 

· auditors repeatedly said that most of the contractors refused 
to Jee them see thc;_pror.er records to verify cosc;; · . 

A Pentagon offida. John Kendig, deputy director fo, 
cos"t, pricing and finane"e, says .. it.is rC'aSoruble t_o assume'·' 

· that not all of these costs were tvenrually-paid by the govern
ment. As part of the overhead, he says, some of these coses 
may have been eventually allocned to a company's com-
mercial divisions as well.· • 

However, Christopher Paine. a staff 2.Ssistant for arms 
control at the Federation of American Sciencists, maintains 
that defense contractors try to put as many of their total ex
penses as they can into government overhead. "They ::di do 
it. They thin.I<, if you can get the government to pay for it; 
why not?" 

While the · government explicitly forbids federal em- · 
ployees from using caxpayers' monc:y to engage in lobbying, 
there is no specific regulation prohibiting contractors from 
charging lobbying expe~es agains_t ~<:>ntra,rs. (There are, 
however, specific regulaoons prohibrnng contractors from 
charging entertainment and some advertising o::penses. •) 

However, in lieu of a·specific lobbying cost principle. the 
auditors could question the costs on such b25cs 25 "reason
ableness'' or appropriateness ~md aggressivdy did so, touch
ing off a several-year debate in the d:.ferue community 
about the validity of contracrors charging ,s,Jch expenses to 

.- their overhead. 
· In response to these audits. the Peougon tightened its 
conflict of interest standards and most · observers agree. the 
lavish cncercainment has been kept to a minimum. To :.td-

. dress the lobbying costs. the Pentagon s?:m: several yem. 
trying to come up with ?- definition .o" lobbying which 
would outlaw such costs bemg charged to the government. 

The effort was abandot;1ed, however, in June . 1980 
because officials say it was too hard to define lobbying. . 

The audits, which give an exclusive, inside glimpse of the 
kinds of coses conmctors expected the government to b:-...r, 
also give an indication of the magnitude of the lobbv.ing ef
for. being made in the Washingcon offices, the nerve center 
of contractors' selling efforcs. Th: audii:s also reveal: 

• Defense comraccors are spending larsc sums of rnone.y 
to lobby for their weapons and are repornng onlv a fraction 
of these costs under the loophok-riddcn 1946 Feder.ii 
Regulation of lobbying Act. In 1974-75, for example:, the 
DCAA questioned more than S2 million 2..5 possible lob
bying expenses. 

This total doc:s not include thos: amounts which th: con
tractors volunurily did not charge to the government, so me 
actual amounts spenc on lobbying are not knov.·n . In those 
same years, only three of these 10 comp:i.n.ies ruid registered 
lobbyists and thq reported spending only $89.251.20 . 

• An c~i,:i2! sns 1h,t when contncto~ -o.·:,:: q:J~ :i-:m:d :i.!>oct :x-?cr.,;es . 
_ rn~y cn~r~eci -o.·hich were cl:,rly rchccd 10 cn:=ru i:\.-:1:r.t. th=~· -...,:11:i j..:s! 
SJ)" the,··c mJcie a ··m,suke."" ' · 



Seven! defense: conmctors ch:ugc:d to ·gavc:rnmcct COnt:!':tCC:S the: coses of mc:mbmhips in .' 
W:uhington-:ua. country clubs such 2S the Bcth~da Country Club, th: Wa.shlngcon Golf and 
Country Club and the ~rmy-Navy Country Club. 

CC Wins Documents After Court Battle 

The audits of the 10 defense contractors' Washin~con 
offices which form the basis of th.is story, were obt2.1ned 
by Common Cause under the Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA). After the Air Force refused Common 
Cause's 1977 request for the audits, CC wem to court. 
The audics were awarded to CC in January of th.is-year. 

lo court, the Air Force maintained that release of the 
aud.ics would cause competitive injury to the companies
in other words, rival contractors would be able to learn 
abom the staffing and funding of the companies' 
Washington offices and somehow·use th.is information to 
their own advantage. Bue testimony rc:vc:alcd mas c of ch:: 
companies 2.lready knew about the workings of their 
rinls' Washington offices. · 

Another claim made was that the alleged 
"mislabelling" of certain contractor expenses as lob
bying and enceru.inment coses by the Defense Contract 
Auditing Agency (DCAA) would harm the comprnies in 
the public's eye and would thus diminish chfr overall 
sales , because adverse public ~inion would cause 
Congress to refuse co appropriate funds for defe nse con
tracts awarded to these companies. 

To support their claims, the Air Force submitted af
fidavits from high-kvd -officials from· each of the 10 
companies. "Since these officials were b2.5ed all around · 
the country, it would have proven difficult and very 
costly for ours# attorneys to cros_s examine them, .. ~ays 
Ellen Block, Common Cause associate general counsel. · 

"Instead," says Block. "we drew_ upon the services of 
volunteer lawyers in California, St. Louis. Seattle and 
Minneapolis to rake the depositions of the companies' 
wicnesses. Th:::sc:·depositions were kc:;- to winning the case: 
because the: testimony brought out on cross cx.aminacioo 
clearly contradicted the claims made: by the: Air Force:.•• 

In making the case, the Air Fore::: relied on a provision 
of the Freedom of Information Act v.-hjch :..Hows the 
government to withhold business daca only if ics release 
would be li.kely to cause substantial compecici"·e injury to 
the business which supplied the dat2.. · 

During recent hearings on a proposed revision of the 
FOIA, this section was attacked b·r :he: business com
munity . Opponemswanr to revise c..~c: !1w to orohibit the 
government from releasing any do-.-urnem ~hat .i com
pany would not be willing to release. 
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: • The· audicors' inquiries met a consistent pattern of _ 
·s ,..-Jncwalling. ln audit after audit, the auditors noted, as in 
the case of Marcin .Marietta, "The scope of our review was 
severely restricted .. . This prevented the full application of 
gcncr:illy-acceI?ted auditing _sta~dards and :~s cs o: account
ing records which would ordinarily be done. 

In the audit of Hughes Aircraft, the auditor wrote: ''The 
concractor imposed ngid conditions under which WC, were 
allowed co_ interview i~ personnel. It required the corporate 
marketing vice president to be present at each interview and 
a contractor stenographer to record the entire interview. The 
contractor refused to answer any questions on decail.s or ac-
tivities relating to unclaimed costs. . . 

"It also would not permit questions relating to an 2.part
meoc which the contractor owns and maintains in the 
Washiog~oo area. We advised th: vice president chat u:ie 
cost of this apartment bad been c4.imed by the contractor m 
ics 1972, 1973, and 1974 overhead claims , 

"Nevenheless, the. contractor requ·estcd chat the auditor 
not ask any further questions about it since most of the em
ployees were not even aware of ics existence ... '' .Moreover, 
"the lack of time or activity records , denial of access to 
documentation, _and restric~ons imposed by the co~traccor 
during our review prevented us from r~dung an 
unqualified opinion on the allowabilicy of costs not other
wise specifically questioned." · 

While theorettcally, the auditors should have access co all 
necessary records, audit -officials say the contractors 
vehemently dispute what records ~re really "necessary." An 
intransigent contractor can keep such disputes in the coum 
for years. · · 

• The: interdependent relationship between defense con
tractors, Congress and the executive branch brings contrac
tors "so close to goverrµnent cha( they not only carry ou c 
.military policy, but often create it," says Gordon Adams of 
the: Council on Economic Priorities (a public interest group 
b:ised in New York City) who just released an investigation 
of the politics of defense contracting, The Iron Triangle . 
T_his "triangle" is formed, Adams says, "by the: powerful 

flow of people and money" moving "be.ween the defense · 
contractors, the executive branch and Congress . " 

Exehins Adams, "Once molded, the triangle sets with 
the rigidity of iron. The three participants exert screnuous 
efforts to ½eep isolated and prote~te~ fro:n ?utside po]nts of 
view. In ome, they become unw1mng v1ct1ms of their own 
isolation, convinced that they are acting not only in their 
own but in the public interest." 

Contributing to this is a practice frequently called the 
"n:volving door. " 

For example, Dale Babione, former director of contracts 
and system acquisition at the Deparonent of Defense, joined 
the Boeing Company as the director of go\·ernmem business 
relations in 1979 during the attempt ro define a lobbyi ng 
principle. · 

The flow of personnel among the points on the trian~le 
"crotes 2. community of shared assumpciom about pol.icy 
issues and de,·c:lopments," Gordon Ada.r.ts concludes. 

The Washington Offices 
For a numb.:r of defense contraccon , the U .S. govern• 

menc is one of their largest clients. It's the job of their 
W2.Shington offices to grease the connections :.. nd case the 
--.,,·ay for the multibillion dollar sales. 

1 • 'Our business base is sustained in W;;.shingcon.' ' Ric turd 
! Cook, a deputy assist.ant for congrcssion..I reLu ions to 

I
. Richard Nixon who now heads the W2..Snington office of 

Lockheed Aircr-.Jt Coro . told the Nctior.;!_i::;u:-::d . (In the 
I c::.rly 70s, Lockheed . the Chrysler of tn: defense indusc..1· . 
•1' got a federal !oar. gu"r:rntee to keep it .lien~.} 

To susuin the business base, comract·or.- " muse su cceed 

in the influence business," says Adams. · 
Contracto~ do not consider the effon:s of most of chose: in 

their Washington offices "lobbying," alrhoughmost would 
p robably agree chat some of what they do is "lobbying," 

_ which is perfectly legal. Some of the renuioing acci\·icies 
thc1 consider to be "legislative liaison" -which means pro
vidtng information to Congress and co the executive rather 
than exei:a51g prcss1;1~e. Mose apparently consider. ~oth of 
these 2.ccmaes ·Iegmmace - overhead expenses which are 
routinely passed onto government contracts. 

Bur duriog these audits, the Defense Contract Audie ;I 
Agencv made a distinction between the two. Thev felt manv 
of the Washington office employees were engag~d in ;'lob'
b}'ing" ("influencing legisb.cion"), acci....-ities they felt 
should nor be charged against government contracts. They 
therefore questioned whether more than $2 million charged 
against government concraccs should be .allowed, em-. 
phasizing the totals could be much higher but the contrac
tors refused to give them the documencation thcy.-nceded co 
make the determination. 

In questioning lobbying-related coses. the auditors 
usually included this notation, "We found no rc:cogoiz.able 
benefit co government c~otncts s~nce the DepatU;len: of 
Defense and othet executrve ageoo:::s m:...'l.::e dccerrrunaoons 
of policy and program needs, and jusri:fy . their own 
requirements for appropriations. 

'Attempts by contractors to . influeoce legislation 
favoring procurement of their products on be inimical to 
DOD policies as -well as requirement dete..,.znirorions." 

0.ne company, Marcin Marietta {one of only two concrac
tors who would afu-wer any questions for this s;:ory) · main
tains chat the company does not lobby and m~re{ore docs 
not have any lobbying expenses. -

But the DGAA did no.t concur: it questioned a total of 
approximately $300,000 in lobbying e:xo:nscs for Marcin 
Marietta, including salaries of several s!2.£± mi:mb::rs . For ex
ample, the DCAA found th:..t K.K. B:gdo-;:;. the director of 
Washington Relations, maint2.ins comacu with government 
p t:rsonncl to solve problems and xru.kcs appointments for 
company officials to meet with government r::pr~cncacives. 

"Mr. Bigelow follows issues in Congress thai affect the 
company in the areas of tax reform, energi, :.md pollution 
control. He builds rapport with congrcssmen from the 35 
stares in which Mar"..in has di....-isioc.s and solicits Marrin 
Marietta employees for campaign contributions . In o:.Ir 
opinion, these activities are concem::d v.·id1 in .. .ciuencing 
legislation and are unallowable ..• " 

Moreover, "a review of Mr. Bigdow's crave:! expense 
repom indicate extensive eotercirunenc at home, the· 
Congressional Counoy Club, Kennedy Cen::er, 2.n;i 
numerous Washington restaurants. · In most cases, there is 

no record of who participated in this emctt:!.inment. We h1,·e 
questioned Mr. Bigelow's salary, his secretarv's salary, the 
costs of the chauffeur's support, fringe benefits, :ravel and 
related expe rues." · 

It is clear from reading the audits tl>.2t the DCAA docs 
no t belie.·e· the ra92.yers should be picking up lobbying 
coses. Fred New~an, then head of the DCAA, no'-'' with a I 
priva te firm, says he:: does no: dunk such costs :z.rc:: lc::gicimarc:: 
expenses ; the current head, Charles Surrett, agrees. But the 
DCAA has only an advisory role; the contracting officers 
make the final decisions. (A contracting officer is the person 
ar the Pentagon who h1.S ovenll responsibii.icy for an indivi- I 
d ua l contract. This p,:r,on monitors the defense: con--..--:icco;'s • 
o::rformance and makes final dc:tc:rmin1cions abouc coses.) 
· So in this case:, wha, d-1e DCAA tl,jnks docs not count. 

No one: h1S come right out :ind S'.1. id ic. but the Defense 
Contract Audie Agency muse i11ve re21tv out r.ne ?c:nu~on 
b~ass on the spoc b~· holci!·, ~ucsuuri ,.r.i; --:n.:r.c ap9c-,_:ea to 
rn :: aud:ror:s to be: Iobo~·ir::; -:~ :-ens~ . i 
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· l: Afu:; the audits were comple~ed, the Pentagon, apparent
Ir dispb.sed with the first ~udltS, handed the DCAA a set 
of guidelines to follow in questioning which coses were ,,a lid 
and cold c.hem to do the audits over again. 

Not surprisingly, the amounts of coses questioned wtre 
significantly reduced. (As pan of the documents rcle2.Sed to 
Common Cause, the Air Force sent sev.eral but not all final 
audits which.showed significant reductions in "costs ques
tioned.'' However, an exact analysis is not possible because 
significant portions of the final audits are whited out.) 

In fact, 1t seems clear from a memo, obtained by Com
mon Cause, which Charles Starrett, then deputy director of 
the DCAA (now direcco:) .~rote co the . deputy 2.SSLSt.ant secre
tary of derense (aC!iU1SltlOn), that the Pentagon knew 
full well that some glaring costs would not be questioned as 
a result of their "guidance." 

Srarrea: used examples .from the audits of Rockwell's 
Washington office as well as an audit of Rockwell's B-1 divi
sion (which was not provided to CC). · 

These are some of the expenses charged by Rockwell co ics 
overhead account which Star:rett said the auditors probably · 
would not be able to question as a result of the Pentagon's 
new instructions about which costs the auditors could 
question: . · 

. • $10,000 paid a subcontractor for a srudy on the impact 
of the B-1 proiram on the U.S. economy. The srudy was 
used in prepanng white papers designed co influence B-1 
legislation. . · 

• The total costs of a military relations function in which 
the director provided material to editors, publishers and 
reporters in several states to elicit articles favorable to the B
l and ma.de presentations to government and concractor 
personnel throughout the country. 

• The development of a speakers' bureau on behalf of the 
B-1. 

• Several films prepared to develop positive support for 
the B-1 and other .defense progra~. . 

Trying To Define ''Lobby~ng'' 
While the contractors' .Washington office audits were 

never publicly released, Proxmire and his staff apparently 
got a peek and he rook to the Senate floor in 1977, demand
ing that lobbying costS not be charged against government 
concracts. 

Said Proxmire, "The current practice sets up a vicious cir
cle. Contractors get generous allotments from the govern
ment ro J>roduce wea_po.ns systems. But rather than using 
all of it for productton of these weapons systems, they 
siphon some of it off to lobby for even more money ... 

"There is enough favoritism and behind-the-scenes in
fluence on large defense contracts without the added insult 
of having the taxpayer pay for the bill.'' . 

In an apparent attempt to pacify Proxmire, the procure
ment officials asked the DAR (Defense Acquisition Regula
tions) Cour_1cil, which writes the regulations used in defense 
coocracring, to try to come up with a lobbying cost principle. 
They did so, defining lobbying this way: "Lobbying is 
defined as any activity or communication.which is intended 
or designed to directly influence members, their suffs or 
committee staffs of any federal, state, local or foreign 
government le~islative body to favor or oppose pending, 
proposed or ex.LSting legislation. Lobbying activity includes 
but is not limited to personal discussions or conferences, ad
verrisements, telegrams, telephone communications, letters 
and thc like, and the directly a.ssocia ted cos~ rda tcd 
thereto." 

"Legi.slacive liaison" activities such :!..S · a rtcndance at 
ccmmince hearings · or meetings wich congressional 

represent:1tiv.es at th"eir invica tion and gachering information 
regarding _ pending legislarion were noc incbded in th~ 
definition. ~ 

The ddinicion w:i.s circulated for comment throughou• 
the indus·cry and other government agencies (the govern~ 
menc does not have a lobbying principle for other agen. 
cies' comractors either and was proposing to use the one the 
Defense Deparunent wrote). . . 

An inch-thick stack of paperwork was generated. Com
mon Cause obtained chis correspondence too, under a 
.Freedom of Information Act request. Most government 
agencies which responded emhusiascically supported a lob
byrng cost principle, agreeing that ic was mappropri:i.tc for 
the government to foot such coses. Several emphasized that 
the concracccm should be required to maintain the 

_documentation to prove the validity of their cla,i.ms: 

Sen . Willum Proxmire: 

. . . -
"They (the con
ttacto.IS) are perfectly 

~~ free to speak all they 
.~~ want. They can lobby to 

their heart,s content. 
But to charge the cost 
of all that to the 
taxpayer is really adding" 

~a~:I insult to injury.'• · 

A number of industry representati.-cs. ho,:;vever. 
vehemently opposed th::: principle. None of me contractors 
directly invoh·ed in the audits res_eonded but another co.:i
tractor, United Technologies, said the p.ru::ciplc would, 
among ocher. things, impose burdensome pape.rwork. 

The chairman of the American Bar Associ2cion's secrion 
of Public Cootracr Law, contended the .. ]obbyiag principl::: 
would inhibit commercial organizatiocs from cxercismg 
their First Amendment constirutional rights." «n ru-gum:::nc 
frequently made by the defense community. 

Counters Proxmire, "They're perfectly free to speak all 
they want. They can lobby to their heart's content. But t0 

charge the cost of all that tO the taxpayer .is rC211y adding in
sult to injury. It's a real loser for the i:i:Xpayer; there's no 
way the taxpayer can win." 

But after Proxmire's spotlight had &ded aod three and:.. 
half years had passed, Dale Church, ili:n deputy under:;ec
recary of defense for acquisition policy. made c..'-:e decision in 
June 1980 to reject the proposed lobbf..ngprinciple. 

John Kendig, now deputy director for cost.. pricing and 
finance at the Pentagon, says the Pcm:ig-on dropped the 
proooscd lobbying principle because .. we really couldn't 
gcc·a consensus on what cansriruted lobbyino- .•• It's ,er;
difficulc. What is lobbying? ls a coamctor iob_bying if h::: 
goe?. over and speaks to~ congressma_:1? He may or may not 
be: . . 

Bue Proxmire scoffs at tlut explan.:nion. "That's absurd. 

-·· 

Jt . 
..,:.-

. ·, 

Ic's easy to find a definition for lobbying. It v.:ou!d be ~rd 
to find -any definition that's accepublc to everyone. You 
can't find a definition of 'cat' clue's acceptable to 
everyone." 

Kendig, who had a sar, although not the final say, in th:: 1 

attcmpr co develop a lobbyin~ cosc principle. persoC1liy 
thinks loJbying should be considered a no:rnal bu~incss o:
p.:rue due the government should absorb. althoug~.hc c~~; 
cedes that the government has declared other no~ j 
b_usincss cxpenses" Sl\ch as entert2.inmem :and adverwing . 
unJ!lowabl:: . . · ; • · 



,. 

~ .:rhc DAR council disagreed with Kendig. According to a 
memorandum obtained by Common Cause, the council 
concluded th.at "most defense contract dolb.rs are on con
traces under which contractors arc able to rcco,·c:r costs . Ex
pcndirurcs for lobbying would therefore be passed through 
to Ll-ic government. · 

"By contra.st firms in the private sector 2.re usually 
operating in a competitive market. In this situation, any ex
penditure for lobbying would reduce profit. We believe 
defense companies should be put on the·same foocing ." 

Gordon Adams says even if lobbying were a roucine busi
ness expense reflected in the: cost of products such as shoes 
or cars, lobbying expenses spent to sell weapons should not 
be included in the: costs of those: weapons. ''The tax• 
~yer, who is the: ultimate consumer, is not really in a 
posicion to vote with his wallet the way he can on an 
autom.obile. It's very hard for the taxpayer not to buy and 
it's very .hard for the taxpayer to make the 2.rgument that 
counters the im_eact of the lobbying in Wasrungron that 
leads to the: decis1on to buy •.. •• 

Fred Newman, the former head of the DCAA, says the 
proposed principle was dropped because the "procurement 
people felt the keeping of records was too onerous and too 
costly for the contr:a.ctor. •.• But Newman says if the contrac
tors think such a principle would be "too adminiscracively 
costly, then maybe they sbouldn•tpass on any of the costs." 

Newman says "undoubtedly" there was "considerable 
pressure" placed on Pentagon officials by the contractors. 

Proxmire attributes the failure to the ·'-'revolving door." 
"The difficulty is that both the Congress and especially the 
cxecuci\·e are very, very heavily lobbied . There are people in 
the cxecucive who are dealing with the military and the 
concnccors who, in many cases, are going back to work for 
the same concractors they dealt with . 

.. And t,hcn they may come down apd work in the Defense 
Department as a civilian procurem,6nt official. Therefore, 
you luve an atmosphere in which these people ser,e their 
continuing conflict of interest. That's why I think the 
regulation lus not been promulgated . .. " 

When it became clear the Defense Dc:paruncnt was not 
going to csublish a lobbying cost principle, Proxmire turn
ed to the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) in 
the White House Office of Management and Budget. He 
suggested such a cost principle be incorporated into govern
ment-wide procurement regulations. Again a stone wall. 
Kuen Hastie Williams, administrator of OFPP under Car
ter, wrote that she was "inclined to agree with the Depart
ment of Defense's view that its present cost principles and 
audit guidelines are ;,.dequa~ to preclude the reimburse
ment of coses specifically identifiable with lobbying ac
tivities . " 

But some DCAA officials say that without a specific orin
ciple, it is very unlikely tlut many of the lobbying ·,om 
they question will be upheld in negotiacioru when conu:.c

. tors and Pentagon contracting officers discuss the: bills. 
Williams suggested that if Proxmire wanted a p rinciple so 

badly, he should legislate one. · 
. "Why doesn't he (Proxmire) pass kgislacion?" a.sks Dale: 

Babione, the former director of contracts and systezns acqui
sitio::i at the Department of Defense, who is now d irector of 
gcr-, ernm:ot business relations for the Boeing Company. 
B:;.b ionc , by the way, was involved io the discussion over 
dc.·elo?iog 2. lobbying cost principle. · 

Concludes Babione, "Because he can't get anyone to 
agree with him. The fact that somebody feels strongly about 
sorn~thing doe-so' t make it so. It just rn:ans he feels stronfl r 
:abol.l tit . This is a democratic country, and_ if e-ve ryone feels 
the 6w should be ch4 nged, then why dot') '"t_ they change . ) ', 
It . 

The Lo·ophole-Ridden Law 
Whi!c there ~y have been no attempt ro pass legisb.tion 

~uclawrng lobbying costS du..rged to government conrr..rn 
there have been a numb:::r of unsuccessful attemp::s t~ 
strengthen the 1946 lobby disclosure law. -

Both contractors and government officials have •sa.id tl:tt~ 
they ~a.se their defi~cion oflobbying on th::: 1946 lav. .whicb 
they 1~terpret as say~nf. a pe~on or company docs not have 
to rcg1Ster unless their pnoc1ple purpose" is to lobby. 

App3:fencly 2.pplyi9g that rule of thumb in 1974-n. only 
three o± the comp·arues had any registered lobbyists .or ex
penditures: Boemg ($33,840.85), Lcx:kh:::ed ($53.765); 
Rockw~U ($1,745.25). Yet DCAA auditors qu~tiooed 
many times more tlun those amounts as probable lobbying 
coses . (A spot check of 1980 discl~-urc forms by these com-

. panics show no significant improvement in reporting.) 
D~ring the Boeing audit, the DCA}l questioned the 

sah0es :i,nd bend~ts of fivC: corpora,_ti: employees "9.'h.om the 
aud1tors felt were involved m lobby10g. In fact, the :i,utlito!l 
said two of the employees told them that "100 percent of 
their work is speot on lobbying, either caUcing directly to 
congressmen or their staffs or obtaining iclormacioo to sup
port company positions . ., • 

Boeing, however, vigorously disagreed. Peter Bmb.,. a 
spokesman for Boeing, says the: two employees say they 
cou_ld~'t possibly have told the auditors they spent mC'St of 
thw rune lobbymg. · 

As evidence, Bush says, the lobbying" reports these -em
ployees filed with Congress under the 1946 lobbying h,;:; 
"show only 5 to 10 percent of their time"· was spear Io-~
bying. 

"Look at their lobbying reports?" says Gordon Adams io . 
astonishment. "That's an answer? You•,c got. to be kid
ding. 

. "Sure, given a statute that is riddled like swiss cheese, it•~ 
very easy for som·eone to waltz down there and say that they 
spent five percent of their time lobbying. Who's _going to 
follow that up? Who audits that claim? Nobodr." . 

The defense industry, of course. is not the only on=which 
interprets the lobby disclosure: law Il.1Irowly. B~ause there 
are numerous loopholes, and no enforcemeac of th= law. 
thousands of lobbyists are not registered :rnd hundreds c:f 
millions of dollan ,pent on lob hying arc nomponcd. I 

!.. ~ - .~...... • • . - · , 1·-:--,,-~ 

. ' 
' 

RockweU Co:;, . chimed die bill for 100 prims of the fi!.-n. ''.The Th.?:· 
';l;.~lur Cl n One Do?" The :lUdi.ocs felc the: fil□ ''fo:-..hers the amlgc: ot ~ 
B-1 bo:n:>er pror'-ms. It appe-2::s the fil!TIS arc: beir.g sh;n; :1 to the publi.: j 
:a nd .. !-lcmb~:s o. Congress. We ,:;ucs:ion t!-.c: co; c:s ber .. ,:~ th e::, ~P!=~l 1 

efio.t d~ignc:e to intluenc-:- ,ei:sr.oon. The concnc;,or .!:;cs noc con, ~r. " 1 .:."' if' 
ml ino.in.s chi.i u publicrd1~C:"..S e~ort." · · • · 
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.. In his analysis of the policies ' of dc:fc:nse contraccing, 
Adams noc surprisingly concludes that one of the seeps th:ic 
nec:ds to be ttken to · 'pry open the iron triangle of defeme 
policy and weapons procurement" is rtlomiing the loophole
ridden lobby disclosure act. Common Cause has worked for 
ye::trS for a more comprehensive law. 

Why is a stronger Jaw needed? What difference does it 
ma..lce to the public whetper the defense or any ocher in
dustry spends $5 or $5 million lobbying? After all, lobbying 
is perfectly legal. What difference does it make whether an 
individual spends all of his time or pan of his time lob
bying? 

Audit Follow Up 
Were any of the millions of dollars of lobbying, enter

tainment and ocher costs questioned by the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) eventually paid by the 
contractors? 

We don't know; The DCAA acts only as a financial 
advisor to Defense Department contracting officers who 
sit down with the contractors to determine which of the 
questioned costs will be allowed. The DCAA's audit find
ings arc: in no way binding. And, of course, the results 
of the negotiations between the contractors :.nd t..'½e con
uaccing officers arc: not made public. 

But a scudy of t..'½e DCAA by the: Gcn:ral Accounting 
Office (GAO), the government's watchdog, gives a clue 
as. to what ma.y have happened. The GAO pointed out 
that the contracting officers do not always use the find
ings of the DCAA and that disagrec:rnencs between 
DCAA and contracting officers arc: rarely reported to 
higher officials. The contraccing officer has the final say. 

Moreover, contracting officers rarely report the: resulcs 
of their negotiations to the: auditors, GAO found. Elmer 
Staats, former comptroller general of the U.S., told a 
House: committee hearing that "morale is low at DCAA. 
They need assurance their findings will have an impact." 

The: failure of agencies throughout government to 
follow up and resolve audit findings is, in the words of 
one: GAO official, "a national scandal." 

After much pressure, the Defense Dc:pamnent came 
up with a process for tracking the resul-c:s of audits, but 
did not include DCAA audit findings in that process. Af. 
ter pressure from Rep. Jack Brooks (D-Tex.), the Depart• 
menc of Defense (DOD) came up with .a proposed plan 
to follow up findings at DCAA. Deputy Secretary of De
fense· Frank C. Carlucci told a rubcommitt:e of th: House 
Committee on Government Opera.ions in July that th: 
Defense: Department had drafted a process fo:: monitor
ing follo-v.·-up accion on cootracc audit rc:po:.::;, indud.ing a 
provision for resolving significant difiaences berwec:n 
audiron and contracting officers. Carlucci s2.id a fiml di
rective should be issued by the end of Augu st. 

Critics say there should be: some check on che enor
mous power of the contracting officers .-.·ho make foul 
decisions , because: some feel contracting officers can 
become advocates of the weapons ther are resoonsibk for 
and, therefore, not as objective as they mignc be wher. 
negotiating contract cost differences . 

John Kendig, deputy direcco: fo r cc-st, pricinf and 
finance at the Pentagon, says suer. a .. ge nt r:.liz.ation !.S 

wrong and makes him "sick . ., 

Says Adams, "I chin.le che most convincing argument for 
revision is that the public h2.S no idea of the magnitude: of 
the accivities of special imerests in W2.Shingcon. And 
current dtsdosure and reporting requirements give them no 
way to even begin co guess at the magnitude of che effort. 
The closest we cw get are chose DCAA :i.udics. 

"My hunch is that corporations and trade associations 
rclared to industry have massive resources that they can 
bring to bear (oo the policical process) which far outweigh 
chose of smaller special interests or those of the public at 
large to present their c2.Ses. Until we have that data, what do 
we do? Throw up our hands and s:i.y it doesn't make: a dif. 
ference? It obviously makes a difference." · • 

Ocher critics feel the effectiveness of me DCAA.'couid 
be screngthened if the DuD bad ao Inspector Gcoc:ral 
(IG) as most other agencies do. • _ · 

DOD was left out of the Iospector~neralAct of 1978 . 
because of their strong objections to being i.ocluded. One 
Capitol Hill aide says DOD was not included because the 
sponsors of the bill fc:ued DOD's anticipated heavy lob
bying against the act would bav~ killed the emire act. . -

But Rep. Brooks does not g:ve up. easily. His bill to in
sti cu tc: . an JG at Defense (and foUI other agencies not 
covered by the 1978 act) ks passed the House and is 
pending i.q the Senate:. 

The Defense Department opposed chc: House: hill be
cause:, DOD General Counsel Willia.c:l H. Taft TV 
testified, an autonomous Inspector General • 'is completely 
inconsis cent with the hieruchic:al commard~J s.1bordina tc 
relationship that is at d1e hc:a.rc of :any mili~ org,,ma
cion and embodied in the cha.in of comc:u_ad. These pro- ' 
visions do not encourage the individual to wo:-k w.ith the 
secretary on his team." 

Asked how strenuously the Defense Depanrnc:n, had 
lobbied against the House bill, :a G.pitol :-Ii:J aide 
replied, "They have been spending only slightly more 
cime o~ this than they ar~ oo the Russians . If t..."-i::y arc as 
aggressive about chc: Russnns as th.:y arc ::.bout this, then 
I guess we: can sleep rughcs.'' 

In Senate hewngs, Taft said the Dep:ui::nc:nt of De
fense really wanes an Inspector General, but they -want 
chc: secretary of_defc:nse to have the power to veto "any 
review {>!OCess or "investiga cioo tha.r the Insp~tor Geoer-,,.1 
may iruciate which could jeop:u-dizc: mcioml security." 
The secrettry would have to repon the rc:2.Sons for any 
ve,o to Congress. The House bill docs not provide: such 
. "veto oower... . . 

The.Defense Deparunenc a1so opposes including .t.lie 
DCAA under the aegis of an IG bec-.usc:, Ta.ft says, 
De~•~ "princip:d mission is ao advisory role. in the 
acqu!Slt!~>n pr?Cess. not oversight of DOD ~c:.rations. • • 

. On '!US poin~ the GAO agrees with De.erue. But the 
bill which passed the House: includes the DCAA within . 
che purview of the IG because some sponsors felt it would 
give the DCAA more clout. 

To deflect some of the heavy criticism :.bout the: poten-
tial fo, finding .-.·z.ste in DOD, the Defrnse Department 
recenclr created die position of :.ssiscam. to the: secre::ary ! 
of defense for review and o,·ersighc. This office: is sup- ,· 
posed to advise the secretary of ways to combat -.;.·aste. 

1 
fraud :.nd abus:. but unlike chc: IG oro2osed b_r the •] · 
House, thi.s pcsicio~ is not independ::nc o: ch: se.:rc:u;y. 1· 

, l~ j' ' 
...__'"-:._-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-:_----:--_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_..,.;_,...:_.·'· 
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OFF!CE OF MANAGEMENT AND 
BUDGET 

(Circular A-122) 

Cost Principles for Nonprofit 
Organizations . 

AGENCY: Office of Management and 
Budget. 
ACTION! Notice. 

SUMMARY: This notice offers intere~ted 
parties an opportunity to comment on a 
proposed revision to Circular A-122. 
"Cost Principles for Nonprofit 
Organizations." The proposed revision 

. establishes special provisions for costs 
related to political advocacy. Similar 
revisions are being simultaneously 
proposed for civilian and defense 
contractors through appropriate actions 
by the Department of Defense, NASA 
and GSA, the three agencies with 
authority to issue procurement 
regulations. The purpose of these 

· proposals is to ensure that federal tax 
dollars are not used, directly or 
indirectly, for the support of political 
advocacy. · 
- Over the past 25 years, the volume of 
federal activity conducted through 
grante_es and contractors has 
dramatically grown. Sound management 
of federal grants and contrac1!1 has 
correspondingly gained in importance. 
The responsibility of the President 
through 0MB to improve the 

· management of the executive branch of 
government with a view to efficient and 
economical service, and to fulfill other 
statutory and constitutional 
responsibilities, extends to issues of 
grant and contract management no less 
than to issues of direct federal activity. 

In recent years, the problem of the use 
of feder2l funds for political advocacy 
by grantees and contractors has been 
identified by members of the public, by 

· the Comptroller General, and by 
Members of Congress. As many of these 

· parties have observed, the. diversion to 
political advocacy of federal funds, and 
of equipment procured with and 
personnel compensated by federal 
.funds, is an abuse of the system and an 
uneconomical, inefficient and 
inappropriate use of the public's 
resources. Moreover, the comrningling of 
federal grant or contract activity with 
private political advocacy creates the 
appearance of federal support for 
particular positions in public debate; 
This appearance can create 
misunderstanding and interfere with the 
neutral, non-ideological ad.ministration 
of federally funded programs. 

This proposal is designed to balance 
the First Amendment rights of federal 

grantees and contractors with the 
legitimate governmental interests of 
ensuring that the government does not 
subsidize, directly or indirectly, the 
political advocacy activities of private 
groups or institutions. These 
goverpmental interests sire based on 
concern for protecting the free and 
robust i;tterchange of ideas. · 

Americans have the First Amendment 
right both to engage freely in speech and 
political expression. and to refrain from 
speaking,_ without interference or control 
on the part of the government or its 
agents. Wooley v. Maynard. 430 U.S. 
705, 714 (1977). The proposed revision is 
intended to ensure that the use of 
Federal grants, contracts and other 
agreements by private organizations 
engaglng in political advocacy does not · 
erode or infringe these constitutional· 
rights, or distort the political process by 
encouraging or discouraging certain 
forms of political activity. 

The activities of government in a 
democracy necessarily involve a degree 
of political advocacy, since government . 
officials are expected to communicate 
with the people, explain their programs, 

: and provide leadership and direction to _ 
the nation. Thus, Members of Congress 
and their staffs, the President and his 
political appointees, ne_cessarily 
participate in forms of political 
e.dvocacy. However, it is a distortion of 
the market place of ideas for the 

· government to use its financial power to 
. "tip the electoral process,'' Elrod v, 
-·Burns, 427 U.S. 353,356 (1976), by 

subsidizing the political advocacy 
activities of private organizations and 
corporations. This proposal will ensure, 
to the extent consistent with the 
communications function of the 
government, that taxpayers are not 
required, directly or indirectly, "to 
contribute to the support of an 
ideological cause [they] may oppose." 
Abood v. Detroit Board of Education, 
431 U.S. 209, 23:r-238 (1977). The 
proposal also seeks to avoid the 
appearance t.¾at, by awarding Federal 
grants, contracts, or other agreements to 
o_rganizations engaged in politicial 
advocacy on particul~ sides of public 
issues, the Government has endorsed. 
fostered, or "prescribe[d] [as] orthodox" 
a particular view· on such issues, West 
Virginia State Board of Education v. · 
Barnette, 319 U.S. 624, 645 (1943). 

The proposed revision would make 
unallowable the cost of political 
advocacy, whether direct or.Gidirect. 
The revision would also make 
unallow.ab!e any costs of 
communications equipment. personnel. 
other equipment, meetings or 
conferences, or publications, where such 
cost items are used for political 

advocacy in whole or in part. The 
revision makes unallowable the costs of 
buildings and office apace where 5 
percent or more of the space is devoted 

· to political advocacy. When federal 
grant or contract recipients use 
facilities, equipment, or personnel 
funded in part with federal monies for 
political advocacy, they may create the 
appearance of government support for 
their positions. Moreover, if federal 
funds are used to defray the overhead 
costs of organizations engaged in 
political advocacy, it frees up the 
organization's other funds for use in this 
political activity. · 

. . The principal effect of the reTision 
will be that federal grantees and 
contractors that·choose to engage in 
political advocacy must separate their 
grant or contract activity from their 
political activity. If they mix the two, 
then they will not receive government 
reimbursement for the jointly allocable 
costs. Contractors or grantees will not 
be pennitted to require or induce 
employees paid in part or in whole with 
federal funds to engage in political 
advocacy activities, either as a formal 
part of job responsibilites or on their 
own time. 

The definition of political advocacy 
used in this proposal is derived 
generally from the Internal Revenue 
Code, 26 U.S.C. 4911, defining attempts 
to "influence legislation:•t.with 

: modifications designed to comprise 
direct participation in elections or 
referenda. administrative processes, 
certain judicial processes, and other 
activity of a political advocacy natur_e. 

These proposed revisions will bec'ome· 
effective 30 days after final notice in the 
Federal Register. The revisions will 
affect only grants, contracts, and other 
agreements entered into after the 
effective date. Existing grants, contracts. 
and other agreements will not be 
Immediately affected. Agency contracts 
and regulations will incorporate these 
provisions to the same extent and in the 
same tt1anner as they do other 
provisions of Circular A-122. 

Violations of these provisions will be 
a basis for cost disallowance, and in 
instances of serious or willful ,.iolations, 
may be a basis 'for debarment or 
suspension. · 

Comments should be submitted in 
duplicate to the Financial. Management 
Division, Office of Management and 
Budget. Washington. D.C. 20503. All 
comments should be received within 45 
days of this notice. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION COHTAC'r. 
John J. Lordan. Chief, Financial 
Management Branch. Office of . 
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Ma.0agement and Budget. Washington. 
D.C. 20503, {202} 395-6823. 

Issued in Washington, D.C., January 20, 
1983. 
Candice C. Bryant, 

Acting Deputy Associate Director for 
Administrotion. 

Appendix 

The following questions and answers have 
been prepared by the Office of Management 
and Budget for informational purposes only. 

Question: What is the purpose of these 
revisions? · 

Answer. The purpose la to ensure that 
federal contracts and granti are not uaed to 
support political advocacy either directly or 
indirectly. Thousands of contractors and 
grantees, administering hundreds of billions 
of federal dollars, have had wide latitude to 
engage in political advocacy acthities, often 
using the same facilities andpenonnel paid 
for in part by the taxpayers. The current lack 
of a government-wide policy prohibiting the 
use of federal grant and contract funds for 
political advocacy has been criticized by the 
General Accounting Office. It la unfair to use 
federal tax money to 1upport political causes. 
Nor is it an efficient or economical use of 
public resources to allow funds to be diverted 
from statutory purposes lo political 
advocacy. 

A particularly important abuse Is that 
many contractors ar:id grantees have been 
able to defray the overhead costs of their 
political advocacy, at public expeme, by 
allocating some part of the cost lo the 
administration of the contract or grant. No"t 
only does this free up the organization's own 
resources for further political acti\ity; it also 
creates the appearance that the government ::. 
is supporting one or another aide in a political 
controversy. 

Question: How will the proposals work? 
Answer. The proposals will revise cost 

principles applicable to federal grants, 
contracts (other than competitive, firm fixed 
price contracts), and other agreements. 
Recipients of federal grants, contracts, or 
other agreements will be barred from 
receiving government reimbunement for any 
activities connected with political advocacy 
at the national, state. or local levels. This 
includes membership or dues in trade 
associations or other organizatio11B that have 
political advocacy ss a substantial 
organizational purpose. In addition, salary 
costs will be unallowable to recipients who 
either require their employees to pay dues to 
political advocacy organizations or require 
them to engage in political advocacy on the 
job or during non-working houn. Finally, · 
government funds will not be permitted to 
pay for facilities in which significant political 
advoca cy ac tivities are conducted. thus 
requiring physical separation of such 
activities Crom those involved in the 
performance of grants and contracts. 

Question: What is an example of how this 
will work? 

Answer: Take the exam pl a of a defense 
contractor which uses a corporate aircraft for 
oversight and management of a federal 
contract. If the contractor chooses to use the 
aircraft also for lobbying or other political 

sctivities-tuch as transportu!,3 corporcte 
officials to discussions with Congressmen-
then under tha principles proposed by the 
Defense Department. the contractor cannot 
Include the coat of the aircraft or of any use 
of the aircraft ea part of overhead costs 

• allocated in part to the contract 
& an example in the non-profit area, take · 

an organization which receives a federal 
grant to promote helter health services for 
low-income individuals, which decides lei . 
organize a political rally lo promote more 
federe,l funding for medical programs. The 
organuation could not be reimbuned for. any 
J)(?rtion' of the salaries of individuals engaged 
in organizing the political rally or for any 
portion of other overhead costs (office 
machines, printing facilities, etc.) if the same 
overhead items were used for the rally. The . 
organization would be free to hold the rally
but it would do 80 at ~ts own expense, and 
without using people, facilities or resources 
partially •funded by the Federal Government. 

Question: How i8 it possible to define 
"political advocacy"? 
· Answer: The concept of political ad\·ocacy, 
or "influencing legislation," ia used in the 
Internal Revenue Code restrictions on tax
exempt organizations. The Internal Revenue 
Code definition of "influencing legislation" is 
employed in this proposal. with several 
modifications to take account of changes in 
political practices (e.g., development o! 
political action committees), Supreme Court . 
developments (e.g .. decisions declaring · 
certain forms of litigation to be political · 
expression), and shifts in the decisionmaking 
process (e.g., the growth of adm.icistrative 
agencies and referenda as means of political 
decisionmaking). 

In particular, the scope of the Code 
definition ("influencing legislation") haa been 
expanded to cover "governmental decisions" 
in general; Thus, for example, the Internal 
Revenue Code defines the term "influencing 
legislation" as including "any attempt to 

.. influence any legislation through an attempt 
to affect the opinions of the general public or 
any segment thereof." The proposed revision 
to Circular A-122, cOtTespondingly, defines 
"political advocacy" 88 includll18 •·attemptll18 
to influence governmental decisions through 
an attempt to affect the opinions of the 
general public or any segment thereof." The 
body of experience in interpreting the 
Internal Revenue Code provision, as 
appropriately modified. is expected to aid in 
the interpretation of the propos·ed revisions. 

The proposals thus include as "political 
advocacy" direct participation in -elections or 

. referenda by means of contributions, 
endorsement, publicity, administration of 
political action committees, or similar 
acti\ity: contributions to political advocacy 
organizations; attempting to influence 
government policy made through the 
regulatory process as well as the legislative 
process: and attempts to influence 
government policy through litigation as en 
amicus c;uriae, on behalI pf the oembers of 
the organization, or on behalI of another 
party. In addition. several catego'ries of 
acti\·ity excluded from the Code defutition of 
"influencing legislation" (e.g., · 
communications with organization members 
on political topics and lobbying with respect 

to the organization's own interest) have been 
included in the proposal's definition. to 
ensure tha I such activities are not conducted 
at the -expense of the public. 

Question: What is the penalty for viol2ting 
these provisions? 

Answer. Cost recovery, and in instances of 
eerious or ·willful violations. suspension or 
debarment from federal grants or contracts. 

Question: How does this proposal affect 
the First Amendment right of freedom of 
speech? 

Answer. This proposal will promote the 
First Amendment value that a person can 
freely speak, or refrain from speaking. on 
political matters. The Supreme Court has 
recognized constitutional problems with · 

. requirements on a person "to contribute to 
the support of an ideological cause he may 
oppose." Abood v. Detroit Board of 
Education, 431 U.S. 209, 23:r-236 (197i). 
Although government in a democracy 
necessarily involves some degree of political 
advocacy because of the need to 
communicate with citizens. taxpayers canno.t 
rightly be required to support the political 
advocacy of private organizations and . 
corporationa through federal grants and 
contracts. 

Moreover, the freedom of First Amendment 
political advocacy is jeopardized when the 
views of particular groups are financed by 
the government. The use of federal grants or 
contracts for the support of one side in a 
political debate, like the use of political 
patronage for the support of a political party, 
can injure the "free functioning of the 

, electoral process." Elrod v. Burns. 427 U.S. 
353, 356 (1976). In the marketplace of ideas. 
where differing political opinions compete for 

,· public acceptance, the government should not 
be in the position of subsidizing the 
expression of views of particular 
organizations or corporations, as to defense 
or domestic policy. Nor should the 
government create the appearance of official 
support for the political advocacy of its 
grantees or contractors. , 

Question: Does this proposal infringe the 
First Amendment rights of recipient 
organizations? · 

Answer. Nci. Recipients remain free to 
engage in political advocacy on any side of 
any issue. The proposals merely ensure that 
organizations engage in political advocacy at · 
their own expense-not the public's. If an 
organization chooses to exercise its First 
Amendment rights, it is only fair that it keep 
those political activities separate from its 
work at the expense of the public. It should 
not expect lo have its political advocacy 
subsidized, or to be able to put facilities 
purchased in part by tax dollars to political 
use. Like federal agencies and employees, . 
federal grantees and contractor, are 
•·expected to •.. execute the programs of the 
Government without b ias or favoritism for or 
against any political party or group or the 
members thereof." CSC v. National 
Association of Letter Carriers. 413 U.S. 548. 
565 (1973). Federal grant and contract acti vity 
will be more efficiently and fairly performed 
if it is not mixed with advocacy activities on 
one or the other side of political deb ate. · 

1. 
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Question: Will these proposals prevent 
corporations or other organizations from 
lobbying in Congress or the agencies for 
grants or contracts? 

Answers: No-but they will do it at their 
own expense, not the public's. 

Question: Will organizations engaged in 
political advocacy be eligible to receive 
federal grants and contracts? 

Answer. Absolutely. 111 a memorandum 
dated April 26, 1982. the Director of 0MB 
made clear that: 

"The Administration will continue to 
award grants and contracts to those parties 
who are most effective In fulfilling statutory 
purposes (and that] political advocacy groups 
may continue to receive grant and contract 
awards." 

This policy will continue in effect, and just 
as agencies will be forbidden to award granta 
and contracts because of the political views 
of applicant groups, they will also be 
forbidden from discriminating against 
"parties most effective in fulfilling statutory 
purpose,." 

Question: What will be the practical effect 
on organizations that engage in political · 
advocacy? 

Answer. Federal grantees and contractore 
that choose to engage in political advocacy 
will need to separate their grant or contract 
activity from their political activity. If they 
mix the two, then they will not receive 
government reimbursement for the joint 
costs. 

Question: What will be the effect on the 
employees of contractors end grantees? 

Answer. Employees whose salary la paid in 
part with federal funds may not be required 
or indu.ced to engage in political advocacy, 
either as a part of the job ot on their own 
time. Nor may they be required to join or pay 
dues to an organization involved in 
substantial political advocacy. This will 
ensure that federal funds are not used to hire 
political armies or to generate political 
membership support-practices analogous ·to 
these held unconstitutional in Elrod v. Burns, 
427 U.S. 347 (1976). Of course, individual 

· employees remain free to engage in political · 
advocacy on the ir own it they wish to do so. 

Question: To what organizations do the 
proposals apply? 

Answer. The proposed revision to 0MB 
• Circular A-122 will apply to all non-profit 

organizations receiving federal grants, 
contracts, or other agreements. Similar 
proposals are being applied by the 
Department of Defense, NASA, and the 
General Services Administration to ch.ilian 
and defense contractors. The proposed · 
revis ions will apply to grants, contracts, end, 
other agreements entered into after the 
effective date of the revisions. Existing 
grants. contracts, and other agreements will 
not be affected. 

Question: Will these proposals interfere 
with organizations due process riwits to 

defend their interests in court? 
Answer. No. So long as an organiza tion 

appears in court on its own behalf, litigation 
is not defined as political advocacy. 
However, when an organization goes into 
court to represent others, or to support the 
claim of others, such attempts to influence 
policy through U1e judicial process are a form 
of politic1,1I advocacy, as· the Supreme Court 
has held. NAACP v. Button, an U.S. 415, 429 
(1963); In re Primus, 436 U.S. 412. 428 (1978), 
Such activities should not be supported by 
federal grant or contract money, unlesJ the 
grant or contract was made expressly for that 
purpose. Attorneys fee award statutes are not 
affected by these proposals. · 

Question.- Will these proposals make it 
more difficult for .the federal government to 
reward its political supporters? 

Answer. Yes. Currently, the federal 
government may be able to reward its 

· aupporters, and punish its opponent,; by 
granting or denying federal grants to 
organizations engaged in political advocacy. 
By making such awards to a friendly · 
·organization the government assumes a 
portion of that organi:z;ation'1 overhead costs, 
and thus supports the organizations political 
activities. In this way, the govenment can 
influence the·political process by inducing 
recipients of federal funds to conform their 
behavior to the governments desires. Thi, 
was one of the dangers of the political spoils 
system recognized by the Supreme Court In 
Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 35&-356 (1976). 
These proposals will help make the process 
neutral again, by eliminating the "political 
spoils" aspect of the government funding 
process. 

Question: Will these proposals solve the 
whole problem of federal tax money being 

·-·used to support political advocacy? 
Answer. No, but they make a major step in 

the right direction. Congress and the agencies 
must continue to be vigilant to ensure that 
grants and contrac;s are not a.warded for 
purposes that involve political advocacy. · 

Circular A-1..22--Cost Principles for 
Nonprofit Organizations 

Circular A-122 is revised by 
modifying Attachment B as follows: 

1. Insert a new paragraph "B 33 
Political Advocacy." 

a. The cost of activities constituting 
political advocacy are unallowable. 

b. Political advo·cacy is any activity 
that includes: · 

(1) Attempting to influence the 
outcome of any Federal. State, or local 
election. referendum; initiative, or 

· similar procedure, through contributions, 
endorsements, publicity, or similar . 
activity; 

(2) Establishing, administering, 

contrib.uting to, or paying the expenses 
of a political action committee, either 
directly or indirectly; 

_ (3) Attempting to influence 
governmental decisions through an 
a.ttempt to affect the opinions of the 
general public or any segment thereof; 

(4) Attempting to influence 
governmental dec;:isions through 
communications with any member qr 
employee of a legislative body, or with 
any government official or employee · 
who may participate in the 
decisionmaking process; . 

(5) Participating in or contributing to 
the expenses of litigation other than · 
litigation in which tile organization is a 
party with standing to sue or defend on 
its own behalf; or 

(6) Contributing money, services, or 
any other thing of value, as dues or 
Qtherwise, to an organi~ation that has 
political advocacy as a substantial 
organizational .purpose, or that spends 
$100,000 or more per year on activities 
constituting political advocacy. 

·c. Political advocacy does not include 
the following activities: 

(1) Making available the results of 
nonpartisan analysis, study, or research. 
the distribution of which is not primarily 
designed to influence the outcome of 
any Federal, State, or local election, 
refer~dum, initiative, or similar 
procedure, or any governmental 
decision; 

· (2) Providing technical advice or 
assistance to a governmental body or to · 
a committee or other subdivision thereof 
in response to a written request by such 
body or subdivision; 

(3) Participating in litigation on behalf 
of other persons, if the orga,nization has 
received a Federal; State, or local grant, 
.contract, or other agreement for the 
express purpose of doing so; 

(4) Applying or making a bid in 
connection with a grant, contract, 
unsolicited proposal, or other 
agreement, or providing information in 
connection with such application at the 
request of the government agency 
awarding the grant, contract, or other 
agreement; or 

(5) Engaging in activities specifically 
required by law. 

d. An organization has political 
advocacy as a "substantial 
· organizational purpose" if: 

(1) The organization's solicitations for 
. membership or contributions 
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acknowledge that the organization 
engages in activities constituting 
political advocacy; or 

(2) Twenty percent (20%) or more of 
the organization's annual expenditures. 
other than those incurred in connection 
with Federal. State or local grants, 
contracts, or other agreements, or 
incurred in connection with political 
a_dvocacy. 

e. The term, "governmental decisions" 
includes: 

(1) The introduction, passage 
. amendment, defeat, signing, or veto of 
legislation, appropriations, resolutions. 
or constitutional amendments at the 
Federal. State, or local level; · 

(2) Any rulemakings, guidelines, 
policy statements or other 
administrative decisions of general 
applicability and future effect; or 

{3j'· Any licensing, grant, ratemaking. 
formal adjudication or informal 
adjudication, other than actions or 
decisions related to the administration 
of the:specific grant, contract, or 
agreement involved. 

f. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
other <:ost principles in this circular: 

(1) Salary costs of individuals are 
unellowable if: 

(a) The work of such individu.;ils 
includes activities constituting political 
advocacy, other than activities that are 
both ministerial and non-material; or 

(b) The organization has required or 
induced such individuals to join or pay 
dues tc, an organization, other than· a · 
la_bor union, that has political advocacy 
as a s~bstantial. organizational purpose, 
or to engage in political advocacy during 
non-working hours. 

(2) The following costs are 
unallowable: 

(a) Building or office space in which 
more than 5% of the usable space 
occupied by the organization or an 

.· ·affiliated org_anization is de\'oted to 
activities constituting political · 
ad\'ocacy; 

(b) Items of equipment or other items 
used in part for political advocacy; 

(c) Meetings and conferences devoted 
in any part to political advocacy: 

(d] Publication and printing allocable 
in part to political advocacy: and 
. (e) Membership in an organization 
that has political advocacy31s a 
substantial organizational purpose, or 
that spends $100,000 or more per yea-r in 
connection with political adv_ocacy. 

2. Renumber subsequent parasraphs. 
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Forming a Corporation 
Not Just for the Wealthy. 

With a small, one-person business, the advantages can be tremendous 
Maybe you think forming your own corpo

ration is just for the rich . Many people be
lieve that . But it's just not true . Nearly all 
wealthy people own corporations . But any
one can form one at surprisingly low cost. 

Thanks to a revolutionary new method, 
you can set up your own corporation without 
expensive lawyers, all by mail and without 
ever leaving home. And it's 100% safe, ethi
cal, and legal . 

Your own small corporation is our coun
try 's number one way to financial success. 
This year the IRS tells us there will be at least 
5 ,000 new millionaires. Over 95% of them 
built their fortunes through a privately owned 
corporation. Therefore , a successful , pri
vately owned corporation represents the best 
of the American Dream. 

And you don't need a big staff or big 
money . 

Most corporations are started with little or 
no capital, and with only one employee-the 
owner. 

A business revolution has occurred in re
cent years. Nearly half a million people have 
already been helped in forming small corpo
rntions with the aid of a remarkable book. It's 
called: How To Form Your Own Corporation 
Without A lawyer For Under $50 by Ted 
Nicholas. It's now in its fully revised and 
updated 18th edition. And now you can get 
your own personal copy to examine-without 
risk-to learn how a corporation applies to you 
and how you can reap maximum benefits . 

Most men and women who have used the 
incorporation system outlined in the book are 

capital-zero capital, if you prefer. 
All you need is a marketable idea, product 

or service . Then your potential for building 
real wealth is enormous . Ted Nicholas' re
markable book will help trigger many new 
ideas. 

Your own corporation can be used as a 
personal tool to gain all types of legitimate tax 
deductions . It will become the ultimate tax 
shelter for you. For example, a new car pur
chase or lease is tax deductible over the life of 
the car. So are gasoline expenses and repairs . 
The same goes for other equipment used in 
your business. There are hundreds of legal 
tax deductions . 

If you have an office at home , you can pay 
rent to yourself and get tax deductions for 
doing so . 

You may choose to set up a lucrative pen
sion and profit-sharing plan with yourself as 
the main beneficiary . You can gain far great
er benefits than unincorporated people do. 

As an owner of a corporation, you'll have 
plenty of company. Over 30,000 new ones 
are formed each and every month. Ninety
eight per cent of them are small businesses, 
often just one individual working from home. 

We live in a land wherein the corporation is 
king. Even the government recognizes this. 
To encourage small business expansion, the 
tax on small corporations was recently re
duced to only 16% of up to the first $25,000 
in income. And this is after all the tax deduc
tions have been taken . 

As attractive as it is , incorporation is not 

simple one-person business operations . Reader and Reviewer Comments 
These businesses were often started on a part- about this remarkable book: 
time basis by people right in their own homes. , 'W ld ha b d dfr · 
You'll save from $300 to over $2 ,000 in . o~ ve een eterre om mcorporat-
unnecessary legal fees by the do-it-yourself mg if w~. had to use normal routes and 
. l'fi d thod 11 ti . h expenses. 

~imp 1 1e me . . ear-o~t orms ~ ng . t Michael G. Bate 
m the book; certificate of mcorporatton, ITil- Ind d t C ts fAm · In 

b I ryth. ed A d epen en arpe o enca, c. nutes , y- aws , eve mg you ne . n R best NY 
you can complete the forms in less than five oc er, 
minutes! " This book succeeds ... because it fills a real 

You too can start your small business need. Brought public information that previ
corporation in your spare time while you keep ously had to be bought from an attorney.'' 
your present job. Another possibility is that Publisher's Weekly· 
you may be able to tum your present job into a 
corporation of your own. And you' ll be "Anyone thinking of incorporating .. . should 
shown exactly how to do this. not skip any pages." 

Your own corporation gives you personal 
protection. Your personal liability will be 
limited just to what you put in the corporation 
itself. Your home, furniture, cars, and per
sonal cash are all protected in the event of any 
business disaster. 

Sacramento Bee 

"Impressed by speed, efficiency and cost." 
Roger Beardwood 

Woodcat Investments, Inc. 
France 

You'll see how to begin with little or no ©Enterprise Publishing , Inc . MCMLXXXI 
"Advertisment" 

for everyone and may not be for you . How
ever, the book will help you decide if it would 
be advantageous for you now or perhaps la
ter. All the advantages and disadvantages are 
reviewed. If you decide to incorporate, it can 
be done by mail within 48 hours . You never 
have to leave the privacy of your home. 

The author started his business without any 
capital at the age of 22. Without credit or 
experience, he raised $96,000 to begin a con
fectionary business. From that starting point 
grew a chain of 30 stores. At the age of 29, he 
was selected as one of the outstanding busi
nessmen in the nation. This resulted in an 
invitation to the White House to meet the 
President. 

He wrote the book How To Form Your 
Own Corporation Without A lawyer For Un
der $50 because he felt many more people 
could become corporate presidents of their 
own companies . The book has become the 
largest single source of new corporations in 
America. 

Just picture yourself president of your own 
corporation. The book gives you the informa
tion you need to make your decision. 

As a bonus for ordering the book now, 
we'll send you absolutely free a portfolio of 
valuable information. It's called " The In
come Plan'' and normally sells for $9. 95 . It 
describes a unique plan that shows you how to 
convert most any job into your own corpora
tion. You'll increase your take-home pay by 
up to 40% without an increase in salary or 
even changing jobs in many cases . 

If you are an employer, ·learn how to op
erate your business with independent con
tractors rather than employees . This means 
that you'll have no payroll records or with
holding taxes to worry about. And you'll be 
complying with all IRS guidelines . "The In
come Plan" includes forms, examples and 
sample letter agreements to make it possible. 

As publishers, we guarantee your purchase 
in the fairest way known. If you feel the book 
is not all that we've described, return it un
damaged within two weeks and we'll prompt
ly and courteously refund your money. If you 
should decide to return it, you may keep the 
bonus, "The Income Plan", for your trouble . 

To get your copy, write the words ' 'Corpo
ration Book and Bonus' ' on a plain sheet of 
paper along with your name and address. 
Enclose a check or money order for $14.95. 
There is no sales tax on your order and your 
purchase price is tax deductible. Mail your 
order to Enterprise Publishing, Inc ., Dept. 
CD-23C , 725 Market Street, Wilmington, 
Delaware 19801. Cl 146 
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BOW WASBINGTON FUNDS 
TBELEFT 

As you read this, liberal activists are 
spending your tax dollars. 

• Planned Parenthood counselors are paid with your 
money to refer pre-teen and teenage children to 
abortion clinics without telling their parents 

• Ultraliberals prepare study material for college 
students under an Education department grant to 
their group, the United States Student Association 

• A tax -funded Legal Services lawyer plans a suit 
against a local school board to force racial busing, 
instead of helping poor needy clients solve their 
personal problems 

The problem is so great that, even under Reagan, 
the Left still gets big tax1unded grants. 

Leftist groups receive hundreds of millions of dollars every year through federal grants. 
What they do with your money will shock and surprise you. 

The poor and needy are supposed to receive this federal aid and benefit from those federal 
programs. But in case after case-in program after program-the leftist career bureaucrats 
and social activists use this money to reach their own political goals. 

Programs like Legal Services, CETA (public jobs) and Title X (family planning) are dom
inated by leftists who use them to pay for political and social activism. Neither the voters nor 
Congress support this-but the money still flows to the agencies, and from the agencies it goes 
to the Left. 

Liberals may argue that conservative groups are stronger financially, and to even things up, 
Left activists "deserve" federal funds. The truth is that not even Congress-much less the 
voters-approves of this arrangement. 
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If you thought funding for leftists ended with Carter, think again 

Reagan Grants To Anti-Reagan Groups 
30 of the grants to Left groups since he took office 

President Reagan has made some progress in the past year to stop funding of the Left. But 
he's been fought every step of the way-sometimes by people in his own administration. As the 
evidence shows, he still has a long way to go. 

Reagan's successes in 1981 included elimination of 
the CETA public-jobs program, the ending of left
ist domination of the volunteer agencies VISTA and 
ACTION, and the slashing of "intervenor funding" 
for Naderite consumerists. 

funded by his own Executive Branch. He must ex
pand his campaign against waste and fraud to include 
tax-funded liberal activism. 

The president's budget cuts will help-though they 
are not large enough to prevent record deficits-but 
most of them will not change the structure of the 
Great Society bureaucracy. Reagan must look to the 
roots of the problem-entrenched career leftists at the 
lower levels of the bureaucracy, where most grant 
decisions are made. 

The Department of Education is a good example of 
a bad agency that Reagan should either eliminate or 
purge of leftist influence. In 1981, extreme-Left stu
dents, anti-draft activists, radical feminists, hard-core 
unionists and Jesse Jackson all received grants ap
proved by Education Secretary Terrel Bell. 

As this chart shows, there's much to be done be
fore Reagan can claim no tax dollars are being spent 
for leftist political and social activism. 

Reagan is still being attacked by liberal groups 

Organization Date 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
American Friends Service Committee 
Federation of Southern Cooperatives 
Feminist Press 
Feminist Press 
Institute for Labor Education Research 
International Ladies Garment Workers Union 
League of United Latin-American Citizens 
Mexican-American Legal Defense and 

Education Fund 
NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund 
NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund 
National Student Educational Fund 
National Student Educational Fund 

(arm of United States Student Association) 
PUSH-EXCEL (Jesse Jackson) 
Planned Parenthood/San Francisco 
United States Student Association 
Urban Coalition 
Women's Action Alliance 
Working Women (National Association 

of Office Workers) 

June-30, 1981 
September 25, 1981 
July 2, 1981 
July 30, 1981 
July 15 , 1981 
July 31, 1981 
May 31, 1981 
June 25, 1981 

June 30, 1981 
September 18, 1981 
February 27, 1981 
June 25, 1981 

September 30, 1981 
August I, 1981 
July 31, 1981 
August 28, 1981 
June 30, 1981 
April 27, 1981 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Center for Renewable Energy Resources June 3, 1981 
Citizens/ Labor Energy Coalition May 29, 1981 
Environmental Action Foundation June 17, 1981 
National Retired Teachers Association July I, 1981 
National Retired Teachers Association July I, 1981 

(Lobbies strongly for social legislation , e.g., the 
Kennedy national health-i nsurance plan) 

National Urban League February I, I 981 
National Wildlife Federation August 28, 1981 

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
(Now Office of Community Services) 

Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers Association July I, 1981 
National Congress of Neighborhood Women September I, 1981 
National Economic Development Law Project July 13, 1981 
Wider Opportunities for Women, Inc. February I , 1981 

The Urban Institute 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

June 22, 1981 

Amount of Grant 

$64,923 
23,656 
64,635 

131,114 
99,933 

137 ,267 
1,237,600 

115,573 

170,178 
105,577 
86,428 

117,411 

656,664 
110,364 
55,284 
46,935 

136,807 
82,202 

787,510 
10,000 

179,644 
544,640 
100,000 

240,000 
43,437 

411,184 
157,326 
350,000 

45,000 

285,000 
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175 Of The Left-Leaning Groups 
That Get Your Tax Dollars 

The following 175 organizations were given federal tax dollars at least once in the last five years. 
All have associated themselves with causes and objectives of the Left, primarily through lobbying, 

litigation and grass-roots organizing. 
Some groups claim they're impartial, but work to achieve liberal goals. 
For example, the American Bar Association pushed hard for the Legal Services program, while the 

League of Women_ Voters joined a feminist coalition to attack the Reagan budget cuts. 
Others on this list appear under nice-sounding names that conceal their true natures. 
For example, the Midwest Academy is a training school for radical leftists. The Center for Auto 

Safety is a Ralph Nader front-group, as are the various Public Interest Research Groups. The organi
zation called Dignity is made up of homosexuals and ''concerned Catholics.'' 

The use of tax dollars by these groups is difficult to track. Examples of tax-funded projects appear 
on the following pages. 

LEGAL-ORIENTED 

American Bar Association, Chicago, Ill. 
American Civil Liberties Union, Atlanta, 

Ga. 
American Indian Lawyer Training Pro

gram, Oakland, Calif. 
Californ"ia Rural Legal Assistance, 

San Francisco. Calif. 
Center for Community Legal Educa

tions, San Francisco, Calif. 
Center for National Housing Law Re

form, Ann Arbor, Mich. 
Children's Legal Rights Information & 

Training Program, Washington, D.C. 
Community Action for Legal Services, 

Inc., New York, N.Y. 
Detroit Youth in Advocacy & Com-

munity Organization, Detroit, Mich. 
Grey Law, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Idaho Legal Services, Inc., Boise, Idaho 
Institute for Political/ Legal Education, 

Sewel, N.J. 
Institute for the Development of Indian 

Law, Washington, D.C. 
Lawyers for Housing, Calif. 
Legal Aid Society of Central Texas, 

Austin , Tex. 
Legal Services for Children, Inc., San 

Francisco, Calif. 
Mental Health Law Project, Washing

ton, D.C. 
Mexican American Legal Defense/ Edu

cation Fund, San Francisco, Calif. 
Migrant Legal Action Program, Wash

ington, D.C. 
National Center for Immigrant Rights , 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
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National Center for Youth Law, San 
Francisco, Calif. 

National Consumer Law Center, 
Boston, Mass. 

National Economic Development Law 
Center, Berkeley, Calif. 

National Employment Law Project, Inc. 
New York, N .Y. 

National Institute of Street Law, Wash
ington, D.C. 

National Juvenile Law Center, Inc., St. 
Louis, Mo. 

National Law Center Inc., Boston, Mass. 
National Legal Aid and Defender Assn. 

Washington, D.C. 
National Public Law Training Center, 

Washington, D.C. 
National Senior Citizens Law Center, 

Washington, D.C. 
Native American Rights Fund, Boulder, 

Col. 
Nassau/ Suffolk Legal Services Commit

tee, Inc., Hempstead, N .Y. 
Neighborhood Justice Center, Inc., St. 

Paul, Minn. 
Neighborhood Legal Aid Society, Rich

mond, Va. 
Philadelphia Public Interest Law Center, 

Philadelphia, Pa. 
University Legal Services, Washington, 

D.C. 
Youth Policy & Law Center, Inc., Madi

son, Wisc . 

AGED 

Asociacion Nacional Pro Personas 
Mayores, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Gray Panthers, Las Vegas, Nev. 
Legal Research & Service for the 

Elderly, Boston, Mass. 
National Citizens Coalition for Nursing 

Home Reform, Washington, D.C. 
National Council of Senior Citizens, 

Washington, D.C. 
National Retired Teachers Association, 

Washington, D.C. 
The National Council on the Aging/ 

National Institute of Senior Citizens, 
Washington, D.C. 

Urban Elderly Coalition, Inc., Washing
ton , D.C. 

LA TIN AMERICAN 

Latin American Task Force, Chicago, Ill. 
League of United Latin American Citi

zens, Washington, D.C. 
National Council of La Raza, Washing

ton, D.C. 

SOCIAL ACTIVISM 

Association of Community Organiza
tion for Reform Now (ACORN) 
Washington, D.C. 

Center for Community Change, Wash
ington, D.C. 

Coalition for Community Action, Chi
cago, Ill. 

Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights 
Under Law, Washington, D.C. 

Community Organization Research 
Action Project, Washington, D.C. 

Institute for Social Justice, New Or
leans, La. 
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Martin L. King Jr. Center for Social 
Chang~, Atlanta, Ga. 

Massachusetts Fair Share, Boston, Mass. 
Organizing for Social Change, Provi

dence, R.I. 
PUSH-EXCEL, Chicago, Ill. 
Research for Social Change, Inc., 

Brookline, Mass. 
Statewide Youth Advocacy Project, 

Rochester, N. Y. 
Voice In Community Action, Cedar 

Rapids, Iowa 
The Youth Project, Washington, D.C. 

HANDICAPPED 

Center for Independent Living/Disa
bility Rights Education & Defense 
Fund, Berkeley, Calif. 

The National Center for a Barrier-Free 
Environment, Washington, D.C. 

ENERGY / ENVIRONMENT 

Alternative Energy Collective, Inc., 
Oakland, Calif. 

Audubon Society, Washington, D.C. 
Center for Renewable Resources, Wash

ington, D.C. 
Citizens Environmental Coalition Edu

cation Fund, Houston, Tex. 
Citizens/ Labor Energy Coalition, Wash

ington, D.C. 
Friends of the Earth, San Francisco, 

Calif. 
Institute for Environmental Action, 
• Washington, D.C. 
Mississippi Solar Council, Jackson, 

Miss. 
National Center for Appropriate Tech

nology, Butte, Mont. 
Pennsylvania Alliance for Jobs & 

Energy, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Sierra Club, San Francisco, Calif. 
Solar Action , Washington, D.C. 
Solar America, Albuquerque, N.M. 
The Black Hills Alliance, Rapid City, 

N.D. 
The Environmental Action Founda

tion, San Francisco, Calif. 
The Environmental Defense Fund, New 

York, N.Y. 
The Natural Resources Defense Council 
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Centers, San Francisco, Calif. 
The National Wildlife Federation, Wash

ington, D.C. 
Union of Concerned Scientists, Wash

ington, D.C. 

FOREIGN POLICY 

Americans Friends Service Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Council on Foreign Relations, Washing
ton, D.C. 

National Student Educational Fund, 
Washington, D.C. 

National Council of Churches, Wash
ington, D.C. 

SANE Education Fund, Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

United States Student Association, 
Washington, D.C. 

World Without War Council, New 
York, N.Y. 

EDUCATION 

American Federation of Teachers, 
Washington, D.C. 

Bay Area Bilingual Education League, 
Inc., Oakland, Calif. 

United Federal.ion of Teachers, New 
York, N.Y. 

National Education Association, Wash-
ington, D.C. 

UNIONS/ LABOR-ORIENTED 

AFL-CIO, Washington, D.C. 
AFSCME Career Development, Wash-

ington, D.C. 
Amalgamated Clothing & Textile 

Workers, Washington, D.C. 
Florida Farmworkers Council, Inc., 

Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. 
George Meany Center for Labor Studies, 

Washington, D.C. -
International Association of Machine 

Aerospace Workers, Washington, 
D.C. 

International Ladies Garment Workers 
Union, New York, N. Y. 

International Union of United Auto 
I • 

Workers, Washmgton, D.C. 
Labor Education Film Center, Wash

ington, D.C. 

Labor Policy Institute, Washington, 
D.C. 

Migrant & Seasonal Farmworkers As
sociation, Raleigh, N.C. 

National Association of Farmworkers 
Organizations, Washington, D.C. 

National Ironworkers Training Program, 
Alexandria, Va. 

United Food & Commercial Workers, 
Washington, D.C. 

United Mine Workers of America, 
Washington, D.C. 

Workers Institute for Safety and Health, 
Washington, D.C. 

United Farmworkers Association, San 
Francisco, Calif. 

FEMINIST 

Center for Law & Social Policy, Wash
ington, D.C. 

Center for Women Policy Studies, 
Washington, D.C. 

Feminist Press, Old Westbury, N.Y. 
Feminist Radio Network, Washington, 

D.C. . 
Institute for Women's Concerns, 

Arlington, Va. 
The League of Women Voters, Wash

ington, D.C. 
National Congress of Neighborhood 

Women, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
National Council of Negro Women, 

Washington, D.C. 
National Manpower Institute Center for 

Women & Work, Washington, D.C. 
National Organization for Women

Legal Defense & Education Fund, 
Washington, D.C. 

National Womens Employment Edu
cation, San Antonio, Tex. 

Nine to Five, Boston, Mass. 
Wider Opportunities for Women, Inc., 

Washington, D.C. 
Women's Action Alliance, Inc., New 

York, N.Y. 
Women's Development Corporation, 

Inc., Newport, R.I. 
Women's Equity Action League, Wash

ington, D.C. 
Working Women, National Associa-

(Continued on next page) 
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Funded Groups 
(Continued from previous page) 

tion of Office Workers, Cleveland, 
Ohio 

HOMOSEXUAL 

California State University, San Fran
cisco, Center for Homosexual Educa
tion, Evaluation & Research, San 
Francisco, Calif. 

Dignity, San Diego, Calif. 
Gay Community Services, Inc., Min

neapolis, Minn. 
New Ways Ministry, Mt. Rainier, Md. 
Stonewell National Media Collective, 

Washington, D.C. 
Universal Fellowship of Metropolitan 

Community Churches, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 

WELFARE ADVOCACY 

Coalition for Economic Justice, 
Anchorage, Alaska 

Federation of Southern Cooperatives, 
Atlanta, Ga. 

Food Research Aciion Center, Wash
ington, D.C. 

National Urban Coalition, Washington, 
D.C. 

National Urban League, Washington, 
D.C. 

National Welfare Rights Organization, 
Washington , D.C. 

Ozark Institute, Eureka Springs, Ark. 

Public Interest Research Groups, New 
York, N.Y. 

The Children's Foundation, Albuquer
que, N.M. 

The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C. 
The Workers Rights Institution, Mil

waukee, Wisc. 

BIRTH CONTROL/ ABORTION 

National Family Planning Forum, Inc., 
Washington, D.C. 

Planned Parenthood, Washington, D.C. 

TRAINING SCHOOLS 

Laurel Springs Institute, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 

Midwest Academy, Chicago, Ill . 

CONSUMERIST / NADERITE 

Americans for Democratic Action Con
sumer Committee, Washington, D.C. 

Center for Auto Safety, Washington, 
D.C. 

Coalition for Consumer Justice, 
Providence, R.I. 

Community Nutrition Institute, Wash
ington, D.C. 

Consumer Action, Inc., Washington, 
D.C. 

Consumer Action Now, New York, 
N.Y. 

Consumer Federation of America, 
Washington, D.C. 

Consumers Union of U.S., Washington, 
D.C. 

National Consumers League, Wash
ington, D.C. 

Public Interesl I{esearch Groups, New 
York, N.Y. 

GENERAL/MISCELLANEOUS 

Americans for Democratic Action, 
Washington, D.C. 

Brookings Institute, Washington, D.C. 
COACT, Brainard, Me. 
California Housing Action and In

formation Network, Sacramento, 
Calif. 

Coalition of Indian-Controlled 
School Boards, Baraga, Mich. 

Everyday People, Columbia, Mo. 
National Association for the Advance

ment of Colored People, New York, 
N.Y. 

National Association of Black Social 
Workers, New York, N.Y. 

National Association of Neighborhoods, 
Washington, D.C. 

National Association of Neighborhood 
Health Centers, Washington, D.C. 

National Association of Social Workers, 
Washington, D.C. 

Pacifica Foundation, Berkeley, Calif. 
Pennsylvania Prison Society/West Pa. 

Chapter, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Rural America, Washington, D.C. 
The Conference of Alternative State & 

Local Policies, Washington, D.C. 
The Woodlawn Organization, Chicago, 

Ill. 

A Gallery of Grant Recipients 

RALPH NADER'S anti-business 
Center for Auto Safety got $70,958 
from five FTC intervenor grants. His 
Public Interest Research Groups 
(PIRGs) have received major help 
from tax-paid VISTA volunteers. 

TOM HAYDEN runs the Laurel 
Springs Institute as a training school 
for his radical Campaign for Eco
nomic Democracy. Hayden received 
$189,000 in 1977 to train VISTA 
volunteers throughout the late 1970s. 

ELEANOR SMEAL's National 
Organization for Women (NOW) is 
no stranger to the federal grant sys
tem. NOW's Legal Defensf. and Edu
cation Fund received $275,755 in 
1981 from Reagan's Education De
partment. 
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Leftist Causes 
Your Money Supports 
Not all of the activist groups receiving taxpayer money are as easily recognized 
as the AFL-CIO, the Sierra Club or Planned Parenthood. Here are some of 
the causes funded by federal dollars, quite often by local cities or groups as 
subgrantees. 

Homosexuals 
Homosexual groups have received federal grants, 

often through local governments. 

HHS FUNDS GAY STUDIES 
Many grants for gay studies come from the De

partment of Health and Human Services (HHS) in 
the areas of alcohol and drug abuse, and mental 

ealth. New Ways Ministry of Mount Rainier, Md., 
received $18,416 in 1979-80 to study the "coming
out process and coping strategies of gay women." 
. ew Ways received its grant through the help of 
Dignity, a national organization of homosexuals 
and "concerned Catholics." 

California State University at San Francisco has 
armed a Center for Homosexual Education, Evalu

ation and Research, and is receiving federal funds 
or its studies. For example, in 1979-80, HHS gave 

the center $167,724 to study "civil liberties and sex
ual orientation." The University of Southern Cali
fornia received a $65,285 grant from HHS that same 
_-ear to conduct "a study of successful heterosexual 
and homosexual men." 

CETA DOLLARS FOR L.A. GAY CENTER 

The CET A jobs and training program has pro-
:ided much direct and indirect federal funding to 

-= groups, especially on the West Coast. CETA 
-=ave the Gay and Lesbian Community Services 
Center in Los Angeles funding for nearly half of its 
ull-time staff of 84. The purpose of the $640,000 

t was to provide "education about gay life
;les and gay people's problems." 

TAX-FUNDED GAY THEATER 

The City of Seattle, Washington, paid 14 young 
-= _ and lesbians with CET A money to sponsor a 

oduction of the Seattle Gay Youth Summer 
tre Project entitled "Lavender Horizons." Ac-

-ding to In Unity, a gay newspaper, the project 
a ocial as well as theatrical success; "Most of 

- e ;oung women and men in the group had no 
· er ga friends their age until the Theatre Pro-

·atjve Digest April 1982 

PAMPHLETS ON SODOMY LAWS 

CETA also funded the National Gay Task Force's 
Public Education Program . Its activities included 
publication of pamphlets detailing the sodomy laws 
of the 50 states, and surveys on "patterns of em
ployment discrimination faced by gay people" in 
New York City businesses. 

DOLLARS FOR NUDE LESBIAN SHOW 
"The Leaping Lesbian Follies" was another CET A 

project. $41,000 was given to a feminist organiza
tion for women (only) to perform in the nude . 

GAYS SLAM FAMILY PROTECTION ACT 
ON PUBLIC RADIO 

The federally financed National Public Radio 
Satellite Program Development Fund awarded 
$14,695 to the National Lesbian and Gay Men's 
Radio Project last October. The gay group will pro
duce a series of 30-minute documentaries on the 
Family Protection Act and other issues. The pro
grams will be broadcast nationwide over 230 tax
payer-funded public radio stations. 

Feminists 
Feminist organizations have been well-financed 

by federal grants in recent years. At the same time, 
the feminist coalition has lobbied hard against Rea
gan's programs. 

TAX-FUNDED GROUPS ATTACK REAGAN 

In March, 1981, 42 feminist and liberal groups 
denounced Reagan's policies, saying they would 
"destroy or severely impair many of the programs 
and endanger the rights for which women have strug
gled over the last several years." Among those 
groups attacking Reagan were the League of Women 
Voters, the Women's Equity Action League, Wider 
Opportunities for Women, the YWCA, and the 
National Organization for Women's Legal Defense 
and Education Fund-all of which receive federal 
funds. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Leftist Causes 
(Continued from previous page) 

FEMINISTS USE BATTERED-SPOUSE ISSUE 
TO GET FEDERAL GRANTS 

The problem of battered wives has brought hun
dreds of thousands into feminist coffers from the 
HHS Administration on Children, Youth and Fami
lies. W.O.M.A.N., Inc. of San Francisco received 
$200,000 in 1980-82, half of which would help "de
velop an advocacy model program for battered wo
men." The Center for Women Policy Studies re
ceived $129,000 in 1980-81 from HHS to "educate 
service providers ... in the field of domestic violence." 

The Department of Justice manages to duplicate 
the HHS battered spouse program with funding by 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA). The Center for Women Policy Studies re
ceived $1,221,751 from LEAA alone in 1978-82 for 
similar work on battered spouses as in its HHS pro
gram. Another $299,908 in LEAA money went to 
Wider Opportunities for Women, Inc. for "a model 
program and clearinghouse for women offenders in 
nontraditional work. " 

CETA JOBS MONEY FOR FEMINISTS 
CET A public jobs and training grants, which have 

provided critical financial support for many Left 
organizations, are not unknown in feminist circles. 
The National Council of Negro Women received a 
whopping $2,231,106 in six CETA grants from 1978 
to the present. Another group, National Womens 
Employment Education, received $570,980 in two 
1980-81 CETA grants. 

REAGAN'S EDUCATION DEPARTMENT 
GIVES $300,000 TO FEMINIST PRESS 

Still, money from the Department of Education 
reaches more feminist groups than other types of 
funding. The Feminist Press received $313,224 
from two July 1981 grants, "for the improvement of 
postsecondary education." W .O.M.A.N .'s Dor
chester, Mass. office also received $123,026 last July. 
In the last year alone, Brooklyn's National Congress 
of Neighborhood Women received $177,806 for the 
same purpose. The hard-left Women's Equity Action 
League pulled down $659,837 from three educa
tion grants in 1980 alone. 

Providing important seed money is the Women's 
Educational Equity Act Project of the Department 
of Education. A program run by feminists for fem
inists, it has managed to give two grants in one year 
to the National Organization for Women's Legal 
Defense and Education Fund, which is against gov
ernment policy. (A fuller description of WEEAP 
may be found on page 26.) 

Foreign Policy 
MILITANT STUDENTS GETT AX DOLLARS 

Militant leftism for America's students in the evo
cation of the United States Student Association 
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(USSA), some of whose members have apparent 
ties with the Marxist international youth group, 
the International Union of Students. 

USSA worked hard against the Reagan budget 
proposals and participated in Solidarity Day. It has 
called for the United States to pay World War 
II reparations to the Japanese people, con
demned U.S. sanctions against Cuba, and actively 
opposes American aid to non-Marxist countries in 
Latin Am~rica. 

Lane Kirkland 
AFL-CIO 

David Rockefeller 
Council on Foreign 

Relations 

Since Reagan's inauguration, the USSA has re
ceived $107,630 from the Department of Education's 
fund "for the improvement of post-secondary edu
cation." USSA's " educational" front group, the 
National Student Educational Fund (located in the 
same Washington office), has also received two 
grants totaling more than $275,000 from the Educa
tion Department's Women's Educational Equity 
Act Program (WEEAP). 

Amazingly, the grants for these extremist 
groups were increased over earlier grahts by the 
Carter administration. 

ROCKEFELLER GROUP GETS U.S. FUNDS 

The Council on Foreign Relations, founded and 
dominated by David Rockefeller, was given 
$200,000 in 1979-80 and $300,000 in July, 1981 in 
federal funds. The grants were made by the National 
Endowment for the Humanities, for CFR's Interna
tional Fellowship Program. 

RADICAL PACIFISTS ON RADIO 

No less surprising ·was the NEH's support of the 
SANE (Scientists Against Nuclear Energy) Educa
tion Fund. In 1979 and 1980, the radical pacifist 
organization received more than $105,000 to produce 
"13 weekly radio shows to examine the impact of 
nuclear weapons on American culture. " 
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MORE DOLLARS FOR 'PEACE' GROUPS 

The World Without War Council received $32,000 
in 1980 "to identify and assess the primary teachings 
and organizations active in the public peace effort,'' 
i.e. a pacifist bibliography. · 

Another Left-oriented pacifist recipient is the 
American Friends Service Committee, based in 
Philadelphia, Pa. In addition to a $183,804 CETA 
grant in 1978-81, AFSC has received at least two 
grants since President Reagan has taken office, 
totaling more than $150,000 (from ACTION and 
the Department of Education.) 

The AFSC also lobbies Congress to further its in
terests. The group joined 6i other Leftist groups in 
May 1981 to stop the Reagan block-grant proposals. 
(Many other federally funded organizations par
ticipated.) 

Aged 
TAX DOLLARS FOR GRAY PANTHERS 

The most notorious leftist organization for the 
elderly, the Gray Panthers, received $30,000 for 
media activities during the 1981 White 'House Con
ference on Aging. VISTA provided four volunteers 
in 1980-81 "to organize, guide, train, and motivate 
seniors to become members of the Gray Panthers 
network in Nevada," and in the same period five 
volunteers "trained in community organizing" as 
part of the Iowa Gray Panthers. 

FEDS FUND 95% OF LOBBY GROUP'S BUDGET 

The National Council of Senior Citizens received 
$12,347.58 from the Community Services Admin
istration for "2,000 annual subscriptions to Wash
ington Weekly newsletter," and $49,042 from the 
Department of Justice for "the creation of a model 
for a victim/ witness senior citizen volunteer corps." 
NCSC also received two CET A grants. In all, $50 
million of the Council's $52.5-million budget comes 
from federal taxes. 

COUNCIL ON AGING GETS $900,000 

The White House Conference on Aging subsi
dized the National Council on the Aging with 10 
grants, including $173,000 for 150 trainers to "train 
at senior centers and voluntary organizations." The 
trainers might very well use material provided under 
a $760,907 grant in 1979-80 from the National En
dowment for the Humanities for "humanities mater
ial in senior centers." 

EPA GIVES HUGE GRANT TO LEFT GROUP 
The Environmental Protection Agency gave the 

National Retired Teachers Association 10 grants 
for 1980-82, totalling more than $2 million, the larg
est subsidy given by EPA to any Left organization. 
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Also received by NRTA was a $199,971 grant from 
the Department of Justice in 1979-81 "to more eco
nomically and efficiently implement the crime analy
sis process." In 1981, $40 million of the associa
tion's $90-million budget came from Uncle Sam. 

Social Activists 
$110 MILLION FOR 

NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE 

A major recipient of government grants is the Na
tional Urban League, which got about. $110 million 
in federal aid in 1980, according to the Washington 
Post. In the past five years, NUL and its affiliates 
have taken at least 66 grants from the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development's Housing 
Counseling Program, 28 grants from CET A, and 5 
different grants from the Department of Education 
for "talent searches." 

In at least two cases, NUL has received grants to 
study the results of other grants: $396,000 from the 
Justice Department to "assess completed research 
on the topic of minorities, crime and criminal 
justice," and $135,000 from the Department of 
Health and Human Services for "knowledge re
sulting from an earlier study relevant to the adoption 
of black children.'' 

MORE URBAN GROUPS 
TAKE TAX DOLLARS 

The National Urban Coalition has done a soft
shoe with the Department of Labor, receiving eight 
grants for "national emphasis." The Urban Institute 
got $149,820 to "coordinate transportation prob
lems for the elderly." (One wonders what sort of 
bus was used to transport the problem to and fro.) 
The Institute has also received Economic Develop
ment Administration grants of $22,000 to "examine 
the geographic distribution of the structurally em
ployed" and $210,000 for "industrial ·performance 
and productivity in the nation's cities." 

ST ATE AND LOCAL LOBBYISTS 
DEPENDENT ON FEDERAL HANDOUTS 

According to the National Journal, several state 
and local government lobby groups are greatly de
pendent on federal aid for their existence. Among 
them: 

• U.S. Conference on Mayors. In 1981, federal 
money accounted for $3 .1 million of its $4.3-million 
budget. The 1982 budget of $2.8 million has $1.6 
million in federal funds. 

• National League of Cities. In 1981, $3.6 mil
lion of the league's $7. 7-million budget came from 
the federal government; this year, $3 .1 million of 
the $7 .2 million emanates from Washington. 

• National Association of Counties. NACO, 
which lobbied hard against Reagan's block-grant 
proposals, receives half of its $5-million budget 
from U ncfe Sam. [Iii 
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Unions Win Huge Federal Grants, 
Lead Assault On Reagan Policies 
The Department of Labor ... 
or, the Department of Labor Unions? 

Big Labor, perhaps the most politically active special-interest group in the 
U.S., has been rolling in tax-funded federal grants. 

Most of these grants come from the Department of Labor, for its CET A 
public-jobs and job-training program and the Jobs Corps program. Examples: 

• On October 1, 1980, the AFL-CIO Appalachian Council received five 
grants worth $2.9 million in Job Corps money. The Appalachian Council was 
already handling $11.7 million in Job Corps and other Labor grants. 

• The U nited Auto Workers received more than $6 million in Labor 
grants in 1979-82. 

• The International Union of Tile Marble Finishers snagged grants worth 
almost $1 million in 1980-81. 

• The A malgamated Clothing and Textile Workers received nearly $2.5 
mill ion from five grants from the Labor Department in 1977-81. 

• The George Meany Center for Labor Studies in Silver Spring, Md . re-
ceived two grants worth $326,141 in 1978-81. · 

f i ~ 
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Public Broadcasting 
Gives $148,000 

For Solidarity Day 
Anti-Reagan Blast 

Besides any indirect funding for 
Solidarity Day from federal grants to 
unions, Big Labor got a big boost for 
its anti-Reagan efforts from the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting. 

CPB spent $148,000 to broadcast 
Solidarity Day activities across the 
country. The "Public Interest Video 
Network," which received the money, 
broadcast interviews with labor lead
ers, social activists, and the likes of 
fired air-traffic controllers. All this, 
despite stringent requirements in the 
CPB federal charter (written by Con
gress) that such broadcasts must tell 
both sides. 

"It's pretty hard to balance a show 
with 100,000 on one side, I'll admit," 
said PBS spokeswoman Gail Chris
tian," but we have no reason to be
lieve the show will not be objective.'' 

AFL-CIO LEADERS and Left advocates 
march on September 19, 1981, against 
Reagan's policies. Several tax-funded 
radical groups participated. 

CESAR CHAVEZ ORDERED TO RETURN FUNDS 
A suit against Cesar Chavez's United Farmworkers union by the Amer

ican Farm Bureau Federation has led to an order for the UFW to return 
$427,000 in Community Services funds to the federal governmem. 

The Farm Bureau suit, which alleged that the funds were used illegally 
to organize farmworkers for the union, was settled in October, 1981 with the 
understanding that the agencies involved would pursue their investigations 
into Chavez's activities. 

"[It's] a one-of-a-kind case," said Farm Bureau president Robert B. 
Delano. "What we sought was the return of the money to its rightful owner 
-the taxpayer." 

An audit of UFW affiliates revealed incorrect and misleading posting of 
ledgers, failure to withhold payroll taxes on a consistent basis, unauthorized 
salary increases, unauthorized purchase of vehicles and unauthorized travel 
costs, among other discrepancies. 
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Abortion, Sex Education, 'Social Change' 
And Your Tax Dollars 

In 1980, the Planned Parenthood Federation of America (PPFA) took $12.8 million in tax dollars-more 
than half its budget. Its 189 local affiliates received $58 million total-their combined budget was $122 million. 

Abortion referrals-without 
telling parents, regardless of age 

Sex education based on the 
Swedish model-preaching value
free "reproductive freedom." 

Lobbying for tax-paid abortions, 
for higher spending on family 
planning programs (which keep PP 
going) and against Reagan policies. 

"Social change" courtesy of 
Planned Parenthood 

"Parental notification is against our policy ... There is no age at which our 
counselors feel obligated to tell the parents that their child has opted for an 
abortion."-David Andrews, executive vice-president, PPFA, November 
1981. 

"Sex is fun and joyful.. .and it comes in all types and styles, all of which 
are OK. Do what gives pleasure and enjoy what gives pleasure and ask for 
what gives pleasure. Don't rob yourself of joy by focusing on old-fashion
ed ideas ... "-From The Great Orgasm Robbery, Rocky Mountain PP, 
1977. 

"Planned Parenthood is organizing a massive effort for continued Title X 
family-planning funding. President Reagan ' s proposed block-grant pro
gram would eliminate Title X entirely .. . We are urging all of our friends to 
write to Congress at this crucial time. "-Legislative Alert, Chicago PP, 
May 1981. 

"Our mission is to serve as the nation's foremost agent of social change in 
the area of reproductive health and well-being, [including] reaffirming and 
protecting the legitimacy of induced abortion as a necessary backup to con
traceptive failure ... abolishing the arbitrary and outmoded restrictions
legal, regulatory, and cultural-which continue to limit the individual's 
freedom of choice in fertility matters. " -Five-Year Plan, 1976-80, PPFA 

Does Tax Money Pay For Abortions? 
Planned Parenthood believes its federal grants can be used to promote and encourage abortion, according to 

its president, Faye Wattleton. 
In 1980, Planned Parenthood affiliates operated 36 abortion clinics and performed 75,000 abortions. The 

General Accounting Office and the federal health Inspector General presently are investigating Planned Parent
hood's financial records to learn whether tax money paid for PP abortions. 

New York PP spokesman Doug Gould says, "No tax money was used to pay for abortions. The money was 
received under Title X and went to contraceptive services for those who do not qualify for Medicare and Medi
caid help.'' 

A Senate health-affairs aide disputes this. "You really can't be sure that federal funds for Planned Parent
hood .didn't pay for abortions. Tax dollars are used to pay for office supplies and overhead. The money that 
wasrz 't spent for these necessary items goes for whatever Planned Parenthood wants. 

"It's a method of separate accounting. The usual situation in these organizations is that no separation really 
exists. " 
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The Youth Project is a self-described ''tax-exempt foundation which supports a wide range 
of grassroots social change efforts." YP provides cash grants and "technical assistance" 
through seven regional offices to various leftist groups. 

The VISTA volunteer agency gave $792,156 to the Youth Project in 1979-81, and funded 59 
volunteers in various YP programs. YP also received $41,990 from the Department of Health 
and Human Services in 1980. 

Since receiving tax dollars in 1979, the Youth Project has given support to the following: 
• ANTI-NUCLEAR PROTESTORS. The Youth Project has supported many anti-nuclear 

groups throughout the country, including: 
Bailly Alliance (Indiana) Jenkinsville (S.C.) Energy/Health Palmetto Alliance (S.C.) 
Clamshell Alliance (Seabrook , N.H.) Project Prairie Alliance (Illinois) 
Great Lakes Energy Alliance (Mich- May 6th Coalition Three Mile Island Alert (Pennsyl-

igan) Musicians United for Safe Energy vania) 
(MUSE) Three Mile Island Legal Defense Fund 

The Youth Project also gave cash to and helped raise funds for the September 23, 1979 anti
nuclear rally in New York City, cosponsored by the Naderite New York Public Interest Re
search Group, which has also received federal funding for its activities. 

• INDIAN CLAIMS MOVEMENTS. YP has been a strong supporter of efforts by Indians 
to reclaim old tribal lands. 

· YP gave funds in 1980-81 to the radical American Indian Movement's Freedom for Survival 
group. Major YP funding went to the California Indian Land Acquisition Project, which seeks 
to reclaim large portions of California for Indian ownership. This group has sued to place land 
in San Diego and in Yosemite National Park under Indian control. 

The Youth Project also paid several Washington State tribal leaders to lobby Congress in 
1979 on Indian fishing rights in their state's rivers. 

• ANTI-MX MISSILE GROUPS. The Youth Project gives cash and technical support to 
the Nevada Uranium Project, which opposes nuclear power and the basing of the MX missile 
in Nevada. This group also seeks return of 20 million acres of Nevada to the Shoshone tribe . 

YP also funds the MX Information Coalition, which ''educates citizens and encourages 
public dialogue'' concerning placement of the MX in Utah and Nevada. 

The No-MX/Great Basin MX Alliance, another YP-funded group, pays for members totes
tify against the MX at public hearings. It also takes its "MX Roadshow" to small towns in 
Utah and Nevada to drum up local opposition. 

• PRO-ABORTION ACTIVISM. In 1979, the Youth Project gave cash and technical 
assistance to Abortion Rights of Washington, D.C., an affiliate of the National Abortion 
Rights Action League (NARAL), the most politically active pro-abortion group in the U.S. 

Abortion Rights of Washington sought to protest and overturn Congress's prohibition on 
tax-funding of abortions by the D.C. government. 

YP also supported the pro-abortion Religious Coalition for Choice. 
Other groups receiving Youth Project assistance in 1979-81 include: 

American Civil Liberties Union 
American Friends Service Committee 
Amnesty International 
Center for Third World Organizing 
Environmental Policy Institute 

Interfaith Center To Reverse the Arms 
Race 

Institute for Policy Studies 
Malcolm X Cultural and Educational 

Center 

National Council of Churches 
SANE (Scientists Against Nuclear 

Energy) 
U.S. Cuba Construction Project 
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Environmental Groups Get Tax 
Dollars, Attack Reagan and Watt 

Leftist environmental groups take federal grants and lobby against President Reagan and 
Interior chief James Watt at the same time. 

Are tax dollars funding Reagan's opposition? 

CONSERVATIVES PRAISE 
WATI as Reagan's best 
Cabinet secretary, accord
ing to a CD poll at the Feb
ruary Conservative Politi
cal Action Conference in 
Washington. 

Watt Must Go, Say Four Tax-Funded Groups 
On October 19, 1981, the Sierra Club gave 1.1 million petitions to the U.S. Congress calling 

for the ouster of Interior Secretary James Watt. "We are declaring war on Wattism," said 
Joe Fontaine, the club's president. _ 

Since 1978, the Sierra Club has received at least nine grants from the federal government, 
totalling $611,427. This group has long been the most prominent anti-growth environmental 
lobby in the United States. Most of the Sierra Club's federal money came through the Envir
onmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

Three other openly anti-Watt groups have received recent federal funding: 
• The National Audubon Society and its affiliates received at least $115,103 from nine 

federal grants in 1978-82. 
• The National Wildlife Federation took at least $905,377 from 13 grants in 1978-82. This 

includes one for $43,437 from Reagan's Energy Department on August 28, 1981. 
• Friends of the Earth, a hard-Left environmental lobby, received at least two grants 

worth $31,345 in 1979-81. However, one of its spin-off groups, the Citizens Environmental 
Coalition Education Fund, received $76,573 in federal funds in 1978-81. 

Environmentalists Attack Reagan Budget 
On March 1, a coalition of 11 environmental groups harshly attacked the Reagan 1983 bud

get, and promised to lobby hard in Congress to de.feat his economic recovery plan. 
At least 6 of the 11 receive federal grants. Their comments: 
• "The EPA budget proposed by the administration is a fraud. It will not...protect the 

public from pollution."-Jonathan Lash, Natural Resources Defense Council. This group 
received at least $1,342,768 from nine EPA grants in 1978-82. 

• "Reagan is gutting our nation's environmental protection programs ... "-Joe Fontaine, 
Sierra Club. (See above for Sierra Club funding.) 

• "If we don't dramatically reshape the Reagan budget, we can pretty much write off 
clean air, clean water and a safe energy future ... "-Rafe Pomerance, Friends of the Earth. 
(See above.) 
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Does Jesse Jackson 
Deserve Your Tax Dollars? 

He Thinks So. 
"We intend to march in Washington 
against these budget cuts. 
We deserve equal protection ... " 

-Jesse Jackson, 1981 

Well, Jesse Marched ... 
And He's Still Getting Your Money! 

• In 1981 , Reagan's Education Department gave Jackson's group, PUSH, 
$656,644. Reagan's then-assistant education secretary, Vincent Reed, had earlier 
called PUSH's accounting system unstable and "not adequate to safeguard assets." 
Two studies by the department had severely criticized PUSH's handling of federal 
funds. "This does not add up to a program," said one study. Terrel Bell, Education 
Secretary, allowed the grant to go through. 

• The Reagan grant to Jackson brings PUSH's total federal grants to more than 
$5 million in the last four years. At one point, federal grants accounted for one-third 
of Jackson's budget. 

Jesse Takes Care Of His Friends 
Ernest Green was a Carter campaign aide. When Carter lost the election, Green re

turned to his job as assistant secretary of labor. 
In the two months before Reagan's inauguration, Green approved millions in last

minute CETA public-jobs grants-including $2 million to Jackson's PUSH. 
When Green left office, he formed a public-relations firm. 
In June, 1981, Jackson's PUSH hired Green's firm to a lucrative contract. (Wash

ington Post, July 2, 1981) 

Jesse Campaigns Against Reagan 
While Receiving Federal Funds 

• Jackson was a major participant in the anti-Reagan Solidarity Day last 
September in Washington. 

• Wherever possible, Jackson and PUSH have lobbied for more food stamps, 
more welfare, less defense spending, and more federal jobs programs (from which 
PUSH has benefited). 

• While PUSH received millions of dollars from the Carter administration, Jack
son made a great splash by meeting with candidate Reagan and then loudly de
nouncing him in favor of Carter. 

~ 
:,: 
Q. 

z 
,2 
-0 ·;: 

8 
3 
0 z 

Conservative Digest April 1982 



From the Washington Post 

Civil-Rights Groups 
Strive To Keep 
Federal Grants 

By Herbert H. Ofrtton 

When leaders of civil rights 
organizations criticize Pres
ident Reagan'.s proposed 

budget cuts for impacting on the 
poor, they do not mention another 
concern-the potential effect of the 
reductions on the civil rights groups 
themselves. 

Little noticed in the years since 
the Great Society of the 1960s have 
been the millions of dollars civil 
rights groups have received in federal 
contracts and funds to administer 
government programs .... 

The National Urban League and its 
affiliates in 45 cities take in about 
$110 million a year in federal grants 
and contracts, principally to admin
ister now vulnerable jobs training 
programs. 

Jesse Jackson's Operation PUSH 
receives only about $2 million in fed
eral funds, but these account for one
third or more of his annual budget. 

Indeed, at least 10 of the 15 groups 
in the Black Leadership Forum, the 
loose federation of the major black 
advocacy organizations, have ac
cepted federal dollars at one time or 
another. 

The NAACP and the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference the 
group the late Rev. Martin Luther 
King Jr. founded-have received small 
federal grants for one-shot projects, 
but as a matter of policy both have 
refrained from undertaking contin
uing administration of large federal 
programs .... 

"My sense is that this is kind of 
every man for himself," said one 
Washington political operative with 
long ties to civil rights groups. 
"You're talking for some of those 
folks about organizational survival. 
Coalitions don't work too well when 
the question is organizational sur
vival."... · 

But, the differences are more than 
philosophical. In the White House 
there is the still fresh memory of the 
support black leaders, particularly 
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Jackson, gave Carter in his efforts to 
bring out the black vote by painting 
Reagan as a racist .. .. 

The flow of federal dollars to civil 
rights groups began in the mid-1960s, 
and the Urban League got a big boost 
during the Nixon administration. 
That group and subsequently the 
others became adept at playing the 
grants game on a high level, pull
ing the appropriate levers both in the 
executive branch and on Capitol Hill. 

If you look at the matter 
in hard political terms 
[Reagan} has no political 
debt [to blacks or civil
rights groups}. We don't 
have him where we had 
Carter. Politically, we do 
not have any chits to 
cash in. 

-Vernon Jordan 
Former President 

National Urban League 

There is a line in federal jobs train
ing legislation in which Congress sug
gests that the Urban League be fav
ored for funds set aside for distribu
tion at the secretary of labor's dis
cretion. Jackson has a similar line in 
federal education legislation for his 
federally funded PUSH-EXCEL pro
gram to instill self-discipline and a de
sire to succeed in high school stu
dents. 

Assistant Labor Secretary Ernest 
Green was the principal contact for 
civil rights organizations in the Carter 
administration. Green, the first black 
graduate of Little Rock Central High 
School in the stormy school desegre
gation battles in the South in the late 
1950s, had later worked in New York 
running a firm, RTP Inc., that pre
pared poor youths for jobs in the 
construction trades. 

"We knew that the people over at 
Labor, principally Ernie Green, were 
being generous to those [civil rights] 
groups," said a senior Carter admin
istration policy adviser. 

The adviser recalled how the Carter 
White House would seek to avoid cut
ting jobs funds in the episodic ef
forts to reduce federal spending be
cause officials knew that, both be
cause of reasons of ideology and of 
self-interest, this would bring on 
"squawking" from "our friends" in 
the civil rights organizations. 

Another Carter aide remembered 
that relations between Green and the 
civil rights groups were not always 
cordial. 

"About a year before the election, 
Ernie and the [civil rights] leader
ship were at odds because they felt 
not enough money was coming out of 
the pipeline," that aide recalled. 
"They asked for his head if he didn't 
do better." 

Green said there was never a con
frontation between him and civil 
rights leaders. 

There is certainly no dissatisfac
tion with him now. 

In December after the campaign 
and in January up until the day be
fore President Reagan was sworn in, 
Green and aides at the Labor De
partment processed millions of 
dollars in post-election grants to 
labor unions, consulting firms and 
the civil rights organizations. 

The Urban League, the National 
Council for Negro Women, the Mar
tin Luther King, Jr. Center for Social 
Change, the National Urban Coali
tion and Jackson's Operation PUSH 
were among the recipients. Much of 
Jackson's $2 million two-year grant 
went for the establishment here of a 
research institute, which for the first 
time gave PUSH a presence in Wash
ington. It is one of several of the la~t
minute grants, referred to as t):le 
"Midnight Specials" in the Reagan 
Labor Department, that is now slated 
for termination. An $8.6 million 
grant went to Green's former firm, 
RTP Inc. 

Green said he wanted to get the 
funds out to ensure that the organi
zations would continue to operate be
cause it was clear the Reagan admin
istration intended to cut the programs 
benefitting them .... ~ 

The Washington Post (April 12, 1981), copyright © 1981 by 
The Washington Post Company, 1150 15th St. , N.W., Wash
ington, D.C . 20071. 
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30 Liberal Groups 
Who Funded Them, 
How Much They Got 

The following shows 30 leftist groups that took tax-funded grants in the last 
five years, the agencies that gave them grants, when they were given and the total 
amount received. The totals are taken from available grant lists supplied by the 
agencies .. They represent the minimum amount of money received by these groups. 
(VISTA-funded volunteers are included in grant totals below.) 

Federal Agencies 
Organization That Gave Them Money Years Total 

Amalgamated Clothing and HHS, NEH, Labor 1979-81 $ 2,979,799 
Textile Workers 

AFL-CIO (Appalachian Labor, Transportation 1977-82 20,275,347 
Council) 

American Friends Service ACTION, Labor, 1978-82 1,354,052 
Committee Education, HHS, 

State, NEH 

Association of Community ACTION, VISTA, 1976-81 231,370 
Organizations for Reform NEH, FTC, CSA (plus funding 
Now(ACORN) for 4 volunteers) 

Center for Renewable Energy, HUD, 1979-81 1,309,570 
Resources Education 

Citizen/Labor Energy ACTION, Energy, CSA, 1979-81 288,490 
Coalition VISTA (plus 8 volunteers) 

Council on Foreign Relations NEH 1980-85 500,000 

Feminist Press Education 1979-81 446,299 

Food Research Action Center CSA 1981 645,000 

Gray Panthers HHS, VISTA, EPA 1978-82 121,483 
(plus 16 volunteers) 

International Union of Education, Labor, NEA 1979-82 6,475,579 
United Auto Workers 

League of United Latin Education, Labor 1980-82 2,728,526 
American Citizens 

League of Women Voters of State, NEH, EPA, 1977-82 1,396,842 
the United States Energy 

Massachusetts Fair Share ACTION, 1979-81 525,631 
(plus 34 volunteers) 

National Association of ACTION, Labor, CSA 1978-81 1,852,406 
Farmworkers Organization 
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Organization Agencies Years Total 

National Council on the HHS, CSA, NEH, 1977-82 83,930,480 
Aging Labor, Education 

National Council of Senior CSA, FTC, HHS, 1976-81 154,062,880 
Citizens Justice, Labor 

National Retired Teachers Labor, Justice, EPA, 1979-82 229,768,783 
Association Legal Services 

National Student Education Education 1979-81 512,486 
Fund 

National Urban Coalition Labor, Education 1977-81 2,800,717 

National Welfare Rights ACTION 1979-82 5,900 
Organization (plus 71 volunteers) 

Natural Resources Defense Energy, EPA 1978-82 1,367,768 
Council 

NOW-Legal Defense and Education 1980-81 595,961 
Education Fund 

Pacifica Foundation NEH 1979-81 408,968 

PUSH-EXCEL Labor, Education, 1978-82 5,201,669 
Commerce 

Sierra Club NEH, EPA 1978-81 757,946 

U.S. Student Association Education 1980-81 159,976 

Wider Opportunities for Justice, CSA 1980-82 344,908 
Women Inc. 

Women's Action Alliance Education 1980-81 702,471 

Women's Equity Action Education 1978-80 1,067,591 
League 

Key to Agencies 
HHS-Dept. of Health and Human Services; Labor-Dept. of Labor; Transportation-Dept. of Transportation; Educa
tion-Dept. of Education; State-Dept. of State; Energy-Dept. of Energy; Commerce-Dept. of Commerce; Legal 
Services-Legal Services Corporation; CSA-Community Services Administration; NEA-National Endowment for the 
Arts; NEH-National Endowment for the Humanities; ACTION-Agency for Volunteer Service; VISTA-Volunteers in 
Service to America; EPA-Environmental Protection Agency; FTC-Federal Trade Commission; HUD-Dept. of Housing 
and Urban Development; Justice-Dept. of Justice. 
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Hostile Congress May Scuttle 
President's New Budget 

Early last year, President Rea
gan joked that his right hand 
didn't know what his far-right 

hand was doing. Good yuks were 
had by conservatives and liberals 
alike. 

Just how far from the truth that 
statement was became clear in Febru
ary as Reagan unveiled his budget 
for Fiscal Year 1983. As the second 
installment of his Program for Eco
nomic Recovery, it is an exacting 
document whose boldest strokes may 
cause Congress some pause. 

The flip-side of the picture is the 
inability of the Reagan team to tame 
the bureaucracy. Instead of forcing 
changes in the structure, the admin
istration seeks to gut and cut. This 
is admirably tough, but a hostile Con
gress has disallowed impoundment 
of appropriated funds and can force 
a stalemate. 

For Reagan, maintammg the 
status quo is a defeat. The entrenched 
liberals are still giving away the store. 

18 

By Martin Wooster 

Despite its reputation for merciless 
budget-cutting, the proposed Reagan 
administration budget for fiscal year 
1983 is still scheduled to be $758 bi!-

The first priority for 
0MB staffers looking for 
waste is to put the 
remainder of the liberal 
pork barrel where it 
belongs-in the trash. 

lion-15 percent higher than the last 
Carter administration budget, an in
crease of $100 billion. 

Not all of the $100 bfilion is going 
toward national defense, either. The 
Treasury Department and the Su
preme Court both have been given 
bonuses in their budgets of 29 per
cent, while the Department of Health 
and Human Services-the largest de-

partment in the federal government
has been given an additional $46 bil
lion-an increase of 20 percent. 

David Stockman's budget cutters 
have treated the programs that fund 
the Left with the same selectivity 
shown toward budget-cutting in gen
eral. To its credit, two of the most 
offensive programs-intervenor fund
ing and the Community Services Ad
ministration-have been eliminated. 

The Legal Services Corporation, 
which has operated without a budget 
for the past two years, is scheduled 
to die on March 31, 1982, after the 
continuing resolution providing LSC 
funding expires-unless Reagan signs 
another spending resolution that in
cludes Legal Services. 

CET A programs are also scheduled 
for elimination, transferred to the 
states as part of the block grant for 
job training. VISTA, the most bla
tant attempt by the New Left to cap
ture a government bureaucracy, will 
die at the end of this fiscal year. 
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Critical areas of the New Left net
work, however, are intact. Perhaps 
the strongest part of the surviving 
leftist network is the National En
dowment for the Arts and Humani
ties and allied agencies. The "iron 
triangle" of arts lobbyists. culture 
czars such as Congressmen Sidney 
Yates (D-Ill.) and Frederick Rich
mond (D-N.Y.), and an arts bureau
cracy unrelentingly hostile to the Rea
gan administration's goals has not 
been broken. 

The director of the NEA, Frank 
Hodsoll, has been working for James 
Baker since Baker's days as an under
secretary at Commerce. William Ben
nett, director of the NEH, is a Demo
crat whose only known conservative 

David Stockman 
Planned new budget 

act was writing a dense tract mildly 
critical of affirmative action pro
grams. While both NEA and NEH 
budgets are supposed to be cut by 
one-third, the NEH bureaucracy is to 
be preserved, and NEA's staff is sup
posed to be increased by 20 percent. 

Other "cultural" agencies will still 
be rolling in cash. Despite cuts of 52 
percent in the Department of the In
terior's budget, the National Park 
Service still has $5 million to spend on 
"cultural policy planning." The 
limousine liberals frolicking at their 
favorite palace of culture, the John 
F. Kennedy Center for the Perform
ing Arts, are still happy that the gov
ernment will pay part of their tick
ets-$4 million worth. 

The Corporation for Public Broad
casting will continue to spend $137 
million on quality programs from 
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Britain and dull socialist broadsides 
from the United States. National 
Public Radio, crying in its bureau
cratic beer over budget cuts, its still 
prepared to take over United Press 
International, turning America's 
second-largest wire service into still 
another government bureaucracy. 

still spend $8 million for "promot
ing greater public awareness of ex
isting federal publications" through 
the Consumer Information Center. 

The Department of Commerce's 
Energy Research and Technology 
Administration (i.e., the Depart
ment of Energy), will spend $1.3 

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting will spend 
$137 million on quality British programs and dull 
socialist broadsides from the U.S. National Public 
Radio is still prepared to take over UPI and turn our 
second-largest wire service into a government 
bureaucracy. 

Another huge agency that funds 
the left, the Department of Educa
tion, is allegedly scheduled for term
ination. In fact, the federal educa
tion establishment will not be dis
mantled at all, but instead will merely 
change its name, to the Foundation 
for Education Assistance. 

Except for returning control of 
schools at overseas military bases to 
the Department of Defense, the 
Foundation will still act as a central 
slush fund for dubious research. 
Among programs still to be funded 
by the "fed-ed" are: 

• bilingual education ($94,534,<XX>) 
• "arts in education" programs 

($1,860,000) 
• educational research, "to en

large scientific understanding 
of human learning and develop
ment" ($53,645,000) 

• Fund for the Improvement of 
Secondary Education 
($11,900,000) 

• "discretionary special purpose 
projects" ($16,071,000) 

While ACTION has had its bud
get reduced by $37 million, $31 mil
lion of this cut comes from the elim
ination of VISTA. Other sections of 
ACTION remain in place, including 
$26 million for "program support" 
and $2 million for "citizen participa
tion projects" such as the Vietnam 
Veterans Leadership Project. 

The Peace Corps, under the leader
ship of Ripon Society Republican 
Loret Ruppe, was severed from 
ACTION in late 1981, with a budget 
of $97 million, only reduced by 8 per
cent from Carter administration 
levels. 

Also intact are various programs 
for "consumer education." The Gen
eral Services Administration will 

million providing ''timely informa
tion to the public." And the Con
sumer Product Safety Commission 
will have $2.2 million for "informa
tion and education.'' 

A Reagan aide has said that "to 
argue that Ronald Reagan isn't con
servative is to argue that the North 
Pole isn't cold." The Reagan admin
istration has made a commendable 
start at eliminating leftist subsidies. 
The first priority for 0MB staffers 
looking for waste is to put the re
mainder of the liberal pork b~mel 
where it belongs-in the trash. r.tE 

Action 
Here's what you can do about 

the 1983 Reagan budget: 

-Write NOW to your Senators 
and Congressmen to suppor-t 
President Reagan's elimination 
of Legal Services, CET A and 
VISTA. 

Remember: strong mail support 
helped pass the budget and tax 
cuts last year. With Congress al
ready caving in to media pres
sure, your letter or telegram 
TODAY can help turn the tide. 

In your letter, stress the im
portance of cutting the deficit 
with budget cuts, not tax hikes. 
Use the evidence given in this 
issue to support your arguments. 
Mention specific programs you 
want cut. 

ADDRESSES: U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 20510; U.S. 
House of Representatives, Wash
ington, D.C. 20515. 
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Legal Services 
Must Be Stopped 
Leftist lawyers use poor as political pawns; 
Reagan says program must end 

President Reagan believes the federal Legal Services program is more a boon for legal 
activists than a program for the poor. In 1981 and again this year, he has asked Congress to 
cut all funds for the Legal Services Corporation. · 

However, as a practical matter, considering the multi-million-dollar lobbying slush funds 
available to Legal Services grantees and their allies, the only way President Reagan can end 
LSC-financed abuses is by the exercise of his veto. So far he has been unwilling to do this. 

Why Legal Services Cannot Be Reformed and Must Be Ended 
Legal Services gives tax dollars to 325 private legal groups that are accountable only to 

themselves. The structure of the system makes its participants unaccountable to the taxpayers 
who foot the bill. 

-The legal services group decides which cases to pursue, which causes to support, and 
which targets to attack-using taxpayer dollars. 

-The board that controls each legal-services group is self-perpetuating. 
-Once a group is funded by Legal Services, the law gives them a presumptive right to more 

money in future years. 
-Legal Services attorneys are not required to keep a record of how they use their time and 

divide their work. Congressional committees and the General Accounting Office have com
plained about the lack of reliable data on legal Services management. 

-There is no economic constraint on salaried Legal Services attorneys. It costs them 
nothing to sue. Those who are sued by Legal Services must pay for their own representa
tion-for many, an economic impossibility when confronted with the millions spent by Legal 
Services. 

Legal Services lawyers are free to pursue Leftist goals without normal restraint by fee
paying clients. 

Legal Services Provides Network for Left-Wing Attorneys 
The 325 tax-funded private Legal Services groups maintain a loose network, using these 

funds to plan strategies for social change in America. The Legal Services Corporation helps 
publish the agencies' magazine, Clearinghouse Review, and also funds 20 "National Support 
Centers," one of whose primary purposes is to pursue test cases to change U.S. law. 

The December, 1979 Clearinghouse Review included an invitation to join a national group, 
Citizens for Tax Justice. Its members included such Left-dominated groups as the National 
Consumer Federation of America, the AFL-CIO, and the International Association of 
Machinists. The group opposes tax relief such as proposed in California's Proposition 13 and 
in President Reagan's tax program. 

In the spring of 1981, local Legal Services groups began their media campaign against the 
Reagan economic program. An endless stream of articles appeared in local newspapers, all 
bearing the same message-Reagan will hurt the poor by cutting Legal Services funds. 

Part of Legal Services' tactics is the collection of information on individual members of 
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Congress. A preferred procedure was outlined by LSC Research Director Alan Houseman in 
a December, 1980 memo to the 325 local groups: 

"Analyze new members of Congress from your area and review all old members of Congress. 
''What is needed is carefully compiled information about all members of Congress. 
"This includes attitudes, public statements and prior voting records .towards legal services and 

other social-benefit programs; their supporters and major contributors from within the bar and 
the general community; possible contacts with their supporters ... " 

Some Recent Examples of Questionable Legal Services Actions 
Since Legal Services started in the late 1960s, horror stories of the program's abuses have 

flowed. From suits for sex-change operations and benefits for illegal aliens, to making black 
English a certified foreign language in the Ann Arbor, Michigan schools, Legal Services has 
left its scars on common sense in government. 

While Reagan has tried to cut its funding and appoint conservatives to the LSC board, the 
abuses and their results have continued. Here is a sampling from the past year alone: 

• . Prison Riots Result from Legal Services Action. The Governor of Pennsylvania blames 
Community Legal Services of Philadelphia for helping to cause violence at Graterford Prison 
in October and November, 1981. Thirty persons were held hostage by a three-time killer, who 
was returned to the general prison population as a result of a 1975 Legal Services suit. 

"Never again should government permit 'cause' groups ... to place the purported rights of 
vicious criminals above the safety of law officers," Gov. Richard Thornburgh said. Com
munity Legal Services received $2,277,972 in federal dollars in 1980 (the most recent figures 
available). · 

• Legal-Aid Group Sues to Overturn City Referendum, Force Use of Federal Funds. 
Connecticut Legal Services, Inc., which received $1,656,488 in 1980, went to court in 1981 to 
overturn a vote by the people of Manchester, Conn., not to accept federal HUD Community 
Development money. The referendum result was 3-1 against taking the HUD grants. 

Legal Services won its victory against the city, but the decision was eventually overturned 
on appeal. 

• Pittsburgh Legal Services Joins Coalition Favoring Impeachment of President Reagan. 
Neighborhood Legal Services of Pittsburgh, Pa., which received $1,504,638 in tax dollars in 
1980, recently became a key member of the Fair Budget Coalition, which is organizing a 
grassroots political campaign against the Reagan budget. It has also called for the impeach
ment of President Reagan. 

• Legal Services Continues Fight for Illegal Aliens' "Rights." In the recent past, Legal 
Services agencies have spent much time and effort representing illegal aliens. At least two 
cases exist of Legal Services representing Iranians scheduled for deportation during the hos
tage crisis. 

The tax-funded National Center for Immigrant Rights, based in Los Angeles, challenged 
citizenship requirements for peace officers in California. The Supreme Court overruled their 
challenge, 5-4, on January 12, 1982. 

Tucson's Southern Arizona Legal Aid, Inc., which received $851,305 in 1980 from tax
payers, filed suit in January, 1982, to force a local border county to pay for free health care 
for illegal aliens. The county's health system has been overtaxed with the influx of aliens; it 
went broke in 1981 and will likely do so again this year. 

• Tax Dollars Support Iowa Man Indicted for Food-Stamp Fraud. Lester Williams, the 
unemployed father whose sensationalized New Year's Eve suicide threat caused a national 
media splash, was indicted January 7, 1982 on 18 counts of food-stamp fraud. Williams has 
been a client of Polk County Legal Aid Society, which received $431,992 in tax money in 
1980. 

Williams' letter of Dec. 30, which was printed in the Des Moines Register, stated that he 
was going to kill himself the next day because he couldn't find work and his family could use 
the welfare benefits. The legal-services group helped publicize the letter. 
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These Senators and Congressmen 
Saved Legal Services 

The following Senators and Congressmen listed are those who refused to support total abolition of the Legal Services Corpor
ation, as requested by President Reagan. 

The House vote (Record #90) was 165-221 on a McClory (R-III.) motion to recommit (kill) the funding bill. The Senate vote 
(Record #370) was 21-61 to approve the Denton (R-Ala.) amendment to delete LSC funding . 

Senate: November 13, 1981 Senate West Virginia Pennsylvania Illinois 
Byrd Coughlin Washington 

Senate Democrats Randolph Marks Savage 

Republicans Atkinson Russo 

Alabama House: June 18, 1981 
Rhode Island Fary 

Schneider Collins 
Alaska Heflin House Virginia Rostenkowski 

Murkowski Arizona Whitehurst Yates 
Stevens DeConcini Republicans Butler Annunzio 

Connecticut Arkansas Wampler Indiana 
Weicker Bumpers California Washington Benjamin 

Delaware Connecticut Mccloskey Pritchard Fithian 
Roth Dodd Connecticut Evans 

Georgia Delaware DeNardis Hamilton 
Mattingly Biden McKinney House Sharp 
Illinois Florida Delaware Democrats Jacobs 

Percy Chiles Evans Iowa 
Indiana Georgia Florida Arizona Smith 

Lugar Nunn McCollum Udall Kansas 
Kansas Hawaii Illinois Arkansas Glickman 

Dole Inouye Porter Anthony Kentucky 
Kassebaum Matsunaga Erlenborn California Hubbard 

Maine Illinois Martin Matsui Natcher 
Cohen Dixon O'Brien Fazio Perkins 

Minnesota Kentucky Railsback J . Burton Louisiana 
Boschwitz Ford Findley P . Burton Boggs 
Duren berger Huddleston Indiana Miller Tauzin 

Mississippi Louisiana Deckard Dellums Roemer 
Cochran Johnston Iowa Stark Long 

Mi"ssouri Maine Leach Edwards Maryland 
Danforth Mitchell Tauke Mineta Dyson 

New Hampshire Maryland Maine Coehlo Long 
Rudman Sarbanes Emery Panetta Mikulski 

New Mexico Massachusetts Massachusetts Beilenson Hoyer 
Domenici Kennedy Conte Waxman Byron 
Schmitt Tsongas Heckler Roybal Mitchell 

New York Michigan Michigan Dixon Barnes 
D'Amato Riegle Pursell Danielson 

Massachusetts 
North Dakota Mississippi Sawyer Dymally 

Boland 
Andrews Stennis Dunn Anderson 

Frank 
Oregon Missouri Davis Brown 

Shannon 
Hatfield Eagleton Minnesota Patterson 

Mavroules 
Pennsylvania Montana Erdahl Colorado 

Markey 
Heinz Baucus Montana Schroeder 

Studds 
Rhode Island Nebraska Marlenee Wirth 

Michigan 
Chaffee Exon New Jersey Connecticut 

Kildee 
South Dakota New Jersey Fenwick Gejdenson 

Traxler 
Abdnor Bradley Hollenbeck Ratchford 

Bonior 
Pressler Williams Rinaldo Florida 

Crockett 
Tennessee North Dakota New Mexico Fuqua 

Hertel 
Baker Burdick Lujan Bennett 

Ford 
Vermont Rhode Island New York Pepper 

Dingell 
Stafford Pell Green Fascell 

Broadhead 
Virginia South Carolina Fish Georgia 

Blanchard 
Warner Hollings Gilman Hatcher 

Wolpe 
Washington Tennessee Horton Levitas 

Minnesota 
Gorton Sasser Ohio Fowler 

Vento 
Wisconsin Texas Gradison Evans 

Sabo 
Kasten Bentsen Wylie Hawaii 

Oberstar Washington Williams Heftel 
Jackson Akaka 
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What You Can Do 
President Reagan has again asked Congress to cut all funds for the Legal Services Corporation which pro

vides direct funds for Legal Services. (Legal Services also gets money from HHS and revenue sharing grants.) It 
is uncertain whether Congress will heed the President's decision to end LSC. 

If you agree with the President, contact your Congressman and Senators. A letter is especially important if 
their names are on the list of those who voted to support LSC in 1981. Write to your elected representatives 
c/ o the United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510, or c/ o the U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, 
D.C. 20515. 

House Democrats New York North Dakota Yatron Hightower 
(continued) Downey Dorgan Edgar de la Garza 

Addabbo Ohio Murtha Leland 
Mississippi Rosenthal Shamansky W. Coyne White 

Whitten Ferraro Pease Ertel Gonzalez 
Bowen Biaggi Seiberling Walgren Kazen 

Missouri Scheuer Applegate Gaydos Frost 
Clay Chisholm Oakar Bailey Washington 
Young Solarz Stokes Murphy Swift 
Gephardt Richmond Eckart Rhode Island Bonker 
Bolling Schumer Hall St. Germain Foley 
Volkmer Rangel Mott! South Carolina Dicks 

Montana Weiss Oklahoma Holland Lowry 
Williams Garcia Jones South Dakota West Virginia 

New Hampshire Bingham Synar Daschle Rahall 
D'Amours Ottinger Watkins Tennessee Wisconsin 

New Jersey McHugh McCurdy Bouquard Aspin 
Hughes Stratton English Gore Kastenmeier 
Howard LaFalce Oregon Jones Zablocki 
Roe Nowak AuCoin Ford Reuss 
Rodino Lundine Wyden Texas Obey 
Minish North Carolina Weaver Wilson 
Guarini Jones Pennsylvania Mattox 
Dwyer Neal Foglietta Pickle 

$400M-

$350M-
en 
z $300M-0 
..J 
..J $250M-
:E 

Legal z $200M-
en 
a: 

Services ct $150M-..J 
..J 
0 $100M-

Spending 
C 

<D 

$ 50M- ~ -i ,.. C0 

Since 1975 
,-.. 

L{) <.O r-,.. co a, 0 T"" C\I 
r-,.. r-,.. r-,.. r-,.. r-,.. co co co 
a, a, a, a, a, a, a, a, 
T"" T"" T"" T"" T"" T"" T"" T"" 

D Nixon-Ford Carter □ Reagan 
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From Inquiry_ Magazine 

CETA Jobs Program Aids Left, 
Spends $51 Billion In 8 Years 

Since 1973, the CETA jobs and training program has spent more than $50 billion with slight success in curbing un
employment. A 1979 survey found that more than 60 percent of CET A public-service workers were unemployed 90 
days after their "training" ended. 

Carter's Labor Secretary, Ray Marshall, admitted to Congress that CET A was a make-work program designed to 
alter unemployment statistics a bit. "If you're going to stimulate the economy, we think this is a good way to do it," 
Marshall said. 

President Reagan succeeded in ending the wasteful CET A jobs program. This year he hopes to scrap the equally 
suspect job-training portion of CET A. 

In an August 1981 article for Inquiry magazine, freelance investigator Jim Bovard uncovered the following ex
amples of CET A waste and abuse: 

• In Atlanta, a Communist activist was paid $500 
a month, in his words, "to organize for demonstra-
tion and confrontation." · 

* * * 

• $640,000 went in 1980-81 to the Gay and Les
bian Community Services Center in Los Angeles 
"to provide education about gay lifestyles and gay 
people's problems." At one point, CET A paid for 
half of the Center's staff of 84. 

* * * 

• Leftist organizations often receive CET A mon
ey. In New York, for example, CETA workers 
helped organize a tenant strike against landlords. 

* * * 

• Big CET A dollars flow into minority-advocacy 
groups. Jesse Jackson's PUSH received $2.5 million 
in 1980-81, and the National Urban League got 28 
CETA grants nationwide. Both groups actively lobby 
against Reagan's budget and tax plans. 

* * * 

• In Florida, CETA trainees went door-to-door, 
trying to get more people to register for food stamps. 

* * * 

• In Bath County, Va., CETA paid county 
employees to attend dance classes. 

* * * 

• In Arizona, CET A paid college students to 
train for a track meet. 

* * * 
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• $41,000 in CET A money was spent to stage 
"The Leaping Lesbian Follies," which featured 
women (only) cavorting in the nude. The show was 
sponsored by a militant feminist group. 

* * * 

• In Chicago, CETA jobs are used as political 
payoffs. An audit by the state of Illinois called CET A 
"a refuge of cronyism." 

* * * 

• The American Friends Service Committee, 
which favors U.S. disarmament, received $183,804 
from CET A in 1978-81. 

* * * 

• In Montgomery County, Md., CETA paid nine 
women $145 a week to attend ballet school. 

* * * 

• In Seattle last year, CET A paid 14 young 
homosexuals to stage "Lavender Horizons," a pro
duction of the Seattle Gay Youth Summer Theatre 
Project. 

* * * 

• A female CET A worker in Chicago was paid 
for "playing checkers" with other employees, ac
cording to her own account. 

* * * 

• A Washington, D.C. organization received 
$261,933 to help other groups like it get CET A 
money. 
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Arts And Humanities Dollars 
Bankroll Leftist Groups 

National 
Endowment 
for the Arts 

~ 

Bl 
President Reagan proposed to cut in half the budget of the National EndQwment for the Arts 

(NEA) and the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). Instead of saving the taxpayers as 
much as $170 million, Congress voted to spend $143 million for NEA and $130 million for NEH in 
1982-cuts of less than 15 percent from projected Carter levels. 

Under Carter NEH appointee Joseph Duffey (former chairman of Americans for Democratic 
; Action), funding of Left groups reached new heights. Here are some examples of liberal organiza

tions and their ''projects'': 

• SANE EDUCATION FUND, $115,451 (1979 and 1980 combined). SANE (Scientists Against 
Nuclear Energy) was paid in two successive years by NEH to produce 13 weekly radio shows "to ex
amine the impact of nuclear weapons on American culture.'' 

• COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, $500,000 (1980 and 1981). CPR, founded and 
dominated by David Rockefeller, received the half-million-dollar NEH grants for its International 
Affairs Fellowship Program. 

• SIERRA CLUB, $87,493 (1980). The Sierra Club, among environmental groups the most 
vocal in denouncing Interior chief James Watt, received its NEH grant to collect and transcribe 40 
to 60 taped interviews of Sierra Club activists and other environmental leaders. 

• NATIONAL COUNCIL ON AGING, $910,907 (1979). This grant was to allow the Council 
to continue "the development and use of humanities materials in senior centers. The Council also 
received $135,000 in 1980 and $48,000 in 1981 from NEA. 

• WORKING WOMEN (NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF OFFICE WORKERS), $216,953 
(1979 and 1980). Working Women received this grant for a two-year project to "implement a curric
ulum on the history of working women, to be disseminated through national networks of women's. 
studies programs.'' 

• UNIONS received big grants from NEH under Duffey. The following grants are from just 
1980 and 1981: International Ladies Garment Workers Union (ILGWU), $175,000; Amalgamated 
Clothing and Textile Workers Union, $317,000; District 1199 (New York) of the Drug and Hospital 
Employees Union, $300,000; and the AFL-CIO George Meany Center for Labor Studies, $30,000. 

• OTHER PROJECTS INCLUDE: 
-An erotic arts show (as advertised) this winter at the Washington, D.C. Women's Arts Center, cosponsored by 

NEA and a store called The Pleasure Chest, "which sells lingerie, leather items, vibrators and 'toys for adults'." ( Wash
ington Post) $9,000 in tax dollars was spent on this project. 

-A 1981 survey of how religion affects votes by congressmen. NEH-funded sociologists divided congressmen into 
the following "religious categories"-Nominal; Legalistic, emphasizing rigid rules and lifestyle; Self-concerned, see
ing religion as a source of social comfort; People-concerned, having a marked concern for social justice; Integrated, 
balancing religious themes; and Nontraditional, believing in a more abstract God. 

-A radio series on prominent secular humanists of the 20th century, broadcast in 1981 on National Public Radio 
stations and funded by NEH. Among those honored in this series of "sound portraits": Bertolt Brecht, Noam Chom
sky, Simone de Beauvoir, W.E.l:i. DuBois and Sigmund Freud. 
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CD Exclusive: 

Feminist Network 
Fed By Federal Grants 
Insider exposes Education Department scandal 

Conservative Digest received this ac
count of ultra-Left activists in the 
Reagan administration from a con
cerned employee in the Education 
Department. The employee has asked 
to remain anonymous. 

The Women's Educational Equity 
Act Program (WEEAP) is not a large 

. program, with only a $6-million 
budget. But in the hands of Ms. Leslie 
Wolfe, a radical feminist, WEEAP to
day is funding hard-Left women's 
groups. Reagan's Education Secre
tary, Terrel Bell, has called for elim
ination of the program, but the grants 
to leftists are still approved. 

* * * 
Congress passed the Women's Ed-

ucational Equity Act in 1974. "Educa
tional programs in the U.S .... are fre
quently inequitable as much programs 
relate to women ... It is the purpose 
of this ... to provide educational equity 
to women." 

The program is allowed to give 
grants for model projects around the 
country. New approaches to the 
equity problem are supposed to be ex
plored. To make certain the projects 

WEEAP has been 
turned into a money 
machine for a network 
of openly radical feminists. 

would be diverse and potentially use
ful, no one organization could be 
given more than one grant at a time. 

But Congress did not reckon with 
the likes of Leslie Wolfe. WEEAP 
is today a money machine for a net
work of openly radical feminist 
groups. 

Twisting the Grant Approval Process 
WEEAP's problems have as much 

to do with structure as with Wolfe's 
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personal political agenda. The pres
ent grant approval process allows the 
program's director to exercise near
total control over who gets money, 
because higher-ups (including the 
Secretary of Education) routinely 
rubber-stamp her edicts. 

The process begins with the solici
tation by WEEAP of grant requests . 
Anyone who desires an application 

7 
~~-~= ~ -·~ 

C 

may be placed on the mailing list 
and receive (at government ex
pense) the necessary form . 

The WEEAP director-in this 
case, Leslie Wolfe-then selects 
a peer panel of "experts in the field," 
who meet in Washington to review 
the year's applications and rate them 
in order of worthiness. (The Educa
tion Secretary and the appropriate 
assistant secretary have the power to 
name members of this review panel, 
but generally refuse to do so.) 

After the rating process, the list 
then goes to Ms. Wolfe, who can 
select whichever grant she wants for 
funding, regardless of the panel's 
recommendations. 

With the list thus tailored to her 
own preferences, the WEEAP direc
tor sends the approved grants up the 
chain of command for approval. No 
matter how outrageous the proposal, 
no matter how duplicative the pro
grams may be, no matter the nature 
of the group receiving the grant
the governing assistant secretary and 
the Secretary of Education routine
ly approve. 

WEEAP's bitter harvest for tax
payers in 1981 included funding for 

special-interest lobbying groups and 
the usual coterie of Wolfe's radical 
associates. 

Wolfe's most audacious move was 
the double funding of the National 
Organization for Women (NOW) 
Legal Defense and Education Fund. 
The original document for the 1981-
82 grant was changed to indicate 
that different personnel were admin
istering the two separate grants. 

This enabled NOW to use the ex
cuse that two different offices were 
getting the grants. But since there is 
only one NOW Legal Defense and 
Education Fund, the regulations lim
iting WEEAP grants were clearly 
violated. 

Thus, in 1981, NOW's spin-off 
group received $170,178 to "choose 
community leaders to be trained on 
using the press to promote sex equity, 
develop strategies to cope with rac
ism and sexism-a campaign for 
equity on a local level." It also re
ceived $105,577 to produce TV spots 
concerning "equity." The ·second 
grant will continue through the end 
of 1982. 

Other 1981 WEEAP grants in
cluded: 

• $87,067 to the Bay Area Bi
lingual Education League, Inc., to 
pay for training Hispanic farm
women in "citizen advocacy and 
community organizing," i.e., polit
ical activities. The group is directed 
by Dolores Huerta, a vice-president 
of Cesar Chavez's United Farm 
Workers (UFW). 

• $141,087 to the Council on In
terracial Books for Children, to pub
lish a "feminist basal reader" for 
third-graders . The Council considers 
most children's classics to be racist 
and sexist. 

• $25,000 to Planned Parenthood 
of Southeastern Pennsylvania, for 
a project to eliminate racism and sex
ism in academic counseling. The 
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organization has an abortion clinic on 
its premises. 

• $117,411 to the National Stu
dent Education Fund for a national 
conference. (NSEF is a tax-exempt 
arm of the United States Student 
Association, a federally funded 
Marxist youth group described in 
fuller detail on pages 12 and 13.) 

With one exception, these proj
ects received multi-year funding. 
The dollar figures are only for 1981 
spending. 

Funding Wolfe's Feminist Network 
WEEAP haf> no official forms for 

the evaluation of projects. Funding is 
continued year after year with no 
examination of the usefulness of the 

project or its products. Project of
ficers charged with the task of mon
itoring WEEAP-funded activities 
are given no official instructions
nothing exists in writing to guide 
them in their oversight duties. 

This would seem strange were it not 
for a purpose, and there is a pur
pose in Ms. Wolfe's sabotaging her 
program's congressional mandate. 

Ms. Wolfe holds a career position 
-she cannot be fired without great 
difficulty. As an entrenched bureau
crat, she is now in a powerful posi
tion to aid her radical feminist allies 
with taxpayer money. She can main
tain a low profile, yet be extremely 
effective. 

WEEAP's $6 million is ideal seed 

money for starting new projects and 
feeding old friends. Since so many 
projects are multi-year in nature, they 
can be renewed with even greater 
funding in later years. (NOW's grant 
was actually increased in 1981, from 
$160,004 to $170, 178.) Since Rea
gan's election, Ms. Wolfe's actions 
are more outrageous than ever. 

Leslie Wolfe is but one monarch in 
the feudal Washington bureaucracy, 
imperiously guarding her fiefdom. 
Her policies violate both regulation 
and the mandate of Congress. Her 
disdain for the President and the peo
ple she ( ostensibly) serves ill-equips 
her to faithfully execute her duties. 
She deserves a swift dethronement. [IE 

Test Scores Fall As Aid 
To Education Rises 1966-1981 

In 1966 
SAT Verbal 
Scores 
467 

In 1966 

1966 '68 
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In 1981 
SAT Math 
Scores 
466 

~--scores 
424 

'80 
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The Grantsmanship Grune: 
Funding The Liberal Interests 
Leftists win, taxpayers lose 

A
merica's political rhetoric is 
saturated with bitter condem
nation of the rise of the spe

cial interest lobbies. 
Overlooked almost entirely, how

ever, is the fact that the federal gov
ernment has been generously finan
cing them year after year-with our 
money. 

Spend a few days poring over the 
government's computer printouts of 
its grants, awards and contracts, and 
you will readily see what I mean. 

Washington has been subsidizing 
thousands of groups, organizations, 
institutes, think tanks, associations, 
academics, lobbyists, political cru
saders, consumerists, feminists-you 
name it. 

In fact, it is difficult to find any 
organization that is not receiving fed
eral funds for one purpose or an
other-from the YWCA to the Na
tional Football League. 

In most cases the bureaucrats who 
approve the hundreds of millions of 
dollars that go to these special in
terest recipients haven't the slightest 
idea exactly how the money they 
shovel out will be spent. 

There is little if any monitoring 
of how the funds are expended or 
who benefits from their expenditure. 
Often the funds end up paying for 
some report or study which no one 
will ever read. 

"Essentially, it's a public jobs pro
gram for special interest groups," 
said one savvy contract officer in 
the Department of Education. 

Although the staffs of many of 
these groups are almost totally fi
nanced by federal grants and con
tracts, they are rarely if ever ex
amined by Congress to see how they 
have spent their funds and what the 
taxpayers have received in return. · 
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By Donald Lambro 

Yet these funds have often been 
used to influence federal legislation 
and government policies, lobby legis
latures, bring law suits against states 
and municipalities, and mount polit
ical pressure on everything from food 
stamps to abortions. 

As fatter grants and contracts be
came available during the 1970s, 
many of these so-called advocacy 
groups began to establish tax-exempt 
spin-off groups or so-called educa
tion and research conduits through 
which they funneled their federal 
dollars. 

... it is difficult to find any 
organization that is not 
receiving federal funds for 
one purpose or another
from the YWCA to the 
National Football League. 

My own investigation into this 
shadowy world of federally bankroll
ed special interests revealed a seem
ingly endless list of subsidized organ
izations-from the U.S. Lawn Tennis 
Association to the Americans for 
Democratic Action. 

Many of them, such as the Na
tional Governors Association, the 
National League of Cities, the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, or the Na
tional Association of Counties have 
million dollar-plus budgets. They oc
cupy huge office complexes in Wash
ington, pay their officers exceedingly 
well, and use their federally-financed 
staffs to lobby the government in 
behalf of their demands-in favor of 
bigger budgets, expanded programs, 
and more federal aid. 

Curiously, the people who run 
these enterprises do not attempt to 
hide the fact that they are lobbying 
with the help of federal tax dollars. 
While researching my book, FAT 
CITY: How Washington Wastes 
Your. Taxes, I talked with a Na
tional Governors Association official 
about the purposes of his organiza
tion. 

"There's no question that we are 
here to get more money for these 
programs (revenue sharing, block 
grants, etc.)," he said, pointing out 
that the research being done in-house 
with federal funds was often "val
uable to governors as lobbyists" 
when they push for federal program 
expansion before Congress. 

Are these grants and funding proj
ects worthwhile? The many groups 
and wealthy organizations who re
lentlessly hunt for these federal 
dollars obviously think they are. Yet 
among some of those who staff these 
groups, there is an occasional blunt 
assessment: "I happen to believe that 
a lot of it (grants) is a crock," one 

Donald Lambro 

Conservative Digest April 1982 



1 
l 

group official told me. "But we 
didn't build the system. The Feds 
built it and we have to play the game, 
otherwise we would be opting out to 
the other special interests.'' 

Thus, the predatory nature of the 
"grantsmanship game" is to beat the 
other special interests to the federal 
bucks or be beaten. 

Reviewing the multitude of con
tracts, grants and awards for fiscal 
1981, one is immediately struck by 
the prolific numbers or organizations 
feeding at the federal trough. Inter
estingly enough, many of the same 
names appear again and again on 
various listings from agency to 
agency. 

This is because the government is 
a veritable supermarket of grants and 
contracts. And the special interest 

'' ... we didn't build the 
system. The Feds built it 
and we have to play the 
game, otherwise we would 
be opting out to the other 
special interests. '' 

groups are out shopping for every 
dollar they can lay their hands on. 

The only problem is that much of 
what the American taxpayer is buying 
is worthless, or at the very least of 
ext-remely low priority in terms of 
national social needs. Consider some 
recent examples from the Department 
of Energy: 

• A $13,689 grant to Minorities 
Organized for Energy of Silver 
Spring, Md. to participate in a work
shop for minorities in renewable en
ergy. 

• A $52,620 grant to the Energy 
Foundation of Texas in Houston to 
examine the ''cultural and manage
ment practices for (the) Chinese 
tallow tree as a biomass fuel source." 

• A $179,644 grant to the En
vironmental Action Foundation of 
Washington, D.C. to develop a "util-
ity clearinghouse.'' . 

• A $10,000 grant to Consumer 
Action Now of New York to hold 
"Women and Energy Workshops." 

• A $43,437 grant to the Nation
al Wildlife Federation of Washing
ton, D.C. to hold a "Symposium on 
the environmental impacts of synthet
ic fuels production.'' 
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• A $315,170 grant to the Na
tional League of Cities of Washing
ton, D.C. to work on "municipal en
ergy conservation." 

• A $46,856 grant to the National 
Consumer Research Institute for a 
conference on "Energy and the 
Community-The Decade Ahead.'' 

• An $88,000 grant to the Na
tional Association .of Women "to 
provide assistance and procurement 
information to women owned busi
nesses." 

• A $10,000 grant to the Nation
al Council of Churches to prepare 
"graphic materials relating to energy 
emergency planning.'' 

DOE's list of grants continues for 
many pages, including a $69,395 
grant to make a movie called "The 
Energy Report" and a $10,000 grant 
to put together a "bicycle slide show 
and public service announcements." 
The list of recipients and their pro
jects stunningly illustrate why Amer
ica could survive without a Depart
ment of Energy. 

Throughout these grants and con
tracts one finds a seemingly endless 
variety of highly political activist or
ganizations of all shapes and sizes 
pursuing grassroots, advocacy pro
grams from an almost uniformly left-

ist point of view. 
In most cases these activities and 

causes are being financed by taxpay
ers who would not, if asked, sup
port such causes voluntarily. Thus, 
one finds DOE giving $20,000 to 
the Environmental Defense Fund, 
$180,000 to the Environmental Ac
tion Foundation, $10,000 to Consum
er Action Now, and $20,000 to Cit
izen/Labor Energy Coalition. 

Nowhere has the propensity of the 
bureaucracy to fund political and 
social advocacy organizations of the 
left been greater than at ACTION, 
the government's collection of vol
unteer pwgrams such as VISTA and 
the Peace Corps. 

An examination of ACTION's fis
cal 1981 grants reveals, for ex
ample, a $228,000 grant to the Great
er Washington Central Labor Coun
cil of the AFL-CIO; a $15,000 grant 
to the feminist Nine to Five Organ
ization for Women Office Workers; 
a $10,000 grant to Organizing for 
Social Change, Inc. of Providence, 
R.I.; and a $5,000 grant to the lib
eral American Friends Service Com
mittee. 

Similarly, the employment and 
training contracts at the Department 

Continued on next page 
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Grants Game 
Continuedjrom previous page 

of Labor have channeled funds to 
leftward organizations such as the 
National Council of La Raza 
($91,000), the Rev. Jesse Jackson's 
PUSH for Excellence, Inc. ($2 
million), and the National Urban Co
alition ($9,950). 

It is not surprising to see Amer
ica's largest urban lobbying group, 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, on 
the list for $55,000, nor the liberal 
think tank, Mathematica Policy Re
search, receiving $325,000. 

The greening of the special inter
ests is also much in evidence over 
at the Department of Education 
where the 1981 grant lists reveal 
millions of dollars being poured into 
a Who's Who of liberal to far-left 
organizations far removed from the 
political mainstream of American 
life. 

For example, the American Feder
ation of Teachers had its palms 
greased for $107,000. The American 
Bar Association, which lobbies hard 
for federal programs such as Legal 
Services to absorb the excess law 
school graduates, was the recipient 
of $1 million in grants. 

... the government is a 
veritable supermarket of 
grants and contracts. And 
the special interest groups 
are out shopping J or every 
dollar they can lay their 
hands on. 

Other Department of Education re
cipients include Planned Parenthood, 
$110,364; the American Friends 
Service Committee, $64,923; the Na
tional Organization of Women's Leg
al Defense and Education Fund, 
$105,577; the Center for Law and 
Social Policy, $257,000; the Feminist 
Press, $64,635; the U.S. Student 
Association, $55,284; the United 
Auto Workers, $7,686. 

"The purpose of these groups is to 
influence legislation and public pol
icies," said a prominent Washington 
attorney whose career originally be
gan in the public interest movement. 
He estimated that various so-called 
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public interest and consumer-oriented 
organizations were receiving at least 
$100 million a year in federal grants 
and contracts during the 1970s. 

"Their traditional sources of finan
cing were drying up," he said, "so 
the only place left to look (for sup
port) to is the government." 

Funds for many of these organiza
tions under the Reagan administra
tion has been measurably curtailed. 
The days when highly politicized 
groups such as Midwest Academy, a 
leftist training institution for com
munity activists, could depend on 
yearly funding from ACTION or 
other federal agencies for their count
er-culture activities have been ended 
in many programs. 

So-called public participation 
grants which generously fed the 
Ralph Nader-type groups have been 
trimmed at the Federal Trade Com
mission. And the new crowd at the 
Legal Services Corporation has 
tightened the reins on funding of left
ist research centers and financing 
political activities and legislative lob
bying. 

Moreover, with the elimination of 
the Great Society's Community 
Services Administration, the days 
when the National Urban League 
could pick up a quick $125,000 grant 
or the Food Research Action Center 
was given $645,000 to help them lob
by for food stamp expansion are fad
ing. 

Still, groups and organizations of 
virtually every stripe continue to re
ceive millions of dollars in funding 
from almost every department and 
agency of the government for one 
project or another. 

"Many of the same old groups are 
still being funded over here," an of
ficial with the Department of Educa
tion told me. "The spigot hasn't been 
turned completely off by any 
means." 

''There is still a lot of money in 
the pipeline," according to one Sen
ate Appropriations Committee aide, 
"for many of these organizations, 
and while the budgets may be cut 
back, the grants and contract game 
is still being played as aggressively 
as ever.'' 

Can it be stopped? Yes, if the Rea
gan administration's Office of Man
agement and Budget is willing to 
undertake a wall-to-wall houseclean
ing of every grant, award and con
tract that has been issued in the cur-

rent fiscal year. 
For openers, an executive order 

should be issued calling for a review 
of everyone of them under a strin
gent criteria of priority and need. 
Those that do not meet such a test 
should be summarily terminated. 

Congress would also do well to re
examine every appropriation bill for 
any and all funds used for grants, 
contracts and awards to groups and 
organizations which do not deserve to 
be supported by America's hardpress
ed taxpayers. 

President Jimmy Carter 
Increased Federal Grant Programs 

Clearly, then, lawmakers who are 
arguing that budgets have already 
been "cut to the bone" have never 
bothered to examine the grant con
tract lists such as the one at the Na
tional Endowment for the Human
ities. 

An all-too-typical grant from this 
agency is the $28,477 to the Ameri
can Bar Association of Chicago. Its 
purpose: ''To support the planning 
of a program aimed at increasing the 
public's understanding of funda
mental principles of our legal and 
judicial system." 

Someone should tell the well-heeled 
legal professionals that they had better 
fund this one themselves. In case 
they haven't noticed, our Treasury· is 
deeply in debt. 

Donald Lambro has taken a new look 
at the growth and cost of the federal 
government in a recently aired pub
lic television special, Star Spangled 
Spenders. ~ 
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Tom Pauken: 
A Conservative Takes ACTION 
And Stops The Left's Gravy Train 
Interview by CD Editor John Lofton, February 9, 1982 

CD: Mr. Pauken, some of those 
on the left who are having their fed
eral funds cut are critical of what 
you're doing here at ACTION, and 
they're accusing you of conducting 
some kind of leftwing witch hunt. 

What exactly are you trying to 
accomplish and why? 

Pauken: The law under which this 
agency operates is known as the 
Domestic Volunteer Service Act. 
Amended in 1973, that act in its sec
tion on political activities provides: 

"No part of any funds appro
priated to carry out this act or any 
program administered by the 
ACTION agency shall be used to fi
nance, directly or indirectly, any ac
tivity designed to influence the out
come of any election to federal of
fice or the outcome of any election 
to state or local public office, or any 
voter registration activity, etc." 

And it goes on to indicate that par
tisan and nonpartisan political ac
tivity is not permitted and that fed
eral funds are not to be used for 
political purposes on behalf of any
body-conservatives, liberals, social
ists or Ku Klux Klansmen. 

Our concern in coming into office 
was that the previous administration, 

''/ was shocked at the 
depth of funding of 
activist groups ... that 
in the name of the poor, 
the needy, or the sick, 
are in reality organized 
for the purpose ... of 
gaining political power. '' 

headed by the antiwar activist Sam 
Brown, was heavily funding political
ly active organizations involved-di
rectly or indirectly-in lobbying for 
or against a variety of public policy 
issues. 
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That's wrong. We are eliminating 
that funding in this administration 
and we're not funding any political 
activities on the right. I don't believe 
the federal government ought to be in 
the business of using tax dollars to 
promote political points of view. 

Specifically, under the previous ad
ministration, some $200,000 went to 
the Tom Hayden and Jane Fonda
related Laurel Springs Institute in 
California-a part of their Campaign 
for Economic Democracy umbrella, 
which they used under VISTA fund
ing. 

More than a half-million dollars 
went to an organization in Chicago, 
the Midwest Academy, headed by 
former SDS leaders Paul and Heather 
Booth. This group, founded by the 
now deceased radical Saul Alinsky, 
is the organizational network for 
the New Left that trains community 
organizers. 

The Citizens/Labor Energy Co
alition, heavily funded by this agency 
in the past, organizes antinuclear ac
tivity throughout the country. A 
variety of tenants' rights activist 
organizations were funded through 
VISTA under the previous adminis
tration which took positions on be
half of or in opposition to various 
referenda concerning tenants' is
sues. 

An organization associated with 
Ralph Nader's Public Interest Re
search Groups received approxi
mately $1 million from ACTION. 

The irony is that they probably 
shouldn't have gotten it under the law 
in the first place. If they want to get 
funding for their ideological causes, 
that's fine, but let them go raise it 
from their ideological brethren. 

CD: How widespread is this prob
lem? 

Pauken: Well, I knew that this 
agency had spent some money on this 
kind of activity. I didn't realize it 
amounted to tens of millions of 
dollars. 

I was shocked at the depth of the 

funding of political activist groups 
under the previous administration. 
I'm referring to the various organ
izations that in the name of the poor, 
the needy, or the sick, are in reality 
organized for the purpose of chang
ing this political and economic system 
and then gaining political power. 

In a recent article in Social Policy 
magazine, one of the officials of the 
New Orleans-based Association of 
Community Organizations For Re
form Now (ACORN)-which has re
ceived substantial grants from 
ACTION in the past-had this to say: 

Tom Pauken 
Director, ACTION 

"We do not use our food-buying 
clubs as anything other than a tool to 
build the necessary social bonds for 
our people to struggle in the political 
and social arena. Our interest is not in 
specific or immediate reforms; in
stead, our purpose in such participa
tion is to build political power.'' 

And then in an ACORN training 
manual, there is this: "Our goal is 
building power. We're not interested 
in just making people like one an
other.'' 

Continued on next page 
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CD Interview 
Continued from previous page 

In addition, the request for funds 
from the Midwest Academy said their 
project would address the following 
issue: 

"The great majority of people in 
poverty feel unable to deal with its 
causes and remain trapped in its vic
ious cycle. They need the help of skill
ful organizers who can help them 
understand the root causes of their 
poverty and enable them to take 
collective action to improve their 
standard of living.'' 

Under the grant, of course, the 
Midwest Academy would provide and 
train the VISTA volunteers so that 
they could become, "skillful or
ganizers. " 

Then they had a series of instruc
tions and topics for the VISTA vol
unteers-again using taxpayers' doll
ars. Topics on the agenda included 
"organizing for power, direct action 
organizing, some guidelines on Mass 
Lobby Day, organizing rallies." 

VISTA volunteers were taught how 
to pick an issue to fight about, and 
to target an enemy who could be por
trayed publicly in a bad light. 

ACTION probably was a signif
icant funding arm of the New Left 
political movement, and kept a lot of 
its organizations going. There's no 
question in my mind that in order 
to organize they were heavily de
pendent upon federal funding. 

CD: Are we talking about thou
sands of people or tens of thou
sands-again, all totaled over the 5 years? ::i: 

Pauken: It's hard to say. Over the ~ 
years there were thousands, to be ~ 
sure. Probably there are a few key 1 
organizations, with affiliates in some ~ 
50 to 100 communities around the ~ 
country; if you look beneath the sur- "' 
face at most of those organizations 
involved in community organizing, 
they have now or have had federal 
grants in order to operate. 

CD: Are all or most of these ac
tivities here illegal, or close to being 
illegal-or what? 

Pauken: The House Appropria
tions Committee in 1979 raised seri
ous questions about whether this type 
of funding ought to continue. 

Not only was this against the spirit 
of the law, but-look, it's one thing 
to inherit somebody else's mess, but 
after a year, it's your own mess. We 
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resolved from the beginning to do 
what we could to see that politically 
activist groups-of any cause-were 
not involved in getting funding. 

I happen to be opposed to abor
tion; I personally support the Right 
to Life effort. However, I would not 
be in favor of a federal agency pro
viding funds for this movement. 
Politically activist groups need to 
raise their funds in the private sec
tor and to get volunteers that way 
too. I think that's the way it ought 
to be. Those are the rules for all or
ganizations. Our inspector general's 
office is auditing the projects, and 
we require it to follow the rules (con
cerning political activities). 

We terminated a project in Phil
adelphia where one of the VISTA 
volunteers was involved in a union 
demonstration at the home of the 
mayor. We thought that was rather 
clearly in violation of the statute, 
but a federal judge overturned our 
decision . 

We've done two things: made sure 
funding will not continue to go to 

prove who's using the only telephone 
for what? Is the non-political organi
zation's telephone service, which is 
paid for by the federal government, 
being used by the political organiza
tion? I think it's reasonable to as
sume that funds are commingled, but 
proving it under the law is another 
matter. 

You may have two organizations: 
one, your "non-political" organiza
tion" that receives federal funding; 
and another, separate organization in 
the same room with the same tele
phone involved in political activity. 
And they say, ''Gee, we did that on 
our own time," or; "We did that 
separately; in terms of any political 
involvement, it wasn't connected 
with the project." 
· From a legal standpoint, however, 

there may be technical problems in 
proving this commingling of funds. 

We have upgraded our inspector 
general's office: The previous admin
istration did not have an indepen
dent inspector general. It was an of
fice given low priority. Obviously, we 

I don 't believe the federal 
government ought to be in 

the business of using tax 
dollars to promote 

political points of view. 

these kinds of organizations, and we 
are auditing many ongoing projects 
for violations of law. Where there are 
violations, we refer them to the ap
propriate authorities. 

CD: Do you think, based upon 
what you've discovered thus far, that 
the law was winked at, or even bla
tantly disregarded? 

Pauken: It's like having a polit
ical organization with one office. If 
that office is shared by another non
political organization, how can you 

-TomPauken 
Director, ACTION 

have upgraded it. 
CD: Are you its boss? 
Pauken: Yes . But although I am 

the boss, the inspector general is ul
timately independent. 

CD: You're going to be hard-nosed 
on this? 

Pauken: Yes. 
CD: Is ACTION the only federal 

agency through which federal dollars 
are given to these radical and lib
eral groups? 

Pauken: We know one case in 
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Pauken with CD Editor John Lofton 

which we cut off the funding of an 
organization that had spent substan
tial sums in grant money for mem
berships in health clubs and a trip to 
Puerto Rico to attend some Pan 
American basketball championship . 
We found that hard to justify as pov
erty related. 

We also learned in the investigation 
that this organization had received 
money from other agencies-includ
ing the Department of Education
and were trying to get money from 
Interior to cover the money they owed 
this agency. They used the money 
from this agency to pay off money 
owed the Department of Education 
in their grant process. 

Organizations like these go to every 
agency in town to get funding . But 
we have made it a strong policy that 
it isn't going to happen here. 

CD: Let's talk about your prede
cessor, Sam Brown. What kind of a 
ship did he run here? 

Pauken: Sam Brown was part of the 
New Left political coalition. He ap
parently came into this office with the 
idea that he would build and support 
that political network, and he put a 
lot of federal tax dollars into that 
network. 

His choice as director of VISTA
Marge Tabankin-was one of those 
who went to Hanoi, and took part in 
the antiwar activist efforts. 

They had Lee Weiner as a consul
tant. Weiner was a member of the 
Chicago Seven. 

They set out to get as much money 
as possible out to their ideological 
bretheren. 

CD: In doing this, how close did 
they come, in your judgment, to 
breaking the law? 

Pauken: I think in the 1979 hear-
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ings before the House Appropriation 
Subcommittee it was a very close call 
as to whether additional action would 
be taken. In a different time and un
der a different administration, some 
action would have been taken. The 
spirit of the law was violated in my 
opinion. 

CD: When they left, did they strip 
files or take records? Do you think 
you really know everything Sam 
Brown did while he was at ACTION? 

Pauken: No. Who knows what was 
taken? We know that records were 
taken by a former senior official. Al
though we were able to get these 
records back, I can't say we have a 
complet_e set of records of what took 
place in the previous administration. 

CD: Did Brown take what he was 
entitled to take? Of course, one of 
the problems is that you don't know 
exactly what he took. 

Pauken: I don't know what he 
took. He was entitled to take his per
sonal papers. But I don't know what 
else was taken. Sometimes you learn 
things by an unusual situation. In 
Dallas, my home community, they 
funded a self-proclaimed socialist or
ganization called the Bois d' Arc Pa
triots . They had a VISTA grant, and 
it turned up on a fluke. We found out 
that our agency turned over furni
ture to them, which they were using 
in their offices. As a result, we got 
the furniture back. 

I sent out a directive to our people 
asking whether any other agency 
equipment had been given out to 
various organizations. At the Laurel 
Springs Institute we turned up a 
TV monitor that had been given to 
them. How that fits in to poverty
related activities, I don't know. 

I can't say we've caught every-

thing, but we've got a pretty good 
record of shutting down most of 
those activities that were in violation 
of the spirit, if not the letter, of the 
law. 

CD: What about the bottom line, 
then? What have you been able to 
accomplish, and how effective have 
you been? 

Pauken: We have stopped almost 
all of the funding of politically 
oriented or activist groups begun 
under the previous administration, 
where permitted by the law. Ob
viously, there's some funding which 
was in progress prior to our getting 
in office. Almost all of that will be 
finished in the next couple of months. 

We make sure that these matters 
are reviewed throughout the organ
ization. So, if someone in the bur
eaucracy, on a personal whim, wants 
to fund politically activist groups, 
they don't have the authority. 

CD: Would you say that anyone 
need be concerned that poor peo
ple will suffer from your de-funding 
of these groups? 

Pauken: Absolutely not. These 
groups didn't do anything for poor 
people. We're facing budget cuts at 
this agency, and yet we're putting 
more volunteers into the field. We're 
beefing up our Older American Vol
unteers, the volunteers who truly 
want to help the needy, and we've 
cut out this wasteful expenditure of 
tax dollars. 

CD: How have the leftists reacted 
to your administration of ACTION? 

Pauken: Well, I'm not one of their 
favorite people. But so what? We're 
here to do what the President cam- · 
paigned on. These groups don't de
serve to be using taxpayers' money. 
In the Philadelphia case, the oppo
sition was a group that's associated 
with the Midwest Academy. They 
were represented by Legal Services' 
attorneys. 

Are they representing the poor 
people? Are they helping the needy? 
Or are they involved in politically 
activist causes? 

CD: Has any group sued you to 
keep their money? 

Pauken: Yes. We've won a couple, 
lost a couple. As I mentioned 
earlier, a federal judge in Philadel
phia prevented us from terminating 
the project earlier. That case is pend
ing and I would anticipate an appeal. 
But there has been legal effort, gen
erally using Legal Services' attorneys, 
against us. D 
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VISTA's Director Says: 

Take My Agency
Please! 

W
hen Ronald Reagan was run
ning for president, he prom
ised the American people "a 

new beginning." A major part of 
that "new beginning" is the reexam
ination of many government pro
grams that have been taken for grant
ed in recent years. 

Basic questions are being asked 
about each program under review, in
cluding (1) is the program fulfilling 
the goals set by the legislation au
thorizing it; (2) is the program cost
effective, and (3) even if the answer 
to those two questions is "yes," is 
the program a proper function of 
the federal government? 

VISTA fails all three tests. There
fore, the Reagan administration has 
decided to phase it out. As the new 
director of VISTA, I find myself be
ing asked to work myself out of a 
job. Although this is a somewhat 
curious position to be in, I fully sup
port the administration's decision. 

VISTA is an acronym which stands 
for Volunteers In Service to America. 
Founded in 1965 as a part of Lyn
don Johnson's so-called War on Pov
erty, it is often described as a domes
tic Peace Corps. 

In fact, both VISTA and Peace 
Corps are a part of the ACTION 
agency, which also includes a num
ber of programs involving older 
Americans as volunteers such as the 
Foster Grandparents Program. 

At present, VISTA has over 4,000 
participants, called ''volunteers.'' 
However, the term "volunteers" is a 
bit misleading. Each participant in 
the program is expected to work full
time. He or she receives a poverty 
level living allowance, plus a pay
ment called a "stipend" of $75 per 
month. 

By law, these payments cannot be 
considered in determining if an in
dividual qualifies for unemployment 
compensation or other forms of pub-
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By Jim Burnley 

lie assistance. Thus, there are quite a 
few VISTA volunteers serving today, 
at a cost to the U.S. government of 
just over $8,000 per person, who are 
also receiving food stamps and wel
fare. 

Each VISTA volunteer is assigned 
to a sponsoring organization such as 
a state or local government or to a 
private nonprofit organization. None 
are under the direct supervision of 
VISTA. With more than 800 spon
soring organizations, which means an 
average of five volunteers per spon
sor , it is impossible for the national 
program to keep close track of the 

Jim Burnley 
Director, VISTA 

activities of each person it is paying. 

l 

According to the legislation under 
which we operate, VISTA is supposed 
"to strengthen and supplement ef
forts to eliminate poverty and pov
erty related human, social and en
vironmental problems in the United 
States by encouraging and enabling 
persons from all walks of life and 
all age groups-including elderly and 
retired Americans-to perform 
meaningful and constructive volun
teer service in agencies, institutions, 
and situations where the application 
of human talent and dedication may 
assist in the solution of poverty and 

poverty related problems and secure 
and exploit opportunities for self 
advancement by persons afflicted 
with such problems." 

Translated into English: The pro
gram can do almost anything those in 
control wish, so long as it is cloaked 
in the claim that poverty is being 
fought. 

There may not be another agency 
in the federal government where, on 
last Election Day, the political pendt1-
lum swung more broadly. One ex
ample: I am a conservative Repub
lican from North Carolina. My pre
decessor as director, Marge Ta
bankin, won her political spurs on the 
radical fringes of the antiwar move
ment. In May 1972, at the height of 
the Vietnam war she traveled to 
·Hanoi where she participated in a 
press conference denouncing sup
posed war crimes by the United 
States. 

Another example of the pendulum 
swing: During the last administra
tion, the VISTA program funded and 
supplied volunteers to numerous 
leftwing groups. VIST A's own 
records describe other current or 
only recently closed projects as fol
lows: 

•"Developing advocacy programs; 
equipping poor people with the 
knowledge and proper p~rspective 
necessary to organize and bring 
about social changes; 

•"Acting as change agents at the 
local level; 

•"Expanding five-county area to 
organize around welfare rights issues; 

•"Fund raising; 
•"Disseminating information on 

legislation; 
•''Training leaders; 
•' 'Organizing in the northeast 

side of Chicago a volunteer self-help 
group, a not-for-profit housing 
corporation, and tenants groups to 
combat slum landlords; 

•' 'Consumer I ecology advocacy; 
•"Research issues, assist commun

ity groups and disseminate informa
tion pertinent to prevent consumer 
injustices throughout the state, 
rural nonindustrial area.'' 

I want to point out that not all 
VISTA projects are confrontational 
in nature and based on · the leftist 
community organizing theory. Quite 
a few are unobjectionable. 

But during the last administration, 
far too many projects were set up 
which seem primarily designed to fit 
the community organizing mold. 
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Whether or not the statutory man
date requiring VISTA to address 
the problems of poverty is fulfilled by 
such activities is, at best, highly de
batable. 

The second question to be ad
dressed is whether VISTA is cost 
effective. In one sense, the answer is 
clearly "yes." It currently has al-

The program can do 
almost anything those in 
control wish, so long as it 
is cloaked in the claim 
that poverty is being 
fought. 

most 4,000 people working in com
munities all over America for poverty 
level pay. Its bureaucracy is relatively 
small. Compared to numerous other 
governmental programs it appears to 
be inexpensive. 

However, in the larger more im
portant view there is scant evidence 
that VISTA has made a serious dent 
in the problems of poverty. Accord
ing to the Bureau of the Census, 
there were 24.1 million poor people 
in this country in 1969 and 25.2 mil
lion ten years later-an increase of 
1.1 million. 

You will recall that the Johnson 
administration's broad array of social 
programs was supposed to wipe out 
poverty. That hasn't happened; and 
more than $400 million in tax dol
lars has been spent just on VISTA 
since its inception. 

Finally, we should ask whether 
VISTA program activities are ap
propriate for the federal government. 
I believe that answer is "no." One 
serious problem is that VIST A's mis
sion is too broadly defined in the 
authorization legislation. Each time 
the party in power changes, the new 
VISTA director virtually has a free 
hand to remold programs to suit his 
or her vision of the world. 

Paradoxically, another reason to 
question the program is the lack of 
control a director has over the ac
tivities of individual VISTA volun
teers and those of their sponsoring 
organizations. When a sponsor is 
chosen, VISTA signs a 12-month 
contract which can be terminated 
only if there is clear evidence of a 
violation of the statutes, regulations 
or national VISTA policies. 
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Equally disturbing is the total lack 
of control local communities have 
over the activities of their VISTA 
volunteers. Even though the governor 
of a state can veto a project using 
VISTA volunteers within 45 days of 
being notified of a proposed project, 
this power is seldom exercised. On 
a number of occasions, VISTA vol
unteers beginning work in a small 
town have antagonized the local citi
zenry. Yet when the complaint comes 
into the national office, we must re
ply that there is nothing we can do 
until the one-year agreement expires, 
unless there is clear evidence of 
wrongdoing by a specific volunteer. 
Furthermore, if the federal officials 
in charge of the program are unsym
pathetic to the complaints, the pro
ject-and the problems it creates
may continue for several years . 

Thus, VISTA is being phased out. 
However, the agency of which it is 
a part-ACTION-will continue 

through its other programs to encour
age volunteerism throughout this 
country. This encouragement will 
come in the forms of technical as
sistance and seed money for volun
teer programs set up and controlled 
by local communities. With this non
coercive approach, ACTION will not 
impose its views or programs on 
communities where they are not 
wanted. 

As President Reagan said on 
· October 5 when he announced the 
creation of the Presidential Task 
Force on Private Sector Initiatives: 
"With the same energy that Franklin 
Roosevelt sought government solu
tions to problems, we will seek pri
vate solutions. That independent 
spirit will accomplish far, far more 
than government programs ever 
could. [j;] 

Jim Burnley recently resigned as direc
tor of VISTA to take a position at 
the Department of Justice. 

Leftist Causes Aided By VISTA 
President Reagan's 1983 budget ends the VISTA program, for a savings 

of $31 million. Here are some examples of VISTA recipients on the far Left: 
• Tom Hayden and Jane Fonda's Laurel Springs Institute in Los An

geles received $189,000 from VISTA in August 1978. The institute is a 
training school for Hayden's political arm, the Campaign for Economic 
Democracy. Many CED staffers also serve on the institute's board. 

• American Civil Liberties Union in Atlanta in 1981 had six VISTA 
volunteers to organize a local lobby on "decisions relating to public as
sistance and the criminal justice system,'' according to VISTA. 

• New York PIRG Citizens' Alliance in Albany received funding for 
nine VISTA volunteers in 1981. PIRGs (Public Inten'.st Research Groups) 
are affiliated with the Ralph Nader national network. 

• Dane County Welfare Rights Organization, Madison, Wisc., re
ceived funding for five volunteers in 1981 to lobby for more welfare, for 
"training leaders" and for "acting as change agents at the local level." 

• With the help of 11 VISTA volunteers, a study called "The Reagan 
Cruelty Index" and another, "The Greed Index-a Guide to Reagan Tax 
Reductions" were produced in March, 1981, by the Institute for the Study 
of Human Values in Philadelphia, Pa. 

• Iowa Gray Panthers in Iowa City received assistance in 1980-81 in 
organizing a Gray Panther network from five tax-funded VISTA volun
teers. 

• ACORN (Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now) 
received $470,475 in September, 1977, for the training of 100 volunteers. 
According to a 1979 congressional report, ACORN's tax-funded volun
teers were openly active in politfoal campaigns in Arkansas and Missouri, 
and five volunteers helped with union organizing in New Orleans, La. 

• The Midwest Academy, an ultra-left training school in Chicago, re
ceived $432,235 in September, 1977, and prepared VISTA volunteers for 
their duties throughout the Carter years. Two volunteers were made full
time union organizers in Rhode Island, and others were sent to bolster left
ist organizations in the Midwest, a congressional study found. (Midwest's 
radical training manual is excerpted on the next page.) 
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Radical VISTA Manual Uncovered 

''Give People a Taste of Blood,'' 
Federal Volunteers Told 

These are excerpts from training materials used by 
VISTA volunteers at the Midwest Academy in Chicago 

in the late 1970s: 

(The academy is run by two former SOS radicals.) 

Give people a 'taste of blood.' Push your opponents so hard you can see 
them squirm. 

* * * 
Make what the opposition is doing or not doing sound scandalous. It 

generally is scandalous, but the edge may have been dulled by the routine 
manner in which it is normally treated. 

* * * 
You may want to assign some people to be 'inciters' and move about to 

heat up the action getting people angrier and encouraging them to show their 
anger. You may at other times want some 'calmers' to stand near people who 
may be disruptive to the focus of the action. 

* * * 
Your power is your ability to hurt the target or withhold something the 

target wants. The hurt can be immediate, as in a strike or boycott, or it can be 
potential, as when bad publicity will cause a politician to be unseated. You 
should always know exactly what kind of power you are using and how it will 
work. 

* * * 
Stunts can help .... If, for example, a politician won't meet with you, tape a 

sign across his office which says, 'This Office Closed to the Public.' If 
someone won't come into a debate, put a dummy in the chair and debate that 
for dramatic affect [sic]. 

* * * 
Be ever on the lookout to play targets off against each other, Republican 

vs. Democrat, Up-State vs. Down-State, In Group vs. Out Group. Your 
enemy's enemy may be your ally .... 

* * * 
The Third Principle of Direct Action organizing is that it attempts to alter 

the relations of power between people's organizations and their real enemies. 
The enemies are often unresponsive politicians, tax assessors, utilities, land
lords, government agencies, large corporations or banks. 
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"This Book is 
Absolutely 'MUST' 
Reading For Anyone 
Interested in 
Conservative 

ii~WGU£BIB 

ratfl 
' ,Alli_ Pol•1t•1cs '' Orrin G. Hatch 

■■■ United States Senator-Utah 

THE NEW RIGHT: WE 'RE READY TO LEAD tells why 
liberalism is losing in America and how the New Right is 
shaping these issues facing the Reagan administration . 
As a leader in the New Right , Richard Viguerie speaks 
with first-hand knowledge of the personality, tactics and 
philosophies involved. In this book, you will discover ... 

• How much of Ronald Reagan 's success is owed to 
conservatives. 

• How important are the Right-to-Life groups in the 
New Right. 

• Ronald Reagan 's Ach il les heel as Governor .. . and 
possibly as President. 

• What Richard Viguerie means when he says, "Direct 
mail has allowed conservatives to bypass the 
monopoly the Left has on the media '.' 

• The "secret" strategy the New Right used to help 
win control of the U.S. Senate. 

• What Senators and Congressmen are active in the 
New Right. 

Here's what others are saying about this book 

... from the Right: 
" lnvaluable .. . worth at least 20 terrified seminars at 
the Kennedy Institute of Politics:·· 
Pat Buchanan, Columnist, radio commentator, and former 
speechwriter for President Nixon 

"Best analysis of the New Right impact on American 
politics I've read yet. Long overdue '.' 
Terry Dolan, Chairman National Conservative Political Action 
Committee (NCPAC) 

... from the Left: 
"A penetrating look at America's newest potent 
political force '.' 
Alan Baron, Former Executive Director
Democratic National Committee 

" It should serve as a primer for any interest group that 
is advocating an ideology ... You've given away all the 
secrets '.' 
Vic Kamber, Political consultant to the AFL-CIO 

" .. . Viguerie's thinking is positive. The story, as he tells 
it, is of tributaries rushing in from every corner of 
American life, and all. harmoniously converging in one 
mighty Mississippi of conservative thoughts and action '.' 
The New Republic 

- ''-""' FALWELL ,~ --

• Why some of the conservative ministers decided to 
team up with economic conservatives. 

• How Nelson Rockefeller 's appointment as Vice 
President helped create the New Right. 

• What really goes on in New Right strategy 
sessions. What the New Right really believes. 

• What are the four secrets of the New Right's 
remarkable success. 

RICHARD VIGUERIE 
Richard Viguerie is a key figure in 
the New Right. His direct mail 
talents have been used to build 
large memberships in many 
conservative organizations and 
broad contributor support for many 
conservative candidates. Time 
Magazine named him one of "Fifty 
New Faces" for the future in 1979. 

Full Money Back Guarantee . 
If for any reason you 're not completely satisfied with 
THE NEW RIGHT: WE'RE READY TO LEAD, simply 
return the book and we'll refund your money in full. 

~---------------------------------------, CD482 
Mr. Viguerie, 
Please send me ___ copies of your book 
"THE NEW RIGHT-WE'RE READY TO LEAD" at 
only $8.95 each (postage and handling included). 

Enclosed is my check for $ _ ___ ___ _ 
(VA. residents add 4% sales tax) 

Name _________________ _ 

Address ________________ _ _ 

City _________________ _ 

State _____________ Zip _ __ _ 

Make your check payable to: THE VIGUERIE COMPANY 
7777 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22043 

~---------------------------------------J 



ANNOUNCING ......... 

~lJt P tnny itotk JotJI!!J 
Discover The Extraordinary Profit Potential In The Quietly Booming 
Market Of Penny Stocks And Issues Under $10. We Offer More Coverage 
of This Market Than Any Other Newspaper Or Newsletter In The Nation. 

Over 5,000 Stock Quotes In Every Issue! 

Triangle Went From 10e to $18.75 a Share ... Monumental Property $1.75 to $68.50 .. . 
Toys-R-Us 85e to $34.50 ... U.S. Energy $7 to $44 ... Academy Insurance $1.75 to $5.50 .. . 
Altex Oil 25e to $5.25 ... MacFartand $3 to $17.25 ... Transierra Exploration $2.25 to $22 .. . 

Silver King Mines 25¢ to $4.75 ... 

CHARTER OFFER: SAVE 35% ! 
Spectacular gains are quietly being made in the little-known 

market of penny stocks and issues under $10 a share, says 
Businessweek and Fortune Magazine. Actual gains of lOOOJo to 
8750Jo are possible and common. 

Published monthly, THE PENNY STOCK JOURNAL 
newspaper brings you complete coverage of this exciting, high
profit market. No one comes close to our timely in-depth 
coverage, expertise in reporting, and our many features and 
departments . You'll enjoy, for example .. . 

.i- OVER 5,000 STOCK QUOTES: We offer you perhaps the 
most complete listing in America. The majority of these com
panies are not found in even the major financial papers. 

* NEWS OF LITTLE-KNOWN COMPANIES: We bring 
you news on high-profit opportunities in low-price stocks on 
every exchange ... fast-growing young companies ... over
looked little-known companies. 

*YOUR FREE BONUS-"A GUIDE TO PENNY 
STOCKS AND ISSUES UNDER $10 A SHARE" 

Subscribe for I-year and you'll receive "A Guide to 
Penny Stocks And Issues Under $10 a Share." It's a $7 .95 
value but it's yours free . 

Designed for those with little or no knowledge of this ex
citing, fast-growing market, it answers all the questions 
most commonly asked. What to look for, spotting win
ners, detecting losrs, which brokers specialize in these 
stocks, the best time to sell, to buy, pitfalls to avoid, and 
more. 

Start your subscription today by returning this coupon 
immediately. This is a special limited-time offer. Your 
satisfaciton is lOOOJo guaranteed or you'll receive a refund 
on all unmailed issues. 

* * * 
SAVE 35%: CHARTER OFFER: COMPANIES SELLING STOCK: You'll discover which 

companies are offering stock (going public) . . . where you can 
buy it ... how much it costs per share ... what line of business 
they're in, and much more. 

r-------------~~~ 
THE PENNY STOCK JOURNAL 
595 FIFTH AVENUE, DEPT. 
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10017 

"' ARTICLES BY LEADING BROKERS AND WRITERS: We 
have authors who specialize in financial journalism. Plus 
brokers who are experts on low price stocks. They offer you an 
informed viewpoint and the most current news and informa
tion on the market. 

* COVERAGE OF PENNY STOCKS . .. PLUS ISSUES IN 
THE $1 TO $10 RANGE: In addition to bringing you penny 
stocks, we also offer extensive coverage of issues $1 to $10. 
Because in today's stock market, a large number of established, 
highly profitable firms are in this price range. And we'll keep 
you in touch with them. 

* INTERVIEWS WITH MARKET MILLIONAIRES 
AND EXPERTS: When our Editors find someone with a 
unique accomplishment, an interview results. Example: 

© 

Discover how a small group of elderly investors turned low
price stocks into a 5.7 million dollar fortune. 

* PLUS MUCH MORE IN EVERY ISSUE! * 
SPECIAL LIMITED-TIME OFFER 

Over 5,000 Stock Quotes 
In Every Issue! 

YES, I want to take advantage of the profit potential in 
low-price stocks. Please enter my subscription to THE 
PENNY STOCK JOURNAL Newspaper . Published 
monthly, I understand that/ must be absolutely delighted, 
or I'll receive a full refund on all unmailed issues. Plus, if I 
subscribe for I-year, I'm entitled to a FREE BONUS 
GIFT "A Guide To Penny Stocks And Issues Under $10 A 
Share." And it's mine to keep if I later decide to cancel. 

D $10 for a 4-month (4-issue) subscription (You Save $5) 

D $25 for a I-year (12 issue) subscription (You Save $15) 
PLUS You Receive The Guide To Penny Stocks as a 
FREE BONUS! 

NAME 

ADDRESS ____________ _ 

CITY ______________ _ 

I· 
I 
I 
I 

STATE. _______ ~IP ____ I ~---------------~ SPECIAL LIMITED-TIME OFFER! 



Tax-Funded Broadcasting 
Aids Radical Leftists 

• REAGAN SHOULD HA VE 
DIED , STATION BROADCASTS. 
On the day President Reagan was 
shot, WPFW broadcast the following 
on a phone-in talk show: 

"I feel that the person that shot 
President Reagan should have 
killed him ... I feel that Reagan is an 
unthoughtful person . . . And I'm 
sorry this man (John Hinckley, the 
accused assassin) is being incar
cerated for something he tried to do. 
I wish he had succeeded ... '' 

The tax-funded Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting (CPB), has a his
tory of supporting hard-Left program
ming and radical radio stations with 
the money given it by Congress. 

In September 1981, CPB spent 
$148,000 to broadcast anti-Reagan 
propaganda from Solidarity Day, 
which was sponsored by several left
wing unions and, among others, the 
U.S. Communist party. 

CPB also used money normally re
served for hard-news events (like 
space exploration) to broadcast "El 
Salvador: Another Vietnam?", a pro
Left documentary, on the nationwide 
Public Broadcast System. The airing 
was timed to coincide with the Soviet
backed guerrillas' "final offensive" 
(which was a failure). 

The Pacifica Foundation operates 
five radio stations around the coun
try. In the last five years, CPB gave 
at least $1.6 million to Pacifica, whose 
leftist slant and broadcasting of offen
sive material has brought numerous 
complaints against them to the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC). 

The license of Pacifica's Washing
ton, D .C. station, WPFW, has been 
challenged by the conservative Wash
ington Legal Foundation. The case 
of WPFW may be seen as a micro
cosm for the entire tax-funded Pacif
ica system. 

Consider these points while rea.ding 
the following: 

-A station must present both sides 
of a controversial issue. (The "Fair
ness Doctrine") The mere voicing of 
these opinions is not at issue. 

-A station is responsible for every
thing that goes out from its trans
mitter. (This includes phone-in 
callers.) 

-The station cited, WPFW, has 
not been heard to present the oppos
ing view on the following subjects. 

• WPFW AIRS EXTREMIST 
PROPAGANDA AGAINST U.S. 
AND EL SALVADOR. Speakers on 
WPFW repeatedly link the U.S. 
and the Duarte government with Hit
ler and his actions. "(These) bloody 
crimes ... are the same as those of 
Hitler." (Sept. 21, 1980) "{This is) 
indiscriminate, genocidal oppression 
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equal to that of the Nazis." (July 
22, 1981) The speaker also asserted 
that the Reagan administration's in
volvement in El Salvador was "racist 
motivated." (same date). 

• U.S. IS A RACIST NATION, 
SAYS TAX-FUNDED STATION. 
On Aug. 10, 1981, a speaker on 
WPFW said that the neutron bomb 
is being developed so that it could be 
deployed against black people in the 
U.S. Another in the same program 
said that the word "terrorists" is 
really a code word for blacks, and 
equated anti-terrorist measures with 
racism. The next day, a speaker sug
gested that the King Tut exhibit (then 
being shown in Washington) was to 
perpetuate white supremacy by por
traying the ancient Egyptians as white . 

The morning after the Reagan 
shooting, an announcer on WPFW 
said Reagan's assassin "should have 
had a '45'," according to the com
plaint. 

WPFW is also accused of violating 
FCC standards by broadcasting ob
scene and offensive material on the 
airwaves. At least one other Pacifica 
station (WBAI in New York) has re
ceived similar complaints. 

And you paid for it. In the past 
five years, WPFW received at least 
$143,776 in tax dollars from CP B 
and the National Telecommunica
tions and Information Agency . 

ADV ERTISEME NT 

CAN YOU PASS 
THIS TEST? YES NO 

Do you have writing talent? □ □ 
Do you have 3 to 7 years of advertising, 
public relations, or business experience? 

Do you have a conservative, political 
background? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
If you answered "Yes" to all three questions ... we want to talk to you 

now about an exciting new career. 
A new career that fVill put your talent and background to full use. 
A new career where you will work with the people who are making to• 

day 's headlines. 
A new career where you can help change the future of America. 
Who are we? We're a well-known nationwide direct mail advertising 

agency, headquartered in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area. 
How much will we pay you? It could be a lot , depending on your talent 

and experience. 
So fill out this coupon and mail it to us today. 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
D YES, YES, YES to all 3 D No, I can't answer Yes to 

Questions. your questions, but I'm 
I'm enclosing my resume sending you the name of 
and work history. I know someone who can answer 
you'll keep it confidential. Yes to them. 

I've included my home and 
work phone numbers. 

Mail this coupon and your resume to: 
Suite 600-JA, 915 15th Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20006 

CO2 
our employees are aware of this ad 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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If You Move ... 
. . . or have other subscription questions, 
1. ATIACH old mailing label in space below for fastest service. 

Otherwise please print dearly your address as we now have it. 

NAME ____________________ _ 

ADDRESS ___________________ _ 
Zip 

CITY _____________ STATE __ Code __ _ 

2. PRINT YOUR NEW ADDRESS HERE 

NAME ____________________ _ 

ADDRESS ___________________ _ 
Zip CITY ____________ STATE __ Code __ _ 

3. MAIL TO: Change of Address Dept., 
CONSERVATIVE DIGEST, 
631 Independence Ave., Marion, Ohiq 43305 

Please allow 
8 weeks for 
change to 

take effect. 

MAIL-ORDER MEMO 
Steps for Mail-Ordering satisfaction 

WHEN ORDERING FROM OUR ADVERTISERS ... 

Our advertisers offer fine gifts for birthdays, anniversaries and holidays for all 
your family and friends. READ THE ADVERTISEMENTS AND ORDER 
BLANKS CAREFULLY. And remember one of the basic rules to con· 
sumers: send check or money order, or charge by credit card; do not send 
cash. Please allow at least four weeks for delivery of items ordered from 
CONSERVA 11VE DIGEST advertisers. Before you order an item that was 
advertised three or more months ago, please send advertiser a letter, asking 
if he still has the item. Your satisfaction is guaranteed with the products 
offered in our magazine; THE ADVERTISERS WILL REFUND MONEY ON 
REQUEST on any item (except personalized items, of course.) 

You should be. Because today 
and every day there are liberal 
politicians and bureaucrats 
who spend all their time, and 
often your money, to devise 
ways to take your guns away. 
But you can help prevent that. 

By subscribing to POLITICAL 
GUN NEWS you will know who 
your friends are and what your 
enemies are up to. And what 
actions you yourself can take. 
POLITICAL GUN NEWS tells 
you about gun legislation, fed
eral. state and local proposals, 
and regulations. 

To get POLITICAL GUN NEWS 
twice monthly for one year (24 
exciting issues) just fill out the 
following order form and you 
will begin to receive your is
sues in a few weeks. 

Yes! I want to fight Gun Con
trol. Sign me up for the fight to 
keep and bear arms! 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ •. ■ • ■ ■ • •detach here • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

1 year (24 issues) .......... . $24.00 
D Bill me D Check enclosed 
□ VISA' 0 MASTER CHARGE 

Account No. 

Interbank No. ___ Exp. Date --

Name 

... Addreaa 
Q) 
~ 

~ 

~ City State Zip 
-a; 
" Allow 4-6 weeks for delivery of 

first issue 

Send to: 
POLITICAL GUN NEWS 
669 Independence Avenue 
Marion, Ohio 43302 
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Reagan Reformers End 
Aid Program For N aderites 

R
onald Reagan's greatest victory 
in 1981 was probably his break
ing the New Deal-Great Soci

ety cycle of endless government 
growth. However, the result tended 
to be a net reduction in the rate of 
spending growth, not actual termina
tion of programs. 

An effective Left-oriented program 
was killed last year by President Rea
gan-intervenor funding. Though 
statutes allowing the program funding 
remain on the books, virtually all 
spending was cut. 

"Intervening" for Taxpayers 

Intervenor funding was the prac
tice of subsidizing groups that tes
tify at regulatory hearings. For ex
ample, suppose your electric power 
company wanted to increase its 
rates. 

A hearing would be held by your 
state's utility commission. You would 
be " defended" by lawyers from the 
state's consumer affairs office. Said 
Lorna Wilkes of the Wyoming En
ergy Advocacy Commission, "con
sumer protection in utility rate mat
ters is necessary because, no matter 
where you live, your local utility has 
experts, attorneys, and lobbyists to 
present the utility's side of the story. 
"The consumer pays for telling the 

utility's side of the story through his 
rates, but a consumer counsel office 
is needed to research and present the 
other side of the story on behalf of 
the consumer.'' 

This is a half-truth. You paid the 
utility 's costs through electricity bills, 
but you also paid the bills for the 
$50-an-hour "consumer" lawyers 
through your taxes, as part of a $2-
million slush fund administered by 40 
Department of Energy bureaucrats. 

Intervenor funding began in the 
Federal Trade Commission in 1975, 
as part of the Magnuson-Moss Act. 
Added in conference, without any 
debates or l,ca,ings, was a "public 
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By Martin Wooster 

participation amendment" that re
quired the FTC to "provide compen
sation for reasonable attorney's 
fees, expert witness fees, and other 
costs of participating" in FTC hear
ings. 

Carterites Pushed for Funds , -
The Carter administration, as part 

of its effort to create a Consumer 
Protection Agency, established in
tervenor-funding programs through
out the bureaucracy. By 1979, there 
were six such programs, including 
the Food and Drug Administration, 
the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission, the Community Services 
Administration, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, and even the Na
tional Oceanographic and Atmos
pheric Administration. 

This radical tampering of gov
ernment wasn't even considered by 
Congress, because the Carter ad
ministration felt that these added reg
ulatory powers, even though not 
authorized by Congress, could none
theless be established because the 
Carter administration had an "in
herent authority" to establish inter
venor funding. 

Ed Cohen the Carter staffer in 
charge of es blishing intervenor pro
grams, explains: "We liked to use in
herent authority. Nobody would ob
ject to it." 

Once the supply of intervenor 
funding was established, demand for 
grants quickly followed. Wash
ington writer Morgan Norval learned 
that the FTC in 1979 alone had 
given grants to the Americans for 
Democratic Action, Action for Chil
dren's Television, and the Commun
ity Nutrition Institute. 

The FTC even gave money to phan
tom organizations, such as the Coun
cil on Children, Media, and Merchan
dising, which "consisted of a single 
individual and had no dues-paying 
members. But from 1976 through the 

middle of May 1979, this "organiza
tion received $185,839" for five rule
making hearings. 

Some FTC intervenors had to beg 
for witnesses. The National Associa
tion of Senior Citizens, armed with 
$46,734 in taxpayer loot, could only 
get witnesses by taking out ads read
ing: "If you bought a hearing aid in 
the past 30 days, you were probably 
cheated. The U.S. Government wants 
to know about it.'' 

In the Department of Energy, only 
one witness at the hearing establish
ing intervenor funding was asked if 
his group had saved consumers any 
money. State Senator David Holmes 
of Michigan didn't answer the ques
tion. "I approach these grants from 
the standpoint of a legislator, not a 
technical person," said a man who 
had previously discussed the differ
ences between section 460.11 (b) (11) 
and 460.15 (b) (5) of the DOE inter
venor grants regulations. 

During 1981, all intervenor grants 
programs ceased. Hearings called by 
Senator John Danforth (R-Mo.) ex
posed intervenor abuses. 

The discredited intervenor pro~ 
grams were finally declared unconsti
tutional by the Second Circuit Court 
of New York in September, 1981. 
However, several agencies may rein
state intervenor funding under a fu
ture administration. The court de
cision prohibited intervenor pro
grams without legislative approval. 
Several intervenor statutes remain on 
the books-and should be repealed. 

Even some liberals questioned in
tervenor abuses. Said John Gardner, 
founder of Common Cause, "Public 
participation proposes direct assis
tance. If the concept of conflict-of
interest means anything, then there 
is danger in potential critics of an 
agency being financed by the very 
agency they criticize. We could easily 
create a class of kept critics, and dam
age the future of an independent pub
lic interest movement.'' [IE 
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Young Conservatives In Congress 
Fight Tax-Funded Liberal Lobby 

T
o get along, you have to go 
along," Speaker Sam Rayburn 
used to remind wayward con

gressmen in the 1940s and '50s. 
For decades, a majority of Demo

crats and Republicans in Congress 
have done just that. While the GOP 
occasionally raised hell about bud
get deficits, few questioned the 
growth of government programs. 

The Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare was begun by a 
Republican administration-Eisen
hower's. While Nixon began to dis-

''We 're dealing with the 
shock troops of the 
Le/ t. The legal-services 
lawyers and the 
community-action 
organizers are at the 
Jront-lines of liberalism. '' 

-Rep. Vin Weber 
Minnesota 

mantle part of the Great Society, he 
soon turned his attentions to such 
exotic schemes as a "super-Cabinet" 
and the consolidation of all depart
ments into four huge agencies. Ford 
had little time and a hostile Con
gress; Carter preached reorganization 
but went along for the ride. 

All of which makes 1981 a mo
mentous year. Two events best de
scribe the sea-change Reagan has 
accomplished: 

1) For the first time since the end 
of World War II, the number of fed
eral employees decreased. 

2) A prominent federal agency, 
the Community Services Administra
tion, was cut and downgraded. 

One should add: the world did not 
end, as Tip O'Neill and Co. predict
ed. Of this fact, several resourceful 
politicians took note. 
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Activists Lobby with Tax Money 
The budget battles of May and 

June 1981 gave inexperienced Re
publicans a baptism of fire. Reagan's 
forging of a conservative coalition 
was greatly aided by local activists 
whose survival instincts overcame 
their better political judgment. 

The spectacle of bureaucrats using 
their positions (and taxpayer money) 
to lobby for more government was 
first seen recently with California's 
Proposition 13 campaign in 1978. 
Local parks officials sent notices to 

voters that public facilities would 
close if Prop. 13 passed. Teachers 
were given layoff notices-condi
tional on 13's passage-just before 
the election. 

Voters, outraged at high taxes and 
the heavy-handed propaganda, 
passed Prop. 13 by a 2-1 margin. 

With Reagan's budget, the stakes 
were higher. The activists decided 
to hit back-hard. They didn't notice 
the new breed roaming the halls of 
Congress. 

Minnesota's Vin Weber is one. A 
committed conservative who learned 
the Hill's ropes as a staff aide, he 
successfully bucked the state's liberal 
trend (Carter-Anderson polled 56 
percent) with a thoughtful, non-ideo
logical approach. 

Sensing vulnerabiilty, the en
trenched Left swung into action. 

Headquarters was the Region 6E 
Community Action Agency in Will
mar, Minn., a key town in Weber's 
district. 

On official CSA letterhead, they 
wrote a form letter to "Friends of 
Community Action: 

"As someone who has received 
services from our agency or per
sonally known someone who has, I'm 
sure you are concerned with the fu
ture of our agency ... 

"Reagan .. .is attempting to com
pletely eliminate CSA. This would 
severely cripple, if not completely 
eliminate, agencies such as ours all 
across the nation. 

"Please help people who desper
ately need our services by taking a 
few minutes to write your Con
gressman. Ask him to support CSA. 
Explain what specific assistance you 
have received or seen and what would 
have happened without it. 

"The poor, the elderly, the chil
dren need YOUR support!" 

Included was Weber's address 
and that of Senators Durenberger 
and Boschwitz-all Republicans. 

For the year ending April 30, 1981, 
Region 6E CAA received $2,755,546 
of federal money-86 percent of its 
income. 

Young Conservatives Take Action 
Weber was infuriated by the letter 

campaign, and by reports of Com
munity Action staff holding meet
ings to organize citizens for personal 
lobbying. 

"We're dealing with the shock 
troops of the Left," Weber said. 
"The legal-services lawyers and the 
community-action organizers are at 
the front-lines of liberalism. 

'' In Minnesota, the Democrats 
used to represent some farmers, the 
common workingman. But there's 
been quite a change, and that's not 
true anymore. Now, the Democrats 
represent those who work for the 
government, and to a lesser degree 
those who are dependent on govern
ment handouts." 
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Weber's inquiry into the lobbying 
campaign led to an investigation by 
CSA's Inspector General, the De
partment of Justice and the FBI. 

He was not alone. Another GOP 
freshman, Rep. Steve Gunderson 
of Wisconsin, was confronted with 
federally funded brochures sent 
through his district, titled "Reagan 
Says No to Human Needs ... What 
Do YOU Say?" 

"A.side from being an extremely 
biased presentation, the West CAP 
pamphlet implied a vengeance against 
the poor on the part of the President 
and his supporters," said Gunderson, 
who beat a three-term Democrat 
in 1980. 

"We immediately called for an in
vestigat-ion by the regional Com
munity Services office in Chicago. 
Most of them were Carter holdovers, 

Tax-Funded 
Brochure 
Attacks Reagan 

Excerpts from a publication 
printed and mailed at government ex
pense by the West Central Commun
ity Action Agency of Glenwood City, 
Wisc. 

Reagan 
Says "No" 
to Human 
Needs .... 

What 
Do YOU 
Say? 

Cover of Anti-Reagan 
Brochure from Wisconsin 
Conservative Digest April 1982 

and they said that there was no viola
tion of the law by West CAP. We 
took our case to the Reagan ap
pointees in Washington, and finally 
got some action. 

"This was purely political. It had 
nothing to do with serving the poor. 
At their community meetings, there 
was no pretense about giving the 
other side of the budget picture." 

The local Wisconsin activists have 
since lobbied successfully for control 
of such projects as the distribution of 
excess cheese to the poor. "They're 
extremely talented at getting federal 
grants, and the politics continue. 
They attacked me in their January 
newsletter, and didn't bother to ask 
me about their charge," Gunderson 
said. 

Because of the Democratic con
trol of the House, Republicans are 

How Will Reagan's Proposed 
Budget Affect y OU? 

President Reagan has proposed 
cuts in the federal budget amounting 
to over $48 billion. He has also pro
posed a 10 percent across-the-board 
income tax cut. 

The tax cut will benefit the wealthy; 
lower- and middle-income people 
will bear the brunt of the budget 
cuts. 

If you live on a lower income, Rea
gan's proposals affect you directly. 
You would: 

• receive fewer Food Stamps 
• receive a lower AFDC or SSI 

payment, and 
• receive a lower HUD rental sub

sidy ... 

What Can We Do About It 
Reagan's budget is still a proposed 

budget. It must be approved by Con
gress before any of the cuts can go 
into effect. And right now, while the 
budget is still a proposal, you can 
help prevent it from ever becoming 
a reality ... 

West CAP will sponsor meetings ... 
(to) plan a course of action to pro
test the budget cuts . 

Tell Your Legislators You 
Oppose The Cuts 

The single most important thing 
you can do to prevent these cuts is 
to write to your legislators, right now, 
and tell them how you feel. 

. . . Your letters should be short and 
to the point. Name the programs you 
do not want to be cut, and say what 

looking to the Senate for early con
sideration of laws to strengthen pro
hibitions on lobbying and political 
use of tax funds. 

Sen. William Armstrong (R
Colo.), a young but high-ranking 
member of the Budget and Finance 
Committees, has studied the problem 
and may introduce legislation to curb 
grant-program abuses. Such a pro
posal could be tacked on to a major 
funding bill and through conference 
agreement pass into law. 

Whatever the final action, young 
conservatives in Congress have been 
quick to fight back against brass
knuckle tactics by the federally 
funded Left. They understand that 
political survival for conservatives 
may depend on swift clearing of such 
weeds at their own grassroots. ~ 

''Weare funding 
bureaucrats who use 
people for their own ends, 
with little or no regard for 
serving the poor. '' 

-Rep. Steve Gunderson 
Wisconsin 

will happen in your household if the 
cuts are allowed to go through ... 

(Included in the brochure are names 
and addresses of Wisconsin Repre
sentatives and Senators, and a 
schedule of meetings on the budget . 
It was mailed using a bulk-rate permit 
intended for nonprofit groups.) ~ 
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Media Proves A Stumbling Block 
To Conservative Reform 
Reagan can overcome the problem - but will he? 

A
s Reagan's term entered its 
second year, it was increasingly 
clear that most of the national 

radio, TV and press media comprise a 
major stumbling block to Reagan's 
federal reforms. 

This should be no surprise. The 
press corps as a group is more lib
·eral and Democratic than the rest of 
the country. In a recent survey of 
240 of the national press, Public Opin
ion magazine found that 81 percent 
of the media voted for McGovern in 
1972; the exact same percentage pre
ferred Carter over Ford :.11 1976. The 
media "show a strong preference for 
welfare capitalism, pressing for assis
tance to the poor in the form of in
come distribution and guaranteed em
ployment," the report said. 

''Turning all social 
weljare programs into 
block grants could 
crush communities 
with swelling public 
assistance burdens. 
Why punish them? 
Poverty is a national 
problem. Relieving it is a 
national responsibility.'' 

-New York Times 
August 15, 1981 

It's not hard to conceive which 
questions-based on liberal assump
tions-are asked of Reagan, and 
which concepts of government are 
given sacred-cow treatment. 

Another problem is, what makes 
good copy? Controversy does, philos
ophy doesn ' t. It's more interesting to 
cover opposition to Reagan's budget 
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By Fran Griffin Gemma 

than to e]{plain its reasoning or iden
tify its supporters. 

Block Grants Draw Press Ire 
When President Reagan proposed 

last year to consolidate some federal 
programs into block grants that the 
states could use for broadly defined 
purposes, the Eastern Establishment 
press (in particular, the New York 
Times and Washington Post) were 
quick to play up the opposition to 
the idea. This formidable opposition 
was strengthened by constant press 
coverage. 

The handling of the U.S. Con
ference of Mayors annual meeting in 
June of 1981 is a case in point. 
"Mayors Open Meeting With Clash 
Over Reagan Cuts, Block Grants," 
read the Washington Post. Milwaukee 
Mayor Henry Maier was quoted as 
saying, ''There is going to be blood in 
the streets as a result of this budget. .. 
either in rising crime rates or direct 
riots." 

The New York Times had two suc
cessive stories on the conference, 
headlined: "Mayors Conference In 
Rift Over Budget" and "Rift at 
Mayors' Meeting Grows Over Bud
get Cuts." 

Articles like "U.S. Aid Hedges on 
Block Grants As Bipartisan Opposi
tion Grows" or "States' Rights Ad
vocate Led Defeat of Block Grant 
Plan" (Post, summer 1981) are sub
jects that are timely and newsworthy. 

However, the headlines were con
sistently negative on block grants. 
Typical headlines (besides those 
above) read like "Local Leaders Far 
From Sold On Reagan Block 
Grants" (Christian Science Monitor) 
and "Trouble Brews For Reagan On 
Block Grant Proposal" (Washington 
Star, both May 1981). 

News Or Opinion? 
One might argue that such articles 

are straight news stories, not dis
guised opinion pieces. It is, after all, 
difficult to judge whether or not a 
newspaper has given unwarranted 

Until Reagan regains the 
political upper-hand
perhaps by showing 
specific examples of 
fraud and abuse in grant 
programs-his programs 
will seem hard-hearted, 
simply because no one is 
told otherwise. 

coverage to a certain event. So the 
second step in the process is to sur
vey the editorials on the issue. 

The Los Angeles Times (August 
24), the Baltimore Sun (August 6) 
and (predictably) the Wall Street 
Journal (June 18) presented fairly 
balanced, factual accounts of what 
block grants would mean to the states 
and localities. 

The New York Times published 
two editorials worthy of note: 
"Block Those Block Grants" (Aug
ust 15) and " The Truly Needy, Con
tinued" (June 12). In the first, the 
Times talked of the "dismay" of the 
mayors and governors over the fact 
that Congress "cut deeper than they 
expected," and said that it "would be 
far easier [for Congress] to turn a 
deaf ear to need if these were, in
deed, 50 different block grant pro
grams ... Turning all social welfare 
programs into block grants could 
crush communities with swelling 
public assistance burdens. Why pun
ish them? Poverty is a national prob
lem. Relieving it is a national re
sponsibility." 

Earlier, on June 12, the Times 
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said, "Block grants are a way for 
Washington to tell the states that it 
trusts them to deliver services to the 
poor," but cautioned, "(Block 
grants) can also be a screen behind 
which, presto! such government pro
grams disappear altogether.'' 

A Los Angeles Times editorial, 
"Closer, Not Wiser" (August 21), 
also expressed caution in this area: 
"The most serious flaw in the argu
ment for giving just any old state 
more authority is the assumption 
that all state governments are more 
competent to deal with people and 
their problems, just because they are 
closer to them than Washington 
is." 

What Confronts Reagan 
These editors are entitled to pub

lish what they want, of course. How
ever, such comments do demonstrate 
what Reagan is up against in cutting 
Washington down to size. 

When the President proposed his 
new budget this year, the Washington 
Post was consistently critical of the 
cuts, which, in their view, would only 
serve to hurt the poor and minorities. 

"New Budget Seeks Deep Cuts in 
Basic Social Programs '' was the 
headline on Feb. 2. "Health Cuts
the Medically Needy Face Doing 
Without...U .S. Cuts in Health Pro
grams to Deprive Millions of Needy 
of Care," read a page-one article 
on Feb. 6. It also contained a de
tailed explanation of the plight of a 
diabetic woman of 73 who would 
probably not be able to purchase her 
insulin under the new budget. 

"Poor Would Pay More For Hous-
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ing Cost,'' said the Post on February 
7, and "Medical Care Found De
ficient for Minorities" (a UPI story) 
ran on Feb. 9. 

On a daily basis, the Post carried 
items about people who would suffer 
because of the Reagan budget pro
posals. In a Feb. 8 editorial on "The 
Disappearing Urban Crisis,'' the Post 
said the cities were still very depen
dent on federal aid and were already 
cutting back. 

''The large round of budget cuts 
planned by the Reagan administra
tion will hit all the harder,'' the Post 
editorialized; ''you will probably be 
able to call it an urban crisis." 

The New York Times this Feb. 13 
told of " Fewer Legal Aid Lawyers 
Coping With the Increasing Troubles 
of the Poor," lamenting "President 
Reagan's renewed proposal to end 
federal financing of legal aid. ' ' 

It quoted Dan J. Bradley, president 
of the Legal Services Corporation, 
as saying that if President Reagan 
had his way, there would be ''mass 
disruption in our court system 
throughout the country. 

"We'd close down 1,000 neighbor
hood law offices, over 10,000 lawyers 
and other employees would be 
immediately laid off, and hundreds 
of thousands of clients who had cases 
pending in courts all over America 
would go without representation." 

Activists Using the Press 
Indeed, the groups affected by 

Reagan budget cuts have been wag
ing an intense campaign in the 
press to protest the budget slashes. 
Jesse Jackson of Operation PUSH, 

which has received more than $5 
million in federal grants, told the 
Post that he believed "that we're 
singled out on a political hit list." 
(April 3, 1981) 

In an April 12, 1981 article in the 
Post, "Civil Rights Groups Are 
Threatened by Reductions in Federal 
Funds," Urban League president 
Vernon Jordan said, "Federal grants 
never stopped me from saying what I 
wanted to say." Jordan's Urban 
League received $18.2 million out of 
a $25.2-million budget in 1980. 

The general perception of these 
groups in the national media is that 
they perform invaluable services to 
the poor. Any cuts in programs de
signed "to assist the poor" are gen
erally criticized harshly in the press. 

The conservative position on the 
economy is far from being under
stood by the press. Budget cuts are 
perceived as hurting the poor and/or 
minorities. The Left has seized the 
high ground by focusing attention on 
tangible negative effects of the cuts. 

President Reagan should be com
mended for his tedious efforts in 
attempting to give the nation-and 
the press-lessons in sound economic 
policy. It's a good start. 

But until he regains the political 
upper-hand-perhaps by showing 
specific examples of fraud and abuse 
in grant programs-his programs will 
seem hard-hearted, simply because no 
one is told otherwise. 

It is a problem solvable through 
Reagan's power of communication. 
The media will remain a stumbling 
block so long as he puts off using 
his most formidable tools. ~ 
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Introducing Successful Investing 
&Money Management 

It can teach you how the money you make can be used to produce 
· an income as great as the salary you earn. 

Provided you're earning at least $35,000 a year. 

ET'S TALK facts and make 
some observations. If the 
idea of acquiring a million 

dollars with your in
vestments is practically 

unthinkable to you, it 's because you 
really don't understand the system's 
inner workings or know how to take 
full advantage of its potential for 
pyramiding your money. 

If you doubt it, consider this: A 
man of 30 can retire with a million 
dollars, a million, investing just $88 
a month at 15% interest. What 
should you have then, with your in
come and the knowledge that the 
long term trend of interest rates are 
on the way up. · 

I'll tell you. Better yet, give you 
an example of what you could have 
done when the rate was climbing to 
17% . 

With our course, Successful In
vesting & Money Management , 
you'd have known the system's pro
bable reaction, been taught the 
potential going short Treasury Bills 
when a high-interest situation like 
this developed. Controlling a million 
dollars with each $3,000 T-bill con
tract, don' t you suppose you could 
have done better, much better than 
the money market rate? 

The Story Behind 
The Headline 

I
'M RON HUME, President 
of Hume Publishing. We've 
spent eight years and several 
hundred thousand dollars 

creating and refining Successful In
vesting & Money Management. 
Most important , we have the 
guidance of some of the brightest 
and most extraordinarily successful 
experts, like Dr. Morton Shulman, 
a noted author, practicing physician, 
and self-made millionaire, and 
Andrew Sarlos, who created an in
vestment empire on a $500 stake. 

Based on the power of money in 
our society, the understanding the 
very wealthy have always had that 

IJ 
FINANCIAL EDUCATION SERVICES 
A Division of Hume Pu blishing Inc. 
120 I ntcrstatc North 
Box 723 188 
Atlanta, Georgia 

HUME 

making money is primarily a pro
cess, our course method depends on 
your learning to move your money 
wherever money will make the most. 
In other words, where and when to 
invest to capitalize on today's 
inflation-created situations .. Situa
tions triggered by the system's reac
tion to what's happening, like the 
government 's efforts to control the 
money supply to influence the 
economy. 

Action-reaction investments that 
can double and triple your money, 
turn $2,500 into $10,000 in months 
sometimes. Moreover, investments 
that are no more difficult, really, 
than the traditional ones in stocks 
and bonds. 

With our course, with Successful 
Investing & Money Management 's 
proven, successful method of train
ing people in the art of acquiring 
wealth, the confidence that's needed 
comes with the knowledge that's 
required . 

So, on your own, following 
lessons learned - even if you have 
nothing to show for the money 
you're now making - you can be 
on your way to accummulating the 
kind of wealth that's always been 
unthinkable to all but the incredibly 
lucky or a financial genius. 

You can do it with fundamentals 
- learning to leverage your money, 
so a little goes a long way, knowing 
when to borrow, so you're making 
money with other people's money, 
and how to diversify, planning your 
investments so the gains you make 
are sheltered from taxes. 

And by learning to recognize pro-

pitious times for investing in com
modities, currencies, fi nancial in
struments - like gold futures , 
Japanese yen, Swiss francs, German 
marks, T-bills, T-bonds, GNMAs 
. . in precious metals and foreign 
markets, real estate and collectibles 
.. . and special situations irt st.ocks, 
maximizing the potential, limiting 
your risks with options, warrants 
and convertibles. 

With Successful Investing & 
Money Management, you don't 
need inside information, you can be 
one of the few. who doesn' t have to 
say, "If only I knew ... "The key 
indicators, the signals to act almost 
always appear in your daily paper. 

Increasing the Money 
· You Have to Invest 

N
OW, we'd like to offer 
you this opportunity with
out risk and without obli
gating yourself in anyway. 

Return the coupon and we'll send 
you lessons I & 2 for free examina
tion. Since you'll never be able to 
maximize your return on investment 
without managing your money like 
a professional, they'll show you how 
to increase the money you have to 
invest with certain inflation-beating 
techniques that can give you $2,500 
a year extra - easily and without 
changing the way you live. 

To this, you 'll probably be able 
to add an extra tax-free income of 
as much or more than this . Because 
we'll show you the tax shelters that 
may be used in your situation, help 
you get the big-dollar tax savings 
you've heard about but were pro-

.-------- No-Risk Enrollment Form -------~ 

To: Mr. Ronald C. Hume, Finandll Education Services 
A Division of Hume Publlshlna Inc. 

120 Interstate North, Box 723188, Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Please send me lessons I & 2 of Successful Investing & Money Management without 
risk or obligation and enter my FREE ~onth subsaiption to The Money Letter. I enclose 
my $5 Registration Fee, which you'll refund if I return the lessons within 15 days of 
receiving them. Otherwise you'll send me the balance of the 29 lessons (two approx. 
every three weeks) and bill me only $10 for each of the 29 lessons rccrived. I may cancel my 
enrollment at any time and pay for materials only after I've examined them for 15 days. 

Name __________________ _ ----,,G~V~-l 0--04c--c--~62~0 

Address _________ _____ ___ _ _ __ _ 

City ______________ State ____ Zip __ _ 

I prefer to use my VISA O MIISlelCanl D A,-!an Express D Dlnen Club 0 

Account Numbcr _ _ ___ ___ ~piration Date _______ _ 

Signature S-371 -03-G 

bably never sure how to plan for or 
use. 

Then we explain when it's best to 
invest by borrowing the money you 
need. Always the ultimate wealth 
multiplier, we tell you where to go 
and what to do to get the most 
money, at the lowest possible rate, 
for the longest period of time. 

For example, one way of borrow
ing (from your broker) is to invest 
on margin. In certain situations, the 
requirement is as little as 300Jo . 
Which can quadruple your profit, 
turn the 10 or 150Jo you'd expect on 
investments into rousing returns of 
30 and 40070. 

Free! 6-Month Subscription 
to the MoneyLetter 

C 
LEARL Y, you get every 
step for successful in
vesting. We also stay with 
you every step of the way. 

First, to keep the course as cur-
rent as it is complete, help you find 
the kind of opportunities we've 
discussed , we send you The 
MoneyLetter twice monthly with the 
latest recommendations of Dr. 
Shulman, Jerry Davis, George Ad
cock, Tim Foster, and our other ex
perts. (And we' ll continue your 
6-month FREE subscription, 
regularly $47 .50, even if you decide 
not to continue with the course). 

Next , you can use our free 
counselling service for any help or 
additional information on the course 
you need as often as you like for as 
long as you' re enrolled. 

There are 29 lessons in all (sent 
two at a time approximately every 
3 weeks). Each lesson should take 
about 2 hours to complete. But this 
is NO COMMITMENT. Your on
ly obligation is to yourself and your 
own success. So, you may quit at 
any time, paying only for lessons 
accepted. 

Return the coupon today. If 
you 're not absolutely satisfied, com
pletely convinced of all this, return 
the two lessons we've sent to you 
(postage collect) for a prompt, un
questioned, end-the-matter refund 
of your $5 Registration Fee. 

With nothing to lose, can you do 
less than look. Besides, I don't know 
of another coupon that could bring 
you $1 ,000,000 in return. 



Trying 
To 
Bell 
The 
Cat: 

The Grant Watchers 
Fortunately, there are a few good guys 

tracking fraud, waste and abuse 

W ashington power is money 
power. The mqst influential 
are those who carve up the 

federal pie. And many-too many 
indeed-never received a vote in an 
election. 

As the federal budget has grown to 
more than $700 billion, lower-level 
bureaucrats have been given control 
of sizable sums of money. Though 
political appointees like Cabinet sec
retaries have veto power over grants 
made at the lower levels, they rarely 
use it. 

Where the money goes is a big 
game in Washington . Anonymous 
civil servants have found it conveni
ent to assemble personal networks of 
allies and organizations-and most 
all are leftist. 

Conservative Digest April 1982 

But for the Freedom of Informa
tion Act and a very few persistent in
dividuals, there would be little or no 

But for the Freedom of 
Information A ct and very 
few persistent individuals, 
there would be little or no 
public awareness of the 
public-/ unding gaine and 
how it affects Americans. 

public awareness of the public-fund
ing game and how it affects Ameri
cans. They are the grant watchers. 

Howard Phillips, the Pioneer 
Back in 1970, after a race for 

Congress, Howard Phillips returned 
to Washington to serve in the Office 
of Economic Opportunity. There he 
gained an intimate knowledge of the 
bureaucracy and its grant programs. 

President Nixon named Phil~ips 
Acting Director of OEO in 1973. 
Phillips was determined to dismantle 
the self-perpetuating agencies of the 
Great Society, but received only luke
•warm support from above. He re
signed, and soon thereafter founded 
the Conservative Caucus. 

Phillips kept his eye on the grarit 
system through voracious research. 
Concluding that Left activists were 

(Continued on next page) 
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Grant Watchers 
(Continued from previous page) 

being widely funded with taxpayer 
money, he set out to document and 
publicize the situation. To the task he 
committed the resources of his re" 
search group, The Conservative Cau
cus Research, Analysis and Educa
tion Foundation. 

The Foundation, once a one-man 
operation, now has a sizable staff. 
Susan Phillips, Howard's sister, 
directs the research department, 
which has taken on the "funding
of-the-Left" issue on a nearly full
time basis. In so doing, she learned 
the pitfalls of the bureaucracy beat. 

"My first Freedom of Information 
request was for the ACTION agency, 

Aides Michele Rossi and Jan Finn rely on the huge files of Conservative Caucus Founda
tion for grant-funding research. 

Foundation Research Director Susan Phillips reviews the latest data on government 
grants with assistants Audrey Killion and Gay Ryter. 

which we'd heard was funding a Tom 
Hayden-Jane Fonda organization 
called the Laurel Springs Institute,'' 
Susan Phillips said. 

"We were stonewalled by the 
agency personnel. From then on, I 
haven't stopped. In the last six 
months, we've filed more than 400 
information requests." 

Enormity of the Task 
Even with two full-time research

ers, she says, it's difficult to keep 
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up. "The departments keep stall
ing. Despite the public-access laws, 
they still send us incomplete informa
tion. Often they tell us we'll get the 
computer print-outs when they're 
available-and then we're never con
tacted.'' 

As the public becomes more aware 
of the grant abuses, the Foundation 
receives numerous requests for in
formation. "If we had the money 
to publish what we have in the files, 
there'd be more time for new re-

search," Susan Phillips says. "Just 
following up our present requests 
from the agencies is impossible with
out more personnel.'' 

Despite these limitations, The Con
servative Caucus Foundation is a 
unique resource center specializing in 
Washington's Other Executive 
Branch. 

Donald Lambro, the Investigator 
As journalists go, no one yet 

matches the mastery of the bureau
cracy beat achieved by Donald Lam
bro, author of The Federal Ratho/e 

~ o and Fat City: How Washington 
~ Wastes Your Taxes. 
~ "Americans have more govern
! ment than they need, more than 
€' they want, and more than they can 
i afford," says Lam bro, a former 
~ correspondent in United Press Inter
:. national's Washington bureau. 

"Government can be reduced in size, 
and not a single truly needy Amer
ican has to be denied benefits he or 
she truly deserves." 

Where reporters of a previous gen
eration balked at naming specific 
wasteful programs that could be cut, 
Lambro is wide-ranging and com
prehensive. His speciality is the de
tailed list or catalog of marginal gov
ernment projects. In prefacing his 
proposal of 100 cuttable programs in 
Fat City, he wrote: 

"No longer should anyone be 
forced to remain inarticulate when 
challenged by the question, 'Okay, 
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where would you cut?' There arc at 
least 100 possible replies to that ques
;on provided here." 

Lambro has launched a successful 
newspaper column, which benefits 
the new mood in Washington. (Rea
gan is a fan .) His PBS television 
special, Star-Spangled Spenders, was 
shown recently throughout the na
tion . However, both of Washington's 
public stations refused to air it. 

Another prime resource for grant
watching is the National Journal. NJ, 
the lesser-known tandem publication 
to the widely read Congressional 
Quarterly, trains its efforts on the 
Executive Branch. 

Rochelle Stanfield, a veteran NJ 
reporter, has long covered the grants 
beat. While she retains a keen eye 
for the you-scratch-my-back-and
! 'II-scratch-yours pattern in Wash
ington, Stanfield also is skeptical of 
conservative hopes of significantly 
de-funding the Left. 

In a recent NJ report, Stanfield 
said, "The assertion that a substan
tial number of civil rights , social ac
tion and other liberal interest groups 
wo·c1ld go out of business without 

Donald Lambro 
Watching Your Money 
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federal aid is a faulty one." Hard
est hit, she said, would be the lobby-

Lambro is wide-ranging 
and comprehensive. His 
speciality is the detailed 
list or catalog of marginal 
government projects. 

National Journal also tracks the 
movement of several career bureau
crats and agency insiders, as each new 
administration brings its crew to the 
capital. 

With the enormous discretionary 
power given to many careerists, this 
coverage may be more important 
than documenting specific grants. 

ing groups of state and local govern
ments. Many liberal groups would be 
hurt by cuts in grant funding, she sug
gested, but most would survive. 

From the Great Society and OEO 
to Reagan and Fat City: the grant 
watchers have come far. PBS-Wash
ington's piggishness should remind 
them that the great deal they don't 
know can still hurt. Ci;) 

Sixth Annual 

INSTITUTE ON PUBLIC POLICY 
AND PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

Grove City College Grove City, Pennsylvania 

June 13·18, 1982 

llear and Question Recognized Academic Specialists, Writers 
and l'olicy·l'lakers on Two Major Themes: 
American fducation · Its Problems and Prospects 
The Less Developed World in the 1980's · Progress or Poverty? 

TH[ HOl'I. JOHl'I F. [AST 
United States Senator, 
North Carolina 

HAl'IS f. S[l'll'IHOLZ 

ROB[RT JII. BLDB[RG 
Editorial Director and 
Publisher, Barron's 

STUART JII. BUTL[R 
Internationally-known free market Heritage Foundation; 

L. JOHl'I VAi'! TIL 
Historian, Public Policy 
Commentator, Professor, 
Grove City College 

JOHl'I A. SFARKS economist. author, Professor, Introduced U.S.to concept 
Grove City College of " Enterprise Zones" 

SUSAl'I [, STAUB 

Lawyer, Economist. 
Professor, Grove City College 

RUSSHL KIRK 
Editor, University Bookman 
Author: the new 
Viking Fortable Conservative 
Reader. 

Director, Concerned Educators 
SAJIIU[L BLUJll[l'lf[LD 

Against Forced Unionism 
Author of myth-shattering 

[DWll'I J. f[ULl'l[R, JR. book, Is Fublic [ducation 
President. Heritage Foundation, Necessary? 
called " Reagan 's Think Tank" 

CHARL[S S. JIIACK[l'IZI[ WILLIAM 8. BALL 
Constitutional lawyer; 
Defender of Amish before 
the U.S. Supreme Court 

JOHl'I C. JIIOORHOUS[ 
Labor Economics Professor 
Wake Forest University 

President. Grove City College; 
Defender, Private Christian 
Higher Education 

Lectures on: Church and State in Conflict: The Literacy Crisis: Why foreign Aid 
nurts the Third World: Argentina - Its fconomic Woes and Their Solution: Com
pulsory Unionism in the Public Schools, and more. 
In 1981 men and women from 20 states and abroad attended the stimulating 
6·day Institute. 

for More Details, Mail Coupon To: 

Dr. John A. Sparks. Director 
Institute on Public Policy 
and Private Enterprise 
Grove City College 
Grove City , PA 16127 
1412) 458·6600 

Please send brochure. application Ii scholarship information 
about Institute on Public Policy and Private Enterprise. co 
Name ______________ _ 

Address _____________ _ 

City 
State. Zip _____________ _ 
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Let's De-Fund The Left 
Time's a-wasting and so are your tax dollars, 
warns the undisputed expert on grant giveaways 

"To compel a man to furnish funds 
for the propagation of ideas he dis
believes and abhors is sinful and 
tyrannical." 

Thomas Jefferson 
Virginia Declaration 

of Religious Liberty, 1777 

The basic premise of a free soci
ety is that, to the degree that 
the lives of the citizenry are 

touched by government, such politi
cization ought to be subject to consti
tutional restraints and be account
able to the political process. 

"He who pays the piper" ought to 
call the tune, and America's citizen 
taxpayers are entitled to hold public 
policy-and the use of their taxes
accountable through the ballot box. 

As the burden of governance has 
expanded, elected officials in Con
gress and the White House have 
found it ever more convenient to dele
gate decisionmaking authority-first 
to appointed officials, then to career 
bureaucrats, and, at last, to private 
groups and individuals. 

The career civil service-mem
bers of which presumably have been 
chosen on the basis of their academic 
credentials, job experience, and tech
nical skills-have increasingly been 
called upon not merely to implement 
policies determined by electorally ac
countable political leaders, but to set 
policy in their own right, through the 
power which attaches to regulation 
writing, grant making, and contract 
award. 

Distorted Class View 
Thus it is the "values" and moral, 

political, religious, ethical perspec
tive of these employees which must 
inevitably influence their decision
making-albeit the fact that such 
world view inclinations are not prop
erly taken into account when the 
suitability for the positions they seek 
is considered. 
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By Howard Phillips 

Very often, from on high, it seems 
more efficient and practical for bu
reaucratic decision makers to reach 
conclusions, or set policies, on a col
lective or "class" basis. 

The classes so selected may very of
ten be •Of an "external" rather than 
intrinsic or "policy-based" character. 
Thus, we are dealt with, not on the 
basis of problems and issues which 
transcend superficial class distinc
tions, but from the standpoint of 
race, sex, age, or national origin. 

Moreover, it is frequently as
sumed by bureaucratic policymakers 
that Americans below a certain level 
of income or resources constitute a 
poverty class, with common values, 

Howard Phillips 
National Director 

The Conservative Caucus 

deficiencies, aspirations, and needs; 
the only appropriate response to the 
needs of this bureaucratically defined 
"poverty class" is that which arises 
from Marxist ideology. 

Since the days of the Great Soci
ety, bureaucrats have been empow
ered by Congress to delegate policy 
setting and even policy advocacy 
functions to private organizations
many of them highly ideological in 
character and objective. 

In some cases, bureaucrats have 
helped create the very organizations 
which they then fund. In many cases 
they have encouraged funded groups 
to engage in comprehensive organiza
tion building, often with the idea that 
the groups and associations thus cre
ated (e.g. American Indian Move
ment, National Council of Senior 
Citizens, National Welfare Rights Or
ganization, National Tenants Organi
zation, National Anti-Hunger Coali
tion, Citizens for Tax Justice, etc.) 
would "represent" entire classes of 
people with whom the bureaucracy 
could readily deal. 

Subsidizing Secular Faith 
The First Amendment to the U.S. 

Constitution intends to preclude fed
eral support for any particular group 
or groups of religious practitioners: 
"Congress shall make no law respect
ing an establishment of religion." 
Does not the same principle militate 
against subsidies to practitioners of 
any secular faith? 

Yet, despite the apparent disre
gard of the civil liberties safeguards 
afforded by the First Amendment, 
billions of taxpayer dollars are being 
dispatched annually to organizations 
which seek to influence our cultural, 
economic, politi<;;al, and religious life. 

Some subsidies are direct, as when 
the ACTION agency through its 
VISTA program assigned dollars to 
groups like the Midwest Academy 
and ACORN. Others are indirect, as 
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when the VISTA-funded Youth Pro
ject delegated funds to the Institute 
for Policy Studies, or when a group 
such as the National Lawyers Guild 
or the American Civil Liberties Univ .. 
is assigned seats on the governing 
bodies of federally funded Legal 
Services Corporation recipients. 

In certain instances, dollars are 
directed for the specific purpose of 
encouraging advocacy, as in grants 
from the Community Services Ad
ministration to the Food Research 
and Action Center. On other oc
casions, high profile advocacy groups 
such as the National Council of 
Churches, the NOW Legal Defense 
and Education Foundation, and 
Jesse Jackson's Operation PUSH 
have been given dollars. This funding 
offsets the basic overhead costs of 
such groups, purportedly to en
courage them to provide employment 
or education services. 

Activities of a faith-based advo
cacy nature undertaken by federally 
subsidized private groups range from 
training programs to lawsuits, to 
mass communications, to grass roots 
lobbying, to grant and contract seek
ing for political allies, to patronage 
dispensing, to research, to admini
strative and legislative advocacy, to 
actual participation in ballot refer
endum campaigns. 

Extent of Problem 
The problem is immense. Hardly 

an area of the federal government 
fails to support some form of value
based advocacy, whether it is the 
Agency for International Develop
ment encouraging abortion, the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts subsi
dizing preferred cultural themes, the 
Department of Energy pushing 
"Earth Day", National Public 
Radio describing world affairs from a 
leftist perspective, or the Department 
of Education directly and indirectly 
underwriting left-wing academicians 
and programs of study. 

The problem is intricate. Very of
ten, neutral instruments, such as 
health clinics, are given dollars to 
deliver health services through in
dividuals who use their health de
livery responsibilities as a basis for 
developing private political influ
ence. Aspirin tablets, in a sense, be
come instruments of patronage in pro
grams of this sort as job-training 
scholarships might be in others. 

In some cases patronage takes the 
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form of contractual consultancies to 
ideological activists. 

Significant Expense 
The dollars involved are signifi

cant, not just in their own right, but 
in comparison with the amounts 
spent by political candidates. Reagan, 
Carter, and Anderson reportedly 
spent less than $100 million in 1980, 
but the Legal Services Corporation 
had $321.3 million. CET A had bil
lions. 

Subsidized advocacy has strong 
political support. It isn't just the at
tractive labels (' 'legal services for the 
poor", "volunteers in service to 
America", "public broadcasting", 
"aid to education", etc.). Also to be 
measured is the power of the em
ployees, governing board members, 
organized service consumers, and 
allied professional and political 
groups which benefit from continua
tion of the subsidies. 

Technically, we can try to end sub
sidized advocacy by: 

• restrictions on authorizations 
and appropriations 

• revised regulations 
• lawsuits 
• funding terminations 
• decisive administrative manage

ment. 

What Must Be Done 
But even assuming we can over

come such technical obstacles as pre
sumptive rights to refunding and ex
cruciatingly complex process require
ments, we would still fail without 
adequate popular understanding and 
political support. 

We must frame the issue so that 
subsidized cause advocacy is readily 
perceived to be unconstitutional, un
fair, anti-democratic, expensive, and 
outrageous. 

Before attacking, we must have our 
facts straight and demonstrate that 
we are even-handed in our concerns. 
(We oppose funding for nuclear 
power advocates as well as for solar 
power advocates.) 

At the local level, concerned in
dividuals should seek to involve oth
ers in their fact finding and call 
upon their congressman for assis
tance in ferreting out information. 
The local media can become a power
ful ally, if involved in the early 
stages. 

To demonstrate fairness, recipi-. 
ents of funds should be given a 
chance to "come clean," give full 
disclosure, come into the "sunshine." 

Easily understood records should 
be kept of requests for information. 
Even letters to the editor can be used 
to highlight our desire to get the 
facts. Let's not fire until we see the 
whites of their eyes: audits, salary 
levels, activity reports, etc. Let's raise 
the questions, and help the answers 
speak for themselves. 

Above all, let's remember that 
none of these questionable activi
ties could go forward except by act 
of Congress. Article I, Section 1 of 
the U.S. Constitution states: "All 
legislative powers herein granted shall 
be vested in a Congress of the United 
States." Congress can end subsidized 
cause advocacy whenever it resolves 
todoso.~ 
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By Paul Weyrich, director, 
Committee for the Survival 
of a Free Congress 

A Wacky Fable, 
Or Is It? 

Consider the following fable: The 
ultimate black day in American pol
itics for conservatives arrives. Pres
ident Ted Kennedy and Vice Presi
dent Gary Hart are sworn in at the 
Capitol. There is doom and gloom 
everywhere in the New Right move
ment. 

Kennedy, in his inaugural ad
dress, pledges to return America to 
the liberal principles he says were 
abandoned eight years ago with the 
election of Ronald Reagan. "Ask 
not what you can do for your coun
try, ask what your country can do 
for you," Kennedy intones to the 
cheering throngs. 

Meanwhile, longtime liberal polit
ical activist Russ Hemmenway of 

· the National Committee for An 
Effective Congress holds a meeting 
at a nearby Capitol Hill townhouse. 
"This is an historic moment and all 
of us in the liberal cause who have 
worked so hard these past eight 
years to bring about this event, must 
now mobilize to take advantage of 
it. If we fail, in another four years 
the situation could again be reversed 
with someone far worse than Ron
ald Reagan-a real Jesse Helms
type person-sworn to stand where 
our friend Ted Kennedy stood 
earlier today; that literally would be 
the end of liberalism in America. 

"Although we now deserve to cel
ebrate, we can waste no time. I want 
each of you to pledge to help me 
with the most important project in 
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which I have ever participated. My 
good friend Bill Green from Ralph 
Nader's group and I went to see the 
Director of Management and Bud
get-our beloved Alice Rivlin. Riv
lin, who has served us so well all of 
these years, has pledged to assign 
someone to work on my project, 
which I believe will change the 
course of America. It is very sim
ply: A project to defunct the Right. 
(The audience gasps.) 

Pleased with the reaction, Hem
menway goes on to explain: "For 
years now I have monitored various 
government agencies. I couldn't be
lieve it, but I found that the fed
eral government is subsidizing 
NCPAC, the Moral Majority, ACU 
and even the National Pro-Life 
Political Action Committee. The 
government is also pouring billions 
of dollars each year into little neigh
borhood front groups set up by evil 
right wingers throughout the 
country. 

"Now with your help, however, we 
are going to do something about it. 
Our beloved President is going to 
cut off the life blood of the New 
Right, to see that taxpayers' funds 
never again go into their coffers. 
We are going to cut the heart out of 
the infrastructure that .the New 
Right has buili over these years ... 
built with our money." 

The crowd rises to its feet as 
Hemmenway clearly strikes a re
sponsive chord. This truly is a day 
to remember. 

A few weeks later, Hemmen way 
drops by the White House with the 
name of a monitor to cut off right
wing money. Although the name of 
John Culver, a former liberal legis
lator, is submitted, nothing hap
pens. Disturbed after weeks of tug
ging and pulling, Hemmenway 
again visits the White House and is 
told that one of the Kennedy sen
ior staffers, former Senator Lloyd 
Bentsen, has blocked the appoint
ment. 

Undaunted, Hemmenway, Green 
and all of the leadership of the 
organized left seek meeting after 
meeting with top White House of
ficials to push for the defunding of 
the right. There's no response. 
White House spokesman Harry 
Doublespeaks, when asked by re
porters about the effort to "defunct 
the right," says that the Kennedy 

administration has put the project 
on the "back burner." 

Hemmenway and his associates 
are discouraged. "Don't they 
understand who won the election?" 
Green asks, speaking particularly of 
Bentsen and Senator Howard Baker 
who has been designated, along with 
Rep . Kent Hance (who ran against 
Kennedy in the Democratic primar
ies and lost), to be chief operatives 
in the new administration. (It was 
said that Hance really knew how to 
operate and had most of the power.) 

Then it happens. One Tuesday 
morning Hemmenway gets his New 
York Times. There it is: a picture 
of President Kennedy smilingly hav
ing dinner with Jerry Falwell, 
Howard Phillips and Richard 
Viguerie at the home of rightwing 
publisher Bill Rusher. To make mat
ters worse, a small article titled 
"NCPAC GETS NEW GRANT" 
details the $1,754,567 grant from 
the National Endowment for the 
Humanities to NCPAC to study the 
correlation between voting and mat
ing habits in West Virginia. 

Hemmenway is stunned. How 
could this sort of thing happen in a 
liberal administration? Hemmen
way catches the first available plane, 
grabs a taxi and goes directly to the 
White House. But since he hasn't 
made an appointment and isn't 

There it is, in the New 
York Times: a picture of 
President Ted Kennedy 
smilingly having dinner 
with Jerry Falwell, 
Howard Phillips and 
Richard Viguerie. 

cleared through security, he has to 
stand in the cold for 45 minutes be
fore he gets in to see Bentsen. Bent
sen tolerates them since they had 
supported Kennedy and contributed 
heavily. 

In Bentsen's office, Hemmen
way gets right to the point. "We de
mand to see the President," he says 
waving the Times in front of Bent
sen. "What's happening is outrag
eous. They're killing our troops. No 
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one wants to work for the liberal 
cause anymore because they say 
you've sold us out. I can't believe 
that Ted Kennedy knows this is go
ing on. I have known Kennedy for 
30 years . He has always said the 
right things. He has always helped 
us. This is just incredible." By this 
time Hemmenway is shouting. 

"Calm down," Bentsen says icily, 
"you don't seem to understand that 
the President is president of all the 
people." 

Hemmenway shakes his head. 
"Why did we fight for the liberals 
to come to power? I still can't be
lieve that Ted Kennedy knows about 
the NCPAC grant and the billions 
of dollars that are going to right
wing groups. Here is a grant of $10 
million to the Joe Coors Fund for 
Free Enterprise and $500,000 to the 
Richard Allen Foreign Policy Insti
tute. We demand to see him." 

Bentsen gets up from his chair, 
goes to the door and stands by it as 
a signal for Hemmenway to leave. 
"I can't guarantee you a meeting 
with the Pre~ident," he says, "he is 
a busy man. He is meeting with the 
NAM, the chamber and the NFIB." 

Hemmenway leaves with a heavy 
heart. He cannot believe this has 
happened. 

Later that night, he gathers the 
crew which only a few months 
earlier had been so triumphant; the 
best they can do is agree to hold a 
press conference critical of Kennedy. 

They do, but nobody's heart is 
really in it. 

Doublespeaks issues a statement 
in response to the Hemmenway 
press conference saying that the 
White House welcomes the oppor
tunity to disassociate itself from 
these leftwing kooks. But the media 
doesn't cover the press conference 
well-those holding it are irrelevant. 

Money continues to flow to Fal
well, Viguerie, the Heritage Foun
dation, Young Americans for Free
dom and others who take the mon
ey and use it against the adminis
tration. They use it for training and 
recruiting and to help frame the is
sues against Kennedy. As Hemmen
way and his friends stand by, de
moralized, the 1990 elections turn 
out to be a stunning defeat for the 
seemingly popular Kennedy. 

Of course this is just a story. 
Things like this don't really happen. 
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I fit your feet 
Sizes 3 3½ 

4A 
3A 
AA 
B • • 
C 
D 

EE 
EEE 

4 4½ 5 5½ 6 6½ 7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Lots of women 
think their feet 
are hard to fit
until they dis
cover Lawson 
Hill. 

Our shoes come in 119 differ
ent widths and lengths. But the 
vast range of sizes is only the 
beginning! Lawson Hill offers 
you this great selection in 142 
beautiful new styles. Plenty of 
brand names, too: Penaljo, 
Bass , Auditions and many, 
many more! 

Imagine! Perfect fit, the 
latest styling and top quality 
for total comfort and 
fashion-all at considerate 
prices that you'll welcome. 

FREE CATALOG OFFER 

Our new full color catalog 
has 24 pages of the styles you 
want in the size you need. Re
member too , all Lawson Hill 

7½ 8 8 ½ 9 9½ 10 JO ;-'. 
2 11 11½ 12 13 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

shoes are covered by our unique 
31-day trial guarantee. You 
can actually wear the shoes in
side and outside for 31 days. 
Then, if you're not completely 
delighted with the fit, comfort 
and quality, return them for a 
full refund without question or 
obligation! 

Don't waste money on shoes 
that don't fit. Send for your free 
Lawson Hill Catalog today. 

If the shoe fits ... it's a Lawson Hill 

~ --------.------- --- --- -- -- I 
1 Lawson Hill Shoe Co. 1 
1 Dept. 441 2, Old Sanford Mills I 
: 61A Emery Street, Sanford, ME 04073 : 
I Yes1 I want to find out more about Lawson 1 
: Hill 's amazing range of s izes and styles. Send I 

1 my free color catalog today. I 
I I. 

I 

I-::-,--:,-:--------------
: Print Name 

1--,--,.,--------------
1 Address 

I -=-------.,-------
: City State Zip 

'-=---:---:---:--::---:--:-------
,___c _19_s2_. _L, _ws_on_H_i11 __________ __,1 Please give shoe size & width ________ _ ___ • 
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Liberals Fail to Justify 
Taxpayer Funding of the Left 

Some liberals and leftists may defend their r.eceipt of 
hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars by saying their 
organizations do not benefit financially from tax money. 
They'll say that it all either goes directly to the projects 
approved by Congress, or is strictly used to pay the 
necessary expenses to administer these programs. 

They'll claim that the National Organization for 
Women's Legal Defense and Education Fund, the 
Uniteq States Student Association, Planned Parent
hood and all the other hundreds of liberal organizations 
get no financial advantage because of the federal money 
they receive. 

But take a look at what government funding of these 
Left organizations really means. 

When a liberal group gets a federal grant, it can im
mediately put the money in the bank aqd start collect
ing tax-free interest-which is still more money it can 
then spend. Taxpayer funds can help defray overhead 
costs, thus freeing up all the other money the group 
raises for purely political purposes. 

Sometimes, the use of federal funds benefits the Left 
even more directly. For example, when a liberal group 
uses the money it receives from the government to send 
representatives to a conference in Washington, those 
representatives can use their free time to lobby Con
gressmen and hold political meetings-and the taxpayer 
foots the bill. 

Anyone who runs an organization will tell you that 
the · hardest money of all to raise is the money for the 
basic things you need the most. Especially for groups 
that are just starting up, money for overhead items 
like rent, lights, heat, salaries, typewriters, phones, 
Xerox machines and postage stamps can make the dif
ference between surviving or not. The problem is that 
most people like to give their money for a specific cause 
or project they feel strongly about. .. not to buy type
writers and postage stamps. 

So, any organization that can get this kind of money 
for free from the government has a big head start. 

Also, it takes a lot of time to raise money. So when 
an organization is guaranteed the money it needs-when 
its executives and staff kpow that their paychecks will 
arrive on time each week and that they will have what
ever office space and office supplies they will need
that frees them up to work on political things ... in
cluding fund-raising . 

Just ask Ed Feulner of the Heritage Foundation, or 
Howard Phillips of the Conservative Caucus, or Paul 
Weyrich of the Committee for the Survival of a Free 
Congress, or Terry Dolan of NCPAC, or the leaders of 
any conservative organization. They'll tell you how hard 
it is to raise the money to cover their day-to-day op
erating overhead. They'll tell you how much more they 
could accomplish for the conservative movement if they 
knew that someone was going to take care of all their 
expenses each month . 

54 

So, when the Left says that it doesn't benefit directly 
from the hundreds of millions of federal dollars it re
ceives, that may be technically true for some. But the 
indirect help of paying the rent and salaries and other 
expenses is, literally, worth its weight in gold. 

Another argument many leftists and liberals will use 
is that, compared to the massive amounts of money the 
Right has, a few hundred-million dollars doesn't make 
any difference. In fact , the balance is tilted totally to 
the Left. 

For.example, the Conservative Caucus's yearly budget 
is $3 million. Ronald Reagan, Jimmy Carter and John 
Anderson combined received just a little more than 
$100 million. But Planned Parenthood received $44 mil
lion, and the National Council of Senior Citizens got 
$50 million of its $52-million budget from federal 
sources. 

This argument is wrong. It's misleading. It ' s an at
tempt to cover up the fact that, besides the hundreds of 
millions of government dollars leftists and liberals re
ceive, they also receive huge amounts of money from 
the labor unions. 

The facts are plain: the American liberal and leftist 
cause probably receives most of its funds from two 
sources of compulsory support. Government dollars 
taken from workers' pockets help the Left. 

Time is money. Federal money frees up time for lib
erals to fight for leftist causes·. Federal money means 
the ability to hire more staff. Federal money means 
more Xerox machines, mailings, typewriters and of
fices. Federal money means that payrolls can be met on 
time. Federal money means that the leftists and liberals 
can take for granted the fund-raising that takes so 
much time and effort for conservative groups. 

Federal money fuels the massive Left machinery. tiE 

WaL,~,~~T 
BU9.00C~1\t ~\OO~E 
SOOJU> WE ~9E1U~TE 

1b~~ ?--_. 

Conservative Digest April 1982 



lfl)Ol 
t11c 
I>ttblisl1er 

We Must End 
Federal Aid to the Left 

The media has devoted millions of words to describing and analyzing the diffe~ent so~ial 
issues that concern conservatives. But for the most part they've missed the most important 
social issue of all. 

The one social issue that most all conservatives-including Old Right, New Right, and 
Religious Right-consider the most important is the issue of de-funding the Left. 

By de-funding the Left, we mean that the government should stop the billions of taxpayer 
dollars that have been going for the last dozen or more years to help advance the liberals' 
domestic and foreign political agenda. 

The· desire to see the de-funding of the Left is the Number One shared goal of the majority 
of American conservatives today. We are outraged because the federal government is giving 
taxpayers' money to liberal and leftist groups and causes. 

\ 

It was shocking when this happened under earlier administrations. It is tragic when it con
tinues under the Reagan administration. 

Federal funding of these groups is like an ugly cancer growing inside our government. Cos
metic surgery-trimming a little bit away here and there-just won't work. If any is left, it will 
continue to grow until it poisons the whole system and destroys it. Only radical surgery can re
move it once and for all. 

Much of Ronald Reagan's ultimate success or failure will depend on his ability to stop bank
rolling his opponents. But after more than a year in office, the Reagan administration is still 
giving hundreds of millions of dollars a year to liberal groups that are dedicated to opposing 
its programs now-and to defeating conservatives and Republicans in 1982 and 1984. 

To date, there has been modest progress in cutting back federal funds to some leftist pro
grams and groups. But well-placed liberal bureaucrats still dole out massive amounts of tax 
money to leftist groups. Administration officials with veto power over these grants sit idly by 
and rubber-stamp the bureaucrats' work. And Congressmen are naturally sensitive to the 
well-organized pressures of the special-interest liberal and leftist groups that have grown fat 
on public money. 

The result is that thousands of left-wing activists in towns and communities all across the 
country are still paying their rent and their overhead and keeping in touch with each other 
thanks to taxpayer dollars. 

Fortunately, this situation can be changed. It is not too late. But we must have action soon. 

(Continued on next page) 
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End Aid to Left 
(Continued from previous page) . 

What the President Can Do 
Direction must come from the top. So far, President Reagan has said many right things 

al:,out ending unnecessary and improper federal programs. But he must make it clear that he 
really means business. 

1. The President should immediately freeze all federal categorical grant pay
ments to politically activist organizations. He should then order that each 
grant be reviewed and approved by a specifically designated Reagan appointee to make 
sure that no political groups are getting federal dollars. 

2. The President should immediately propose that all grant programs be con
verted into contracts. Money given as grants too often slips through the govern
ment's fingers. It's like writing a blank check: there's little or no control over how it is 
spent. It is very difficult to keep track of grants, and abuses usually aren't discovered 
until after the money has been spent. 

Contracts are different. A contract requires the recipient to meet specific goals. In addi
tion, contracts can be ended on short notice due to abuse or the failure to perform satisfac
torily; grants often take six months to stop. 

3. Terrel Bell should be replaced as Education Secretary. Secretary Bell has 
failed to stop the flow of federal dollars to radical groups. He has failed to begin the 
dismantling of his department. He has refused to recommend the end to federal edu
cation controls mandated by the President. He is fighting to preserve his department 
under a new name (Foundation for Education Assistance). President Reagan should 
replace him quickly. 

What Every American Can Do 
Every American who cares about this problem can do something about it. Here's what you 

can do today. 

Write to your Senator and Congressman and to President Reagan and let 
them know what you think. Cards and letters are extremely important to stopping the 
flow of tax dollars to the Left. The media and the liberal bureaucrats exert constant pressure 
on politicians to keep the federal dollars flowing. The people who want this giveaway to 
stop must make themselves heard. 

You can use the postcards next to this page. Just fill in the names of your Congress- .
1 

man and Senator, sign the card, give your address and send them today. 

The time for talking is long over. The time for decisive action is right now. 

Richard A. Viguerie 
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CONVENTION '82 

"A PLAN OF ACTION FOR Al\1ERIC.N' 
SPONSORED BY LEADERSHIP FOUNDATION AND LEADERSHIP ACTION 

May 14-15-16 at the New Hyatt Regency Hotel 
at Crystal City near National Airport 

Senator Jesse Heims 
(R-N.C.) 

Senator 
Strom Thurmond 

(R-S.C.)' 

Other Distinguished 
$peakers Include: 
General Richard G. Stilwell, U.S. 
Army (Ret.) Deputy Under Secre
tary for Policy 
Dr. Norman Ture, Under Secretary 
for Tax and Economic Affairs 
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, USN 
(Ret.) Former Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Senator Jeremiah Denton, 
(R-Ala.) Admiral USN (Ret.) 
General Bernard A. Shriever 
USAF (Ret.) 
Congressman Philip Crane, (R-111.) 
The Honorable Larry Brady 
Under Secretary of Commerce 
The Honorable John 0. Marsh, Jr. 
Secretary of Army 
The Honorable John F. Lehman, 
Jr., Secretary of Navy 
General George Keegan 
AS.A. (Ret.) 
Dr. Kurt Stehling 
Aerospace Scientist 

Register early: $ 200 
Registration fee includes presentations, 
panel and conference material, 2 
Luncheons, 2 Receptions, 2 Banquets 
and a Prayer Breakfast. 

Secretary of State, 
Alexander Haig 

"Keynoter" 

Congressman 
Jack Kemp, (R-N.Y.) 

Senator Orrin Hatch 
(R-Utah) 

Convention '82 will focus on three vital issues, National 
Security, the Economy and American Ideals and Traditions 
Convention '82 will be the most important event this year! 
Register now and insure your place in history making. (A 
special salute to the Armed Forces May 15th) 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
: REGISTRATION FORM 
: A PLAN OF ACTION FOR AMERICA • • • • MAY 14, 15, 16, 1982 

WASHINGTON, D.C . ·----------------------------• • □ Yes, sign me up for your existing Super-Convention at only $ 200 • • : Name _____________________ _ 
■ Please print a~ you wish it lo i:tppear on your badge. 

• Organization: 
• Represented: ___________ ________ _ 

• • Address ___________ ______ ___ _ • : City ___________ State _____ Zip _ _ _ 

• • Telephone ( ) _ _ _ _ __ _ Telephone Reservation □ 
• Arca Code 

: Charge to: □ Visa □ Master Charge □ American Express 
Account Number _ _ ____ ___ _ • • • • Expiration Date: _____ _ Signature ________ _ 

• • □ Check enclosed 
: Please make your tax-deductible check payable to 
• Leadership Foundation Super-Convention 

• • • • 
7945 MacArthur Blvd. , Cabin John, Maryland 20818 

(301) 229-8400 
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How many times have you stared at the 
pile of reading you must do for work, 
school, or just to keep current and won
dered, "How will I ever be able to get to the 
bottom of the stack?' ' Sure, you could 
enroll in one of those 'speed reading ' 
courses. Some cost as much as $400. But, 
you don't have the time ... let alone the 
money. Even courses offered by mail can 
cost over $100. There must be a better way. 

GOODNEWS 
We went to one of America's leading 
publishers of self-study educational pro
grams and the man who is regarded as one 
of ~oday's foremost authorities on reading 
and learning. Our instructions were to cre
ate a program that would make it easy for 
everyone to learn to read faster, with 
greater understanding. The program he 
developed also had to be economical so 
that it would be within almost everyone's 
reach. 
After two years of development he finally 
achieved the goal . . . we call it THE SUPER 
READING SYSTEM. 

WHAT, EXACTLY, IS SUPER READING? 
First, the man who authored this home
study program is Russell Stauffer, Ph.D., 
Professor Emeritus at the University of 
Delaware. Dr. Stauffer has authored major 
textbooks and is considered to be one of 
the top researchers on how and why we 
learn. He is one of the few people admitted 
for membership in the Reading Hall of 
Fame. Second, the program is published by 
the same organization that publishes com
munication skills programs that are used 
by many of this country's leading busi
nesses, government agencies and profes
sional societies. In fact, many of the skills 
taught in THE SUPER READING SYSTEM 
are the very same as those taught in their 
reading programs that sell for three to four 
times the price of SUPER READING. Third, 
there are no gadgets or devices with 
SUPER READING. Authorities agree that 
these do not make you a better reader. 
What you will get is a practical program 
that shows you a new way to think. Using a 
comprehensive instruction manual-over 

Speed Reading Breakthrough 

The 

Super 
Reading 

System 
A remarkable innovation that will launch you on a 
new way to read and think. You will double your 
reading speed and ability to learn and understand 
more of everything. 

280 pages-a teacher-on-cassette guiding 
and motivating you through every step of 
the program, you will discover a totally new 
way to read and learn ... incredibly fast. 
You will learn how to use your brain more 
efficiently. 

NEW READING 
After completing the course, you will zip 
through all kinds of reading: text books, 
novels, correspondence, reports, technical 
journals, magazines, newspapers. You 
name it, you'll read it faster . .. get a heck
of-a-lot more out of it and remember what 
you've read . The benefits last a lifetime. 
Just like riding a bicycle, the more you use 
the SUPER READING skills the better and 
faster you become. The value of reading 
more efficiently means you will also have 
time for all the other things you have or 
want to do. No longer will you be bogged 
down by poor reading habits. 

WHO CAN BENEFIT FROM 
THE SUPER READING SYSTEM? 

Executives, students, professional people, 
men, women, managers, technicians ... 
anyone who reads for career or pleasure 
will benefit from SUPER READING. There 's 
even a special edition for children ages 
10-16. Just think of how much time you 
now spend reading. Then consider what 
your life would be like if you could read 
twice as efficiently. 

LISTEN AND LEARN 
AT YOUR OWN PACE 

No matter how slow a reader you are now, 
THE SUPER READING SYSTEM is de
signed to get you started on this new way 
to read quickly and painlessly. In just a few 
days you'll begin to see an improvement. 
The teacher-on-cassette will be your guide 
through this remarkable program. You'll 
practice on materials you read everyday. 
Your living room becomes your classroom. 
You should complete the course in about 
20-25 hours. But, you set the pace .. . you 
create your own schedule. Practice at 
home, the office . . . wherever or whenever 
it's convenient. 

College Credits You may obtain 2 full se
mester hour credits for course comple
tion , wherever you reside. Credits offered 
through Whittier College (California). De
tails included in your program. 

Continuing Education Units National 
Management Association , the world 's 
largest association of professional man
agers, awards 3.0 CEU 's for course com
pletion. CEU's can be applied toward the 
certificate in Management Studies. 

EXAMINE THE COMPLETE 
SUPER READING SYSTEM 

WITHOUT OBLIGATION 
We've said a lot of things in this advertise
ment that may be difficult to believe. So we 
want you to see SUPER READING for 
yourself. Examine it for 15 days. Listen to 
the teacher-on-cassette. Then decide. If you 
feel that SUPER READING will not benefit 
you, simply return it for a full , no questions 
asked, refund. You have nothing to lose. 

SPECIAL JUNIOR EDITION 
If you have a child between 10 and 16 and 
you would like to see them get help with 
the reading they must do to succeed in 
school , order the Junior SUPER READING 
SYSTEM. There's a special Parents Man
ual included and a special set of cas
settes. Your children will be on their way to 
the head of the class. 

r-----------7 
I Super Reading Institute CD482 
I 113 Gaither Drive, Mt. Laurel, NJ 08054 I 

I D YES! Please send me the Super Reading System at I 
S39.95 plus $2 postage and insured delivery. If I'm I 

I 
not completely satisfied within 15 days, I may re-
tum it tor a full refund. 

D Send the Junior Edition of Super Reading. I 
I § g:=:.0~~~~:Jit°= :~:r5~ular terms. 

I □ Visa D Mastercard (Interbank # ___ ) I 
I 

□ Amercian Express I 
Card No. _ _ _______ _ 

I Name~xp. Date --------- II 

I Address: 
City· State __ Zip__ j I Signature: _____ _ ____ _ 

._ ___________ _j 




