
Prudhoe Bay to Emerson, Manitoba, is the most ex- 
pensive private construction project ever proposed. It 
has been estimated at $5 billion, a figure that could 
thoroughly shake the Canadian money market, and has 
stirred up the nationalist element in eastern  Canada to 
demand that it be financed only with Canadian money. 
Complicating that issue are  Canadian fears about chal- 
lenges to  theu sovereignty in the Arctic islands, voiced 
after the voyage of the  Manhattan-an issue that  also 
builds pressure for development of the North.  In western, 
oil-conscious Canada,  I  heard it said that “development 

is inevitable; better it be American-financed than with 
German or Japanese money.” 

Some opponents of the project have been puzzled 
by the Nixon Administration’s insistence that  the  trans- 
Alaska route is necessary for American “security.” They 
point  out  that the United States and  Canada  are so 
closely linked already that the security of each is de- 
pendent on the other. A few ask, “Is that oil really for 
Japan?,” noting that it is  only  half as  far  from Valdez 
to  Tokyo Bay as it is from the Persian Gulf, Japan’s 
current oil source, to Tokyo. 0 
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The  Rev. Billy Graham is frequently photographed with 
President Nixon and his family at  the White House, 
where he seems to occupy the positi0.n of unofficial chap- 
lain. The fact that Billy Graham preaches a spiritual 
pablum whlch carefully avoids mention of meaningful 
social and polltical problems makes him the more ac- 
ceptable to the White House public relations people, 
who seek to project the President as the great crusader 
for peace and to spread the Nixon gospel that all  would 
be right on the American .scene if only a few grumblers 
and malcontents would keep their mouths shut. 

But the Rev. Eugene Carson Blake, who,  while  visit- 
ing North Vietnam on behalE  of the World Council of 
Churches, verified that American bombing was endanger- 
ing that country’s intricate dike system, is not likely to 
be invited to the White House. Indeed there  are in- 
creasingly dsturblng signs that some of the more out- 
spoken  churchmen who criticize Nixods foreign and do- 
mestic  policies are being pressured into silence  by various 
government agencles, and particularly by the Department 
of Internal Revenue Since the beginning of this Admin- 
istration, the IRS has demonstrated  an unprecedented 
interest in the civil nghts, anti-poverty and anti-war 
activities of certain religious organizations. 

Until relatively recent times, and with rare exceptions. 
church leaders of all denominations have aligned  them- 
selves w~th the conservative forces in government. The 
hierarchy of the Cathohc  Church slnce the Middle Ages, 
and the leaders of various Protestant denominations since 
the Reformation, in Europe  and  later in this country, 
have traditionally not  only supported the Establishment, 
but frequently have actively cooperated in suppressing 
political dissenters and soclal reformers, regarding the 
threat to established governmental policies as a  poten- 
tial threat to themselves. However, increasingly in recent 
years, ministers and priests have joined the ranks of po- 
litical reformers and soclal critics in the so-called demo- 
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cratic countries, and in countries with dictatorial regimes 
have lent their support  to various shades of revolution- 
aries. This development has not only often brought them 
Into conflict with their religious superiors but  has created 
resentment among the predominantly conservative lay 
members of religious groups who feel that pastors and 
priests should “stick to religion.” 

In spite of this opposition, more and more rank-and-file 
clergymen in  the United States, and the leadership as 
well in such influential groups as the National Council 
of Churches, the Unitarian-Universalist Association, the 
United Church of Christ, and the  Protestant Episcopal 
Church, have been participating in and even  spearhead- 
ing anti-war, civil rights and anti-poverty activities. 

It is one thing for  the government to have to 
contend with public demonstrations led  by college stu- 
dents, Vietnamese War veterans, black militants or poor 
people from Appalachia or other hard-hit areas.  They can 
always be brushed off as fragments of the radical minority. 
But when protests against the war and poverty in the 
ghettos are led by clergymen  with impeccable credentials 
they are not so easily dismissed. 

According to many observers, within and without 
church circles, the  covert weapon employed by the present 
government to discourage its critics within the churches 
is the threat by the IRS to cancel the tax-exempt status 
of the offending  groups-a threat which, if carried out, 
can destroy them by cutting off their source of funds. 
Those who contribute funds to churches and their ami- 
ated organizations, or make bequests to them in their 
wills,  rely on the deductibility of these gifts on their 
income tax returns and of the bequests on their estate 
tax returns. 

Although church leaders generally are  reluctant  to 
voice their suspicions of the motives of the Administra- 
tion, Dean M. Kelley of the National Council of Churches, 
has not hesitated to speak of a “vendetta” by the IRS 
against the churches; and the 17-page report released on 
December 8, 1971 by the Guild of St. Ives, affiliated  with 
the New York Diocese of the Episcopal Church, states: 
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“There  are indications that within the last two years the 
Internal Revenue Service has been investigating and,  it 
is feared, attempting to restrict certain ‘political’ activities 
of churches  and associations of churches.” 

Under the Internal Revenue Code no “substantial 
part” of the program of any tax-exempt organization 
may be used for “carrying on propaganda or attempting 
to influence legislation” or for supporting individuals in 
political elections. It is on the pretext that they are vio- 
lating this provision of the  code  that  the IRS is inves- 
tigating an increasing number of church groups, warning 
them that their “political” activities if not  curtailed will 
lose them their tax exemption. 

For example, the IRS has been engaged in what it 
euphemistically calls a  “routine audit” of the records of 
the National Council of Churches, which represents 
thirty Christian denominations, to determine  the extent 
to which that organization has been involved in “PO- 
litical” and “social” activities (it may be no more than 
coincidence that  the opposition of the National Council 
to the Anti-Ballistic Missile program ralsed the hackles 
of a number of conservative Congressmen); it has ad- 
vised the Episcopal Church  that the proposed use of a 
certain contribution for a  student political education pro- 
gram would “jeopardize” its tax-exempt privilege; it 
has investigated the use of space in the Trinity Episcopal 
Church of Melrose, Mass. by a  student peace group, warn- 
ing that such use would endanger the church’s exempt 
status; and has attempted to investigate the alleged “PO- 
litical” activities  of the California Migrant Ministry and 
the Florida Migrant Ministry, both of which have been 
outspoken in their support of the United Farm Workers 
Union and Cesar Chavez. The Inter-religious Foundation 
for Community Organization (IFCO) and the many black, 
Chicano  and native American groups to which it con- 
tributes funds were subjected to an eighteen-month audit 
by federal tax agents; and five other church  groups  (the 
National Councrl of Churches, the United Church of 
Christ, the Episcopal Chutch, the Disciples of Christ, 
and  a dlvision of the United Methodist Church) have 
been asked by the IRS if  they have made grants  to the 
Black United Front of Cairo, Ill. All have declined to 
comply with the request, and it remains to be  seen 
whether the government w~ll  seek to extract the  informa- 
tion by force of subpoenas. 

The legal basis for this alarming intrusion of the gov- 
ernment in church affairs  is dubious at best. The  Treas- 
ury’s own regulations, interpreting Sec. 501 (c) ( 3 )  of 
the IRC and defining “charitable” activities which are 
permissible, include at least some of the activities which 
the IRS is  trying to suppress. The regulations include as 
permissible “charitable” activities: 

Relief of the poor and distressed or of the under- 

Advancement of religion, advancement of education or 

Erectlon or malntenanc of pubhc bulldmgs, monuments 

Lessening of the burdens of governmmt; and 
Promotlon of soclal  welfare by organuatlons deslgned 

to accomplish any of the above purposes, or 
( I  ) to lessen  nelghborhood  tensions; 
(2 )  to ehmlnate prejudice and  discrimination; 

privileged. 

science 

or works. 

(3) to  defend human and  civil  rights  secured by law; 
( 4 )  to combat  communi,ty  deterioration and juvenile 

delinquency. . . .  
The fact that an  organization, in carrying  out its 

primary  purpose,  advocates  social or civic  changes or 
presents  opinion on controversial  issues  with  the  intent 
of moldlng  public  opinlon or creating  public  sentiment 
to an acceptance of Its views does not  [dlsqualify an 
organization of exemption]. 

In some cases church groups suspected of “exces- 
sive” political activity, after extensive audits by the IRS, 
have  been allowed to keep their tax exemption despite 
certain “objectionable activities,” on condition that they 
would go and sin no more. Others  have been less for- 
tunate. The Christian Action Council of South  Carolina 
lost its religious tax exemption in 1970 and was re- 
quired to pay retroactively taxes on its executive’s salary, 
on the ground  that he was not engaged in religious ac- 
tivity. The YWCA of Wilmington, Del., a  “pubhc  char- 
ity” under the terms of the  Internal  Revenue Code, lost 
its tax exemption on  the ground that its activities in- 
cluded attempts  to influence “legislation”; and the Church 
of Scientology in California, which claims a membership 
of 3 million in the United States and which strongly sup- 
ports involvement by church groups in political and social 
affairs, was deprived of its tax-exempt status several years 
ago. 

Last  January  a California settlement house operated 
by a  church mission was advised that if it continued to 
allow its facilities to be used  by the Congress of Mexi- 
can-American Unity, a civil rights organizatlon, whose 
purposes included the selection and endorsement of po- 
litical candidates and adopting a program of “communlty 
development” among Chicanos, i t  would lose Its tax- 
exempt  status.  Both the United Church of Chrlst and 
the National Council of Churches were warned not to 
try to testify before a Senate subcommittee with respect 
to legislation both  churches opposed on  pain of suffering 
loss of their tax exemption. 

A glaring example of the Adminlstration’s efforts to 
silence politlcal protest by progressive church  groups 
took place in Boston in the fall o€ 1971 when Dr.  Robert 
N. West, president of the Unitarian-Universalist Associa- 
tion, received a telephone call from the New England 
Merchants  National Bank Informing him that some time 
before, members of the FBI had appeared at the bank 
armed with a  grand jury subpoena calling for the pro- 
duction of all of the church’s financial records, including 
all checks written or deposited between June 1 and  Octo- 
ber 15, 1971; and that  the bank, without even notifying 
its  depositor,  had simply handed the records over to 
the government sleuths. 

The  FBI investigation, which the church is  vigorously 
challenging in the courts, was prompted by the  fact  that 
Beacon Press, a nonprofit publishing house supported 
by the church  group, had published The Pentagon Pa- 
pers, as released by Sen. Mike Gravel the previous  June. 

Representatives of the National Councd of Churches 
and of the Synagogue Council of America joined in a 
complaint  to President Nixon about this violation of the 
First  Amendment, saying. 
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We  find intolerable the Government’s  overbroad  and 
unparticularlzed use  of its  subpoena  powers in a gen- 
eral search of at1 this  church’s  financial  records for a 
substantlal  period of time. We  believe it can only have 
a chilling  effect  on  the  free  exercise of a religion,  as 
well  as upon  the other great freedoms guaranteed by 
the First Amendment. . . . 

We reject the contentlon  that the government is 
dealing not with  this  church’s  religious  activities  but 
with Its “political”  activities. There is no  polltlcal  issue 
that  does not have a potential  moral  dimension,  and  no 
moral Issue that does  not  have a potentlal  polrtical  di- 
mension.  Neither our falth nor the Constitution will 
permit our religious  instltutions  to  yield to any  govern- 
ment  agency the power to determme the definitlon or 
the limits of religlous  activity. . . . 

We therefore  call  upon the President  to  end  the cur- 
rent pun~tive aspects of the invest~gation of the Unitanan- 
Unlversallst  Assoclation,  and to exercise  the  vigilance of 
his ofice to  prevent  such  mfrmgements of religious 
llberty  in the future. 
A spokesman for  the U.S. Catholic  Conference ex- 

pressed that organization’s concern  about  the possible 
violatlon of religious llberty posed by the government’s 
subpoena,  and offered the servlces of its own general 
counsel  to  consult with the attorneys  for  the  Unitarian- 
Universallst Association. 

On July 24, the last of the  temporary  court stays of 
the FBI’s activities at the bank expired after the Su- 
preme Court ruled 5 to 4 against  a  permanent injunc- 
tton. Accordingly the  Justice  Department is  now free to 
require representatives of the Beacon Press and of the 
Unwersalist Church  to  appear  before  a  federal  grand 
jury which is considering criminal charges against them. 
The government is using the grand  jury process to 
harass,  intimidate, and restrict the dissemination of the 

, Pentagon  Papers, although they were already  in  the 
public domain, because the present Administration doesn’t 
want  any  broader circulation of this “controversial” 
material 

Those who support the Administration’s efforts 
to  keep  the  church and its leaders  from  concerning them- 
selves  with anti-war, civil rights, poverty and  other “con- 
troversial” subjects, claim that if a religious organiza- 
tlon chooses to participate fully in civic affairs it is 
engaging in “legislative activity,” and therefore should 
be deprived of its tax exemption as a religious or chari- 
table lnstitu tion. 

But  this  notion is historically wlthout  foundation. The 
occasion when Congress placed a limitation on substan- 
tial leglslatlve activity by publlc charities arose in 1934 
when Sen. David A. Reed of Pennsylvania, in offering 
an  amendment to the Internal  Revenue  Code,  empha- 
sized that  the sole purpose of his amendment was to 
Insure that a  contribution to a  charity would not be de- 
ductible for tax purposes “If I t  is a selfish one  made to 
advance  the  personal interest of the giver of money.” His 
amendment,  Senator  Reed  added, was not  intended to 
“apply to the Soclety for  the  Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children . . . or any of the worthy institutions that we 
do not in  the slightest mean to affect”-namely genuine 
public charities. 

The 1934 limltation on “lobbying” permits religious 

groups to devote part of their activities to influencing 
legislation, provided they are “insubstantial” when com- 
pared to the overall activities of the organizations. The 
fact that  no tax official or court  has  ever defined “sub- 
stantial” makes it easier for  a  Treasury official to  decide 
that a particular  church body has overstepped the  bound- 
ary. 

In 1954 a second limitation was added to the  code 
placing an absolute prohibition on any participation or 
intervention by any religious organization in “any politi- 
cal  campaign on behalf of any candidate for public office.” 
And recently Rep.  John R.  Rarick,  (D,,  La.)  intro- 
duced a bill in Congress that would eliminate the “sub- 
stantial” qualification entirely with respect to lobbying 
activities. It would flatly prohibit  any legdative activity 
by religious, charitable or other  exempt organlzations. 
In offering his blll the Congressman made no secret of 
the fact that  the activities of the  National  Council of 
Churches were a  prime  target. 

Most churchmen insist that involvement in the social 
and political problems of the  nation and the  community 
that  have  moral implications is part of their religious “mis- 
sion” and responsibility. Furthermore  their involvement 
doesn’t constitute  a “substantial” involvement. At most, 
leaders of the National Council of Churches  say, these 
“political activities constltute about 3.5 per cent of their 
total programs,  a minuscule amount.  Dean M. Kelley says 
the council should be much more Involved in such activl- 
ties than it already is. 

Other  critics of the hard  government  attitude point 
out that the  tax  code  speaks of influencing legislation 
and  not  of “political actwities”;  that  the  churches  rarely 
support or oppose specific bdls;  that  rather  their main 
concern is to  take  stands  on public issues such  as  war, 
poverty, welfare, civil rights and ecology, in general 
terms. In short, they say that the IRS is deliberately 
interpreting  the tax code more  broadly than the  statute 
or regulations authorize. 

While the government thus stretches the tax laws to 
prevent civic-minded clergymen from expressing them- 
selves on  crucial issues affecting all citizens, those  same 
laws permit  giant  corporations unlimited tax  deducti- 
bility for lobbying for their private interests. As a result, 
the  manufacturers of guns,  bombers and napalm  can 
deduct  the  cost of urglng Congress to escalate govern- 
ment arms purchases as buslness expenses; whereas 
the churches, when they seek to remind the  government 
and the  public of the Biblical injunction,  “Thou  shalt 
not kill,” do so at  the risk of losing their tax-exempt 
status.  As  Edgar  May, formerly with the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity  and now a  consultant to the Ford 
Foundatlon, put i t .  “If an army of persuaders  can be 
unleashed to convince the  government to bail out Lock- 
heed, so should an army of the  prominent  and  eminent 
who make  up  the boards of [charitable] agencies in this city 
be permitted to be unleashed against those who  delay 
and obstruct social change which is overdue.” 

A bill proposed by Sen. Edmund S .  Muskie and 
twenty-four other  sponsors would remedy this anomaly 
by permitting religious and  charitable groups to com- 
municate  their  concerns  to  federal and state legislators. 
as  well as to their own membership, without being 
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threatened by the IRS. Not only should such legislation 
in behalf of lobbying for the public interest be adopted 
but profit-motivated lobbying by the business commu- 
nity should be discouraged by repealing that section of 
the IRC which permits private concerns to list such ex- 
penses for tax purposes as part of their ordinary cost 
of doing business. 

The crux of the matter is that the threats by the gov- 
ernment to deprive church leaders and their followers of 
their traditional tax exemption unless they abandon their 
right to speak out individually and collectively on mat- 
ters of wide public concern, is a clear abridgment of 
First  Amendment  guarantees, to all citizens, of freedom 
of religion, speech, press and assembly, including the 
right to petition the government for  redress of grievances. 
There  is nothing in these fundamental  constitutional guar- 
antees which intimates that cltizehs forfeit these rights 
if they act collectively through public-interest organiza- 
tions which are exempt from taxation. The “political” 
activity restrictions which have been imposed on religious 
tax exemption, in the opinion of most constitutional law- 
yers, are  tantamount  to  an  improper prohibition of, and 
penalty imposed on, the efforts of the churches to carry 
oust their rellgious mission when that mission touches on 
an area which the government chooses to call “political.” 

The fact is that the various traditronal social-welfare 
agencies established by the churches to help the sick, 
the poor and the handicapped, although they have served 
their purpose effectively in the past, no longer suffice. 
Gradually these agencies have come to recognize that 
their efforts in the form of direct aid and services to 
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Belfast 
When the  Stormont  parliament  and government, being 
subordinate to the British House of Commons, were 
suspended for one year until  March 1973 the Catholics 
in Northern  Ireland were greatly relieved, If not indeed 
overjoyed. They saw suspension as ending the power of 
those politicians who had been the~r  enemies and op- 
pressors for fifty years With no  Stormont  under the 
thumb of the Unlonlst Party  and  the  Orange  Order, they 
felt they would be qulckly granted the clvil rlghts to 
whlch they were entltled. They hoped that direct rule 
from London would contlnue and that  Stormont would 
never be reconstituted. 

Thelr hopes, however, were soon dashed. The official 
IRA ended its mllitary campaign when Stormont was 
suspended.  But Brltish Prlme Minlster Edward  Heath 

the poor, needy and sick do li’ttle more  than provide 
Band Aids for ,the hurts inflicted by society. Now the 
churches  must help bring about  changes in society to 
eliminate the  conditions which made such direct aids 
necessary; and  to do this they must be concerned with 
legislation because most public policy is determined by 
legislation. 

Ironically, the case that will probably come be- 
fore the Supreme Court  and which will determine whether 
the government, via the IRS or the FBI,  can deprive 
churches of their traditional tax exemption for excessive 
political” activities, involves an  extreme right-wing organ- 

ization, the Christian Echoes  National  Ministry,  pre- 
sided over by the Oklahoma conservative evangelist 
Billie James  Hargis, who heads  the  Christian  Anti€om- 
munist Crusade.  Hargis  and his followers have consist- 
ently opposed the  National Council of Churches as too 
liberal, but the National Council will join in defending 
the  Hargis organization’s right to express its opinions 
however distasteful they may be. Hargis’ religious group 
lost its tax exemption in the  late 1960s because the IRS 
determined that its political activities, which included 
vigorous support of legislation that would have permitted 
religious prayers and Bible reading in the public schools, 
were “substantial.” 

The importance of this Supreme  Court  case  can hardly 
be exaggerated. It may decide whether or not in the 
words of Frank  Patton,  Jr.,  a member of the Episcopalian 
Guild of St. Ives, “the  church  as  an  independent voice 
in this pluralistic society will soon be terminated.” 0 

C C  

had scarcely finlshed the speech in which he announced 
the suspension of Stormont when Sean MacStiopham, 
the chief of staff of the Provisional IRA in Dublin, stated 
that “nothmg  had  changed.” Ignoring the vlews of Re- 
publican leaders in Ulster, he called on his followers to 
continue their military activities and to remember  that 
the British were the main enemy. 

Within a few hours of MacStiophain’s rejection of di- 
rect rule, several people were killed in explosions, or 
by the British Army, or in cross fire between the British 
and  the  IRA.  The  Catholic ghettos of West Belfast, the 
Creggan and the  Bogside in Derry all remained “no-go” 
areas Into which neither  the British Army nor the Royal 
Ulster Constabulary could penetrate. By the end of 
August, five months after  the suspension of Stormont, 
nearly 200 people had been killed-In addition to the 
300 killed from August 1969 until March 1972. Many 
of them were murdered by assassination gangs, whose  toll 
of innocent victims has been mounting day by day. 

Between March  and  July at least sixty people had 
been murdered by these gangs. Many of them were 
Catholics whose deaths were undoubtedly in reprisal for 
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