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HOW TO REDUCE THE
DANGER OFATAX AUDIT

“I’d do almost anything, even over
pay my taxes, to avoid having the IRS
audit my return.”’ A surprising number
of taxpayers feel this way.

But this attitude is more usual: ‘
minimize my taxes as much as I dare —
but I also worry about getting slapped
with a tax audit.”

Then there’s a third attitude, more
common than you might think: ‘“Those
SOBs don’t scare me. I’ll fight them all
the way.”

Which attitude resembles your own?
Whichever it is, if you earn $25,000 a
year. . .or if you own a house or some
other asset that interests the tax collec-
tor, there’s a new Report you should
see:

THE TAXPAYER’S
AUDIT SURVIVAL MANUAL

How to Avoid an IRS Audit First
and Foremost — And How to
Survive One If They Catch You

The authors? You won’t find two who
know more about this problem. Charles
W. Schoeneman, formerly with the U.S.
Tax Court, is now a Washington tax at-
torney (with an imposing client list). Ver-
non K. Jacobs, nationally known tax
consultant and lecturer, is the author of
Taxpayers’ Counterattack and editor of
the consumer’s tax service, TAX
ANGLES (and, therefore, a master at
reducing tax gobbledygook to plain
English).

Your Chances of Getting Audited

The authors give you the latest figures,
broken down by income. . .the latest
reports on tax delinquents, and how
many had their property seized. They
follow your tax return, step by step,
throught the IRS bureaucracy. This
“‘tour”’ gives you precious hints on how to
lessen your chance of an audit. For exam-
ple:

e How to choose a tax advisor. (Careful: the one you
pick might cause you to be examined.)
¢ Fearsome weapons the feds can use: liens, levies,

seizures. What each one means. How they hurt you in
other ways.

® One powerful weapon to get the IRS to cut your
tax deficiency. (Here, the odds are in your favor.)

e What to do if a tax agent shows up at your door
unannounced.

e How to make the tax man suspicious: more than 25
signals that suggest tax fraud. Signals given off by the
tax man that hint at a criminal investigation.

e When the exam period ends, collection begins. Do
you have any recourse then?

Valuable Extras
@ Official IRS List of Unallowable Deductions
® IRS Guidelines for Auditing Professionals
@ 20 charts, illustrations, IRS forms
® Map of IRS districts

e Encouraging note: the double screening your re-
turn must pass before you get audited.

e Should you round off your figures?

e The awesome legal powers of Special Agents and
Revenue Agents. How they differ.

e Can your accountant be required to testify against
you? How about your wife? Your children? Can your
accountant be forced to produce your tax records?

o Useful literature you can get free from the U.S. Tax
Court.

e True or false: when a taxpayer beats a criminal rap,
he may still owe a big tax bill.

e Should you go before the IRS yourself, or send
your tax advisor? 3 possibilities.

e One reason not to file an amended return.

e Your chances when you appeal (better than you
think).

e Form 870: does it ever pay to sign it on the spot?

e When the IRS suspects fraud: what goes on behind
the scenes.

e Should you ever admit a mistake? A doubtful
deduction?

e What are the mathematical chances of being pros-
ecuted for a tax crime? Of being convicted? Of going
to jail?

e Priceless advice on how to conduct yourself during
the audit. Tips that help it run your way. Dangers to
avoid.

e Why the odds against you aren’t so bad after all.

e When is the best time to file — early, late, or just
under the wire?

One thing that make an IRS audit so
unsettling: much of it operates outside the
American legal system. The tax
bureaucrats assess what they will. The
taxpayer must prove his deductions: guil-
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ty till proven innocent. It is an adversary
situation — and the tax collector holds all
the guns. So if you pay a sizable tax bill,
you owe it to yourself to see how far you
can legally minimize your taxes — and
what risks you may be taking at each step.

The stakes are high. In 1978, the
average extra assessment gathered in by
the IRS came to $3,898. It is almost cer-
tain to soar over $4,000 for 1979 returns
— and keep soaring. This new Manual
comes just in time.

FREE EXAMINATION

The Manual, frankly, is prepared for
those who make $25,000 or more. . . who
can save the most. . . who have the most
to lose. It is tax-deductible and comes as a
typewritten Special Report for $35
postpaid, and is returnable for a full re-
fund within 30 days.

Nothing can guarantee you won’t be
audited. Sometimes it’s just bad luck. But
if you don’t agree that the Manual cuts
your chances of an audit, just send it
back to Alexandria House Books, 901
N. Washington Street, Alexandria, VA
22314. You'll get your $35 back, and no
questions asked.

How to get this Special Report FREE

You may take this $35 Report FREE with a two-
year subscription to TAX ANGLES, the only
monthly service that shows executives, owners of
small businesses, professionals and investors how
to cut their taxes legally. Just check the box in the
coupon and send $79 for 24 issues (two years).
GUARANTEE: Read 4 issues. If TAX ANGLES
isn’t worth many times its modest price in tax sav-
ings, just tell us to cancel after 4 issues. We’ll send
you a complete refund for the entire unused por-
tion of your subscription — and you keep the
Manual FREE.

---------------------------l

Alexandria House BOOKS 90! . washington St., Alexandria, va. 22314 1

O Ienclose $35. Please send The Taxpayer’s Audit Survival Manual postpaid. If not pleased, I
may return it within 30 days for full, prompt refund.

[0 Please send the Manual and charge my credit card. Same refund guarantee.
[J VISA

[0 Master Charge I
Expires

Signature

my FREE Manual. Same refund guarantee.
Name

[ I enclose $79. Enter my TAX ANGLES subscription for 2 years (24 issues) and send the I
Manual FREE. If not pleased after 4 issues of TAX ANGLES, I may cancel for a full refund of I
the entire unexpired portion of my subscription. But the Manual is mine free, even if I cancel.

[0 Charge my credit card $79, as filled in above. Send 2 years (24 issues) of TAX ANGLES plus
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BILL BIRMINGHAM

SURELY YOU REMEM-
ber the Susan B. Anthony
dollar: sort of a quarter with
pretensions, bearing the
great suffragette’s profile. “It
is about time that women be
given their proper recogni-
tion in this all-important
phase of our national life,”
the Secretary of the Treasury
intoned when it was first is-
sued last year. The American
public was less enthusiastic,
and the Treasury finally shut
down its stamping mills with
some 770 million Susies in
non-circulation. San Fran-
cisco Chronicle columnist
Herb Caen has found one
use for the Susie, however: in
the bowels of San Francisco’s
raunchy Tenderloin district
is a place called The Film
Den which offers “Fantasy in
Flesh.” Feed coins to a slot
and the curtains part, reveal-
ing an unclothed lady with
whom one may chat at a cost
of one dollar for ninety sec-
onds. Not only can one op-

erate this slut machine (as
Caen calls it) with the Susie,
it will accept nothing else.
It’s enough to make Gloria
Steinem embrace the gold

standard.

A very good point, from an
unlikely source: “From his
very first official call for a
boycott of the Moscow
Olympics,” declared the
Soviet news agency Tass in
a March 24 editorial, Car-
ter “has actually embarked
on the path of violating
the rights of American
athletes.... One can hardly
treat athletes more high-
handedly and cruelly than
by depriving them of their
basic rights, without which
sport is senseless—the right
to compete with other top
athletes; moreover, at such
a world festival of sports
as the Olympic Games.”
Meanwhile, a proposal by
U.S. Olympians that they go
to the Moscow Games but
boycott the awards cere-
monies got a brusque dis-

_—

missal from the White
House. “It’s obviously unac-
ceptable,” sniffed one White
House aide. “The President
has made his decision.”

The March 31 issue of U.S.
News ¢& World Report has
one of those insipid bar
graphs showing “Where
U.S. Billions Have Gone”
abroad, which almost man-
ages to make the subject
boring. And this is no
mean feat, considering that
by State Department figures
the U.S. taxpayer has sent
$194,560,000,000 — that’s
194 billion, if you’ve lost
track of the zeroes—in mili-
tary and economic aid
o’er the briny since 1946
(“through Sept. 30, 19797).
Champion subsidy-suckers
have been the Defenders of
Freedom in Vietnam, who
lapped up $22,877000,000
(lesser Defenders in Laos,
Cambodia and Thailand
split $6.8 billion for their as-
sistance), and our “friends”
in South Korea raked in
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nearly $13 billion. It may
surprise the reader to learn
that Israel collected near $15
billion—about $5,000 per
Israeli, by the way — while
Egypt got $6,380 million,
most of that even before the
glorious ‘“peace” treaty
which gave both countries
the free run of the public
purse. Indeed, Uncle Sap has
financed both sides of sev-
eral wars: Turkey versus
Greece, for example ($7 bil-
lion and $5 billion, respec-
tively), as well as India versus
Pakistan ($6 billion and $5
billion — no wonder Paki-
stani strongman General Zia
rejected Carter’s proffered
$400 million aid deal as
“peanuts”). USN&WR did
not see fit to comment on
these figures, but that’s
probably for the best, given
that journal’s general in-
ability to rise above kinder-
garten red-baiting. They
even used the finest of fine
print to note that these fig-
ures omit $11.9 billion in
outstanding Export-Import
Bank loans, used to sub-
sidize trade with the Soviet
Union, among other places.

The insolence of Big Brother
knows no bounds; now the
Food and Drug Administra-
tion has arrogated to itself
the power to regulate and
approve vibrators. “Al-
though specific standards
still are being written,” says
the Oakland Tribune
(March 15, 1980), “FDA of-
ficials say they are primarily
concerned that registered vi-
brators will not damage or
inflame sensitive genital tis-
sue.” And none too soon. If
we had permitted just any-
one to make and sell such
devices, it would have been
only a matter of time before
Americans were maiming
themselves by the thousands
with the products of Cuisin-
art, or Black and Decker.
You can carry laissez faire
only so far.

Barron’s had itself a hearty
sneer last February at the 54

businessmen who lent their
names and likenesses to
support the 1980 U.S. Indus-
trial Payroll Savings Pro-
gram, asking how many of
them were dumb enough to
buy the Savings Bonds they
tried to con American work-
ers into buying. Surprisingly,
one wrote in to claim that he
had $50,000 in the things
and buys more at the rate of
$225 every week—and that
he has “no current plans” to
unload them before their
maturity date. “I consider
Savings Bonds to be an in-
vestment in America — a
country I’'m tremendously
proud of and one which has
given me opportunities that
I’m extremely grateful for,”
says Roy A. Anderson,
Chairman of the Board for
Lockheed.

Village Voice columnist Nat
Hentoff brings us the tale of
how, four years ago, wee
Jimmy Carter told Mike
Barnicle of the Boston
Globe that he has never been
afraid. “My faith in God,”
said the Blessed Peanut, “has
prevented me from knowing
fear.” (Barnicle, who was
driving with Carter at the
time, remarks that he had a
sudden urge to leap out of
the car “rather than spend
any more time with a man
who had just told me he was
not susceptible to the health-
iest of all emotions, fear.”)
This year, during the Iowa
primary, Rosalynn Carter
assured the voters that her
helpmeet “would not be
afraid to declare war” (we
have this on the authority of
another Globe columnist,
Robert Healy), inspiring in
Hentoff the same urge as
Barnicle had: to “Dump
Carter—and Madame Nhu
Too” (the Voice, March 3,
1980). Ngo Diem’s sister-in-
law was given to proposing
“barbecues” of her family’s
detractors; a trait Hentoff
finds akin to the First Drag-
on Lady’s “cold ferocity
against all who get in the
Carters’ way. ... But what
this First Lady is saying in

1980 involves the readiness
of Jimmy Carter to create a
barbecue of millions upon
millions of souls to prove
how utterly committed he is
to peace through strength.”

“Carter is truly a cretin and
Kennedy, having drowned
his mistress, went to sleep for
twelve hours.” That’s Gaul-
list politician Edgar Faure,
quoted in the February 29
Le Monde (by way of the
incomparable Alexander
Cockburn). Some things, it
seems, can be seen much
more clearly from a distance
of five or six thousand miles.

But of course there is one
surefire way to convince
yourself that Jimmykins isn’t
really that bad: read the
rantings of such as George
Will, who is livid at his
“abandonment” of the Shah.
“To appease the terrorists,”
raged Will in a recent
(March 19) column, “the
Administration betrayed
American values by deport-
ing [sic] an old ailing ally to
a fly-blown island in the
tropics.” (Said f.b.i. is Gen-
eral Torrijos’s favorite vaca-
tion spot— and the place
where Patty Hearst spent her
honeymoon—which may be
why the “deported” Shah
went there of his own ac-
cord.) “Torrijos and his
henchmen,” as Will would
have it, “have already fleeced
the shah for substantial
amounts of money. They
monitor his calls. [What?!
Who do they think they are,
SAVAK?] They harass and
arrest his aides. ... Today the
shah is a virtual prisoner of
his tormentor, Torrijos, who
says that the shah is not free
to leave Panama.” Well,
maybe he had his fingers
crossed. But nothing can ex-
cuse Carter for refusing the
impoverished Shgh admit-
tance to the Canal Zone
hospital, forcing him to turn
to.that infamous quack, Dr.
Michael DeBakey (of heart-
transplant fame). “The Ad-
ministration would not even

provide a government plane
to get doctors to Panama.
Fear of terrorists now con-
trols Administration deci-
sions about planes and
medicines.” Anything to
keep dictators off the dole.

The reader will no doubt
celebrate Independence Day
this July 4, unaware that he
should have been celebrating
54 days earlier. Tax Freedom
Day, as calculated by the Tax
Foundation, Inc., is the day
when the average American
schmoe has finally worked
long enough to pay his taxes
—federal, state and local—
for the year and can devote
himself to the pursuit of such
extravagant luxuries as food
and shelter, and perhaps a
rag to cover his nakedness.
Unlike the Fourth, Tax Free-
dom Day is a moveable feast,
which comes ever later in the
year as governmental depre-
dations increase. In 1980 it
falls on May 11— three days
later than in 1979, five days
later than in 1978.

Just as we go to press the
Boston Sunday Globe re-
ports that, contrary to
George Will’s fears, the Ad-
ministration did not “aban-
don” the Shah in Panama.
Rather, it was White House
counsel Lloyd Cutler who
arranged for the chartered
jet that spirited the King of
Kings out of Panama just one
day before Iranian lawyers
filed for an extradition or-
der. The Shah flew the
friendly skies of Evergreen
International Airlines, which,
according to the Globe, has
“links” to the CIA.

- i

Caveat emptor: “The maker
of Woodward’s Celebrated
Gripe Water, a British con-

,coction for infant discom-
forts, legally lists ingredients
on its Malaysian label in Lat-
in.” (Wall Street Journal,
April 8, 1980.) “In Britain,
the label is in English, and it
sets a limit of eight doses a
day”
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The revolt
of the masses

INFLATION IS ONE OF
the tax man’s staunchest al-
lies. For as prices of all sorts,
including wages and salaries
(the price of human labor)
have gone up and up and up,
more and more Americans
have entered higher and
higher income tax brackets.
Though their incomes have
not been going up as fast as
the prices of food, housing
and transportation, our
“progressive” income tax
system has nevertheless been
steadily enlarging its cut. A
worker who earned $10,000
in 1970 will earn $20,000 in
1980 if his wages and salary
went up over the decade at
about the same rate as ev-
eryone else’s. But since all
other prices have gone up
faster, the worker whose
standard of living ate up
every cent of his or her salary
in 1970 will have to reduce
his standard of living in
1980. (Another option
might be the use of credit to
live beyond his means, ex-
cept that President Carter
has recently chosen to order
sharp cutbacks in the avail-
ability of consumer credit—
an order which would be
understandable if it came
from a tyrant who delighted

in torture, but which is ut-
terly incomprehensible in the
mealy mouth of an elected
official who pretends, feebly,
to be “fighting inflation.” Is
Carter bent on restricting his
people’s access to any device
which might ease the suffer-
ing they were being made to
endure by the inflation he
had previously loosed upon
them?) And on top of all this,
the government is demand-
ing a larger percentage of his
earnings in the form of in-
come tax. After all, he’s earn-
ing twice as much as he was
ten years ago, isn’t he?

The only beneficiary of in-
flation is government. With-
out having to take the politi-
cal risk of raising the level of
taxation, it manages to rake
in ever-increasing amounts
of revenue.

This is one of the principal
reasons why so many Amer-
icans are suddenly “cheat-
ing” on their taxes. The IRS
is naturally hesitant to admit
that such a problem exists on
any large scale. The IRS de-
pends upon voluntary com-
pliance for its existence. And
if it revealed how bad the
problem has already be-
come— how many Ameri-
cans are now “cheating” and
getting away with it— the
system could fail altogether.
But every few years the IRS
does an in-depth review of
50,000 tax returns to de-
termine the level of this vol-

untary compliance. In 1967,
small proprietors had a
compliance rate of about 80
percent. By 1973 it was
down to 60 percent. And to-
day, Jerome Kurtz, Commis-
sioner of the IRS, admits that
the level is as low as 47 per-
cent for independent con-
tractors. Kurtz claims that
the compliance rate for em-
ployees is still incredibly high
—98 percent—because their
wages and salaries are re-
ported for them, and are
automatically withheld from
their paychecks. Yet there is
some concern on the IRS’s
part that a growing number
of those employees are be-
ginning to claim too many
deductions on their 1040
forms—more, perhaps, than

.they are “rightfully entitled”

to. Others, millions of them,
are entering the “under-
ground economy” and deal-
ing exclusively in cash,
goods and services. No
checks, no credit cards, no
records. What goes unre-
corded can also go unre-
ported.

And most Americans who
are “cheating” in these ways
are getting away with it.
Mortimer Caplin, a former
head of the IRS during the
1960s, laments what he calls
“a serious deterioration in
enforcement,” and claims
that “the word is spreading
that the IRS hardly looks at a
lot of returns.” Robert Mcln-

tyre, head of Ralph Nader’s
Tax Reform Group, bla-
tantly states that “anyone
who wants to cheat can.”
This year only a little more
than 2 percent of all returns
will be audited. The rate was
5 percent as recently as the
early ’60s. Furthermore, the
IRS simply can’t keep pace
with all the new tax-shelter
schemes. Some 200,000 in-
dividual returns represent-
ing about 18,000 different
tax-shelter ideas are now re-
portedly backed up for scru-
tiny at IRS offices. And even
when the agency finally gets
around to auditing those re-
turns—or going after one of
the five million Americans
who don’t even file one —
chances are very good it
won’t win its case. A General
Accounting Office study
found that the IRS is catch-
ing only one out of eight
non-filers, that many of
those caught eventually end
up with refunds rather than
owing any tax, and that
many other cases are
dropped because the sus-
pected nonfiler isn't at his or
her last address known by
the IRS, even though the in-
dividual could easily be
traced through relatives or
even by looking at a phone
book.

Then there’s the newest
trend among IRS inves-
tigators—going after the in-
dividual or small proprietor
instead of the wealthy pro-
fessional criminal. Tn many
cases, the agents don’t want
to mess with real crooks
dealing in illegal income; in-
dividuals and mom-and-pop
enterprises are much easier
prey. Also, it takes nine
months from the time the
IRS calls a court hearing be-
fore the proceeding actually
begins. It’s easy to disappear
in nine months. Typically,
real criminals don’t show—
they’ve neatly exited their
former addresses or even the
country. This has been the
scenario in more than 80
percent of all the court hear-
ings the IRS has ordered in
the last two years. Barbers,
beauticians, secretaries, and

the couple who own the
health food store have a bet-
ter record of showing up in
court. They’re more com-
pliant.

But of course, this bully’s
strategy of picking on the
easy, defenseless victim is
winning the IRS no new
friends. One former Assist-
ant Secretary of the Treasury,
David Macdonald, believes
it’s actually adding to the
spread of tax avoidance and
tax evasion by convincing
people that the IRS is an il-
legitimate agency, not wor-
thy of their respect. After all,
what kind of organization
would try to squeeze more
money out of inflation-
strapped working people
while leaving affluent truck
hijackers and car thieves
alone?

The resultant disrespect
for the tax collector is mak-
ing itself felt outside the IRS
as well, in a new disdain for
the bureaucrats who collect
and spend state and munici-
pal income taxes. In Cali-
fornia during April and
May, Howard Jarvis’s latest
expression of his disrespect,
Proposition 9, which would
cut the California state in-
come tax in half, was the
most controversial item—in-
cluding the candidates for
the Republican and Demo-
cratic presidential nomi-
nations— coming up on the
June 3 ballot. The con-
troversy, however, was not

really over whether Proposi-
tion 9 should pass—almost
everyone who pays taxes
would love to see them cut—
but rather over exactly
which concentrations of un-
sightly government fat
should be eliminated once it
had. California politicians,
needless to say, were agoniz-
ing publicly (with the em-
phasis on the publicly) over
whether the cuts would have
to be made in the police de-
partments or the fire de-
partments, or maybe the
parks and recreation de-
partments or the depart-
ments that fix the streets and
keep them clean, or maybe
we could close some public
libraries. One wonders
whether the government of-
ficials who are perpetrating
this fraud are actually out to
punish the impertinent tax-
payers who have threatened
to impoverish them by cut-
ting back exactly those gov-
ernment services which they
do not want cut back. Or are
they merely out to spread
misinformation and thereby
win an election — by con-
vincing the voters that there
is no fat in government, that
everything is already down
to the bare bones, with the
possible exception of our
budgets for the parks and
the museums and the police
and fire departments and the
people who maintain the
streets and, of course, the li-
braries, always the libraries.

But what about the thirty
thousand and forty thou-
sand dollar per year bureau-
crats—phalanxes of them at
a time — who sit shuffling
papers so that California’s
dozens of tax-supported
community colleges will be
able to go on offering classes
in pottery for welfare moth-
ers? What about the hun-
dreds of thousands of tax-
payer dollars which go down
the rathole every year in
every large city as “matching
funds” for some federally
conceived and federally
peddled welfare boondog-
gle? — or jobs boondoggle
or anti-crime boondoggle
or transit boondoggle: pick
your boondoggle; where cost
and effectiveness are con-
cerned, they’re pretty much
interchangeable. What about
the millions upon millions of
taxpayer dollars which are
spent every year to harass
marijuana smokers, prosti-
tutes, gamblers, and pub-
lishers of “pornographic”
books? The only answer
such questions receive from
the bureaucrats and politi-
cians of California is a stony
silence — a silence with a
good deal of eye-opening re-
cent history behind it. This
history, including an assess-
ment of the effects of Propo-
sition 13 and an analysis of
how the “no on 9” scare stor-
ies came to be, is the burden
of two other contributors to
this issue of LR, Bruce R.
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Bartlett and Marshall E.
Schwartz. Suffice it to say
here that the spirit of Jarvis II
is the same as the spirit of the
rising national tide of tax
avoidance and tax evasion;
and such a spirit is precisely
what we need to usher in a
new chapter in the ongoing

tax revolt. —LJN& JR

Uncle Snoop

IN APRIL THE CENSUS
Bureau began the most ex-
pensive and complicated
count in its 200 year history.
Plagued by errors, lawsuits
and demands, and worried
about public distrust of Big
Brotherism, Washington
appealed to Madison Ave-
nue, The Boy Scouts of
America, television and
sports celebrities, hundreds
of local ethnic leaders and
682,000 paid enumerators
to cajole each and every one
of the nation’s 220 million
citizens to respond. The
1970 census missed about 7
percent of the population,
mostly blacks and other
minorities, especially Mexi-
can illegal aliens. Since state,
local, and minority leaders
rely on numbers to achieve
political clout and federal
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THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

funds, it was in the interest of
every group scrambling for
dollars to make certain that
not a single old wino or
struggling alien was ignored
by the tally.

If the ad campaign fails in
its 100 percent goal, we are
warned (and with fear of the
government at an all-time
high it surely will), then
Washington will not be able
to “fairly” redistribute our
wealth, give the correct in-
formation to private busi-
nesses for use in their direct
mail campaigns, or, god for-
bid, know exactly how many
members of its citizenry be-
long to a particular race or
nationality.

In an obvious attempt to
justify the invasion of pri-
vacy inherent in the current
census, and thus reassure a
public disinclined to believe
the government, Vincent P.
Barabba, director of the cen-
sus, says, “The bureau does
invade your privacy—every-
one does, but only questions
relevant to government serv-
ices are asked. That’s the
balance between the right to
privacy and the need to
know.” For libertarians, of
course, the government’s
“need to know” is no need at
all, but an outrageous and
totally unnecessary incur-
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sion into our lives. And the
50 billion dollars of federal
aid that is meant to bribe us
into compliance (not to men-
tion the one billion dollars
that the census itself costs),
would be far better left in the
pockets of the populace.

While the bureaucrats
quarrel over whether or not
illegal aliens should be
counted, or whether the cen-
sus might not be done by
some more efficient method,
there are several much more
basic questions that should
be answered. For instance,
should there be a census at
all? If so, why should it be
more than a purely volun-
tary head count? And what
is the probability that any in-
formation we volunteer will
be used against us?

It is this last question
which has the most im-
mediate interest. While the
Bureau assures us that its rec-
ords are absolutely confiden-
tial, there is enough evidence
of the unreliability of the
government in general, and
of the Census Bureau in
particular, to worry the
Catholic Church, the ACLU,
and the average citizen.
What protection is afforded
by laws which may easily be
changed by a quick Congres-
sional vote? The Bureau has
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admitted that it cross-checks
its data (for the sake of accu-
racy, of course) with that of
the IRS, the Social Security
Administration, and the var-
ious agencies which keep our
birth records. In fact, it tried
to require Social Security
numbers on the census
forms this year, but was pre-
vented by protests. The
Bureau insists that all these
checks are one-way, and no
other agency is allowed ac-
cess to its data.

Evidently, some govern-
ment agencies haven’t been
informed: before the forms
were even sent out, the sug-
gestion that census informa-
tion might be used to deter-
mine the number of draft re-
sisters in the country was
made by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget deputy
director John White before
the Senate Sub-committee
on appropriations. Mr.
White has since failed to
clarify his statement, even
though pressured to do so by
anti-draft leaders, but it is
just this sort of indirect use
of census data that has been
sanctioned in the past, and
can lead to violations of
rights, just as the release of
individual information can.
During World War II, the
Census Bureau was asked to
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Libertarian activists Reid Judd (left) and Victoria Varga become criminals by burning census forms

in a protest at the Berkeley (CA) census office, as an amused bystander looks on.

release the names and ad-
dresses of Japanese-Ameri-
cans, which, to its credit, it
refused to do; this is a fact
which the Bureau frequently
and proudly points out, fail-
ing to add that it was finally
pressured into disclosing the
locations where there were
high concentrations of
Japanese residents. Said
Japanese were then rounded
up, robbed of their land and
personal property, and in-
carcerated in concentration
camps.

One instance of individual
information being relin-
quished was during World
Wiar I, when the ages of draft
resisters were released to aid
in their prosecution: But, the
point must be made that
generalized census informa-
tion may be released without
violating the law that sup-
posedly guarantees its con-
fidentiality. And such gener-
alized information may be
used quite effectively against
nationalities or age groups
such as the Iranian students
who are in danger of being
deported by an irate Senator
Hayakawa, the Mexican il-
legals who are considered
criminals because they dare
to try and work in this coun-
try, or the 18 to 20 year olds
who fail to register for the
new draft.

As has been noted, the

Bureau is aware of this pub-
lic distrust, and is already

_worried about the 1990 cen- __.

sus, which, the New York
Times reports, might take
one of four possible forms:
1) a “protectionist” census,
in which public distrust al-
lowed merely a head count,
2) a “limited inquiry” cen-
sus, essentially the present
type, in which only certain
types of questions were al-
lowed, 3) a “free inquiry”
census, in which people al-
lowed any sort of question,
believing that it would bring
social benefits, or 4) a
“1984” census, in which ma-
terial was gathered for the
express purpose of repress-
ing and controlling people. It
should be noted that the
main differences between the
current system and the “free
inquiry” system are that
there would be a “merging of
data banks” and a “more or
less.continuous monitoring ”
of pegsonal data on citizens,
and that the difference be-
tween type 3 and “1984” is
only in the way that the data
is used. Already there is talk
in Washington of a large,
permanent organization and
new technology which lends
itself very well to repressive
uses—electronic devices that
record identities by photo-
graphing thumbprints, and
home televisions which are

connected like Orwell’s tele-
screens to a centralized
statistical agency. A special
census panel on future de-
velopments states, “By the
year 2000, there will be no
technological difficulties in
obtaining rapidly any in-
formation that people are
willing to release.” But
there’s the rub. How much
are we willing to release?
We will never know how
many households have cho-
sen to resist the 1980 census,
because the nature of the
protest keeps even its num-
bers a secret. But only 85
percent of the forms sent out
had been returned by late
April. And the thousands of
homes which were missed
entirely and were content to
let matters stand that way
might, through bureaucratic
bungling (of which this
count has had an amazing
amount), be overlooked en-
tirely by the magnifying
glass of Uncle Sam. Donald
Ernsberger, of the Society
for Individual Liberty, which
sponsored anti-census dem-
onstrations across the coun-
try, says that in areas in
which SIL protestgd heavily,
the return of forms was re-
duced an average of 20 per-
cent. In Bucks County,
Pennsylvania, the Bureau
puts the blame for the 60
percent return rate squarely

on SIL. And of the 85 per-
cent of the forms which have
been dutifully filled out, it is
not even to be hoped that all
the answers are accurate or
truthful. Participants in the
underground economy are
not likely to reveal on a cen-
sus form what they would
not reveal on a 1040. There
have also been reports of
prank answers, like listing
the dial-a-prayer number as
one’s own telephone number.
It tends to renew one’s faith
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