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The Family Protection Act
Senator Paul Laxalt (R-Nv.) introduced the “ Family Pro-

tection Act”  into the United States Senate on September 24, 
1979. This act marks the dawn of a new era in federal legisla-
tion — it is pointed toward more family responsibility and less 
federal control and spending.

The American family has always been considered the 
basic unit of our society. Yet the family as an institution is 
under such severe attack today that some are asking, is the 
family an endangered species? Can the family withstand the 
current high and growing rates of divorce, illegitimate births, 
abortions, incurable and curable venereal diseases, couples 
living in sin, and the asserted dignity being demanded for 
homosexual couples? What is in store for a nation which has 
allowed its capital, Washington, D.C., to have a higher rate of 
abortions than live births, and a higher rate of illegitimate 
births than legitimate?

The problems exist and are growing; of that there can be 
no doubt The question is, what are the solutions? It is clear 
that tremendously powerful forces in the United States are 
asserting that “ government,”  especially the federal govern-
ment, must provide the solution to all family problems. The 
Commission on International Women’s Year, a presidential 
commission funded with more than $5 million, held 50 state 
conferences and one large national conference in Houston in 
1977, culminating in the passage of 25 resolutions pertaining 
to women’s problems. Now called the “ Houston Plan of Ac-
tion,”  all 25 resolutions have one common denominator: a 
new federal bureau and the spending of more federal tax dol-
lars.

The International Women’s Year boondoggle was fol-
lowed by the International Year of the Child, another presi-
dential commission funded by federal tax dollars. The IYC 
Commission started with the premise that the solution to the 
child’s problems lies in using the taxpayers’ money to enable 
government agencies to take over a large share of child- 
rearing, and in giving government agencies the power to sub-
stitute their decision-making for that of the parents.

It is probable that the IYC Commission had planned to 
offer as the culmination of its year’s effort a new federal 
child-care/child-development bill along the lines of the dis-
credited Mondale-Brademas Child Development Bill of sev-
eral years ago. Such a bill was introduced into the current 
session of Congress by Senator Alan Cranston (D.-Cal.). 
However, in March 1979, he saw that the momentum was 
going against a new federal bureaucracy, and he withdrew 
the bill from active consideration.

President Jimmy Carter has called for a White House 
Conference on Families to be held in mid-1980 to study the 
current problems facing the American family. It can be as-
sumed that the same IWY and IYC types will flood into the 
White House Conference to recite gory tales of the problems

we all know exist, and then to offer their “ solutions” : more 
federal bureaus, the spending of more tax dollars, and the 
funding of more social engineers and bureaucrats to dictate to 
parents about child rearing and family relationships.

It is refreshing, therefore, that Senator Laxalt has de-
veloped and introduced a new piece of legislation which 
moves in the direction of more family responsibility and less 
government. Its purpose is “ to strengthen the American fam-
ily and promote the virtues of family life through education, 
tax assistance, and related measures.” It is based on the pre-
mise that “ a stable and healthy American family is at the 
foundation of a strong American society,”  that “ the Govern-
ment has frequently fostered policies which undermine the 
viability of the American family, through its policies of taxa-
tion and spending,”  and that “ a reversal of Government 
policies which undermine the American family is essential if 
the United States is to enter the twenty-first century as a 
strong and viable nation.”  The Family Protection Act is de-
signed “ to strengthen the American family and to remove 
those Federal Governmental policies which inhibit its 
strength and prosperity.”

The Family Protection Act (FPA) is divided into five sec-
tions: education, welfare, First Amendment guarantees, taxa-
tion, and domestic relations.

Title I -- Education
1. Voluntary Prayer. The FPA would withhold all federal 

funding normally due a state under education legislation un-
less and until state laws are enacted or regulations promul-
gated that allow voluntary prayer in public buildings. This 
would allow invocations at school graduation ceremonies and 
lunch-hour shared prayers by employees in government 
buildings. The U.S. Supreme Court inEngel v. Vitale (1962) 
and Abington v. Schempp (1963) ruled that both non- 
denominational prayer and Bible-reading are unconstitu-
tional under the First Amendment. At the time of those deci-
sions, 26 states permitted Bible reading in public schools and 
13 permitted the recitation of the Lord’s Prayer. All those 
who wrote the U.S. Constitution and the First Amendment 
were educated in schools in which prayers were recited and 
the Bible was read daily, and for hundreds of years those 
practices had not been seriously challenged. The Supreme 
Court decisions were widely criticized as out of keeping with 
our national traditions. The overwhelming majority of the 
American people are opposed to those decisions. Unfortu-
nately, subsequent court cases have extended, rather than li-
mited, the effect of the Court’s 1962 and 1963 decisions, and 
moral training of pupils has largely disappeared along with 
prayers.

2. Parental Consent for Religion Courses. The FPA



would withhold federal education funds from states which do 
not have procedures for guaranteeing parental consent for 
student enrollment in public-school courses about religion. 
As a result of the Supreme Court anti-prayer, anti-Bible deci-
sions, courses “about religion”  became popular. A 1971 sur-
vey found that 48% of schools have a course which teaches 
religion “ objectively.” Other schools teach “ ethics” without 
favoring any particular ethical standard, while inviting stu-
dents to explore and exchange opinions on honesty, sex, etc. 
Many parents believe that the result of such teaching is to 
instill attitudes or values not in harmony with Judeo- 
Christian principles. The FPA would require full disclosure 
to the parents of what is being taught, and would protect their 
right to withhold their children from courses deemed offen-
sive for religious reasons.

3. Parental Visitation Rights. The FPA would withhold 
federal education funds if schools attempt to exclude parents 
from visiting public school classrooms or school functions. A 
parent who is unreasonably denied admission to his child’s 
public school classroom or function would be able to seek an 
injunction in the courts. This FPA provision encourages the 
equivalent of state-level “ sunshine acts” for classroom in-
struction.

4. Teachers’ Employment Rights. Federal funds would 
be denied to school districts which require public school 
teachers to belong to a union. During the 1976 elections, the 
National Education Association spent nearly $600,000 back-
ing candidates, and it also has a $45 million lobbying budget. 
(The NEA is the organization which successfully lobbied for 
the new Department of Education bill.) In 17 states, public 
employees (including teachers) are not protected from forced 
unionism.

5. Parental Review of Textbooks. The FPA would deny 
federal funds to states which fail to establish a procedure 
whereby parents and the community may review textbooks 
prior to their use in public schools. Parents have a right to 
know in advance to what materials their children are exposed 
and a right to participate in the selection of those materials. 
The position of the National Education Association, on the 
other hand, is that only teachers should have the right and 
freedom to choose textbooks and other materials. The obvi-
ous decline in literacy and basic skills in the last decade calls 
into question the textbooks and methods which have pro-
duced such inferior graduates. Parents have the primary re-
sponsibility for the development of their own children and 
should not be excluded from or censored out of the process 
by teachers or teachers’ organizations. Since tax money is 
used to buy the books and finance the schools, taxpayers have 
the right to know in advance what they are paying for.

6. Values Clarification and Behavior Modification. The 
FPA would prevent the funding of contracts, grants, research 
studies, curriculum programs, or courses of instruction, if 
such programs or courses inculcate values or modes of be-
havior at odds with the demonstrated beliefs and values of 
the community. This provision is aimed at the elimination of 
controversial tax-funded courses designed to force pupils to 
re-think the values their parents have taught them, to study 
contrary values (even though unacceptable in the Judeo- 
Christian civilization), and then to decide for themselves 
whether they want to stick with the old values or try new 
ones, or have none at all. Among such programs paid for by 
tax funds were “ Man: A Course of Study”  (MACOS) and 
“ The New Model Me.”  Such tax-funded programs to change 
the values and behavior of students are a violation of freedom 
of religion and parental rights.

7. Textbook Censorship. The FPA would deny federal 
funds for the purchase of textbooks or other educational 
materials which belittle traditional women’s roles in the fam-
ily and society. Funds would also be prohibited for grants to 
prepare “ sex-neutral”  or “ sex-affirmative” textbooks or other 
educational materials. The major textbook publishers have 
issued their own “ guidelines” for the elimination of what the

women’s liberation movement calls “ sex-role stereotyping.” 
These guidelines amount to a blacklist of words, concepts, 
and illustrations which are forbidden to appear in any 
textbook. The heavy hand of the censor is now preventing 
pupils from learning such words as chairman, salesman, 
brotherhood, the Founding Fathers, manpower, or lady, or 
from seeing pictures which show a woman in the traditional 
role of wife and mother. The women’s liberation movement 
is making the most militant and ruthless attempt at censor-
ship ever tried in America. The censorship orders recently 
issued by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare 
also proscribe such words as he, she, his, hers, mother, father, 
housewife, and policeman. This semantic attack on the family 
and on traditional male and female roles should not be al-
lowed to proceed with tax funds.

8. Teacher Certification. The FPA would ensure the 
rights of states to determine teacher qualifications, free from 
influence of federal law, and that federal funds shall not be 
used as blackmail to force state uniformity to any certain 
standard of teacher certification. It can be anticipated that na-
tional standards for teacher certification will become one of 
the aims of the new Department of Education. Our experi-
ence with federal interference shows that merit is usually 
abandoned as the criterion for teacher selection. The FPA 
will protect the right to states and localities to return to 
merit-based hiring.

9. School Attendance Requirements. The FPA would 
reaffirm the traditional principle that states (not the federal 
government) have the authority to regulate public education, 
especially in the matter of attendance regulations. The prob-
lems of public education, especially in urban areas, require 
more flexibility in school attendance laws. Competency and 
achievement, rather than age, could be the standard for man-
datory attendance in some areas rather than a uniform 
federally-imposed rule.

10. Sex Integration in Sports. The FPA would remove the 
issue of sex-integration in school sports from control by fed-
eral bureaucrats, and place it in the local school boards which 
are more responsive to the mores of the local communities. A 
combination of Tide IX extremism and court decisions under 
equal rights amendments in several state constitutions has 
caused confusion and consternation at the local level through 
coed gym classes in elementary schools and sex-integrated 
athletic teams in sports unsuited for that rule.

11. Private School Exemption from NLRB. The FPA 
would amend the National Labor Relations Act to legislate 
the decision reached by the U.S. Supreme Court on March 
21, 1979 in NLRB v. Catholic Bishop o f Chicago, namely, 
that the National Labor Relations Act does not give the NLRB 
jurisdiction over teachers in church-operated schools. The 
FPA would extend that immunity to any not-for-profit school. 
This provision will assure the right of churches to control 
their own schools.

12. Family Savings for Education. The FPA would allow 
parents to deduct up to $2,500 of monies deposited in a spe-
cial account for their child’s education. As long as the funds 
were applied to qualified educational purposes, the funds 
would be tax deductible for the parents and tax-exempt for 
the child. The money could be used for any school, public or 
private, elementary, secondary, college or university.

13. Education Bloc Grants. The FPA would repeal most 
tides of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and 
replace them with bloc grants of money to states. Educators 
within each state could spend these bloc grants for elemen-
tary and secondary education as they see fit, consistent with 
federal and state laws. They could concentrate on important 
education without worrying about federal administrative red 
tape. The FPA would take decision-making out of the hands 
of federal bureaucrats whose performance since 1965 has 
been such an abysmal failure, and restore it to state and local 
officials who can be held accountable for results.

14. Released Time for Parenthood Education. The FPA



would ensure that, if schools require a course in parenthood 
education, parents would be free to arrange for their children 
to be taught that course by a minister or church under ar-
rangements made by the parents. “ Education for parent-
hood” is a course growing in popularity among social en-
gineers. Such a course, however, encroaches on sensitive 
areas involving morals and values. The FPA would recognize 
the parents’ right to supervise the moral formation of their 
children.

15. Parent-Run Schools. The FPA establishes a separate 
tax category for parent-run schools, granting them automatic 
tax-exemption if they fulfill certain requirements and au-
tomatic “accreditation” for all purposes of federal education 
law. This FPA provision protects religious freedom by allow-
ing schools to “ discriminate”  in student selection or teacher 
hiring on the basis of religion. The purpose of this provision 
is to expedite determination of tax-exempt and tax-deductible 
status, and ensure that the Internal Revenue Service cannot 
be arbitrary or capricious in granting or withdrawing exemp-
tion. This provision establishes a fair and public process for 
adjudicating “ discrimination,”  as opposed to the present sys-
tem which is fraught with abuse and potential for abuse. For 
example, in 1979, the IRS tried to manufacture a new rule 
(never authorized by statute) under which it judged private 
schools guilty of discrimination unless they fulfilled arbitrary 
and unrealistic racial quotas. The schools had to prove them-
selves innocent or lose tax deductibility. The FPA would 
prevent the IRS from enforcing any such arbitrary or unau-
thorized regulation in the future. The FPA would also protect 
a school’s fund-raising efforts while it is being “ reviewed” by 
IRS.

16. Federal Court Jurisdiction Over Prayer and Teacher 
Certification. The FPA would remove from the jurisdiction of 
the federal courts at any level the matters of voluntary prayer 
in public schools or public buildings and of qualifications 
imposed by states on teacher selection and promotion. On 
April 5, 1979, the U.S. Senate voted 47-37 to remove the 
whole matter of public school prayers from the jurisdiction of 
the federal courts. This is the remedy provided by the U.S. 
Constitution for judicial abuse, and it should be used on this 
issue. This procedure would also take care of the problem of 
the federal government’s inserting itself in the licensing or 
certification of teachers, something which is not within the 
competence of the federal courts.

Title II -- Welfare
17. Multigenerational Household Incentive. The FPA 

would allow a tax credit of $250 for a household which in-
cludes a person 65 years of age or older who may be consi-
dered a dependent under current tax law. This provision 
would ease the financial barriers encountered in the support 
of elderly relatives who remain in their family’s home. A fam-
ily which is willing to accept such responsibility deserves 
some consideration in its tax burden since, when families 
care for their own, the public is spared the cost.

IS. Multigenerational Household Incentive. The FPA 
would allow the tax-paying head of a household a deduction 
of $1,000 if the household includes a dependent who is 65 
years of age or older. This provision is offered as an alterna-
tive to the tax credit described in #17. The FPA would give 
the tax credit or the tax deduction, but not both.

19. Food Stamp Limitations. The FPA would make it 
clear that college (or other post-secondary) students may not 
avail themselves of food stamps when they are, in fact, volun-
tarily unemployed. A 1975 study showed that, in many areas, 
more than 75% of all food stamp recipients not on public wel-
fare were students. This is contrary to the intent of the Food 
Stamp program, which was established to assist persons who 
cannot afford to feed themselves adequately, not the volun-
tarily unemployed.

20. Daycare Center Cooperatives. The FPA would allow 
a tax deduction for corporations which contribute funds to

cooperative daycare facilities established by and for the use 
of employees. This provision addresses the problem created 
by the growing number of mothers in the labor force who 
have preschool children. This provision would encourage a 
solution of the problem through diverse facilities under local 
and separate control, with ample supervision by the mothers.

21. Family Support Allotment. The FPA would reinstate 
the pre-1973 requirement by the Defense Department under 
which the family allowance of servicemen separated from 
their families is automatically sent home to their families. 
Since the law was changed, a serviceman father may refuse to 
forward the allowance, thereby throwing his family onto wel-
fare. Military personnel policy should discourage such irres-
ponsibility on the part of servicemen.

Title III — First Amendment Guarantees
22. Rights of Religious Institutions. The FPA would pro-

hibit federal agencies from adopting and enforcing rules 
which violate the constitutional rights of religious institu-
tions. The FPA would ban the imposition of federally- 
mandated requirements affecting religious activities, church 
schools, religious youth homes, and other ministries of religi-
ous institutions. This provision would stop the recent expan-
sion of rule-making powers by federal regulatory agencies in 
areas which infringe on the free exercise of religious prac-
tices and beliefs.

23. Rights of Families. The FPA would declare a legal 
presumption in favor of an expansive interpretation of pa-
rents’ supervision of the religious and moral education of 
their children. Thus, in a situation where a child’s “right to 
self expression”  came in conflict with the parents’ right to 
educate or discipline the child, the courts would have to pre-
sume in favor of the parents’ rights in the absence of compel-
ling evidence of parental unfitness or other grave reason. 
This provision is made necessary by the growing agitation for 
“ children’s rights,” by the demand for governmental “child 
advocates,” and by the lawsuits filed by children against their 
parents for “ malparenting” and other imaginative injuries.

Title IV -- Taxation
24. Retirement Savings For Spouses. The FPA would 

create within the Internal Revenue Code a new provision for 
a tax-exempt savings account for spouses. Called a Retire-
ment Savings Plan for spouses, this would allow an employed 
taxpayer to set aside up to $1,500 a year of non-taxed income 
for his non-working spouse. This would parallel the Indi-
vidual Retirement Accounts which employed individuals are 
now allowed to set up for themselves, regardless of their mar-
ital status. The FPA plan would work like the present IRA: 
the money saved and the interest earned will not be consi-
dered taxable income until the beneficiary draws it out, at 
which time it will be taxed in the tax bracket of the be-
neficiary.

25. Repeal of the Marriage Tax. The FPA would elimi-
nate the tax schedule in the Internal Revenue Code entitled 
“ married filing separately.” Under the present law, a married 
couple in which both spouses are employed pay a higher tax 
than those individuals would pay if they were not married. 
This provides a disincentive to marriage which has become 
known as the “ marriage tax.”  Since more than a million 
couples are now living together without marrying, our tax 
laws should not tend to discourage marriage.

26. Child Care Credit Expansion. The FPA would extend 
the current child-care income tax credit to cover expenses in-
curred in connection with charitable, civil, political, or re-
ligious volunteer work. Much of the most valuable work done 
in our country is done by volunteers. A 1974 estimate of its 
value came to $67.8 billion, and it is given by individuals in 
all economic, educational and social levels of our society.

27. Extra Childbirth, and Adoption Exemption. The FPA 
would grant an additional $1,000 tax exemption for married 
couples filing jointly during the year in which a child is



either bom or adopted. The exemption increases to $3,000 if the 
adopted child is handicapped, over the age of 3, or biracial. Cur-
rently, the birth rate in the United States is below replacement level. 
This provision is designed to cushion young couples from the finan-
cial penalties of having a baby. It would also provide a small finan-
cial incentive to encourage the adoption of hard-to-adopt children 
who spend their childhood going from one foster home to another at 
considerable cost to society.

28. Parental Support Account. Thé FPA would establish a trust 
account procedure, similar to an Individual Retirement Account, 
under which taxpayers could save money for their parents’ old-age 
support, and also for the support of handicapped relatives. The 
maximum deduction allowed would be $1,500 per year per parent 
support account. The funds would be considered as income when 
they are distributed to the beneficiary.

Title V -- Domestic Relations
29. Child Abuse. The FPA forbids federal programs or agencies 

from attempting to change any state statute on child abuse. The pro-
vision limits the definition of abuse to physical abuse or psychologi-
cal or emotional neglect only, so that reasonable spankings are not 
considered abuse. It prohibits the use of federal funds for operation 
of a child abuse program without specific authorization from the state 
legislature. In these sensitive areas, it is better that legislation and 
control be kept at the state and local levels.

30. Spouse Abuse. The FPA states that family relationships are 
beyond the scope of federal influence. This provision protects state 
statutes on the subject from federal interference, and facilitates the 
establishment of private community associations to provide care and 
treatment to domestic violence victims. This provision would 
guarantee that existing statutes of the individual states which deal 
with domestic violence are not nullified or superseded by any fed-
eral bureau, agency, or commission, either in policy directives or in 
recommendations. This section would facilitate the establishment of 
tax-exempt, private, voluntary associations to provide treatment and 
care to domestic violence victims.

31. States Rights in Juvenile Delinquency. The FPA protects the 
rights of states to enact their own statutes on juvenile delinquency, 
without pressure from programs, federal guidelines, agencies, direc-
tives, or grants. The FPA grants automatic tax-exempt status to pri-
vate associations wishing to provide treatment for juvenile runaways, 
if no federal funds are received. This provision would encourage 
centers for runaway youths to be established by local agencies, 
churches, or concerned citizens in areas of need and responsive to 
community values and standards.

32. Parental Notification. The FPA requires that parents or guar-
dians be informed when an unmarried minor receives pills or con-
traceptive appliances, or receives an abortion or abortion-related 
services. If the parents or guardians are not informed of the con-
traceptives or abortion services, then the group dispensing the ser-
vices will suffer a loss of government funding. The FPA also requires 
that, whenever a minor seeks treatment for venereal disease, a 
reasonable effort must be made to notify the parents in writing 
within 24 hours after treatment has begun.

33. Federal Funding of Abortion Litigation. The FPA would 
prohibit the use of Legal Services Corporation funds to compel an 
individual or institution to perform an abortion, to compel any abor-
tion, or to compel any individual or institution to assist in or provide 
facilities for the performance of an abortion. The FPA would also 
prohibit the use of Legal Services Corporation funds to compel any 
federal or state funding for abortion. This provision is made neces-
sary because Legal Services Corporation funds are currently being 
used to litigate changes in state laws, and this is a violation of con-
stitutional separation of powers and states’ rights.

34. Legal Services Funding for Desegregation. The FPA would 
prohibit funds of the Legal Services Corporation from being used to 
provide legal assistance in any way relating to the desegregation of 
any elementary or secondary school or school system.

35. Legal Services Funding for Divorce. The FPA would pro-
hibit Legal Services Corporation funds from being used in any di-
vorce proceedings. The effect of this provision would be to stop tax 
funds from promoting divorce. In some areas, divorces make up 40% 
of the caseload of the Legal Aid Society. Government policy should 
be to discourage divorce, not to encourage divorces by providing 
them free.

36. Legal Services Funding for Gay Rights. The FPA would pro-
hibit Legal Services Corporation funds from being used to represent, 
defend, or litigate on the issue of homosexual rights, gay rights, sex-

ual preference rights, or any other related matter. Homosexuality is a 
crime in many states, and is emotionally controversial in all states. 
The taxpayers should not be required to subsidize such litigation by 
providing free government lawyers.

37. Prohibition of Homosexual Advocacy. The FPA forbids allo-
cation of federal funds from being awarded to any organization, 
group, commission, or association which advocates homosexuality, or 
presents homosexuality as an acceptable alternative lifestyle. Since 
1974 the federal government has been allowing funds for the under-
privileged tobe used to support numerous “gay community centers.” 
Using tax funds for such purposes is an unjust use of public money 
and an abuse of public trust.

38. Civil Rights Not to Include Sexual Preference. The FPA 
would write into law a statement that discrimination against declared 
homosexuals would not be considered an “unlawful employment 
practice.” This would operate as a preventive measure to protect the 
right of citizens to be able to choose their associates.

Understanding The Legislative Process

It is unlikely that many people reading this report will agree on 
all die 38 concepts or proposals in the Family Protection Act. We are 
all individuals, and unanimous agreement on any 38 points is rare.

It should be clearly understood that the Family Protection Act is 
an entirely different kind of legislation from other matters so fre-
quently discussed in this newsletter, such as the Equal Rights 
Amendment, the SALT II Treaty, or the Panama Canal Treaty. Those 
three cases involve a particular set of words which could not be 
changed in any way. They had to be voted up or down without any 
change or modification.

That is the nature of the constitutional amendment procedure. 
Once Congress approves an amendment and sends it out to the states 
for ratification, it cannot be changed by so much as a comma. No one 
or no state, for example, can say, “I approve Section 1 but reject Sec-
tion 2.”

Likewise with treaties. Neither the SALT II Treaty nor the 
Panama Treaty could be changed by so much as a comma without the 
agreement of the other country. Both the Soviet Union and Panama 
maintained the position that they would never accept any amend-
ments or reservations. Any talk of amendments or reservations is 
merely cosmetic to deceive the American voters, because amend-
ments or reservations would have NO binding effect whatsoever on 
the other country which had not agreed to such changes.

The Family Protection Act (and any other piece of proposed fed-
eral or state legislation), however, is entirely different. After a bill is 
proposed and printed, and sufficient sponsorship and support for the 
idea are generated, then hearings are scheduled. At that time, wit-
nesses for and against all the various sections can be heard. Every 
line of the bill is subject to change — in the Senate committee, in the 
House committee, and on the floor of both Senate and House, and in 
the conference committee. At the hearings will be the time for read-
ers of this newsletter to present their suggestions for improvements.

Meanwhile, it is exceedingly important to go on the offensive in 
the battle to save the family by urging all Senators and Congressmen 
to co-sponsor the Family Protection Act and by supporting it in its 
general outline. This is a great opportunity for us to be positive about 
good legislation. The Family Protection Act will identify the pro- 
family and anti-family forces in our country.
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