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~ i ‘ I 1963, the labor institutel But a fonﬁcr intelligence
J ;m" UA Ur" H was some time delay Aas dl.aceived from the Kaplan Fund agency officer, explained the
WA ,/_iX CU.Q’* R LD Up +_ result,” Mr, Rogovin said. - §395,000 contributed to Kapian: dcggijlt‘n th\s] way, .
jadid dinvad dasd i This is the hackground of the| by . the Price, Edsel, Borden), hey [the CTLA.] didn't
K ' : ‘1B and Kentficld funds, | <now. of the LR.S, trouble.
Kaplan fund casec! eacon They  didn't  even ook  at

HR UL (00T

Inquiry into Kap!én Fund of

On March 20, 10537, after)
lengthy investigation, Donald
R. Moysey, distrlet director of
the tax agency for lower Man-
hattan, notificd the Kaplan
Jfund that there was "substan-
tial basis” for revoking its tax-

In 1064, the year of the Pat-
man hearings, the Kaplan und
ceased being a conduit, -

Mcanwhile, according to in-
formation furnished Mr. Patman
by the Kaplan fund's altqrney,

‘there were no conferences 'with!-

July 26, 1962, and July 28, 1064,

(Kaplan's] 090-A's.” The 090-A
is the listing of asscts, income
from investments and contribu-
tiohs received and dlsbursed
' that must be filde with the tax

izations, ?

the ' revenue service 1"’t“"""“!agcm:y by tax cxempt organ}‘
| :

~ New York Put Off 2 Years,

L

' Hmmunity,” as a result of its;
{C.I.A. connection, from the pos-

but a Deal Is Denied .

. By W HKENWORTIIY
k' Soeclal to The New York Times

b WASHINGTON, March 4 —|-
'An investigation of the J. M.|

Iaplun Ifund of New York City
by the Internal Revenue Service
was held in abeyance for two
years because the fund was
serving as a condult for money
from the Central Intelligence
‘Agency. : :
This inaction was acknowl-

when they testified in August,
1964, before the subcommittee

leot Committee on Small Busi-
ness, headed hy Representative

' Texas,

However, the officials insist-
Jed at that time, and insisted
again this week, that the tax
{agency had not been a party to
lany arrangement between the
iKaplan Fund and the intelli-
|gence agency. o ’
‘A Scnsitive Mattler® -

jagain this wecls, that the Kap-

] recommended revocation—''ret-

edged by tax agency officials{’
.+{on foundations of the House Se-| -

Wright Patman, Democrat of|”

They also insisted then, and).

{lan Fund had been given “no
1

sibility of having its tax-ex-
cmpt status revoked or having

found to ‘be in violation of the
law, . - o

Mitchell Rogovin, who was
then the revenue service's- liads
son with the intelligence ageney,;
told Mr. Patman, in explaining
the delay, that the use of the
Kaplan fund by the CI.A. was
“a sensitive matter” C
{ “We were dealing Wwith it in
a- sc:'\sltlvla fashipn,; and t.hero.;

ek

exempt status and that it hadi about the fund's financial trans-'
-actions in the years 1957 to 1060

Tcétlmony 111‘1064
Mr. Patman  sald that *“Mr.

roactively and prospectively'’—
to- the agency's commlssioner

in Washington. - ' : .

. . ivor . Rogovin [the tax service liaison
The reasons given were that ma?\]' informed us that the J.

the- Kaplan fund “was never! af, IXaplan Fund has been

intended to be from its incep-j operating as a conduit for chan-

tion” in 1944 “availed of for| clling C. I. A. funds and’ indi-

‘purely charitable, cducationalj cated that the fund’s opera-

. 3 " ! tions with the C. I. A. was the
o o gt pupeses” Unl etlofn 5 L o i o
) P as  Sutlh the part of LR.S. -

and that it had borrowed large; In the 1964 hearings this ex-
sums from- its crcator, - .M. thange took place between Mr.
Kaplan, for business and trad- Patman and Mr. Rogovin, who
ing purposcs. o -'is now Assistant Attorney Gen-
The Kaplan  fund protested 'Cral “2 t%hag%xe t?f %e t‘:_?t‘ di"é'
: indi , . 'sion of the Justice Department;
cthis [inding, a3 It was Per- "0 Did the C. I A, ask the
. . . L iR, 8. for its opinion as to
On Jan, 7, 1858, the n°w dis- whether the Kaplan fund should
trict director, Raphacl Mecisels, he used as a conduit to chan-
upheld the original rccommen-:nel C.I. A, funds? A, It did not,
dation. - * . to the best of my knowledge.

Then, on’ Mareh 24, * 1069 Q. Did the I. R. 8. recom-

Kenncth W, Mog, succassor lo;'ggflréc}ﬁto _tt;m cganlneiA Ct haIt. t}:\e

,"Mr.‘Mcisels as the direction 'of! funds? A. Again, not to the
Washington, overrode the car- best of my knowledge. |

‘lier findings and .notified thei Mr, Rogovin went on. to say
fund that its returns for the: ;};?(Puqtho?' Sélcxixffodigu “°fi ad-
yoars 1052 through (1956 Would! jor rding their dealings . with

. be accepted and its exemption!the Kaplan fund.” .

. upheld for those years, i; Inlate 1961, he continued, the,

Audit for *37-'60 Begun i t%xuserykt:cnfirst became aware

o | of the intelligence ageney's in-
However, in January, 1961,¢ tercst in the Kaplan fund “when
‘the lower Manhattan divector: they contacted us to indicate

~fund for 1958 through 1960.-

man

to:pay tax penalties if it were whether the intelligence agency.

- feet until 1961,

- foundations
_characterized as C.L.A. fronts—

-Michigan TFund,

Trust and the Price Fund, The
- Kaplan Fund contributed the
' same amount to the Institute of}:
-International Labor Rescarch,)

Inc. &
In 1062 the Kaplan Fund de-

began an audit of the Kaplan

It is not clear from the Pat«i
subcommittee hearings

made the conduit arrangement .
with the fund in 1959 or 19560.:
But it scems clear that the ar-:
rangement was not put into ef-!

In that year, the fund
received $308,950 from five|
that Mr. Patman

Foundation, the
the Andrew
the Borden|

the .Gotham

I ey

Hamilton Fund,

livered to the labor institutel
$220,000 it received - fromi they
Price Pund, Edsel Fund, Beacon
Fund.and Kentfield Fund —all|
characterized as fronts. . .

that they had been led to be-
‘feve that an audit was being
conducted of the Kaplan fund.”

“They were concerned as to
whether or not their interest in
the fund would be made public
«+." he added. ) o,

Mr, Rogovin said the intelii-
gence agency had told the tax
service that it had not been
aware of the examination of the
Kaplan fund that had been go-
ing on then for at least six
years, { :

\ . .
Unanswered Question

It was never made clear why
the intelligence agency did not

have -this knowledge, or why,|

when it learned of the situation
‘n late 1061, it continued to use
the Iaplan fund for two more
years, - . s

When asked about this yes-

: terday, a former high official

of the tax agency sald, “It's
amazing.” o
And on officlal in the gen-
eral counsel's office of the in-
telligence agency, asked why

the Kaplan fund had begn se-

fected when it was {n {rouble

After learning of the trouble
In 1961, the formed intclligence!
officer - said, a dccision ‘was,
made to stop using the Kaplan'
fund, but the decision was not

man hearings. )
 He said the intelligence agensi
cy officials “don’t ready knowl
what's going on domestically.”)

“They go on naively, They'
live out in the boondocks [in
Langley, Va.], deeply isolated
from reality,” he added, :

A Similar Case

1964, the intclligence agency
also used the David, Joscphine
and Winfield Balrd Foundation
of New York.,to channel §1,56,-
800 from front foundations to
a number - of organizaitons.
chicfly the African - American:
Institute, the American Friends
of the Middle East and the In-
ternational Development Foun-
dation, - - o

It did- this despite the fact
that in ‘March, 1959, the New
York district director of the
tax scrvice proposcd revocation
of the foundation’s tax-exempt
status for'1951 through +1059.
" The Washington office again
overruled this recommecendation,
Jbut only after the D-J-W Baird
| Foundation and two other Baird
 foundations — Winthrop Baird
| Foundation and Lansing Foun-
‘dation—agreed to distribute all
| their asscts to boa flde chari-
| table organizations and dissolve
themselves by Dece. 31, 1965,

This agreement has not yet
been cffected because the
D-J-W Baird' Foundation . is
contsting in Tax Court the gov-
ernment’s claim of $1,341,679 in
taxes for the years 1960 to
1964, and the Winficld Balird
Foundation is contesting an as-
sessment for the same years of
$4.235,063. .

Similarly, because of a tax

case involving a. Kaplan com-
pany — Jemeap, Inc-—the tax

{audit of the Kaplan foundation
for the ycars 1958 to 1063,

be finished by July 31, 1063,
However, the Jemcap case,
wag -settled in February, 1968,

‘today that the whole question
jof the Kaplan foundation’s taxs
-"Lexgmpuon had been reactivated;,

carried out until after the Pat«. ~~ °

In the four ycars 1961 through'

ageney has not completed the‘_

which it told Mr, Kaplan would -

for $450,000, and officinls sald:
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