20th February 2014

Ms S Lis
Head of Communications
Institute of Economic Affairs
2 Lord North Street
Westminster
London SW1P 3LB

Dear Ms Lis
Thank you for your letter and enclosing a copy of “The Sock Doctrine” discussion
paper.
I have read your paper and I disagree with it.
Taxpayers’ money should not be spent on partisan political campaigning. However
your discussion paper confuses such campaigning, which would be against the
charity sector’s ethos, with campaigning on matters of public interest.
The voluntary sector performs many roles in society, and one of those roles is to
act as an advocate on behalf of citizens. The sector has led many important
campaigns to raise awareness of neglected issues; to improve public health and
well-being; or to give a voice to underrepresented parts of our society. Sometimes
these campaigns have called on the state to act in order to tackle these issues.
The cornerstone of a free democratic society is the ability of citizens to organise
themselves to campaign on issues which matter to them. It is rightly up to these
organisations to decide whether or not to campaign and what on. To strip any
organisation which receives public money of this ability would weaken our
democracy and would deprive many parts of our society of a voice. The absurdity
of your proposition is clear: it would leave these charities as the only organisations
in the country unable to engage in public debate. This is in no one’s interests and
something that NCVO would unequivocally oppose.
Your letter also states that there is a left-leaning political bias in those organisations
which receive state funding. Reading your discussion paper I cannot find any
evidence given for this assertion. In fact, your paper says “[t]here is little hard
evidence about the voting intentions of those who work for charities, quangos and
the public sector”. Moreover, in the report you cite data published by the
Commissioner for Public Appointments. However, the Commissioner does not
report on appointments to charities. Your assertion that 77% of appointees in
charities expressed a preference for the Labour Party is therefore baseless.
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der issues your discusssion pape
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