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During the course of the Democrat Presidentia! prfmar1~ o
Jimmy Carter consistently altered his statements on the sensittve
subject of abortion in an obvious effort to appeal to the =~
different voter groups most deeply concerned abaat the subject.i»xi~

In an interview wlth the National Cathciic News Service
on August 12, 1976, Carter called the Democrat Platform plank
on abortion “inappropriate" and said it did not reflect his S
views on that subject. His Party's position is that a Constitu- -
tional amendment to bar abortion would be "undesirable." Carter
went on to say that the Party should not be taking a position
that seems to inhibit a citizen's right to seek a resolution to
an issue by COnstitutional amendment.

Jimmy Carter's different statements. fram the time af the
Iowa political caucuses to this most recent interview, reflect
his political opportunism and a willingness to sacrifice
princip?e and consistency for personal ambition.,« ,

TALKING PGINTS '

1. During the outset of tbe primar1es. Carter phrased“
- his abortion statements' to sound as if he were in
favor of government efforts to restrict abortions.
This approach had strong appeal to Catholic veterng
in the 1mportant Iowa caucuses‘f » ,

2. Carter was aware of the grewing disaffection amaag .
Democratic l1iberals regarding his nomination, and,
on the day before the Democrat Convention convened,
he exclaimed, without exception, “"the pfinciples
- expressed in the Democratic party platfc m are thnse R
~on which I can run, and run with enthu31 L
(Meet the Press, 7/11/76) S % :

ﬁ;;f} -

BACKGRBUND

The p%atform says that ”it 1s undesirahle to attempt to amend

the U. S. Constitutfon to overturn the Supreme Court decision

in this area.” (Democrat Party Platform. In addition, Carter
has called for "a nationwide law, adequately financed, to give

sex instruction and access to contraceptives to those wbo believe
in their use." (Meet the Press. 7/11/76) : : L
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- The Iana Bemocrat caucuses provided
for the Democratic Presidential hopefuls &
Success in the early cagcus,ﬂaud the 1}
~was the Carter campaign's bas rati ,

these cauc&ses. Carter came out in favor of a."
“that would "restrict the racticef f abort n

{Chicago Tribune. 1128/7G§ S e e

In caucuses that faltowed Carter ranfstrangly ahead ai
the field in the state's Cathalic strongholds of Dubuque and -
Carroll Counties. Shortly after these caucuses, Carter was
asked again about his position on abortion because of some
confusion in this regard reperted among the I voters. This .
time he responded by saying, *I don't think the government onqht
to do anything to encourage abortions. I am not fn favor of a
Constitutional amendment to prohibit all abortions, I am not in
favor of a Constitutioaa¥ amendment that woul vgive the states
a local option,n (wETA Cancidates on the hiae f fléf?ﬁ)
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AGRIQULTURE

If the ﬂemocrat Party s P!atfarm, which Jim&y Ca?ter saya he L;y j”

,supports wholeheartediy, is any indication, the Democrats want

to return to the unproductive, government~control?ed, agricu]t&raik '
economy of the 1960° S , e

~ Carter's nillingness to mnke u. s. agrfcu?tura% exports a tooi ,
of foreign policy has been c!early stated.k LT &) o

, ' “I would not permit that to hnppen
~again, I would let the Arab countries
~know that we want to be their friends, S e

- we are heavily dependent upon oil being

~spare parts for weapons, no ofl drilli

~ Such a stgnificant chaage 1n our farntg :
by Arthur Cox 1n a recent artic!e appearing 1u~thef ashfngten

“jjthat he would put the Russians

~ imported from them, that if they declare =
an embargo’ against us we weuld consider  ;?3~f
- 1t not a military, but BT
_declaration of ‘war, an
- respond instantly and withou
. debate in a simil ar fashion...¥g¢weuld
- not ship them any food, no weapons, ﬁa““

g
- rigs, no ofl pipes...l don't think this * ;
,~jccu?try ought to y1e¥d to an emhargo :_ﬁ_zj*
again.® , ST A

Aaril s 19

. “In a recent 1ntervﬁew Jimmy Ca
,Ttouk a stand which, 1f. implemented~ WO
Yresent a major snift in U.5. for ign
p olfcy. Carter was asked: In the case
; of the Soviet Unfon doing thfﬂgﬁ‘l. :
V»l1ntervening 1in Angola, would you f LS
~ using our economic leverage and urging ~,<‘y,¥%7 (
~our allifes to use their ecnnomic 1ever;ges T
to get the Russians to~ceas nd d ¥

~He repiied, yes, I would. te
~to explain in the New York Tiﬁe

notice of the possfbility of a- toiaI with-;
ho!ding of trade.,,hg, S g5

Hashington Pust iE
Angust 8. 39';r

o}ty was rtpertad ,;f‘)"



Talking Points

1. The Democrats talk about "parity", while carefully
avoiding any definition of what that means. What it means is
that Wwashington will tell tarmers how much they make, after it
tells them what they can grow, how much of it they can grow, and

- where they can grow it.

2. The Democrats talk about greater farm exoorts. During
the Ford Administration, exports have reached a level 4 times- ,
greater than that achieved under the Democrats. And the sales
made under our policies are usually cash on the barrelhead sales,
not giveaways.

3. The Democrats talk about "reserves." The word they
once used was "surplus.” The surplus was held by the Federal
government, and cost the taxpayers $1 million a day in storage
alone. Today, reserves are held privately -- and are controt?ed
by farmers, not by the Federal government.

4. The Democrats talk about QreVenting‘"irresponsibYe and
inflationary sales” to foreign purchasers. What the Democrats
really mean is that they witl cut off the farm export market to
American farmers any time some pressure group which claims to
represent consumers screams. Indeed, Carter has said that he'd
cut off}food exports in retaliation fnr Soviet OPEC actions he
didn't ike.

Sy,
X
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AMNESTY

In 1974, Jimmy Carter took no issue with President
Ford's program to offer conditional amnesty to those
individuals who resisted the draft or deserted the military
because of their opposition te the Vietnam War. One of the
bastic premises of the President's program was that these .

"~ individuals still owed an obligation to their country which
must be fulfilled by some form of alternative service. Com-
menting on newly created program, -Carter said "I have no )
criticism of President Ford's plan to offer conditional
amnesty to Vietnam draft resisters and military deserters."
(The South Carolina State, 9/13/74)

As he began to focus on his primary race for the
Democrat Presidential nomination, Carter found that several
positions might be more politically expedient than just one.

TALKING POINTS

1. Questioned on amnesty for draft evaders, Carter
began his answer by declaring that the Americans
who fought in Vietnam particulariy those who went
despite a belief that the war was "wrong" are
"heroes. He then endorsed pardons for those
resisters who fled to Canada or elsewhere to
avoid going to Vietnam.

his reported weakness among liberal vot » Carter
stated that "I'11 tell you that in the first week
that I am in the White House I will declare a
blanket pardon for all those who fled to Sweden [
and Canada." (AP 5/15/76) oo

, o
2. Subsequent]y, as one of several attempt§$:o redress

3. Jimmy Carter's revolving door policy on amnesty
reflects his preoccupation with political expediency
and fails to address the critical importance of
maintaining the integrity and continuity of the
nation's military service in order to insure our
national security.
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BLACKS

Jimmy Carter has made a number of promiSes to
different aroups of the American electorate, often
citing his performance as Governor of Georgia.

One of the groups to whom he has made numerous
appeals has been Rlack voters. Carter recently claimed
that he has a "special interest in black people and
other minority groups." (Atlanta Constitution, 3/17/76)

Carter has also said that "the most extreme
ridiaity should be used in enforcing racial desegrecation
in every aspect of public and private life."

(U.S. News and World Report, 9/22/75)

TALKING POINTS

1. Carter's record on endino discrimination
vhile Governor stands out in stark contrast
to these claims. After two years of a Carter
Administration, the Reverend J. C. Hope of
Macon, President of the Georgia NAACP, said
he was “"disappointed" with the progress beino
made in hirino blacks under the administration
of Governor Carter. Hope said that "only
token appointments of blacks in hiagh level
positions, if any, havebeen noted. The
number of blacks have not significantly :
increased in lesser positions." (Atl. Constitution,
* 10/9772)

2. Six months later, the Atlanta Constitution
reported on a study that Carter had made
on discrimination in his own state government.
"The report on job hiring and discrimination
which angered Carter and which was prepared .
by an advisory group he created upon taking =
office, documented that the Governor's office
suffered from the same tokenism that afflicted
the other departments of state government.

The report lists only one black secretary and
three black porters on an office staff of
35." (Atlanta Constitution, 5/5/73)
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3. Carter has also said he would "emphasize
the appointment of Blacks and women to the
Federal bench to make up for past exclusions."
In contrast, he made only one black judicial
appointment, naming state Senator Horace Ward
- to the Fulton County civil court bench.
During Carter's term, there were 23
Superior Court vacancies and nine on the
Appellate Courts. (At1anta cﬂnstitution, 2/?7/76)




CBUSING

The Democrat Party Platform, which Carter endorsed
with enthusiasm, commits him to continuation of busing,
- euphemistically described as "mandatory transportation of
students beyond their neighborhoods for the purposes of .
desegregation." Although mandatory busing is labeled
in the Ptatform "a judicial tool of the last resort,”
a look at his record shows that Jimmy Carter has come
a long way on this issue from when he was Governor.

TALKING POINTS

1.

Shortly after taking office in 1970, Carter stated
that he "was strongly opposed to busing in order
to achieve a racial balance in schools,

(Christian Science Monitor, 5/19/70)

’In Fehruary‘19?2; Carter ca]ied upon the Georgia

General Assembly to draft a resolution urging
Congress to pass a Constitutional Amendment to
prohibit busing. Furthermore, Jimmy Carter said
he would support a one- -day school boycott if the
amendment failed:

“"I1f the leqisiature does not act on this amendment,
it would be all right for Georgia parents to hold
their children out of school...the massive forced
busing of students such as that now taking place in
Richmond County is the most serious threat to
education that I can remember " (Atlanta
Constitution, 2/17/72)

In the last two months, to increase his support
among liberals, Carter has complete1y reversed
himself: \%

"1 don't think we ought to amend the Caﬁétituticn
every time we have a transient problem, and that s

- what 1 consider the busing problem to be -- = .

transient." And in the same statement: "...my “

- preference is for the Atlanta Plan...As Pres1dent.

if the courts ruled differently, I would support
the courts.” {(Washington Post, 3/21/76)

The Atlanta Plan, as instituted in Georgia in 1973
called for:

- Voluntary transfer was to be allowed by any
- pupil from a school where his race was in the
majority to a school where his race was in the
minority.
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. Facu!ty and staff were to be maved throu hont’ R

the system in order to have the faculty/sta =
racial composition reflect system composition. -

- No school was to be less than 30% black.

Four years ago, Jimmy Carter was prepared. to
defy the courts and Congress to remedy busing; now,
he doesn't seem to think it's so bad after all.







In the 1970 general election, his running mate,

Lester Maddox, continued to prove himself more

popular than Carter, winning 13% more of the popular
vote in his race for Lt. Governor than Carter received
for Governor.

According to a summary of the 1976 Presidential
preference primaries published in the July 24, 1976
issue of Congressional Quarterly, Jimmy Carter
received a total of 6,227,809 popular votes. This
total represents only:

Approximately 9.8% of the total number of voters
who identified themselves as Democrats.

Approximately 4.1% of the total U.S. electorate
who will be eligible to vote this November.

Approximately 70% of the primaries entered
Carter failed to win a clear majority of the

votes cast.

In the lTast two months of the primaries, Carter's
narrow national support was evident, as he showed
real weaknesses in the Midwest, West, and among

liberals.

April 6:

June 8:

Congressman Mo Udall narrowly lost
to Carter in Wisconsin by only 1%
of the votes cast.

Senator Frank Church beat Carter in
the Nebraska primary.

Governor Jerry Brown of California
beat Carter badly in Maryland. In
Michigan, where Carter was expected
to win overwhelmingly, he barely
defeated Mo Udall by 2,000 votes.

Senator Church beat Carter in Oregon
and Idaho, and Governor Brown beat
him in Nevada.

Carter lost to an uncommitted slate
backed by Brown in Rhode Island, and
Church beat Carter by more than 2 to 1
in Montana.

Brown beat Carter by a more than 3 to 1
margin in California, and Carter's at-
large delegates lost badly to an
uncommitted slate in New Jersey.



When 1 took office, ghe Department of Human Resource <w s,a L
organizational nightmare. The Department was under attack ffcm*;;xg‘
both legislators and citizens for doing an inadequate job. R

1 asked for a year to straighten out the Department and the ~
General Assembly agreed. We made many substantive changes, but
encountered so many problems with Medicaid abuses that the job ‘
couldn't be finished. I asked for another vear and got it.

Before the General Assembly meets again, I promise you that you
will see many lmprovements -—— programs -- correction of abuses.

Those Medicaid abuses were eye~openers. During 18 years as a
legislator, 1 have never encountered such duplicity.

Many years ago there was a scandal about ‘the state buying boats

that wouldn't float. We found abuses just as flagrant in Medicaid...
such as nursing homes billing the state for a water ski boat...

trips to Hawaii...and purchases at a large Atlanta department

store for which there was no accounting.»

The abuses were even worse in the. dental area. In one example,
the state was charged for three root canals and two caps for

one patient...and we discovered during an investigatlon that none
of these services were performed. I call that fraud.

We found abuses by patients as well...such as going- to hospital
emergency rooms to get treatment fcr head colds.

We are just now begxnnxng to zero in on the Medicald provxders ,
who are gullty of defrauding the state. But we have a long list
of successes in discovering fraud among reciplents of Hedicaid
public assistance and food stamps. e .
Address of‘Governor arge Busbee
‘Georgia Municipal As cxation S
Convention - , ~
Jekyll Island, Aquarama .
June 21, 1976 g

v

And now my favorlte, the Department of Human Resources, the most
difficult and complicated of all, and the one in which I am most
interested and most proud. The procedure by which the service

area network of this department was established has been criticized
and I regret very much the recent mlsunderstandlng wlth some members .
of the legxslature. v

State of the State Message
~ Atlanta Comstitution
~January 15,1974




raa DEMGCRAThggRTY PLATFBRM
| ITs'ECononxc NPACT

The Democrat Party Platform and - the campaign commitments of

fts nominee Jimmy Carter are based on the same old theories

and discredited policies of spend-spend and elect-elect. The
bigger and more expensive syndrome that has been at the very

root of our economic problems during the postwar years, remains
alive and well in the halls of Congress and in the campaign head- :
quarters of the Democratic Presidential standard bea?er.

According to the Bemocrat Party and its nominee Jimwy Carter,\ :
their 1976 Platform is "a contract with the people." Con- -
gressional Democrats have often taken credit for leading the uay
in the fight for Truth in Lending legislation, which requires

~ that lenders disclose accurately and in understandabla form how B
much the credit they extend in a contract will cost the consumer.
But this year's Democrat Platform does not come close to meeting
Truth in Lending standards -- it does not even have a price tag,
Jet alone a statement about how the interest fis computed And ,
it is so vague you could never enforce 1t 1n court. o

But the P!atform does contain a 1ot of promises of the kind you ‘
‘would find in a contract -- and almost every one of them involves
spending more Federal dollars on costly new or expanded programs.

Take ‘look at the Platform and see if the theme duesn t sound
famiTiar to years past. All the familiar words such as ”nationa! "
“Federal," "mandatory," "more," and "increased" seem to keep
popping up. To top it all cff, the American voter is to believe
that he can have all this, and perhaps more, and a\balanced

budget to boot: ’ L RPN

New taxpayers payments to the Federa1 government for,fust 5 of the
Democrat's 62 new spending “commitments" comes to $103.3 billfon;
which would mean a 51% increase in individual and corporate thpme
taxes. The five prcgrams and their estimated costs are:

(First Full Year Federal,Expenditnres) V;; e
e S 131}1i0as -

‘Mondaie/Brademus, child development program '_,"f | $ 1. 1,,?7=
Humphrey/Hawkins, full employment program . -  10.3
Kennedy/Corman, national health insurance f S 70.0.

Griffith's negative income tax - e 9.9
‘Perkins‘ education equaiization bil1 L 12,




ALKING POINTS

1.

2.

Appr6x1mate!y 62 separate and distinct 1ncréases in
the Federal government's expenditures are pledged.

Implementation of just 5§ of these (i.e., Humphrey-
Hawkins, national health insurance, negative income
tax, child development, and Federal aid to education)
will cost the American taxpayer at least $103.3 billion
in their first full year of operation.

The American taxpayers will be required to assume a
51% increase in their personal income tax burden to
pay for these five programs alone. Dollar-wise that
means $760 more in taxes for a typical family of four
making $15,000 a year.

If candidate Carter doesn t agree with these estimates

"he should tell us what his estimates are, and while

he's at it, he should tell us what his other programs
will do to the taxpayers.

To balance the budget as promised, the Democrats must
expect tax revenues to cover these new expenditures
and (assuming the tax burden is proportionately
divided between individuals and corporations) these
additional taxes could amount to an increase of around
go%i?f the Federal Tax Income bill of every American
amily

The Demccrats have shown that they are ideoIogical
bankrupts who think the Great Society is still in full -
swing. They obviously haven't learned that more
government spending is not the answer to any of the
Nation's problems.

The Democrat Platform, said Bill Moyers, a CBS "
commentator at the Democrat National Convention an&“
former Johnson White House aide, can be summed up in=
two words: “More government." Moyers was absolutely
right. Not only does the Platform call for vastly
increased spending in almost every area of government
activity, it also calls for increased government
regulation ~- of business, schools, housing, and most
other areas of human existence. The Democrats built
the Federal bureaucracy, and this Platform shows that
they intend to keep it strong. ,

The Democrats message to the average taxpayer in 1976

is crystal clear -- more Federal spending with either

more taxes or Iarger deficits, or both
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poiitica?tggocess is essential to continued Americ
- growth e
~want to destroy the independence of the Federal

© THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

S been the
pressures
ughts to

, Gne of the na31marks af our ecenomf\ ¥y
freedom of the Federal Reserve System frém pol
and manipulation. The Demccvats appear ta;nar
the contrary , g Tl

o The Federa1 Reserve must*be made
a fu]? ‘partner in national economic «Jdt;)‘*

"decisions and become responsive to. the
~economic goals of Congress and the ST T R e
~ President; credit must be generally .~ o
~ available at reasonable interest. rates: LR e e

tax, spending and credit aoTicfestmu§t[gg :5*

- be carefully coordinated with our o

‘economic. goals, and coordinated w ~hin L

~the framework of national ecanamﬁc -

' ,pTanning.;

Democrat Party P?atform
July 1976 ESCIA e N

Ta]king Pointsf_i 

1. The independence cf the Feéeva} Reserve

#ﬁm ?rom the

arly, the Democrat Party and their nom nea

They have apparently conveniently forqotten ‘that :
decided, more than a quarter of a-century ago, to mal ~
Reserve politically independent when they realized: th& ,the polit a}
ccntrot of the nation sAmonetary system meant eccnom_ isast

- to- print more money as soon as a
- ,econcmic difficulty appears. :
- - the politicians get their nand; on the
. mechanism of the money. supp?y 1is the
?moment ycu begin to destray the éconcmy.




S 2 _
yand the society. kt that;mﬁmg
can pay for everything and acc
~one. Just think of where
today 1f we had atquiesced to th

~ ststent calls last year for. double-dfgit
grcwth in the money SU§p1y.V'~» ‘

‘Testimony before Repablican R
- National Convention, Committee

on Resolutions
: August 10, 1976

2. The Democrats desire to make thau?ed ra1 Reserve resgbnsiv
1s_one more example ‘
' er

the goals 6f Con ress and *he ‘resident”
thelr preoccu afi Tth national economic p % ning.

g e "Society” domestic prog am uring the
1960" s, it now appears the Democrats intend to use the econemy
during the 1970's as the testing ground for their. faciaation
with centraiized ﬁasbingtan run programs. ~ , ,

ﬂ?li"
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1976 is the Humphrey-Hawkins Bill,
Party Platform does not mention the bill by name,
but does say this: ,

'ATH’E “UMPHREY*HM!KWS 31“- S

The key to the Democrat economic program for

Bemocrats pledge themselves to make ,
every responsible effort to reduce adult

The Democrat

unemployment to 3 percent within 4 years. -

This ambitious goal can be achieved by
marshalling all our emphasis on reducing

~ unemployment in chronically depressed

areas and among particular groups in
the labor force, such as youth.

Jimmy Carter s now famous campaign style of 1ssue
obfuscation and reversal is particularly evident on
.~ Humphrey-Hawkins as noted from quotes indicated belou

"He dismisses the Iibera1s' campaign *
centerpiece, the Humphrey-Hawkins full-
employment bill as too 'rigfd' and

1ikely to revive double-digit 1nf1ation. :

Wall Street Journal
pr

"Carter replied that a gavernment job~

guarantee would be extremely expensive,
and someone has to pay these salaries‘ o

outside the Federa] government.

Atlanta COnstitutinn
pri

“I support, and as President I would, o

sign, the Humphrey-Hawkins bi11, as
amended, given my current understanding

of the biTl." 4
| Washington Star
July 7, 1976 quoting

Carter on April 8. 1976

-




Carter was right on. Apri?ﬁ?; uhena;
‘he wouldn't support the bill, not on April
‘when he endorsed it. &s economist Mi!ton Friedma
said: , e

"Not to put too fine a point on 1t. the
Humphrey-Hawkins bill is as close to a
fraud as has ever served as a campaign.
document. It is full of pious promises
but contains no measures capable ef
fu3f1lling thase promises

Newsweek , august 2, 19?6

'TALKING POINTS ,

1.“ The bi11 will cost tax ers a small fortune.~‘
The bill will require between 323 and $44 biliion a
year in additional Federal expenditures because of
its requirements that the Federal government act
as an employer of last resort ﬂashington Star,u
July 7, 1976) ‘ ;

2. The bil} wlll cause substantial 1nf1ation. Sli htl
more than a month after Carter endorsed the bill, (liberal}
economist Charles L. Schultze of the Brookings Instltution
testified before a Congresswona? committee that" —

*“In the absence of major new too}s for

inflation control, pushing the adult
unemployment rate to the 3 perceat = o
target of S. 50 would surely generate
substantiat inf?atwon. (Schu1tze, ‘May 14 “QS?S)

Estimates of the increase in tnfiat1an which u111

resu?t from the bill have ranged from 3,25 percent,  °\ .
with further increases thereafter (Alice RivIin, SR
Director of the Congressional. Budget Offxce} to ,

15 percent (Michael Wachter, University of Pennsy]vania
economist and Carter economic adviser]). o

3. Use of the government as emp}eyer of 3ast resort \
will not solve the unemployment problem. According to =
Charles L. Schuitze (testimony cited above) "the concept :
of government as employer of last resort {given
the 'prevailing wage' requirement in the bill) is not a

~workable method for pushing the overall unemp?oyment

rate down to very }on levels.“A Said Schultze'




*,“It 1s c1aar that in aay area uhare mun ci
alities or non-profit institutions- ?
higher scales for re?ative}y unskil AR

- or semi-skilled labor than private 1ndustry,f,
the wage scales in private industry will
quickly be driven up to the higher level.
Otherwise there would be a steady drain
of labor away from private 1ndustry
into "last resort" jobs. A new and much
hfgher set of minimum wages wouid be created'“

4. The bill cannot work without a national economic
glanning,mecﬁih sm which could mean fﬁe end of the ?ree»
market economy. ‘

. An inseparable part of the Democrat Platform and

the Humphrey-Hawkins bill is national economic planning - ~
modelled on the eoonomie planning mechanism in the Huwphray-
Javits planning bi11.. The prospect of complete government

~ control of the eccnemy, ‘which would be made possible and

like}z by national planning, does not bather Democrats.,‘
As Hubert Humphrey put ft: , ,

‘There is not one word in the tanstitution
about market forces -- not in the Bible or
" the Emancipation Proclamation either.”
(Journal of Commerce, May 26, 19?6)

5. The bi?I cannot work unless

| :ermanent,wa e \rice
contruts are e R R

An economy governed by permanent ncge/pr1ce contro]s o
cannot be called a free economy. But the Humphrey~Hawkins
bi1l cannot work without such controls because of the need
to control the runaway inflation the bill wowld cause.

This has .1ed several of the 1iberal econemist"~(5cbu1tze s
and Jerry Jasinowski, another of Carter's economic advisers)
to call for an "income policy" -- a euphemism for wagg{price '
controls -~ as a necessary counterpart to ‘the bi?? Carter
agrees. He said: T

"1 would 1ike standard wage/price cantro1s.,ﬁ~

My guess is that I would never use them, e
~But I would 1ike them as a lever. I wou?dn t

hesitate to use them if1 had tc." = o

Business Neek .
ay ;




Accordxng ta (Iiberal} eccnomistkSar Leli

-~ "You'd. have to keep real GNP growing at -
1east 7.5 percent a year through 1980, and . - -
we've never grown so fast for so 1ong a period.”

Business Neekv
ay '

7. Carter s suppnrt for the bill was a resu!t of pure
olitica} pressure. ,

Carter's decision to support the. bill came about for
two reasons', , ~

(a), "His ethnic purity remark put him on

the defensive with blacks. His endorsement
came two days after the Congressional Black
caucus, in the wake of ethnic purity, demanded
he endorse the bill.

Busaness Heek
May, 1976

(b) "He wanted George Meany's support.

The AFL-CIO has been pushing this bill hard

(in fact, it is the tcp item on labor s
 agenda)."

Rashington Star
July 7, 1976

8. Even 1f the bill is passed it may never g0 1nto‘7~
effect because the drafters don't know how 1t %5 supposed

to work. Jerry Jasinowski, a Carter economic alyviser and . :
§en:t$ research economist, has taken a posit?on éescribed R
as follows: V , , o g %

X
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A
"Because of a bas1ﬁ lack of nformation,
he says, no one really knows how to -
“implement many of the provisions of the
bill, parttcular1y in the incomes pol1cy
area and in providing incentives for '
employment in the private sector “

Business Heek :
July




According to aemocrat Representative Jehn Canyers,;:} ?f3 »_x
‘a strong supporter nf the b111' - LR

“The genius of the Hawkins bill is that AT
it doesn't tell us how to get there or create
a set number of jobs. It simply says to the
Congress, the President, and the Federal
Reserve, ’Theugh shalt work out a plan.’“

‘Sun Times :
3‘&‘1’;"2‘4"’1975
“‘"ﬂ
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ijuring the contreversy that fo!lcwed Jimmy Cart&r‘s famous ST
“ethnic purity" remark, he pledged that he "would not take a
'~‘racial attitude or discriminatorg attitude téward -any group,
and §if he did, he "would withdraw from the race._ (soston
Globe - Aprit 9, 1976) ~ =

Less than one mnnth Tater. in an effort to p!acate his party s R !
1iberal wing, Carter indicated that the rigid enforcement of" L

equal opportunity laws was not enough; that those deprived -
“through my influence or yours of fuily using their talents" SN
must be given ”compensatory apportunity. (washington Post.x:,gk41ﬂ;"
May 5, 1976) R » SR

Carter's views on this issue were c1ear1y reflected 1n the 1976
‘Democrat Platform. This document, which he enthusiastically
endorsed, pledges’ “vigorous federal programs and policies of
compensatory opportunity. b (1976 De&ccrat Platform, page 34)

TALKI”S POIﬂTS

S It is c}e&r that ”compensatory npportunity 1s ﬂothtng o
- more than the Democrat Party's 1976 euphemfsg fop e
~ ~ Mashington- enforced quotas. system.,, pZskadies)

2. Carter's commitment to wasnfngtnn ﬂictated quatas is a
- disturbing example of his continuing belief in big
- government exerting more and more contrn¥ over the ifves
- of American cttizens. L L :

S 3. Jimmy Carter, the canﬂidate who wants gnvep@meﬂt to be S
.. as trustworthy as the American peop!e, appa{;ptiy be!ieves; .
“that these same people can no longer be entrlisted to S
provide one another with the equal oppertunity that 1s
~ the very fbundatian of our body of Iaws, o




~_mi}lxon unaccaunted for

from 34, 3&2 to an. estimated 42.400, an increase cf 24 perce' a‘“

RECGRD ﬁS AN ADHENIST&&TGR
_ ~AND
GEORGIA STA?E REORGANIZATIGN

: As Governur, Carter s main focus ‘was ¢reorgaa1zat10n ;{if‘”~”‘ o
of the state government, which he claims to have made a more
manageable and efficient system,. This recrganization has also
been a prime issue in his Presidential campaign. An examination
of his years as Governor reveals that the Carter c?aims are
‘quite different frcm the recard o ,

Jimmy Carter sfcuryear term as Governor was marred hy S
disorganization, fiscal problems and doubt. Writing in the S

- Chicago Tribune on February 21, 1976, G.B. Candello, the

business manager of the North Georgwa Buxidxng and Construc-
tion Trades Council wrote: "I would characterize his term

of office as a period of smiles and broken promises. Carter
ran- a paper shuffting operation wzth no sav1ngs to the tax—

payer. o , - ; , o e

Calvin Rampton, the Tongtime Governor af ﬁtah, raised o
doubts about Carter's ability as an administrator. "of the R
40 some Democratic governors that I've known personally, I' d‘
rank Carter about 39th - (Washinqtcn Post 2/25}76)

- Reg Murphy, former editor of the Atlanta”tﬁnstitut1on
and now publisher of the San Francisco Examiner, describes
Carter's tenure as a "disaster” and Carter as. “the pheniest
politician I've ever met." - o R

TALKING POINTS L

1. The. sprawiing new 9epartment ef Human Rgsearces _ ‘
was created by Carter to bring together all departmegts. AR
relating to public health, welfare and vocational reﬁgﬁwtita-jﬁj‘
tion. Georgia State Auditor Ernest Davis reperted that after
the first year of operation, the Department's financiaf o
records were so confused that inwt1a§1y there was some $48

2. State Auditor Oav1s a?sc said he has not been able EE R e
“to identify any savings that resuited frcm rearganizatien per se.”:x;ks
{Washington Post, 2{38/76) : ; -

3. The state budget under Carter grew from $1 071 b1111on i
to $1 665 bi!lion, an increase of more than 55 percent Sl

4. State emplayees, excluding unxversity teachers, grew




REVENUE SHARING

-~

Jimmy Carter has issued a number. of calls for
government "reforms", and he bases much of what he calls
for on his claims of accomplishment as Governor of Georgla.
But 1t turns out that what he 1s really talking about {s .
big government -- more of 1t at a greater cost to the middle
income taxpayer. And his so-called reforms are, for the
most part, fllusory.

Take Revenue Sharing, for example.

Revenue sharing was initiated under a Republican
Administration, to funnel Federal monies more effectively
into the states. The determination of need -~ the most
sensitive gart of the process -- was to be carried out at
the state level with the participation of local leaders.

The Federal government is able to run this program at
2 cost of less than one-sixth of a penny for every dollar
sent out to the states and localities -- perhaps the most
efficient and least costly of any Federal program ever.
Because the states make the decisions, on a coordinated basis,
a massive Federal bureaucracy is totally avoided.

TALKING POINTS i

1. While Jimity-Carter was Governor, he seemedkto'agree
with the concept of revenue sharing.

“"There has been a tendency for Federal govermment
agencies to bypass the states and deal d1re§g§y with
local governments. I don't consider that I have 159
different communities among my counties, or 600 to 700
different communities among my cities. I have one £y
state, one plan for development, one common purpose, ..o
one common series of problems. They are completely
interrelated, and whether we are dealing with water
pollution or early childhood development, it is almost
impossible for me as a Governor, or for you as a Governor,
to evolve an effective statewide plan working through our
respective agencies, either natural resources, education

and so forth, 1f at the same time, and parallel to us,

the Federal government is arranging unilateral relationships
with 600 different cities or 159 counties."

(Governors' Conference Speech, 1972)

T



.’\v"/’

L

&4

REVENUE SHARING -2

But, now that Carter is seek1ng the "big city" vote,
he favors circumventing the state governments, -
through direct distribution of revenue sharing funds
to municipalities:

“1 would give all revenue sharing money to local

- governments." (Black Caucus meet1ng, 5/2/176)

Carter makes his new?y staked out position sound like
it would increase local participation. In

reality, it would not. Making the very detailed :
determination of which cities and municipalities get
money would, in fact, require a massive new Federal
bureaucracy -- and in the end, wrest local control
completely away from the states and municipalities,
placing it in the hands of Federal bureaucrats.

.
-

?
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VETOES

‘One of the mcre curlcus qualxtles of ﬁr. Carter is ‘his strange
belief that what he says to one audience one day will never be
reported to different audiences at another date., For a man who
projects himself as a man of the people, he is strangely contem~ :
tuous of their ability to hold him accountable to his various
statements. And for one who says he would never distort the :
truth, he seems to discount the effects of modern communications.
For example, as Governor of Georgia he defended his record of 154
vetoes~-~-an average of 38 each year. Yet this year he says in *©
California, "One of the real issues in this campalgn is going to
be President Ford's record of vetoes. It is a record,” he says
*of political insen51tlvity, of mlssed opportunlties,,of constant.V
conflict with Cangress.*. - , v A,

In the same speech he casts hxmself in the mantle of ﬁemocrat
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt and Harry $. Truman. Yet
‘these two Presidents vetoed 885 bills--that's more than all the
rest of the Presidents combined in the last century. If Mr.
Carter is really sincere in his attack ‘on President Ford's 56
vetoes of Congressional spending bills-~worth a savings of §9.2
billion--he should outline which bills as well as what costs he
would have passed on to the American taxpayer. Such a course
would be then free of the hypocrlsy and expedlency that has so
characterlzed the Carter campaign. :

) mnxmc ?oxm*s :

‘1; -Governor Carter vetoed an average of 38 House anaaSenate,
bllla and resolutxons each year—-154 in ail

2. 1In 1974 hlS last year in offxce he vetoed 53 bills and o
- resolutlons. EER & RPN S B »\g o
| : S
3. In 1973, Mr Carter vetoea 1eglslatxon whmch would have ;,f'i o
provided an exemptlcn from local ad valorum educational taxes

for persons over 62 years of age Whose assessed housing value

did not exceed $25,000 and whose combined household income did

not exceed $6 000 a year., The legxslature cverrode his S

veto. B , , ; ;

- 4. Presxdent Ford in his 56 vetoes, effected a savings of 39 2 ;

~ billion to the American taxpayer. One of those bills the
President vetoed was one exempting Ccngressmen livxng in
Maryland from paying local taxes. ’ R S




WELFARE

The Democrat Party and its Presidential nominee -
Jimmy Carter have presented the American taxpayer with a
spanking new welfare proposal that will cost $9.9 billion
in its first 12 months alone. Called Federalization of o
Welfare, the Carter-supported plank in the Democrat Platform j
is just one more example of the Democrat's preoccupation

with running everything through and from Hashington.

TALKING POINTS

1.

Jimmy Carter's desire for Washington to take
over both current and future welfare payments
have been part of his record for a long time.
In his very first budget message to the state
legislature as Governor of Georgia, Carter

‘declared that "for the future, I plan to join‘\

our sister states in working toward a shift of
these rapidly increasing welfare costs to the
;737;?; government.” (Atlanta Constitution

Jimmy Carter's recent campaign for the Democrat
nomination continued to stress the traditional
Great Society promises which would increase the
inefficiency and bureaucratic confusion of the
Washington welfare system. Shortly after the
California primary, which he lost resoundingly to
Governor Jerry Brown, Jimmy Carter called for one
"fairly uniform nationwide payment to welfare
recipients instead of the present state-by-state
patchwork of payment levels." (Washington Post
6/13/76) The Democrat Party gave its“approval to
this idea one month later in its Platform, calling
for a "system of income maintenance, substantially
financed by the Federal Government" which would
“provide an income floor." (Democrat PTatform,€1976

Jimmy Carter has answered the criticism of a : ,
Washington takeover of welfare b{ promising to make
the system more efficient. He plans to consolidate
all welfare payments into only one or two programs.
He attempted the same consolidation of the welfare
system in Georgia when he created the Department of
Human Resources. A look at the public record shows
that this “reorganization” resu1ted in a confused.
bureaucratic nightmare.




astfﬁné‘~V2?

Georgia State Audttor Ernest Eavis reported

that after the first year of operation of the
Department of Human Resources, the Department s
financial records were so confused that 1nitia11y

 there was some $40 million unaccounted for

On June 30. 1974, the state audit report of the
Department of Human Resources stated "the public
assistance bank account was not reconciled for
any month after 7/31/73 and had not been
reconciled for any month in the current year."
(Georgia Dept. of Human Resources, State Audit
6/30/74) ‘ ‘ ' o

The same report indicated that Jimmy Carter' s
consolidation opened the door for welfare cheaters
and fraud. “The inadequacy of control systems

~and confusion of records create a situation

where theft or-embezzlement is easily possib1e'
and would not be readily detected.” (Georgia
Department of Human Resources, State Audit 6{30/74)




-~ ZERO-BASED BUDGETINGr‘

, Jimmy Carter has issued a number of caIYs for government
"reforms,” and he bases much of what he calls for on his
claims of accomplishment as Governor of Georgia. But it turns
out that what he is really talking about is big government --
more of it at a greater cost to the middle income taxpayer.

And his so-called reforms are, for the most part, illusory.

One of the so-called "reform measures” with which Jimmy
Carter is particularly enamored is an accounting concept called
"lero-Based Budgeting (ZBB)." Carter says ZBB "...Strips down
government to zero, starts from scratch. Every program has to
rejustify itself annually. You have an automatic weeding out
of old and obsolescent programs..." (Atlanta Constitution
(2/16/76) ~

The purpose of the exercise is to save money, éhd‘cut
out overlapping and duplicating programs.

So far, this type of budgeting has been‘imp]emented‘in
only 4 states -- New Jersey, New Mexico, Illinois -~ and
Georgia. While a number of respected ‘economists consider IBB
to be a potentially useful accounting method for small to
moderate sized budgets ~- like those of a state government --
few people, other than Jimmy Carter, have ever seriously
entertained the idea that ZBB might have a reallst1c application
to the $395 billion Federal budget ‘

TALKING POINTS

1. It is not surprising that Carter thinksgit might.
Jimmy Carter has spent his entire 8-year\government
career looking at problems at the state ahd local
government level. The largest budget that Carter
had handled prior to taking statewide office was that
of the $300 to $400 thousand worth of annual receipts
from his approximately $1 m11110n peanut warehouse .
business.

When Carter became Gavernor, he took on a budget
somewhat larger than his peanut business -~ in the
neighborhood of $1.071 billion annually. But, a - - .
budget still some 400 times smaller than the federal
budget! ;




‘Vcampatgn puffery?

| ;Eauf'sa»g_sa a"naeéfzﬁf&}f*z’ff' :

The purpose of ZBB -- to cut down, among other

thwngs, on excessive spending -- is a laudaQEe

~goal. BB, combined with Carter’'s much-touted

reorganization, should have resulted in major
savings to the taxpayers of Georgia -- and in a
smaller, or at least a stable, state budget.

~But did it? No!

- During his Governorshlp. the number of state
employees rose more than 20%: 34,222 to 42,400,

--  The Georgia budget rose substantia1?y -- some
58.5 percent from $7.057 billion annua113, to
$1,675 billion 1n 1974.

The reason for these increases, desptte\his ”referms”
may be evident in the statements of Georgia State
Auditor Davis: -

“State Auditor,Davis says the plan,inftheory'gave
Carter a good grasp of government. But he says
department heads found 2 way to subvert 1t

“Hhen the Governor asked for instance, the com- -
missioner of agrzculture,to assign priorities,

the commissioner would put a low priority on

things he knew had so much public support they -
couldn't be done away with and assign top pr:orxty

to things he's close to but which may not have much
support. That's exactly what every state agency did "
(Atlanta Constitution, 2/]6/76) S

A1l of this could mean that memy Carteﬁnis neither
the administrator he claims to be nor is ZBB the

panacea he touts it to be. But it might also mean

that his dedication to "reform" is superficial.:
Witness Carter in a retrospective interview talkfag
about Zero-based budgeting -- after several years
as Governor: "...When I was campaigning for the job
for 4 years, I kept makiag the speech about a zero-
based budget. I didn't know what it meant, but it
was a very attractive speech component..,“ (At]anta,j
Constitution 9/17/73) . S

Zero-based budgeting zsist111 an‘attratt1ve speech‘f;fg 
component. But is it really as useful and as .
innovative as Carter makes it seem? And, more

important, how much of his claims for its success fﬁ; ¢7ﬁ

in Georgia are true -- and how much are just









