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\1EMORANDL1M 

November 24, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR : 

FROM: 

THE \YHJ TE HO USE 

WASHINGTON 

JERRY JONES 

DICK CHENEY 

You should be aware of the attached. 

Attachment 
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November 3 , 1975 

MEMORAHDUM 

, . 

, This is intended to be the report on mv activities with 
reference tn the project stated abov0 ~hich is underway 
by our mutual agreement . At the outset of my commitment 
I indicated my desire -t:o make a report which would outline 
what I perceived to be the priorities of the research as 
they emerged from the first months ' sorting of available 
information and sources of information . 

I . The following seems to be the best priority for the 
reser:lr·ch a.nd I am proceeding on this basis unless either of 
you have some radical_ objections : 

1 . The Iconomy--I think we have all /4greed that this 
is the area wher~ the President will make it or 
break it nationally . In addition , it is the area 
wl1ere Reap:an 's "record" of the conservative philos-
ophy falls apart easiest. Examples: 

A . _ Statistics on the Rea.gan era. budgets will· 
show -that eight years of "cut, squeeze and 
trim" ·yeilded a budget increase from 
4.6 Billion dollars to 10.2 Billion dollars. 
That is hardly what a conservative should 
be doing . In addition, it is r,ood to use if 
he attacks with the growth of the national 
budget . 

R. While Governor Rea.p:-:1n was responsjhle for the 
la:rp,e_st t,1x incre,1se in Cal.ifor-nii1 history . 
A • h dl " d • " ga1..n, ar v cut, squeeze an_ . tr:im . 

C . . While trying to sell tl1e public tl1c concept 
that tax r~form had been accomplished the 
facts show that only tax shifts occured while 
Reagan was Governor. 

D. If the Ford Tax Cut program can be pushed throu~h 
the Congress or anv reasonable compromise, then 
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the dicotomy of Reagan Tax increase 
( the biggest in Callfornia History ) ca n 
be made with the ·Ford Tax Cut--at a time 
when the economy needs the infusion of 

• dollars that the tax cut ~i ~l provide . 

The entire tax cut progra~ is probably'the 
single most important thing on the legislative 
fron~ wit h large legislative/political impact . 
Lou Harris says that 72% of the American 
public says that they no _lon~er get good 
value from their tax dollars . When the cut 
is success fuJ. ., it 1-.1ould be we 11 to emphasize 
that it is r1n effort to help bring more value 
for the dollars expended . 

F . • Included in this entire area of the economy 
will be the em~lovment question . We believe 
that statistics in California over the Reagan 
years will have the effect of showing increased 
unemployment while Ford will be able to pciint 
to reduced unemployment while he has been Presi-
dent . 

G . Reagan recently proposed a Federal Budget. Reduc-
tion of some $90 Billion . We believe that 
this can be shown to be nothing short of a tax 
shift from the Federal Government to the 
State and Local governments at a time when 
local governments are already squeezed financially 
~nd a shift of this magnitude could force even 
more bankruptcies with New York being the 
current example and Illionois being a probable 
if such a massive shift were to take place . 

2 . Crime--We are exploring the possibility that we can. charge 
Reagan with being soft on crime specifically liberal on 
the parole of felons . 

A. Dm, i n.r: the centr;:il period of the Rec1p_crn Arlmi ni strat i 
(19GB throur,h 19·72) the number of male felons 

l3 . 

in California prisons decljned more than 7,000, 
from 23 , 405 to 16,061 . 

While it is true that part of that drop can be 
attributed to the "probation-subsidy " program 
enacte d by the 1965 Legislature to keep so called 
lesser criminals (burglars, check forgers , etc.) 
out of state prisons , Reagan ' s administration 
developed a very liberal p~role policy . The 
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number of male felons on parole . increased 
from 10 , 524 i n 1988 to 1 4 ,533 i n 1971. 

C. During that period of time the Peagan 
administration oraised itself .for its many 
corrections ref~rms . • 

D. In 1973 Reagan ' s liberal parole policies came 
to an_d end large l y due to· pressure for change 
from law enforcement 6fficials . Thus i n 
1973 and 1974 the prison population i n 
terms of male felons be~an to rise agai n 
to the point of 21 , 5 4 7· when Reagan le ft office. 

F, . Going hand in hand vii th the above orob] em 
are the following statistics on felony arrest 
dispositions in California during the 1973 
time frame : 

(1 ) Of the 233 , 000 persons arrested in 
1973 for a felony only 186 , 000 had 
a complaint filed against them and 
of those only 85,000 persons were 
prosecuted . Of those only 42 , 000 
were convicted of a felony . \·Jorse yet , 
of the 42 , 000 convicted felons only 
5,000 were sent to state prison with 
another 1,000 being sent to the Youth 
Authority . 14,000 were granted 
straight probation and another 16 , 0b0 
~ere granted probation and served less 
than one year in a county jail . Thus , 
in California in 197,3 only 2 . 6% of 
thos~ arrested by the police for a 
felony went to state prison . 

3 . Welfare--The Reagan Administration trumpeted its Welfare 
Reform measures around the nation as an un11eralded break 
through in welfare costs. We believe that far from that 
the cl e c l i n e in both w c l far P. c ,1 s c J o a. cl ;:rn cl cos t can be 
cli rec t 1 v re lated to the clrop • in uncmplovment w11 i ch corrcs-
poned al,nost directly with the drop in caseload and cost . 

I\ . 1n April 1971 unemployment in California was 7 . 4 
% adjusted seasonally and the welfare caseload 
was 2,266,808 . In September 1972 whe n the Reagan 
crowing about reform was the loudest, the caseload 
was 2 , 062 , 411 and the unemployment rate was only 5 . 9 

B. Moreover , those categories which most directly 
relate to employment were the areas ,-Jhere the 
drops were registered . The AFDC unemplbyed 
f~ther caseload in the same time frame as above 
dropped from 330,257 to 184,996 . The general 
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home relief categor~ was down in the sam~ . 
t i me frame by 8 7 , 5 8 6 to 5 ?. , 3 3 1. Thu s , o f the 
caseload reduction of 2Qt1,39 7 for the time frame 
examined , 180 ,Sl6· reductions are directly 
related to the improving economy . 

C. The political use of this can 'again be to show 
the difference between what ReaRan says he 
did and what the fact actually was . 

4. Energy--I beli~ve that this is a sleeper for the New 
Hampshire primary since the state is so dependent 6n 
energv to keep it moving through the severe wint~r months . 

5 . 

A. Mv plan here is to exolore the Reagan PUC 
appointments and their decisions . I beleive that 
we can build a case for industry favoritism while 

B. 

C. 

the consumer got screwed . 

Politically , this could be used by saying that 
while Reagan mouthed the line on energy just 
like everyone else, he wa:; busy screwing the 
California consumer . 

I am anxious to get at the Unruh files on this 
one ~ This is a ~revalent view of the Unruh 
campaign as I recall it now . 

D. In addition , I hope. that 1-Je will have time to 
explore the action or inaction of the State 
Lands Commission where the Governor 's Director 
of Finance was a member . 

E . The entire question of off-shore oil drilling 
on state lands is a question which relates. to 
the California energy scene and might yield some 
surprising results which c,rn J,e ,r:enPra Jj ze.d i.nt0 
l,ear.an' s willin8ness to search for new petroleum 
sources . 

F . A review of the State Division of Oil and Gas 
might turn up additional information of .interest 
if it doesn ' t fall out t11e bottom of our project 
on the basis of how rapidly we can cover higher 
priority items . 

New York City--Once a fuller analysis of the Reagan 
federal Budget Reduction Proposal is avail~ble we may 
find it useful to relate that analy~is to New York by 
showing how the proposal will only s~rve to worsen the 
problem of State an~ Local e11tities Lv forcing more costs 
on them without a corresponding increase i11 revenues . 
I should think that this line of logic would really sell 
in New Ha mpshire . 
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III. 

6. Land Use and the ehvjronment--This is a tough one 

,-

b1~t may ha':'e so1:1e import1nce in Ne1-.,1f_ Hampshire : Re_ag an 
signerl legislation by Leo McCarthy in 1971 which made 
selling of unimproved prop~rty and subdividing very 
expensive and difficult because it caused the private 
·owner to have to have prepared environmental reports 
and improvements not unlike public entities . 

A. There are questions of private property rights 
here which mii,:ht sell in the New Hampshire 
neck.of the woods especialJv the northern 
parts of the state f~om wha~ little I understand 
about the demographics of the state . 

7. OSHA--Reagan· signed into. law Cal--OSl!A whi.ch has really 
gotten the conservatives uptight aver the last few years . 
Since one of the big things we hear people on both 
sides of the party fense saying these days is in ess~nse 

"r,overnment is regulating everything that I do and I don ' t 
like that," maybe we could use this as an anti-regulation 
stand for Ford . (ie. the Federal law was bad enough but 
why did Reagan have to m~ke it even tougher for California 
businessmen ) 

Strategy Thoughts 

1 . After discreet talks with a number of peonle ranging 
from Reagans former opponents to some of ~is frierids 
it appears to me that the anti-Reagan att~ck with whatever 
information we eventually produce should be carried on 
a3 a second level campaign by those within the campaign 
structure other than the President himself. 

2. The President should continue ~ith refinements) his 
current ploy of ''As President I am doing these great 
th • • " d "1'1 C • f • 1 • t d " - ings. . . . an 1e ongress is .. ai ing o o .... 
His should be the positive efforts with onlv allusions 
to past Reagan sins . 

3 . A thought that strikes me with;the size of i'lew Humpshire 
is that maybe we ought to think small . Bv that I mean 
l1andle the entire thing (other than personal swin~s by 

tl1e President ) as thoup;h it were a Congressional campaign . 
J\t least from the standpoint of maylJe mail. I can 
foresee special interest mailings critica l of Reagan 
or positi~e on Ford based on what is turned . 

Questions 

1. Should we try to put togeter some of the famous Reagan 
quotations that drive some folks right up the tree? (i. e . 
"A tree's a tree . How many more do you need to look at? " 

2 . Do we 1vant to review all Reagan ' s budgets and the bills 
he signed in order to prepare a list of horrors that he 
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I 
forced on the good citizens of the st~te of California? 

• This could be usefu l in three above . My own feelini is 
that this is probably substantial l y down the road . 

IV . Sorrv for the rough typing . I ' m beinp; so secretive about 
iJl ~l1is that I ' m scaring ~yself 6oming around corners . 
Seri6uslv , as vou can teil ; -those areas that I feel are of 

·highest priority I have already pulled top:ether enovgh thinr:s 
to draw a more elaborate picture of .the possibilities . I ' ll 
look for you guys t9 push or shove in different directions . 

Assuming funding I think our original time line is still OK . 
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The material which is assembled herein is a detarrec:r- ---•-

followup of the first three issue areas outlined in my 

Nov. 3, 1975, memo. In addition, we have presented other 

information which we felt we were able to put into a 

usable format. 

For each issue area there are three specific categories 

of information provided. 

First, there is a quick sketch of what we perce .·.ve 

is the popular concept of Ronald Reagan. Secondly, 

we present Ronald Reagan quotations on the issue matter 

at hand. These are usually older quotes since we felt 

newer ones are more readily available to the committee 

from other sources and because time would not allow a 

total search. Thirdly, we present research data which 

show that reality was often at wide variance with wnat 

Reagan expected to accomplish as governor. 

As is always the case, the task of making large 

volumes of material into smaller and more usable volumes 

is hazardous at best. However, we believe the material 

presented is in its mos~ flexibly usable format accepting 

the time constraints involved. Naturally, we stand 

willing to update and help implement if and when you desire. 

We have a file of all Unruh press releases from the 1970 

gubernatorial campaign which we have judged to be pertinent 

to issuses which the Ford committee may wish to raise. My 
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. ECONOMY 

I. PERCEP'11 IONS 

Reagan is perceived by many to have reduced spending. 
' Others believe, because Reagan said it to be true, that 

the number of California state employees was reduced . 

. A quotation from his first inaugural address that he 

would "cut, squeeze and trim" . is a philosophy which 

many people believe was implemented. Reagan talked 

a : great deal about putting government on a sound business 

footing and establishing a climate in which business 

2 

and the free enterprise system could prosper. We believe 

that it is possible with factual information to severely 

damage the credibility of these popularly-held perceptions. 

II. RONALD REAGAN ON THE ISSUE 

"There is only one cause of inflation -- the government." 

Speech, Detroit Economic Club 
Detroit Ne ws, March 29, 1966 

"We are going to squeeze and cut and trim until we 

reduce the cost of government." 

Inaugural Message 
Jan. 5, 1967 

"Outside of its legitimate function, government does nothing 

as well or economically as the private sector of the 

economy." 

Sacramento Bee, May 16, 1967 
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"We must reduce the government's supply of money and 

deny it the right to borrow." 

Encroaching Control 1.n "Vital Speeches" 
Page 680. 

"We have a government that is unfriendly to business." 

San Dieqo Union, May 29, 1966 

"As long as California continues to grow in population, . 

and as long as federal policies keep us in an inflationary 

spiral with wages and prices going up, we will have a 

record breaking budget every year, meaning the budget will ~ 

or should increase by an amount equal to the increase 

in population plus the percentage of increase in the cost 

of . living -- and that is roughly eight percent." 

TV Report to the People, 
July 9, 1967 

"This· administration has been accused of being business-

oriented. It is, but not in the sense of offering 

special favor to any segment of society over others. It 

is business- oriented in the application of sound 

business principles to the solution of public problems." 

Speech, Governor's Conference 
on Planning for Housing and Home 
Ownership luncheon, 
Fe.bruary 1, 1968 

"Q. How is it for a man who is so economy minded that you 

are about to spend more that any other governor in 

California history? 

"A. Well, I don't think there is any way that any 



governor I have said repeatedly, publicly and to all 

of you that every yea~ so long as California increases 

its population and as long as inflation increases the 

price we must pay for :._ things we buy and the salaries we 

must pay to our employees, there is going to be a record 

budget for California~" 

Press Conference, Sacramento 
Feb. 6, 1968 

(Re: Reagan's comment that he balanced California's budget 

without new taxes) 

!'We raised the old ones about $1 billion." 

GOP fund raising trip, Milwaukee 
Los Anqeles Times, 
Oct. 2, 1967 

4 

"We do not intend to balance future budgets by increasing taxes. 

Instead we intend to balance them by making governments 

more economical, by streamlining it. • Like this year, 

next year -- and the years following -- will be years 

where we do not intend to spend one dollar more than 

necessary of the people's money to conduct the people's 

business." 

Speech, Califo r nia Republican ·Assembly 
Long Beach, April 1, 1967 

"Funds needed to finance the deficit, state operations and 

the continuing programs of assistance to local governments 

are still greater than I had anticipated. I wish the sum 

could be smaller, but the responsibilities which we share 

for sound financial management of this state's government 



demand that we confropt and solve the fiscal problems 

now.'.' 

Tax message to Legislature 
March B. 1967 

"Gov~rnment, to start '- with, cannot compete in the market 

for talent with private business, but there is a way that 

gov~rnment can compete and that is by asking private 

business to take a hand in government." 
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Speech, National Automobile Dealers 
Association Convention, Las Vegas 
Jan. 29, 1968 

"California has some needs and some problems that are 

greater than almost any other state and yet in every 

instance where there is federal aid connected. with these 

problems, California is not only financing its own, even 

though it comes by way of the federal government, but we 

are helping to finance lesser problems in other states." 

News conference, Sacramento.• 
Oct. 8, 1'967 

"Q. Do you support the idea of unemployment coverage for 

. governmental workers? 

"A . ... I don't think that .we like a private employer are 

in a position of laying people off and 'telling them to 

wait at home until we tell them to come back to work again, 

which is usually considered with regard to unemployrnent 

insurance." 

News conference, Sacramento 
March 21, 1967 

I r 



"Once upon a time, it . was easy for a teenager to get 

a part-time job because it was easy for a merchant or a 

manufacturer to hire him. But that's no longer true. 

6 

Rigid minimum wage laws, high union scales and the mass of 

paperwork involved in the withholding taxes, social 

security, insurance and the rest make it difficult to 

hire anyone on a part-time basis. This is largely a 

federally-made problem and it's one we'll be lucky if 

we live long enough to see the federal government solve." · 

Speech, Merchants and Manufacturers 
Association, Los Angeles 
May 16, 1967 

"A big brother government can solve many problems for the 

people, but it's doubtful that we'll like the price it 

charges The first order of business in Sacramento 

should involve an all-out effort to utilize tax monies as 

efficiently as possible." 

1966 Campaign Speakers' Manual 

"Our goal will be to cut the budget consistent with good 

business practices. My purpose is to make government, 

once again, a servant of the people at s cost the people 

can afford to pay." 

1966 Campaign Speakers' Manual 

"Local or state taxes should not be used to redistribute 

the earnings of the citizenry. The federal government has 

pre-empted that field. The state's concern should be to 

see that each citizen pays the same percentaae of his 
,. 
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income in stc1te and local taxes after payment of his 

federa 1· taxes. " 

State of the State Message 
Jan. 0, 1968 

"The entire (graduated income tax) structure was created 

by Karl Marx. It has no justification in getting in the 

government needed revenue." 

"A Time for Choosing," speech before 
Second General Session of the 71st 
Annual Session of the US Savings and 
Loan League, San Francisco, 
Jan. 7, 1963 

(Ronald Reagan sponsored a 1967 bill doubling, and in 

some cases tripling, the state progressive income tax and 

making it even more progressive by narrowing the tax 

brackets.) 

"As Governor I will ... work to increase the state's 

contribution to local school districts, to relieve the 

growing burden on . local property taxpayers ... " 

M~iler, published by Reagan for 
Governor Committee, 1966 

(Reagan has presided over a reduction in the state 

perce~tage of school financial support from 38.4 percent 

in 1966 to 34.8 percent in 1970, thus increasing the pressure 

on property taxpayers.) 

Reagan promised he would consistently oppose any effort 

to provide for a withholding system for state income taxes. 

"I think paying taxes should hurt." 

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce and 
Junior Barristers Club, Los Anqeles 
Times, Oct. 25, 1966 
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(In 1970, Reag~n endors e d withholding and included 

it as an integral part of his tax program.) 

"Taxes in California have reached the breaking point. 

They are the highest in the nation and $100 per person 

above the national average." 

"A Plan for Action," televised 
announcement of cahdidacy, 
Jan. 4, 1966 

(In 1967, Reagan sponsored and signed into law the 

largest state tax increase in the nation's history, 

t9taling $1 billion.) 

Reagan said that government is interfering in people's lives 

to the point that it has set limits on what businessmen 

can deduct for gifts and other items when they pay their 

income tax. "Business should have said so long as we 

are legitimately spending the money in the belief that it 

is producing profit, it isn't any business of the 

government how much we spend." 

Speech, Chica g o busine s s leaders 
San Francisco Chronicle, 
Oct. 28, 1967 

Ronald Reagan said Californians will not have to pay a 

bigger tax bill on the state level nest year if he is 

elected governor. "I am convinced that I can say to you 

there will be no new tax increase next year ... There will 

be some efforts made at economies in the present running 

of this state. The total tax burden will not be increased." 

Rally, Bakersfield, Los Angeles 
Times,· Sept. 18, 1966 

• 1 
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"We pledged local property tax relief and I intend to keep 

that pledge." 

Report to the People, Sacramento 
March 31, 1968 

"I'm the stingiest f~scal conservative you ever saw." 

III. RESEARCH DATA 

A. State Employment 

News conference, Sacramento 
• March 7, 1967 

The California State Employees Association records 

show that the following totals for the number of state 

employees are accurate for Reagan's tenure as governor: 

1967 113,779 

1968 114,036 

1969 116,562 

1970 118,072 

1971 117,372 

1972 116,774 

1973 120,299 

1974 123,205 

1975 127,929 

_ .. • • . • 1 

B. "The Economic Report of the Governor for 1974, 11 

transmitted to the California Legislature in March, 1974, 

contains a number of Governor Reagan's own tables and charts 

which, when digested, show some interesting statistical 

information about changes in the California economy under 
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Governor Reagan's leadership. 

1. General fund tax collections under Reagan jumped 

astronomically in his eight years in office compared to 

-- ----

the two previous admi/1istrations in California. The _summary 

of state tax collections per $100 of personal income total 

on page 84 of that report reveals that for the period from 

- 1953 to 1959 (former Gov. Goodwin Knight) tax collections 

per $100 or personal income rose from $2.99 to $3.14 --

a 15-cent jump for six years . 

For the period 1959 through 1967 (former Gov. Edmund 

Brown Sr.) the taxes rose from $3.14 to $3.73 -- a 59-cent 

jump. 

For the period 1967 through 1975 (former Gov. Ronald 

Reagan) the taxes rose from $3.73 to $6.17 -- a $2.44 

jump in Reagan's eight years. 

2. The 5ame report shows that real spendable earnings 

for a manufacturing worker with a family of three went from 

$114.39 per week in 1966 to $115.10 in 1973, or a 71-cent 

increase per week in seven years. During the previous 

seven years, from 1960 through 1966, that same figure rose 

from $103.34 to $114.39, or an increase of $11.05 in spendable 

income per week. 

3. Total state tax collections in California increased 

from $3.4 billion in 1967 to $8.9 billion in 1975. In 

the previous administration the increases had been from 

$1.7 billion to $3.4 billion, a mere doubling of the 
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total collections. In the six years of the Knight administration, 

total tax collections for the state increased from $1.1 

to $1.7 billion. Interestingly enough, Reagan tries to 

cop out by saying tha-,t during his years as governor the 

population was higher than it had ever been. While that A 

is true, the facts as outlined in charts of his own 1974 

economic report show that during the 1953 to 1967 time 

frame California's growth per year on a percentage basis 

was, in most years, three percent more. During the 

Reagan years, that growth had slowed to the one percent 

level. (Figures attached.) 

4. Perhaps the most damning tax statistic is the 

comparison of property tax levies on average dollars per 

assessed value basis when considering the Reagan years 

as opposed to the Brown Sr. and Knight years. During 

the Reagan administration, the average tax rate per $10b 

of assessed valuation rose from $8.84 in 1966-67 to 

$11.15 in 1973-74. The four .highest percentage increases 

in these levies all occurred in the Reagan administration. 

By contrast, the average tax rate in dollars per $100 of 

.... • l 

assessed value in the six years of the Knight administration 

increased from $5.94 in 1953-54 to $6.96 per $100 in 

1958-59. And, in the Brown Sr. administration, from $6.96 

to $8.84 in fiscal year 1966-67. 

5. California's personal income tax as a percentage 

of the United States total income tax decreased during 

the Reagan administration from 11.09 percent to 10.83 percent. 
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During the l<night and Brown Sr. administrations, the 

. Percentages had increased. While Knight was governor 

they went from 9.37 ~ercent in 1953 to 10.68 percent 

in 1959. While Brown, was governor they went from 

10.68 percent in 1959 to 11.09 percent in 1967. 

c. Unemployment 

As shown by the Reagan unemployment insurance quotations 

in section II of this report, Reagan has a very low opinion 

of the priority for solving unemploymnet problems. 

1. According to statistics provided by the Department 

of Employment, the seasonally adjusted rate of California 

.unemployment in January of 1967 when Reagan became 

governor was 5.6 percent. In January of 1975, the 

seasonally adjusted rate was 8.8 percent. 

2. While unemployment was rising, California under 

the Reagan administration was reducing its spending for 1 

manpower development programs from $15.1 million in 1967 

to $~.8 million in 1973. (This is the last year for 

which spending figures are currently available.) 

D. State Spending 

Overlaid against Reagan's 1966 campaign promise to 

"cut the budget consistent with good business practices," 

is the fact that Department of Finance records show 

actual state expenditures rose every year of the Reagan 

administration. The proposed state budgets for the 
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Reagan years are as follows: 

1967-68 $3.8 million 

1968-69 5.6 

1969-70 6.2 \,0 
q;.'lr-

1970-71 6.4 lJJ 
(;.l 

1971-72 6.7 

1972-73 7.6 

1973-74 9.2 

1974-75 9.8 

1975-76 10.1 

E. B'usiness Climate 

Based on Reagan's quotations to put governmertt on a 

more business-like basis and to encourage the free 

enterprise system, the following information about how 

the climate for business development and expansion changed ~ 
I 

in the State of California d~ring his administration is 

pertinent. 

1. According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, 

between 1969 and 1973 California ranked 44th of the 50 

states. in the percentage increase of non-farm income. 

Here is the toll of the statistics: 
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CAL-TAX NEWS 

One o_f the major indices of the econ-
omy is growth in income, particularly in 
nonfarm income. 

California, in this respect, ranks 44th 
of the 50 states, according to statistics 
from the United States Department of 
Commerce. During the four years from 
1969 to 1973, California's non -farm in-
come increased 34.6%. The high growth 
was 68.3 percent in Arizona and the low 
was 29.1 percent in New York. 

NOVEMBER 15, 1975 

1969-1973 NONFARM INCOME 
%INCREASE 

% 
State Rank Increase 

Fast growing states: 
Arizona 1 68.3 
Florida 2 6G.5 
Colorado 3 61 .5 
Alaska 4 55.7 
Nevada 5 52.7 
Idaho 6 51.6 
Mississippi 7 51.2 
Utah 8 50.5 
Arkansas 9 49.5 
Virginia 10 49.0 
Hawaii 11 48.9 
South Carolina 12 48.2 
North Carolina 13 47 .9 
Tennessee 14 47.4 
New Mexico 15 47.0 
West Virginia 16 47.0 

Average growing states: 
Wyomind 17 45.8 
Alabama 18 45.8 
Kentucky 19 45.6 
Oregon 21 45.3 
New Hampshire 22 44.4 
North Dakota 23 43.0 
Maryland 24 42.8 
Texas 25 42.4 
Delaware 26 41.0 
Montana 27 40.3 
Nebraska 28 39.7 , 
Wisconsin 29 39.3 
Oklahom·a 30 39.1 
Michigan 31 38.9 
South Dakota 32 38.5 
Iowa 33 38.4 
Louisiana 34 38.0 
New Jersey 35 38.0 
Minnesota 36 37.5 
Dist. of Columbia 37.1 
Maine 37 36.7 
Vermont 38 36.5 
Indiana 39 36.2 
Pennsylvania 40 36. 1 
Missouri 41 35.9 
Kansas 42 35.7 
Rhode Island 43 35.2 ,. 

Slow growing states: 
California 44 34.6 
Illinois 45 33.7 
Ohio 46 33.5 
Mass a ch usetts 47 33.4 
Washington 48 30.5 
Connecticut 49 30.0 
_New York 50 29.1 

Source : U.S. Department of Commerce 

rmcnitt
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2. According to_ figures from Tax Foundation, Inc., t ' l • 
as presented in the April, 1975, newsletter of the Califo nia 

• A 

Taxpayers Association, only two states in the country 

have average statewi~e property taxes per person which are 

higher than California's. Property tax levies per person 

range from $46 to $358. California's average is $348. 

The U.S. average is $216. 

3 . "The Economic Report of the Governor 1974" 

indicates that between 1966 and 1971 (last year for which 

statistics are . listed), net profits for California 

corporations dropped from $5.6 billion to $4.8 billion. 

By contrast, during the six years of Governor Knight's 

administration, corporate profits rose from $2.5 billion 

to $3~6 billion (1953-59). In Governor Brown's 

administration, corporate profits rose from $3.6 billion 

to $5.6 billion (1959-66). 

4. In May, 1975, the California Taxpayers Association 

reported that taxes per capita rose from $183.63 in ·the 

first year that Reagan came to office to $401.52 in 197 5 . 

5. The lars e California b usiness inventory tax 

(50 percent) is still a major deterrent to many businesses 

locating within California. In fact, many businesses 

maintain warehouse locations in other states, such as 

Nevada, in order to avoid bringing that business and those 

jobs into California. 

6. Maurice Fenton, president of Fantus Company, a " 
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subsidiary of Dun ano , Bradstreet, recently wrote an 

article for Pacific Business Magazine entitled, "Relocat· 

Why are Companies Rejecting California?" His study shows 

that California ranks '. dead last behind Utah, idaho, 

Arizona, Oregon, Washington and Nevada in terms of its 

total approach to attracting business. Among the ,48 

mainland states, California ranks 47th. 

F. Inefficient Use of Government Dollars 

A number of Reagan quotations cited in this report 

indicate that as governor he could have been counted on 

to establish an efficient use of tax dollars and to work 

generally for an elimination of government waste. The 

following are but some examples of why we believe that 

did not take place. 

1. The Office of the Auditor General in California 

fur:tions to research in a nap-partisan manner questions 

of fiscal integrity put to it by the Joint Legislative 

Audit Committee. In an August, 1974, study entitled 

"Department of General Services Report on Review of State 

Office Space Leasing vs. Construction ~osts," the Auditor 

General found that "by using $3.6 million of funds already 

contained in the state's budget for leasing 535,000 square 

feet of selected high cost office space, the state could 

finance construction of office buildings containing comparable 

space." · The Auditor General then recommended that the ,. 
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Department of General Services (headed by Reagan 

with the governor as : policy setter) request that monies \ 

currently appropriat~d on an annual basis in the state's ·-~-

budget for leasing high cost office space be used instead 

to finance constructfon of office buildings. The report 

went on to say that "based -on current lease rates in the 

size of buildings discussed in this report, proper 

implementation of this recommendation will result in 

estimated cash savings to the state of approximateiy 

$£6 million over the remaining usef~l life of the buildings 

after fulfillment of the construction and interest costs. 

Further, the state will have full ownership of these 

buildings." 

Therefore, by using money which currently is expended 

to lease property from private business, Governor Reagan 

could have saved the taxpayers $66 million. "' · 

2. The Auditor General_ also prepared a report in 

March of 1973 entitled "Veterans Farm and Home Building 

Fund Report on Review of Operations." The purpose of t h is 

fund is to make loans available to California veterans for 

the purpose of purchasing homes or farms. In th~ 2½ years 

by the end of 1970 and 1972, there was a curtailment in 

the number of loans available to veterans. This curtailment 

of loan funding produced the following results: 

a. "An excess amount of cash has been accumulated from 

bond sales loan repayments. From the year 1972, the balances 

increased from a monthly average of $148 million compared 

r 
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#fi. 

to a $33 million average for the seven years prior ro 197fef 
.... In November, 1972, a :high of $168 million had accumulated. ..,VJ'<> 

,\ \:.!,., 

The June, 1973, balance was $129 million. 

b. "Most of the._ excess cash was invested by the state 

treasurer in the surplus money investment fund which 

recently has yielded ~n average of 5.01 percent. A 

July of 1971 bond issue of $50 million was sold at an interest 

rate of 5.31 percent. Since July of 1971, investment of 

this $50 million of excess cash has cost in excess of 

more than $350,000. 

c. "Proceeds from the sale of veterans bonds have not 

.been used to finance Cal-Vet loans. 

a. "Veterans have been required to delay pu·rchases _ 

of new homes or obtain interim financing from commercial 

sources. 

e. "Funds now available for loaning exceed the 

capacity of the administration to process loans." 

Criticism here is that while governor and durinq the 

time when a number of men were returning from Vietnam and 

desiring to use their Cal-Vet home purchase benefits that 

Governor Reagan's department of Veterans Affairs failed 

to use money from the sale of bonds to finance Cal-Vet 

loans. In failing to do this, veterans were required to 

not purchase new homes or obtain interim financing from 

conunercial sources at higher rates. 

treat the California veteran? 

Is this any way to 

In October of 1974, the Auditor General's office issued 
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a report entitled "Re:view of Operation? of the 

of Corporations." The report found as follows: 

"The Department of Corporations performs various 

functions which are similar to functions performed by 

the Secretary of State and the Department of Consumer 

Affaiis. This results in duplication, confusion to 

the public and unnecessary expense. 

"The fees charged by the department in administering 

the Industrial Loan Law, Escrow Law, the Retireme rtt 

Systems Disclosure Law, the Tax Sellers and Cashiers Law, 

Franchise Investment Law and the Trading Stamps Law have 

resulted in a deficit averaging $210,440 over the last 

five years. 

"Authorized staff of the Department of Corporations 

has exceeded its staffing requirements by 22 positions." 

The issue here is Governor Reagan's failure to act 

to reduce government expense, duplication and an overly 

large staff. 

d. In April of 1974, the Office of the Auditor 

General prepared a report entitled "Department of Health 

Pre-Paid Health Plans" which analyzed implementation 

of Ronald Reagan's pre-paid health plan delivery system 

for the delivery of health care to Medi-Cal recipients. 

The review o f the program was startling. Betwe~n Jan. 

1, 1971, and Dec. 1, 1973, the Department of Health made 

payments to 15 Pre-Paid Health Plan (PHP) contractors 

in the State of California totaling $56~5 million. 

, 



; ,. 

. i 
! 
' 

20 

Of this amount only an estimated $27.1 million or 48 

percent was expended ,for health care services for 

Medi-Cal recipients. The balance of $29.4 million, or 

52 percent, was expended by the PHP contractors and 

sub.:..contractors for administrative costs and resulted 

in net profits for these companies . 

As one example of such administrative costs, a 

salary of $120,000 plus ex~enses was paid by one PHP 

contractor to a physician to serve as a plan administrator. 

l'The Auditor General has concluded that the Department 

of Health, in pouring out $56.5 million . to 15 PHP contract6rs 

and receiving only 48 percent of that amount.in actual 

health care services, has administered the PHP program 

in an ineffective manner. 

"The Department of Health has not properly discharged 

its statutory authorities in instituting and requiring 

uniform accounting procedures, complete financial reporting 

and routine auditing of PHP contractors. 

"Officers and directors of eight of the non-profit 

PHP contractors have formed firms or affiliated with 

profit-making sub-contractors who derive certain services 

including administration of health care -- for the PHP 

contractors." 

(It is my understanding that Gov. Edmund Brown Jr.'s 

administration plans to drop the PHP program as a means 

of delivering Medi-Cal benefits.) 

e. In June of 1973, the Auditor General developed a 

.. 
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report on the California State Exposition and Fair. 

Prior to Reagan's administration, it had been 

determined that the existing California State Fair facilities 

were unsuited for exp~hsion and that the State Fair did 

not reflect the changes of interest of the people or the 

economy of the state. In addition, it was thought that 

the expenses at the old site were excessive. Therefore, 

in the early 1960s, it was decided to build a new 

operation which would promote the heritage. culture, 

ihdustry and resources of the State of California. In 

• addition, it was determined the facility should be 

financially self-su~porting. The operation of the facil ~ty 

was to be the responsibility of a non~profit corporation. 

After the initial fair had been held in the new facility, 

the California Exposition and Fair Executive Committee 

terminated the contract with the non-profit corporation 1 

in 1968. Subsequently, there were four years of direct 

operation by the executive committee. Currently the 

director of the Deaprtment of Parks and Recreation has 

been delegated the operational responsibility for Cal-Expo. 

With that background, the Auditor General's report 

noted: 

a. "The revenue derived from operations of Cal-E::.._po 

is less than realized at the old State Fair site. 

b. "Provisions of the long term amusement, food and 

beverage contracts are the primary cause for the revenue 

decrease. 
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c. "The long term contracts restrict the 

to improve operations. 
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opport 

d. "Both ·the state fair's operations and the 

the state to resolve '-.the Cal-Expo development question 

are adversely affected by a lack of stated obtainable 

objectives. 

e .. "The state is losing from its general fund and 

its State Fair Fund over $2 million a year on the extravagance 

of Cal-Expo." 

What happened to all the talk about government on 

a sound business footing? 

Some additional information: 

1. While Reagan was governor: 

A. State sales tax went from four cents on the 

dollar to 6 cents on the dollar 

B. The corporate ·income tax rate went from 5.9 

percent to 9 percent 

C. Top personal income tax levies went from 

7 percent to 11 percent 

D. The state budget more than doubled -- from 

$4.6 billion to $10.2 billion 

2. The Com.111erce Clea.ring House reports that California 

in 1974 had the fourth highest tax-burdened population of 

all fifty states. 

State 
New York 
Massachusetts 
Hawaii 
California 
National average 

State and local 
taxes per capita 

$952 
767 
765 
739 
618 



TABLE A-1 

POPULATION 3 OF THE UNIHD STATES AND CALlrORNIA, 19S;)....73 

Y,ar 
(July I) 

1~50 .................. . 
19.jJ _ •••. •••••••••· ... . 
19~2. ••••··· .......... . 
H•.11 .................. . 
19jt. •••••••••• •••••••• 

1,ss .............. .... . 1~,:;,,; __________________ _ 
1 ~15; - - - - • - - -- -- -- - - - ---1 'Jj3 _____ . _____________ _ 
tCJ5~-- --- --------------

l9 60 .................. . 
l'iil .................. . 
1ri :-, .! ----------------- -rnr,:; ______ _____ .... __ _ 
l!'' t. .... ............ . 

t~ r,) ____ - -- - . ----. - .. --
l!' Uij _________ ......... . 
1 ,r,; • - - • - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -
lf•fi5 . ........... .. .... . 
!%•) . . ................ . 

1°:0 .................. . 
J~•7 I. --- -- •• -- •. -- .. _ --
1'J71. - ---·-. ---- ---- ---
rn; J .................. . 

151,<5<,ooo 
1~3.()".!,0{)0 
156 .. j~ !,01'0 
I :i~,ujl),000 
ltil.~Sl,000 

IG5,0G9,000 
:i;s,G"Mo 
1;u,: .ooo 
1;1,11~.ooo 
l 7;,l ;J.i,000 

li!>,9i9.000 
1~2 9'!.000 
l~-5.ii 1.000 
1.,~.~''),1)1,10 
l"l.l 11,0JO 

1n . .s~s.ono 
1~5 .Sili ,()011 
l~:.1.;:,0llO 
l[,9, ln.Ol)O 
~01,3s.;.ooo 

2lll510.000 
:!IV),11 '!.00t) 
20" . .! .;ll,l100 
20P,S51,UOO 

Catiiorn i;1 
---·--

10.,11.coo. 
11 t:l0,000 
!1,ol".UuO 
12,IQl,OuO 
12,.;1:.000 

l'.l.00 1.000 
11.~•1.000 
11, 1 :; ,ooo 
11,711.~0Q 
lj,'25',00J 

1.\.",1.000 
1 'i,11",0.f')!"Q 
p;,eo;,,,GO 
I ; ,.\I '.GOO 
1s 021,000 

1•.101.or,o 
1> .'51.ilOO 
I '.':: 11,000 
1, .. ji 1,0QO 
19,519.UOO 

~0/J~r,,UO'l 
20:2,o,OJG 
W .. >l',000 
20,7 11,iJOU 

... Includes ~rn1br:-J or the A!'nu~U rmu:s stationC'd i;1 t~.~ arr.!. 

C'alifomi, 
l'crc<.nt c~:in~c 

a, rcrcrnt of 
l"nitc<l St:itt:, l.:11iteJ ~late~ Cal:fornia 

i .0 l.i 3.0 
j .2 I. I 1 .6 
j .4 1.6 1 .6 
i .6 1.6 4.0 ,., 1.8 J,4 

7 .9 2 .0 3.9 
~. I l.8 l.4 
R.:\ I.~ 1. 4 
8.5 1. 7 4 .0 
8.fi t.i 3, 7 

A. q l.6 3.8 
.9 l.; 3 .2 

9.1 I. 5 3.3 
9.:\ 1.5 :i .6 
'J. 1.1 :? .~ 

g .6 I.~ 2 .~ 
9 .f1 l. I 1.9 
9. j 1.0 2.0 
9.~ l.0 1.5 
g .s 1.0 1.6 
9. 5 l. 1.0 
9 .8 1.:? 1.3 
9 .~ 1.0 1.1 
9.~ 0. 1.1 

:,;ourcP: l.'.S. Burr.1u of the Census. C1,,rrrnt Pupulat11,, Rt'port,, ~cric3 P-:?5, ~o. 5Gl (.\ ugu~t l'.}i.J), 3nd Ocr1rtrnent 
or Finlnt'c estimate:-. 

TABLE A-2 

COMPONENTS OF CHANC,E IN CA~IFORNIA'S CIVILIAN POPULATION, 19S0-73 

Yea.r 
(July I) 

1r, .. ,v ____________ ______ _ 
1~51 .................. . 
l 'l.i! .................. . 
1 ~lj, J .... - • .. .. ....... •· 
! ') 4 ••• - • - - - - - - - • • - - - -
lt.'5,j ______ ____ ________ _ 
105tL _______ .. ,.. . ______ _ 
105i --- ----. -- . _ .•. -- --
IOjS .................. . 
1959 .................. . 

19'i1 . ... . . ... ....... .. 
1361 .. . ............... . 
lsli2 ...... ........... .. 
190 .................. . 
1961 ................ . . . 

1965 •••••••••• •••••••·· 
1%6 ....... . ......... .. 
1%7 .................. . 
1:,1; -<_ ---- - - - ---- -- ---- · 
1069 .................. . 

19;0 , ........ ......... . 
1p;1, ................. . 
1972 ............ ... ... . 
IDiJ .................. . 

Ci\·ili.:in 
popub.t iun 

10,;: 2.000 
10,;51.000 
I 1.1 91,>l!lO 
ll ,1;< l.OllO 
L:,1:;,000 

12 ,,;r., .noo 
13,24: .oco 
13 ,''1 '.0:lO 
14.1 lll.OUll 
14,0ol,OUO 

11 .. :;,1; ,000 
11; .u;r..000 
1 n,.;11..;,,0£'0 
I i.l•.>S.000 
li,ill,000 

18,1~2.000 
1•.1nooo 
i<; ,,;1.of\O 
19.11: .000 
19,158,00IJ 

1~.1;,n,000 
If/,'); ! .OOU 
20,2 I S,000 
20.111.000 

Source: California. Dcpartm!nt of Fin:10ce. 

:s.'cl 
chJ1 ;;c 

111.oon 
'2.;;1.000 
1 iU.000 
~"; .0,11) 
t:1•i.lJ1'1) 

' '>1,000 
.)7'l,0Uu 
,;o 1.000 
5n:.ooo 
5,11.00Q 

;;0 ·1.ono 
50·1.01)0 
52!.000 
600.COO 
.;1,;,000 

j~~.000 
?t:.ooo 
3;2,000 
270,000 
311.000 

11.noo 
•1,001) 
]lj,000 
!.LOCO 

:S:ct 
01igr:t11')n 

1.1.10°0 
'!~~ 01)() 
i,4.1)1)0 
:10;,un1i 
2•~.llOO 

2: :;,000 
Jfj l ,l1•)t) 
1~<.()(10 
J!j,O(;O 
32~.000 

3fi•.lJOO 
2.i'J.UoO 
30!,001) 
3,i:.ooo 
Jl5,000 

26:1,000 
I <0.001J 
2:i:1mo 
1 !~. rl111J 
l!l.000 

1f5,(l1)/) 
5;,QIJI) 
·Hi.Ot)I) 
;Q,ono 

Sall!fJ.I 
IOl;rP:\5e 

1 lo.G00 
11''.0UO 
lti.l.iJOfl 
I •1.000 
l !l.j,,Jl)I) 

1'11,000 
~n•.ono 
::~1,()(J() 
2:,;,oou 
22·1.000 

,l.000 
:'ll.000 

111 ,000 
211.UOO 
2.IU,000 

217,000 
I ~j.000 
\<;1,00•) 
1; ,;,000 
1~.,.000 

1~1.noo 
IS 1.00U 
IH .000 
13~.ooo 

Uain, 
from c,,litJ.Iy 

+10.000 
-i35.01)1) 

·-7,000 
-l,000 + 12,000 

+2.\,000 
+i.O()G 
-S.001) 

+11.000 
+1.000 

.J.J,000 

.J.6.000 
-'2Q,IJ1)IJ 
-9.01)0 

-nouo 

-12,000 
-48,0GO 
-1.i.000 
-!~.01}') 
+5.000 

+Jo.noo 
+1!.0>IO 
-,..5,i.000 
+12.QIJu 

45 

23 

II-' .• I 



' ,. 

TABLE A-11 

AVERAGE GROSS AND NET -~PENDAnLE WEEKLY EA RNINGS OF PRODUCTION 
AND RELATED WORKERS ' It, MANU FACTURING, CALIFORNIA AND LOS 

ANGELE S-LONG BEACH, SAN FRANCI SCO-OAKLAND, AND 

Area and year 

Cal iforni a 
19fi0 .. -- . _ -- -- , __ ----- _ 
19il l. ______________ ___ _ 
l~'i2 __________________ _ 
1%1 _________________ _ _ 
19,;4_ ----- -- ----- --- - .• l 9G.5 __________________ _ 
19 GG ____ ------- - .. -- -- . l f•tj7 __________________ _ 
1965. _. _. -- -- -. _ -- __ ---
1069_. -- - ----- --- -- --- • 
1970 ______ -----------· _ 
19,1_ ____ . ---- ------ ---
1972_ --- . ---- _ ------- _. 
19; 3_ ---- -- -- --- -- -----
19i2: :-.larch ______ _____ _ 

June .... _________ _ 
September _______ _ 
lJeccmbr r. .... ___ _ 

19,3: :-.larch __________ _ _ 
.J une._. __ - - - -- ---
Septer.it.er ... __ __ _ 
Deccmb,.r ________ _ 

Los An geles- Long Beach 
1%0 __________________ _ 
1a6 1 ___ ... __ . _____ . ___ _ 
1 ~r,'~-. _. __ .... . ___ . _. _. 
JVG1. ____________ ------
1~~4. - - -- -- - --. -- . _. ---
1965_ -- -- •.. . ---- - -- ... 
19G6_ ------ - . --- . - - ----
1961 ....... ... .. -- - - _. 
196S. -- -- - - ------ --- - __ 19n9. ___ ______________ _ 
19,0_ -- _ ---- --- --- -----
19, l ___ . --- ___ - -- ------
l9i2 ___ .. __ ____ __ ___ __ . 
19;3 ___ __ -- - .... . -----. 

1972 : Janu,ry ___ ____ ___ _ 
Febru:iry .... ____ .. 
:-.larch . . _________ _ 

April.. ______ __ . __ 
:-.lay _____ __ ______ _ 
Ju oe __ ___________ _ 

July ____________ _ _ 
August_ .... _____ _ 
September _______ _ 

October __ ___ .. - - __ 
J'io,·cmber__ ______ _ 
December ___ ... __ . 

J97J : Janu,ry __________ _ 
f cbru:iry· ......... _ 
:-.larch , __ ______ _ ,_ 

Apr il_ __________ _ _ 
May _____________ _ 
Ju ne .. . . ______ . ... 

J uly __ ·- .. _. ___ -- -
August. __ . . . ..... . 
September._. ____ _ 

Octobe r _______ .. __ 
:-.ioverriber ... . .... . 
Dccemb<' r ___ . ___ .. 

SAN DIEGO METRO P CUTAN AREAS, 1960-73 

Set ~pcnda.l 1le e-a.rnin;s • 
(current dolbfs) 

"Re:il" r.rt spendable earnin;s~ 
0967 dollars) 

Gross earnin~s Worke r ,,,,ith Worh.n with Wor~c r v- ith Worker u·ith " •('ck!:, eJ.rnrn~s 3 dc;1('ndL"nts no <lercndents 3 deprndcuts no depecden~.3 
-------

$104.~, ! ~l. l.1 $52. 41 1103.3-1 1~3. 46 JOS.5:1 91. 61) R5.61J 105, 94 95. 16 112 .1 l 07 .5t> RS.31 101 .rn 97. 55 115. ;s 99. ;1 90. 24 105. 50 95.19 1 H). '.?~I JOU2 95. 15 11 l. .~ 101. iti 123.:<; 1'11.16 00. j"Q 111.12 104. 60 I~~ . ~ti l JI. JI) 101.6\ 11.1. 3U 10 1 41; 13:! . D:? 114.41 to:l.15 l 11. 4 I [IJ:J.45 135.63 Ui" -~l°1 10tj.fJ2 11 3.33 101.8! 
1 4_;)' ~IJ 1 '2~. 51 110. 03 112. l l l ()().,;7 15,_1, 15 1'27 .4\) 114 . i3 110.,~ 9~. ~5 15'-. i'J 11.1. -5~ 122 .65 11 :J. ,v 102. g~ liO.O:! 115. 3; 111. 72 11 3.0G 107 .00 li9.34 151. 03 136. l l 116.0 I 10 l.5-1 
166. 40 I 12. il 1n.31 1 li .21i JO,,. 25 
110.f.5 1 !.i .~G 131 . ;5 l lS.69 107. 55 113. :2(1 l-li. ~7 131. 01 l lS. i, 107, 61 l 77 .O:! 150. g:1 136. 52 120. 5.; lOG, 2, 
li,j , 67 1-15. 32 133. 63 11 6. 12 10-1. <•., 
179. 34 151,0'i 111;, 11 l l fl. 75 105. l'I 1S2. 66 151.57 13~.31j 115.13 ., 10.u; 
l~·l. 3:! 151., I 139.4U 115. lO 103. :1 

10:u 1 90. 3'1 SI. 73 102 .11 91.35 lOi. ; I ~n . ~I•) 8.5.U I 101.,7 91 .. -' 11 l. 0:1 Sli.l.1 S7 .~n 107. 23 9i .05 11 3. 0:J 9~. ~l -5~. ,'6 100. 75 96.5\J 11 6. i ti 10,.n Y3. 21 103. 32 91J .4S 121. 0Y 10; . ·11 98. 1 S l l2.'2i 102 .5'l 127 .VO 109 . ;n 100.l.j 1l'2. 51 in~.,~ 
131. 7s 113 .50 102. 5'J 11 3. 51) 11)'2 .51 
13G. "i'.! 116, 'ilJ l01.i6 112. 22 l l>J. ,3 
142 .. 11 120.02 lOi. 79 11 0, 31 9).Q7 
145. 3<) 12.1.4'i 1 l l. 22 !OS.Q I 9;, 31 
153. 61 111.17 11 s. s; 110. 56· 100.31 164. U2· H O. 82 127 .60 115. ll 101. :11 
1 ; 2.1 1 145. 07 131.23 112. 75 101.s; 

15S. OO 11'i.H 123. 69 1 JJ. 70 103.0~ 158. ,, ) 13i ,Oj 1 ~-L ~J I 13. 92 103. 2; 
160. 7V 133.55 125.56 111.-11 103.6S 
Jr,2.&l 139. G3 125. 79 115. 45 101. 61 
162.41 13D .63 12G. S, 115 :11 104. 30 
161.0J ll0 .53 127.60 115. Sl 101.93 

1G2 .~U 139.n I2 ti. is 111.0J 103. 31 
161.0 l 140.,2 127 . 59 lti.n; lOJ . VU 157.~6 143.21 129.73 11 5. ;o 101. s:1 

167. 27 143.2,) 129. 79 115 .62 10.\. i5 
169.32 144 .63 131.23 116.52 105.SS 
171.3, 146.41 132 .6i 11 i .69 JQr, , 65 

163. 0 I 1 ~1 .. ).j 12-~. 4l 11 L~2 102. 53 
16S. 4i 142. 8~ 128 . iO 113. 55 102 .55 
16~.29 143.50 1n.2; 11 3 . 53 102.27 

170. 53 JH .H 130. 12 l l J.S2 102 .5l 
170. 52 lll . H 130. l l l l3. 3S 102.13 
1 i2. J ! l l5.67 131.2:l 11 3.Jti 102 .12 • 

171 ,10 l 15. 3:1 130.92 112 .57 101. ll 
1 i 2, 13 1-1 5. 66 131. 22 111. 28 100. 2 I 
175 .0J H, .8l 133. 19 112 .G, 101.52 

li4 . 58 14i , 51 132 .89 111. 56 100.45 177 . 12 149 . 41 131. 61 l ll. 8'.J 100. 76 
176.64 H9.05 134 .28 111.15 100. 13 

r:,7 
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TABLE A.J4 
PERSONAL INCOME IN CALIFORNIA, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA, 1950-73 

Total Per ca.pita • 

Percent 
Amount Percent Ptrrent Percent of U.S. 

Year (In millions) chan1,;c of L".S. Amount change average 

1950 •••• ····•--··· $19,774 10.6 3.69 SI.P5.9 j . 1 
1951._ -··-·-----·· 22,15G 15. 1 8.sO 2.0-IS 10. I 
1952. _ ··-·---··· ·- 25,114 1008 9. 25 2,157 6 .0 
1953 •• •• ·--·-···-· 27,002 7 .1 9 .37 2,231 3.0 
195-I. __ ... __ ._ .. _. 27 .652 2 .5 9 .51 2,212 -0,9 
1955 •••• ·------··- 30,3;8 9. 7 9. i7 2,336 5 .6 
1956. ·-· '·-·-·--·· 33,! i1 9 .2 9 .96 2,4 \3 4. 6 
1957. --· ·-·····--· 35,497 i .0 • 10.11 2,50\ 2 .5 
1953. _ -------· .... 3,,3n 5.1 10 .33 2,532 I.I 
1959. _. ----·--··-· 40,955 9.1 10.63 2,f,79 5.8 

1960_·-·--·---···· 42,913 4.8 10,iO 2,705 1.0 
1961. .. -·--··--··· 45.601 6.3 10.94 2,786 3.0 
1962_ -- ··---•-·· ·- 4S,9l8 7 .:i 11.06 2,835 3.9 
1963 ________ ._ .. _. 5~ .522 7 .3 11. 23 2,93S 3. 6 
1964._·----·--·-·· 56.lil 7 .5 11. 35 3,134 1.5 
1%.L.-·-···---·-· 60.!0l 6.4 11.IS 3,250 3. i 
1%6. ···--·-··---· 65,002 8 .1 11.0; 3.413 fi.1 
1961. ------•··-··- 6<J,'-.Qj i .4 11.09 3,629 5 . 2 
1%8 .. - .. -·····-·- 70,720 9 .9 11.H 3,932 8 .3 
1969 •• --·· ·-·· ··-· 83,067 8.3 11.06 4,191 6. 6 

1970 .... ···•-····. S9,312 j .5 11.12 UfiO 6.4 
1971. -- • ··•·-·-· •• 9.\.412 5. 7 11 .00 4.6.\2 4 .3 
1972. -· ·--·--· ··-· 102,099 8.1 10. 92 4,976 6. 9 
19,3P __ ···-•-····. 112,000 9. 7 10.83 5,400 8 .5 

• Per rapita ligure3 derived ugini; population cstima.te5 of the Californi::i. Department of-Fin.:mce. 
P Prclimioary. 

124 .20 
12:L 19 
125.04 
123 .61 
123 .92 
121.52 
123. 70 
11~ .44 
12·~.H 
123. 97 

122.07 
123.00 
122 . IS 
121.97 
121. 00 
111 .3:J 
115 .13 
1 ll.lg 
11-l.l I 
113.03 

113 .11 
111. 7·1 
110. ;; 
110.09 

Source: U.S. Depa..rtm('nl of Commerce, Office of Bu.,i.ncs:, Econo:nir~. and Califoroi;1. Dcr::irtrueol or Fin:.wre. 

TABLE A.J5 
PERSONAL INCOME BY MAJOR SOURCES, CALIFORNIA, 1950--73 

(In million,) 

Year Total 

Wa;es 
and 

f!ala.rics 

Other 
labor 

income• 

Proprietorship 

Other• 
fro prrty 
mcomee 

Tran3fc r 
paymentsrl 

-------- -------- ---- ----·- ----- ----- ----
1950 ................ . 
1951 .... ·-·· .. -·--· .. . 
1952. ·--·-·· ••. ··•·-· 
1953 ....... .... ..... . 
1g51 . ............ ... . 
1955 ................ . 
1956 . ••••• ·····-·· ••. 
1957 .... ·-·-·· ...... . 
1958. ····-·-·-•-··••· 
1959 ..... . . ·-··. ··-·. 

1960 . ··-······ ·•····· 
1961 ......... : ...... . 
19G2: _____ -- ·- ______ . 
1g53_ .. -·· .......... . 
1064 •••• ···-····· •••. 
1965.- ......... ··•··. 
1966.------······ •••• 

. 1967. ··-·-··. ··-·•·-· 
196~·-··---··· • •• ·-·. 
1969 .. . ............. . 

19;0 ... •· ··-·· ...... . 
1071 ....... ···---···. 
1972 ............. ·••· 
10,JP._ ............. . 

! 10,ii-l 
'22,i51j 
'2,\,214 
27,002 
2;,5g2 
30,.1;S 
:n,1;; 
35.49i 
3;,321 
40,955 

42,913 
45.ISOI 
1,.~ I~ 
s::.s·:2 
5fi,lil 
60.104 
65,002 
69.so; 
;5_7zo 
~:1,06i 

S~l,312, 
9l.l12 

102.0D~ 
112.000 

112,172 
11,sn 
.lfi ,i l 
1',113 
l ',,'2\15 
l !1,'•~•R 
Z2.?07 
2:1.fif,j 
24.fiiJ 
2i,381 

2S,975 
30,.1:\5 
:J,.'178 
35).i,i 
37/ 10~ 
40.3.\J 
41,370 
4i,49I 
5'.?, Hl6 
5/j,fj~llj 

r,0:1.12 
lj 'l,fjfd 
f.'.410 
7,5,ljjQ 

S2i6 
;155 
414 
li I 
51, 
r,14 
i .12 
~rn 
SS2 

1,026 

1.103 
1.22ll 
t.:135 
1,4,2 
1.li5-I 
I.Sil 
2.0lJ6 
2,2'25 
2 .. 108 
2,;91 

3,161 
3,502 
3,S;/ 
4,330 

90'.) 
1.0.).i 
1.341 
1.160 

12,lSR 
2,103 
2.8 lfi 
2.~1:n 
2,113 
3.291 
:J.452 
3.622 
3,72:! 
4,070 

3,119 
u,5 
U16 
1,r,31 
4,!JJO 
,>, 120 
5,203 
5,450 
5.i70 s,,;u 

t'2.i2-l 
~.:,r,3 
:1:22s 
:1..12•) 
3 .~11j,) 
u:s 
4,51.5 
5,001 
,\,301 
5,64~ 

,'i,'."lfi~ 
6.·IU5 
n,r,;, ,n 
i,.1'1(it) 
F.! ~3 
F,; 19 
9,259 
!).~GS 

10 .. \f,9 
II.Ill 

1:.?/10~ 
}.\,,):?::! 
1u1 , 
15,525 

• Fmrloru contrihutions t0 rrintr r .. ·.1 ,~!t'n<1, rJY of military r l'.::,l·r\'i~tJ:. directors· rc,•5, etc-. 
h lnconie of unmcrirpor:it~·d l1•J,;~nr~ci•<: :inJ pr(1fl'5.51ons. 
" loter~sl, div1Jentfa, rents an:J rnv,dur,. 
d Rt'tirtmcnl program.,; , unemployTI.!rn\ in~t;ranC'r, dis:iUilitr ra}Olf'nt:,, public relief. ek. 
P Preliminary. 

l l ,41~ 
1.2:l, 
l.~\tls 
1,-lll2 
l. .\,iO 
1.;o l 
1.<10 
2.141 
2.t:0U 
'.!.i2i 

3.o;:i. 
:l.Y\11 
:;,;~,J 
4.0c~ 
l', 102 
l .~ •. 1~ 
5.3f1'i 
6,35! 
i' .~; i 
S.1'!7 

q,1.1:.! 
11.1n 
12.tll 
13,655 

Less : Social 
m:mra.nr:r 

rontri-
hutions 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Bwines-1 Econoru:t!, and Cal ifornia Ucrartment of Finaan:. 
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TABLE A.JO 

CORPORATE PROFITS 'FROM CALIFORNIA OPERATIONS, 1950--1971 

Set profits 
Number of corr:,oratior.:'! • (in million.,) 

With With ~o income \'et l\et 
Yearb Tot,\ net iocotne net los., or loss Tot.I incom e \os, 

50 . . .. .... .. . ... 42,377 21.98, 11,SFJl 8,830 $2 ,261 12.432 - $16~ 
51. .... . . . ...... 44.583 2U35 1 l.(YJ5 9,03i 2,53~ 2,7G6 -167 
52 .............. 47,8G l 25,616 12,3•1 9,510 2.2i<1 ~.522 -21~ 
53 •••• • • ····· ··- 52,041 27,561 13. , l 5 ~0.762 2.519 2,753 -239 
51 . ..... .. .. .. .. 56,652 29,439 15,910 11. 253 2,551 2,392 -341 

55 ..... ... . . . ... 65,3 15 35,0~0 16.365 13,960 3,162 3,130 -267 
56 •• •••• • · · ···· - 74,260 40,713 17,HS 16. 120 3,311 3.657 -3~fj 
57 -··· -········- 81,150 4.\.527 20,313 16,310 3,236 3,661 -3ii 
58 ••• • ·········- Si ,57i 46,114 24.235 l6,Q2; 3,163 3,630 -461 
59 .... . . .. . ... . . 94.1 61 53,156 21,060 16,6Ji 3,631 1,155 -52'2 

60 .... ... . . ..... 101,081 56,9S7 2S,Sl3 15,351 3,517 US2 -665 
11. ••• · ··· · ···· - 105,615 59,716 31,«]2 11,097 3,,18 4,51)9 -792 
02 •••• ······-··. 110,291 63,100 31.951 14,910 3,9i0 4,i ji -7~1 
63 . .... . . ... .. .. 114 ,667 66,106 33,66, 11,5<'1 us:1 5,002 -S09 
64 ... ... . .. ..... 118,360 69 ,555 34.254 15 ,051 4,626 5,520 -900 

55 ... . . .... .. .. . 122,399 71,134 3S,6~j 15,290 5,126 ·o.OOi -881 
66 ... • .... . ... . . 121,600 ·,1 3,0ill 35,661 15.950 5,613 6,638 -995 
67. ... .. . . . . .... I 125,6,7 • 7J,l33 38, 1·•5 H,056 5,252 6,151l - 1. 203 
68 .... . . . . . . .... , 123,505 7,,233 36, , 51 ll ,513 6,003 7,255 -1,251 
·69 . .. . ........ . . \ 136,695 80,348 38,62i 17, 720 5,643 7,177 -1.83 1 

70 .. ... . .. . ..... ~\H 5,352 
\ 

81.310 41 ,318 19.691 U86 6,71 1 - 2,326 
·71. . . . . ....... _. 151,21 6 83,664 47,621 19,931 4,',04 7,249 -2,145 

• I aclude! a !li1;ht amount of dup\iration a.i a result of rnrr:.z~r~. rc,osolidatinn!! , ch::i.n;e~ in corporate names and chani;::rs 
of iococn e ye-a.r ~ hich DPCes.!=it:\teJ filin~ more tha~ or.e 51a.t~ franch ise La:c retur:l during the year. In l96 l this Jup\1• 
catioo aa::.ountrd to aprro:1.imatdr '205, or 0.5 percrnt of t'..e total. 

o Io clude! corporation~ .,., ith fi~cal years ending in the calendar year eho'il> n. 
5ource: Californ ia fnochiae Tax Board. 
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TABLE A-48 
SAVINGS CAPITAL OF INSURED CALIFORNIA ASSOClld :ONS 

r,y TYPE OF ASSOCIATION , 1'972 AND 1973 
(Amo1Jnfs in millior • 

All : 
insured a..o;sOCfatio;\3 

Amount 

Et ate 
ch:1rtncd :l.._'-SOCiatior-~ 

Am ount • 

Federally 
charlnt.'d a..:-~o,:-i:ttion3 

Amount• 

i Percent 
____ i_1_on_t_h ____ 

1 
___ rn_;_2 _____ rn_;_3 __ !_'_n_,_,_,,_ 1 __ 19_;_2 __ 

1 
__ 19_,_3 __ 

1 
___ 1_9·_, z __ --~I 9_;_3 __ 

J&nuary _____ __ _______ _ 
February _____________ _ 
~larch ______ _________ _ 

tr:~---~:::::: ::::~:::: 
June _____ _______ _____ _ 

July ___ _________ --- - -. 
August. ______ -- _ - . __ _ 
.Septemb<:r_ __________ _ 

October __ __ _______ __ _ _ 
~ovembcr_ ________ - __ -
December _________ ___ _ 

30,652.8 
31.\ltl,2 
31.910 . 9 

32,092.9 
~2.512 . 1 
33, I i7 .0 

3.1,595.0 
33_c,1fi.6 
3Un.8 

3~.QS1l :i 
3-S.257.5 
35 ,659 .6 

35,161.3 
36,3<0,0 
36,969.6 

3i.,i05.9 
37,110.5 
37,330.3 

JS .0 
1,;_ g 
15. 9 

15.1 
1L5 
11.6 

11..6 
g .1 
7 'g 

3;_3·,~.1 6.9 
37,H11.5 ; 5.3 

PJi,S36.0 i 6.1 

20,156.1 
20,HIJ:6 
20,C,Si.3 

21.110.5 
21,3•1.0 
22,3G0.9 

non .. 0 
2'."!,%1.1 
2.J,,321. i 

21,5;,; 
21, ;5;. 6 
2!.01~ .3 

2US2.1 
21,.;?5.8 
21,921.8 

24.SSG.2 
~-J,nGi. I 
2,j,362. 0 

2;,229_5 
21_9,-,·3. 6 
25, 1'23. l 

'.:!-1.1~'2 .1 
25. l'J.1. 0 

P2S,L?.i.2 

10.496 
lll.652 
10,9,:J 

10.0(;·2. -1 
I ;_ 12,. l 
10,olti. I 

10,90 1. 
l l,0j5_ 
11 ,?i 1. 

11.40 1.2 
11, "IS\1 
11, f,IIJ.1 

11.iilJ . 2 
11.sr,o. 2 
12,017 .5 

12 .o~~ .. j 
12. lf> I.~ 
12,336.8 

1'2.~i7. 
12, 14>i. 
12.~07. '2 

12,'2,)r'1.O 
12 .'2("J _n 

Pl'.!,H0.2 

• Commencin.:; ,;i;-ith th e month of .June 19:':? Jr.1ltar v:i.>:1:s sho·.~ n re~ect t~e r.nnversion of a FP'1,.,r2.lly rhartercd . 
ciation (with s3vir.,:i:j C'J.j:11ta! of Jj~3.5 millru:i. as r:,i \L,y 31. 1J7'2! to a ~t.itl? Ch.trtrreJ As:;oci:ition .. .\rccirJ1n~ly. 
coo1p1ratiYe data shown comrnencin,; with the mo~!:l of 1972 are not indicat ive of gro..,..th r.i.t es for type of 
a.55ocia.ticn3 sho~n. 

P Preliminary. 
Source: Federal Home Loan _Bank of Sao Francisco. 

TA BL E A-49-
~,IMMARY OF STATE TAX COLLECTIONS , 1950-75 

( Excluding def9rtrnent:1_l. interest end ~i~~ane_o~ ~ ~ver.u_:2_ _____ _ 

State tax collectior.s Taxes per capita. 
Ta:~rs r~r $1fl0 

of pc.-~ rin 3,\ 1nr.nmc 

fund fur.rfa TctJ\ General ~recial • Gf'ner:1l ~;-<'CiJ.I 
General Srecial I I 

__ F_i_,c_a_l _Y_••_' __ 
1 
__ <t_h_o_us_•_n_d_,)_

1 
_(_th_o_c_sa_n_d_,_) _

1 
_(_t h_o_"'_<_'°_"_'_) _ 1 __ r_u_nJ __ r u_· n_.J_, ___ T_o_t>_I ___ r_"_""_, _r_u_nd_, __ 1_· "_t,_1_ 

c._,h !lase, 
1950. ---------- -P5 1. .. ________ _ 
] 9j2 _____ --- ___ _ 
1953 . . . _ --- -- ---
1951. _ ------. - --

195.S .... ____ .... 
1956 .•• ---- ----. 1957. ____ __ ____ _ 
1958 __ -- . ---- ... 
1959 _ --- --- -----
1960 ___________ _ 
1961. ... - -- ----. 
19~2 ... . __ • __ --- . 
1963 •• - - --- --- - -1954- __________ _ 

1965 •• ----- --- --
1966 •• ------. ---
1967 •• ---- --- • --

A,.rrual f\a..-:i'(' 
1967._ . ---- ----
1968 .. .. - - _ -- . . . 
1%0 ____ _______ _ 
1970_ --- ------ --
1971. -------- ••• 
1972 ___ ________ _ 
1973 ___________ _ 
197l •_ -- --- -- • • • 
1975•_ ---- --- ---

•E,timaW. 

S52U2'l 
61i,992 
70!J.215 
;51,n.;8 
ii2,250 

,511_,gg 
9i2 ,<;..2G 

1.or,_7; :1 
1.060,SCJ9 
1.1 i0, 590 

1,143,206 
1,53i,34i 
l.6l .j ,31JO 
1,;-, 1.01s 
2,057 ,962 

2,151.1,j7 
2.3~S.Q58 
2,422,275 

2.; l'i, «5 
3_55;_610 
3,<?G2.5~0 
4, l'.?j, ~li i 
1,2'.i0,26:J 

S,212 ,fi93 
5,i5".~ •J1j 
6,151, \ '2 j 
7,408,395 

Source; Department o[ finance . 

84 

t ~r;~. ] jj 
295.542 
322. 1j9'J 
3;5_1,u 
41~ ,533 

167,51 \ 
5:? \,iG5 
5.)4,il'.J 
5i2,4'.}0 
59l,5Si 

611.492 
6.i6,<lj 
61J~.26i 
,I I, I ~j 
313,93, 

93 l.~jS 
9il,!)~j 
993,2 ii 

l ,Q'l t,3Si 
l.\ l ~.:11 I 
1.2 10.~~u 
l.2"' :'l.'..!5X 
1.30S, 150 

1.1,5,•r,1 
l,-ti1\~11)j 
1,4(•0. l'JS 
l.003, 715 

ti 'i~.r/i.) , 
911.5-11 i 

1.0"1.,; \ 1' 

l, J1_•J, 
1,2 11 ,;:, ' 

l,~ ~'].i\1 
1,~ '! i ,.j •,1 
1.5:<. !"'1 
1.61: ,:·,,i 
1,165. iii 

2,0ili,7-' 
2, 1? !. l'l1 
2, :n ;_.J-·.; 
2,5•"'2,".:~ -l 
':!,Si 1.~•')(J 

3,091, l !.\ 
. 3,370,5.;2 
3,-115,55 1 

3.~.1'- .:!7 j 
·L6;5_r.~1 
5, I; !,i JS 
5, \( 1~.~Fj 
5,59\,;!3 

6,Y'l' .55.i 
i.2lCl, l; 1 

11g. gg 
59 .5c 
6:.!. ~I) 
63 .53 
5·1 . i .\ 

• Rj . ~n 
73. 1; 
; 5 .11 
7 J. 99 
77. gg 

92. 66 
0;, 10 
g,. DO 

101.06 
115.SI 

118 .35 
12S .49 
127.21 

I\ I.~ -\ 
1, 3_ 5:1 
2Ul.l9 

I ~1J; .O~ 
: 212 .so 

12.\5.H 
I c-O.'il 

1~5.5i 
~i 15 
2, .35 
Z·J .1 ~ 
35. 95 

, . 

3,;_ 5,; 
2,~. ~" 
30. 'J7 
01

) .5'.J 
39 .60 

40.6i 
10. ;o 
~I). 2J 
41. 32 
45.SO 

5J .9j 
52 .01 
52.16 

57 31 
57 • ,) 
61. 5\ 
6 1. 11 
61 ,g 

5; 91 
il. riv 
;1. ;5 
il. 76 

i 1,1.5G 
~G. 67 
90. 65 
9:? - l 

9i 69 

11Jl .Sfi 
112. 6i 
I !5. II/ 
111 . 5'i 
117 .69 

133. 3:1 ' 
116.16 
ng_ 1.1 
1-tj .3) 
161. 62 

169.13 
1S0.52 
i;g. 3i 

~01, 57 
211. J,j 
21)3 .0J 
2i l. 51) 
2i7 .t/J 

I 

32:1.3,; 
352.31 'i 365. ;1 
125. 23 

12 91 
:J. 2~ 
3. 12 
'l {lq 

t56 
.J.O\ 
1 , ~f) 
·1. 11 

·13 .01 
3.1 \ 

3. 52 
1.55 
3.'l 
3. 66 
3. 92 

3. cl 
-i 3.99 

3. iJ 

1 . 23 
5.1\l 
5.Jli 
1.97 ·u,o 
,\, 52 
5, lj I 
~-~O 

·.'6. 1 T ______, 

11 .51\ 
I .l'.I 
I ,., . "'~ 
I '3 ; 
I . 61 

1.69 
I. 7:1 
I . G7 
I .61 
I 59 

.55 

.5:1 

.17 

.15 

.55 

I. 65 
1.62 
1.53 

. 65 

. 60 

.,\5 
I .54 
1.17 

I. \1 
I .l l 
I .33 
1 . 25 

11 11 
4 " 1 j1 
1. i,; 

I .5IJ 

1. 71l 
1. ~1 
4 .8, 
4 .6-1 
4. 73 

5.07 
5 .11 
5.~ 
5.11 
5.H 

5. 45 
5.61 
5. '25 

,l.90 
I), if) 
6. i I 
6. 51 
6. 2; 

fL\JtJ 
7 .0, 
6.1':! 
7 ,4J 

_ .. '1 

,. 



2 8 

TABLE A-51 

ASSESSED VALUE OF TANG IB LE PRO PERTY, TA N GI BLE PRO PERTY TAX LEVIES 
AND AVEl!AGE TAX RA TE IN CALI FO RN IA, 195 1-1974 

Assessed val,ue Tu lcYle3 • Average Lu rate 

Percent Percrot Dnlb" Pcr ce:it 
cbaop:;f fr om ch:rn~e fr om r,,r 111)11 chan,;:;c from 

Amount prccedin; Amoun t preccJing 3.SSC'5SC<l preccJini 
Y,a.r (in th ousand,) year (in thnc.5>cc, ) rear YJ.h..:e year 

195[)..5!. .......... $13.613 ,Ql5 $791.153 15 .8 1 
1951-52. __ ----- ... ll,73n.n9 8. 2 E~ .1. i~() 6. 9 5.71 -1.2 
1952- 53. _. ___ . -- -- 16. lQi, (.I){) 9 .3 rm.2;3 10 . 3 5 . 79 0. g 
1953-5L ......... . li,li0,270 6. 6 1.0 19,,;;; 9 .3 5.P I 2 . 6 
1954-55 ... _ -- _ .... 18,228,901 G.2 1.121.ell 10 .0 6.15 3 .5 

195.';-56 .. __ .. -- - -- rn.~n.Ho g. i 1,253 .2 11 11. 7 6.27 2.0 
I Q,;5-57 _. - - - - - -- - . 21,<;1 9,C-02 9.1 1,H f:l,215 13 .0 6.19 3. 5 
l ~-17-55 ........... 2U03.2u , 11.4 l. ii1U\3 15 .4 6. 72 3 .5 
19.;~59 ___ -------· 2,;,9CG,5SS 6.8 t .:fJ7 ,1:,.32 10.tJ 6. Qlj 3. 6 
1%!t-60 ........... 2i,-i31,5ii 5.; 1.9)(),~ Q~ 10. l 7 .26 l.3 

19',(}-61.. _ ---· .... 29.61)().832 7 .9 2.H,j.55S 10 . 1 j .4':! 2. 2 
1961-62. _. -- --- --- 31,519 .'i31) 6. 6 2.{ 14.iil; 10.0 . 7 .65 3. I 
1%2-61 ..•• ··-· ··-· 33,3!/i.911 5. 6 2Ho.l31 7. 9 i .82 2. 2 
InfiJ-51 .. ___ .. -- ·- 35,0G'-.0$5 5. 2 2.~•~j,lj2 i. 6 8.00 2.3 
1961-65 ••• -····--· 3ii,743 ,36 l 4.8 3,055,5:9 9.0 8.32 1.0 

1965'-66 •.• ··-. -· •• 39,461,013 7 . 4 3.3~i.73': 10. l 8.51 2. 5 
196fr67 ........... 42,Y22, 3fjj 7. 7 3,i')/),':J:J~ l I. 7 8.81 ' 3. 6 
1967-68. _ -·-···--- 46,1< 5.FS l 8.6 u10.:;2 9.3 s. 90 0. 7 
196Pr-69. - ···· ·· --- 48,653,40') 5.3 4,S1'.L1?~5 11.2 9.30 5.5 
196!)...70 ........... b52,l 15,409 7. 1 4,935.1:5 8.0 9. 92 5. 6 

19i0-7I. . . ........ b53,5So ,;35 6 .6 5.11,;.,so 15.8 10. 85 G. 4 
1971-72 ........... b.)~,i ~-1.243 5. S 6,3i2.331 11 . 5 11. 13 5.3 
1972-73 ... -- . ·- ... b62,i90,656 6. 8 6,,19.'I)~ i .0 11.41 0 . 1 
19i3-i4. -· ·------· b6) ,2i7,619 7. t '6,'il5 ,i)l)I) -2.6 11.15 -2.5 

• F.xdud -::.-, special as.'-r&Srnenl~ lr.v:e<l on limiti>-d cat,.,i0rir:s or rrr:i~·,r.::-ty to f:n:.r1 rr arti\·itirs fr rim ..,.[1ir3 ~:Jch prof'€rlirs 
dPrive sr)/'ci:.i.1 brncf1ts. in Hl73-i4 ~Lf>:-t' ~"'Ee~rn<>nt., t •n:1!~<l ar, ;:; ~rnirna~clv tt r,.'i m1l!·on. 

b Bera.use the ::itatc re imbursr~ cour:t!(''i for the J,,cc .: of rt'\"n•.ie ir0::. '. ~,:, hfl:i1co•,1 n, r:i' anJ hi~in('-..~ inn:•nt •ry e-.:P r:ir·!ir,r•s: 
and tax rate~ are si:t on a.~s-'. <1..'i~d n ,IUl'S ""11ich indudt :\.~ va lu':"s oi thec;f' e:u·n1rt :ons. t~ iey have br•:n inc !·id.-J Ht 
~esscd valuations. Th is tr.eatm,.,nt m:lintain!-1 the comparahd1ty of data in this scrie:,. Since the inception of thr5l' 
exemptions tbeir aggregate \·a lue~ bJve been: • 

A~e5.!~d value 

196~---- ....... . 
19;0 ...... ··•··-
1971. .... ·--· .. . 
1972 ---- -· ..... _ 
1973 .... ---- .. --

• E!timate<l . 

11.909.78'•.000 iat 1;YJ ' 
1.910.211.000 1,: 1:.;e1 
1.\'.IS.5 ,2 1i/JflrJ ta~~ S7.1/n 
2.0Sl.27 ,).QfH) fa t $7.)1)1 
5,737,7JS,000 (at ·11;ji)1 

Soun:e: California Bo,rd of [qualizalioo. 

86 

Bu~inrss innn tory 

11:5,:115,000 (,t 15;,) 
9J5.:>0~.eoo 1at 30~,C) 

I.Ooii.~0l,U00 /at 30'7c) 
I.1" 5,0\)S.OOO (at :oc;, ) 
1.n:J.315,000 (at l5';c) 

·\ 

·"' . 



TABLE A-57 

MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT AtlD TRAINING ACTIVITIES• IN CALIFORNIA 
1967 THROUGH DECEMBER 1973 

lciti,lly enro\le<l ... __ .. _____ .......... __ . __________ .. __ . ____ _ 
Youth 16 to 22 year,, _ •••••• ---- - --------------------------Puhlic as~ishncc recir,icnt..L .. _______________ . _____________ _ _ 
U. I. !'l:iimant9 ___ _______ .. _____________ ---~-- _______ ______ _ 

ComplrteJ occupation~! tr:i.ining_ .. ________ . ___ _______________ _ 
Youth l G lo 21 years ____________ ___ _______________________ _ 

Cont:icteJ follow in~ t r:i.ininl.";b _____ . ___________________________ _ 
Ernployc<l - train1nr, rc:b tctl jobs ___ . _______ . ________ _____ ___ _ 
l::m plOyei l- nonl raini111,1: rcbtcil jobL ____________ ____________ _ 

Determ ined cntitlc<l lo l r:.l.inin~ allowances 11, u __________________ _ 
Weeks or training COUlr'('IIS3tcd e ... . .. ------ _. -- -- _. -- --- ____ --
Amoun t of l r:iin in~ payrncnl3c ________________________________ _ 

1967 

32,43G 
• 12,42'2 

3.~,s 
4,lil l 

l ~.!liO 
6,652 

IUGIJ 
10., 1 t 

1,0 13 
17,7 13 

21;n, 1sr,. 
$1 5,170,101 

19GB 

32,093 
ll !J5!1 
4,757 
4.51 i 

16,183 
5,3H 

10,RS2 
i,UO I 

!lll8 
2 1.938 

339.'190 
$1 i ,550,060 

IDG9 1970 197 1 

20.11s 19,737 21.373 
7,82,\ 7,.\9!l G,71!l 
3,°2'J l 4,019 l, 154 
3,4]4 2,%8 3,079 

12,304 10.22G 12}75 • 
4,4, 1 3,632 3,822 
6,3~ 1 5,417 5.2Y1J 
3,%6 2 ,999 2,93 1 

73 1 6·17 5SO 
20,1)71 23 .~ :Ji 23,049 

251,S 'J l 25'),Sl5 :'J l. ~J.I \ 
$1 2,792,426 11 3,051,9~ 1 I 1·1 ,6,G,656 

29 

19i2 l'J73 

21, , 27 12.171 
f,,5'-~ 3,n l 
3,,05 '2,'.?9G 
2,:1()0 l l .J!j \ 

15, 140 • 10,3 12 
4,480 3,1\15 
s.s.~ 4.i 15 
3,:1.1, ··.' 2, 7:15 

1)50 578 
17.42:1 12.175 

2-;"? ,53~ l ~.~.4Jr,J 
SI 1,011 ,963 19.S 11, 1,,1 

• Firs t ins t itution:l.l t rainin". course approvcU Aurust 27. l9G2. First on-lhc-jnb trainin,.i;- cuu rsc arprovrd Au;.::u.st. 21, 10t;3. Jobs Optional :rnd Dispbccd Worker Prognm.3 bcclill!c C.1)1: ration:il and were 
repor ted in 19i l. These fir,urcs do not inrlude Tcchno!o_::y .\lobd;ution ami Ht.!cr:.1ploymcn t l'ro'-':rnm activitic~. comparable data 11ot available. 

b Number of lraincc:3 in completed ch~c::J for which a.t \e;\.-;t. one follow-up h:v, been maJc. 
• Tt.c~c c:i.tcgoric!I arc not applicable to the Di3p!accrl. \\'orkrr cir Jul,::, Optional 011-thc-joh tr:i.ining prn~ram3 which L"~a.n r eporting J::-.nu:i.ry, 1971. 
d Cannot be direct ly compa red to nun1Un of enrollnic~lg during month bccaw,c of lag in computation and p:iymc(ll of allowanc~. 
r He vi3cd. 

Source: California Em ployment Development Dep;n tmcnt. 
I I 

·" 
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WELFARE REFORM 

I. PERCEPTIONS 

' Chances are when · a citizen is asked to respond to why 

he thinks Ronald Reagan is a potentially viable candidate 

for the presidency one of .the two or three things he 

would cite is that "Reagan did something about the welfare 

mess." Or he might be so bold as to suggest that where 

Reagan actually reduced the welfare rolls. Still others 

might boldly suggest that Reagan put into effect programs 

which caused welfare recipients to actually go to work. 

Reagan has fostered this with continual talk about the 

fact that he reduced the welfare rolls in California. 

II. RONALD P~AGAN SPEAKING TO THE ISSUES OF HEALTH AND 

WELFARE 

"My position has always beeri this, very simply, that no 

one in this country should be denied medical care because 

of a lack of funds ... " 

News conference, Sacramento 
May 2, 1967 

Reagan said if be becomes governor "there will be no 

... 

welfare for the able-bodied unless they accept job training 

that would fit them to take their places as productive 

members of society." 

Speech, Orange County 
Los Angeles Times, Sept. 30, 1966 

.. 
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"A variety of (poverty) programs have deluded private 

property rights so t~at the public interest is anything 

the planners decide it should be." 

Speech, New Haven , Sept. /.8, 1965 

"Let's stop being our brother's keeper and start being 

our brother's brother. Let him start keeping himself." 

Speech, GOP fund raiser, ' Des Moines 
San Francisco .Chronicle, Oct. 26, 1967 

"We must take care of those who are unable to care for themselves 

but the able-bodied should be given a choice of earning a 

paycheck rather than a dole by working in public facilities 

or enrolling in a job-training program to make them 

employable. They should not sit on their porch and get 

a check for doing nothing." 

San Francisco Examiner 
Oct. 9 , 1966 ... ' , · 1 

.. 
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III . WHAT DID REAGAN " S "WELFARE REFORM PROGRAH AS 

FI NALLY ADOPTED CONSIST OF? 

l. ·.-\Fl!C: !/111;1/ .,,·/ur/ -,il'. Eli111inalcd confu:-ing 
··ma,imum participating IJ;1,-;c" :ind ;;el up a flat grant 
scheclulc :idju;;tecl to famil.\· size. 11 ith prm·ision ftlr 
annu:il cost-of-li\·ing· increases lirginning· l07'.}-, !. The 
ne\1· schedule r:i.i sccl grants lo recipients \\'i[h tH) otlwr 
incolllc a nd rccll1ced g-r;lllb to tho::;L' 1\·ith other im·(imc. 
(In etlec t.) 

~- (;111s.,· i111·01111' /i111il. Su!ij,:ct lo federal :tpp!·o\·al. 
m :i.cte any AFllC «pplicant \\'ith g:i-,1,;s i11,.·u111e equal to 
F>O percent of lhe need standard inclig·il>lc for ;1s,,;ist-
ance. ( Appro\'al h«s not been recci\'ed.) 

:\. lr0, -/: I·.rI1,·11s, s. Set a ceiling of ~,j(J, plus nrccs-
~a r~· child c:ire costs. on allclll::tl,lc i11cn11w 1•xc111p[itln,-
for ,n1rk-rclaled expenses of cmpl,1_,·ed AFDC recip-
ients. (.-\\\' .tiling final court ·;1clio11.) 

! . S;H·,·iul n, •f'r/:;_ Elimi11:l1etl :<late pa_1·111L•nl,; fo1· 
special needs th :1 t arc not cc,111 mo11 lo t h(1 niajnrit.1· nr 
welfare ·re,: ipients. (ln eflccl.) 

'>. F11 i1ir-r1lin11 of f'/,r1il, i/il,1. \·crificaliP11 of eli~~i l1il -
ity of applicants for immediate as,-;isL1111·e must be 
made within fi,·c \\·orking- days; if not. llH• crn1n[\· mus t 
bear the full cosl of the p:t _\· !11ent lo the applicant. (In 
effect) 

Ii. ,~·.rr1111dir,11. Sd maximum \·;1l ue:< for 1w1·,-;onal 
properly exempted in d<'!cr111i11i11c:· :1 11 ;1ppli1·;111t's l'iig·i-
oilit_\'. Reducer! exc111plio11 ,; that c:111 i )l' cl:\i111c 1rl f()r 
·,.lurnp-sum" income and "casu:tl and i11consl'(lllc11tia l'' 
iriconw. (In effect.) 

.. J;, •., 1•"11 -'"i l,11 · 1, /,,fi,·1.,. S11lisi;lll li:t!I _\· i"ncl'c:1sc•d JT-
quired conlriln1tinns of' rei:tlin's 11r l).\S ilf•11cI·1('1aric,-;, 

.subject lo adn1i11islr:it in• rcdud i"11 I!\· · S1,,·1a! \\"C'lfan• 
Director. ( A\l·ailing- final rourl action.) 

S: ,.U,,wnf u,ii,,•,·,: ,111,i .sl, ·11/l'i/,1 •·::. Aut.l1nri z0d at-
tarl11n : nt ·>f l\";t~'."<'" and prnpcrt _\· !i1•n s ;i'g:1inst ;1l,,-;1•nl 
parents llf AFDC' l'iiildrvn :t1 1d pr11\·id<'d r()1· p:1_1·11H·11l 
to counties of pad of ,-;[;1t,,·s sh:11'1' of d( •\i11q11v11t l :,,11-

tributions cnllected from :ibse11l pan'11ts. ll cq1 1i rc·d lh:tl 
a \\·ifc',-; ,·nm111u11il_\· prnpc1·t~- inlcn·st i11 hc1· !1u~ti:111,J',-;· 
income lie 11.,cd tn ,-;1q,porl hCI' childrL'll I)_\· a pre\·iou., 
rn:irri:1g-c, hut dcd11d(•d his prior SIIJ'J)n1·L liahilit.,· and 
$:""\(11) JH'r 111011 rh I 1,·fo1·c dl'lcnn i 11 i ng· lier i 11 tcrc:<t. (_Par-
tially in eil'cd.) • 

\). 1-;!,,;i/,,"!;I,, ,.,,,, f't•nnill,1 rl ll il' t'C'l nr (Ir SPl'i:tl I 
\\' c lfa1 ·e Lo cxa111i11t· <'lllJll,,,·ml'lll Lax rl'J11_1rl:< to ,·(•1· if1· / 

• I ' rntil lc1111•11t,.; 1>f e111I,!11_\·prJ gTanl rcl'ipil'nt,-; :lllcl lr> re-,. , 
lease li,;ls of appli,.- :1nt,-; and rcci11il'1lls lo nl11c1· p11J1lic ! 
ag·cncips to \l'rif'_I- cligihilit_\·. ( 111 C'fl"cl'l.) I 

I '.il. (,',1 · i•I 

counli,•:< sli;11·,, air\ lt> t!1(' dis:1lilc-d J);t_\·1111•I1(.s 1'qt1:1l\\· :111d 
that. cll",•di\·1.' .l11\_I- I. l\1-;2. till' ,-;fat,, taLt> 11\·,·1· 1'1111 (',,,-;( 
nf all othcl' ";1,!u!t" ;1.,:<i:<t;111Cl' c;itc.~ori1•s (Ile\~.- .-\I!. 
. .\I'S I\). 

I\ ~,/ , • 1i•., :.i, . ,11i,·. ,,,,,,·111,,1. l~, •t p1irc 1 l :--:i;:lt 1 tP 
pa_\· ,-,1 1 j>l'l'('l'llt l)r ;1d1ni11i,-;t1·;1Li,·,, l't>"h 1'111· ,·li~·il,ili~.1· 
and ,L!Tant \en·\ d l'l,•r111i11:1\ inns. :1nr\ t r:111.,f,•1T1 'tl :111 i,,. 
spnnsi lJilit_,. for th,•s(' 1'1111rtitl1\,-; to lh1• s!:tlL·. all1111·i11g 
the sLilL' t,, ,·t111lrad \\·ii'1 ilil' cot111lil's to c:11-r\· tlH'111 
uul. 

12. 1:, .. ;.,f .. ,,,,, ;.-/ !''''' '•' ,., .... -\J)J l1"!1\\l'i;1[1'd S2 111il-
li1>11 [11 ill<'l"(':1s<' \\"I:\ 1111',!i,· :<('1·,·in· _j11l1 ., :111d :<-; 11:illi,);I 
[1, 1·111tl,I,, l'11· :-;tat,, t',•1 -,: «11111•I 1:11;1rd 111 i 11 1·1·l':1,1• jnh ,,p -
po1·t.u11i1 i('s i11 ,-;lat1· :111,I l1w;1\ .~1•11'1" 11 111,·11( l '1·11\·ii!1·il f,,f· 
Lil(' l l'l"llli11afil\ J1 111· Al.'\)(' .~T:11il,-; tll ,·1n1dn\·;1l1!, · l"('1·ip-
i('llls 1\"lin 1·1• r11 :<(' lo ::11·1·1•t,t II «rk. 11·,q·J; f 1·a ini11 _\'.". ()j' I1:1r-
tii-ip: 1ti(IJ1 in a !'llll!lll'lllil _1· 11111'1, ro.1·1 ·1• . 

1:;_ /,. , • '., ,, ·.-\1•111·111,ri:tll'd s:: 11lilli,,11 : 11 ,•:-;p:1111I 
c\1ild 1·:1n.' _s,•n· i1·1 •:< :111<1 n·qlii l'1 ·d ,., ('I'_\· 1·1111I1l,I t11 ,.,,_ 
taldi,-;h _;t day \";\I"(' ('('ll\1•I ·. 

f i r·,, 11 1 ;1 ,, 1·/1, .. , 

;1,-;,-;u I·,, 1•1·," i.,i1111 111· l':1111il_1· 11l:11111i11 .~· ,-;,•1·1·i,·1•.-.: !11 :ill t'111' -
1111'1'. pn• ,-; 1•11l, a11d pol1·11lial .-\\•!)(' 1·1•1·i1111·111> ,.,r 1·1ii Jt!. 
j H'; l I' j ll ;...',. ; I~!.(' . 

; 
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While it is possible to show that welfare rolls declined 

for a period of time, it is important to examine that declin 

by welfare categor-y and then overlay the increase in employ 

during the period Reagan contends welfare rolls declined. 

submit that once this examination is made it is clearly evident 

that the reduction in unemployment had a larger effect on checking 

the rise of welfare caseloads than did any other single factor. 

Consider the following: 

A. In April 1971 unemployment in California was 7.4% 

seasonally adjusted and the welfare caseload was 

2,266,808. In September 1972 when the Reagan 

crowing about reform was loudest, the caseload 

was 2,062,411 and the unemployment rate was only 5.9% 

B~ Those categories which most directly relate to 

employment were the areas where the drops were 
* . ' 1 

registered. The AFDC-U (Aid for Dependent Children-

Unemployed father) caseload in the same time frame 

as above dropped from 330,257 to 184,996. The 

general home relief category was also down in the same 

time frame from 87,586 to 52,331. Thus, of the 

caseload reduction of 204, 397 for the time frame 

examined, 180,516 reductions are directly related 

to the improving economy. 

I 
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The following table from the Decerilier 1972 California Jourµal 

outlines the statistical data presented above: 

-----

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE CASELOAD nv MAJ OH CATEGOF11ES 

Gcnc1.i l 
OAS ATD AFDC -FG ArD C- U Honie n el ic f To tnl Case loa d 

319.557 18 1,962 1,?. 10.027 2~? .357 96.5?5 2.088,21-1 
3 19,838 18?.409 1.2 19.?47 ?G l .178 97.545 2,127.778 
321.7 13 18•1,889 1,238, 422 295 6?8 100,985 2,189 460 

3?2.G93 186 .. 113 1,263,620 323.433 103,085 2.247 51G 
323.0-.5 18,.928 1.25G.909 324.870 10·1,-1 18 2.245 293 
323.64 2 169.75-1 1,285 456 342,763 103. 149 2.293 280 -'l 
323,399 - 190 ,307 - 1,286.419 - 330.2~ 7 - 87,586 - 2.265.SOS ' 
3?2.346 190. 148 1,287 ,528 313,12-1 f,6,954 2.161 ,63 1 I 
3 19.5 18 189.564 1.263. 135 293 635 85,B56 2.?00 44 1 
31 8.692 18'.1.757 1,267,123 272.988 8 1.9 16 2, 187 .3!]6 
3 18.20 1 190.289 1.?87,560 257 .43G 84.9 15 2. 1 10 -1(0 
3 17.672 190.922 1.293.02 1 2 18.CJB 5B.077 2. 155.565 
31,,350 19 1.538 1.283.632 ?37.6-1::' 56.367 2. 133 G'l-1 
31 5 •lG:! 191.4 1 I 1,2,'3 ?ci3 23 1.916 5i.P.11G 2, 117 OG7 
3 15,368 19 1. 188 1,27 1,309 236.244 57.267 2, 11 8 639 

314.06'\ 192.8 17 1.?72.908 233. 149 58. 176 2. 118.333 
3 12,489. 193,465 1.28 1,32Ll 2-14.116 58 .529 2. 13(; 802 
3 12.383 195.503 1 .~9G,7SO 250 .45'1 5~.09Cl 2.15 1.050 
3 10.972 1%.635 1 .29S 5~-l ;>,!2,flfj7 54.713 2,147.97r_. I 

3 10.257 109.710 1.289.8ll4 2JO ;::.11 55.240 2 ·i' 32 9,l') 
303.256 198 84 1 1.274.373 2 12.4G3 53,990 2,095 5•13 
307.669 199.905 1.n 1.9,G 200 .. l3G 5~ 2G4 2.083.537 
306. 743 ;'QI 577 1,276.99 1 193 OGG 54.037 2.078.GSO 

( ·\ 305.208 - 20 1.574 1.272,7 47 ~ 184,99G -- 52.3.1 1 - · 2,062.4 11 

qALI FORrJ'A JOU RN AL 

We . have estimated statistics from the Department of Welfare 

which if and when they become confirmed may indicate that 

the total caseload did continue to drop even when the rate 

of unemployment began to increase substantially. We point this 

out only to indicate that it is probably too early to make a 

definitive judgement as to the total effect of the Reagan Welfare 

Reforms. 

rmcnitt
Text Box
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IV. OTHER EXAMPLES OF REAGAN ADMINISTRATION WELFARE 

INEFFECTIVENESS, : INEFFICIENCY AND GENERALY POOR 

ADMINISTRATION ~o_lt0i\ 
"'C' 

r -
A. One of the big p6ints of Governor Re agan's wel f are 

Medi-Cal reform program was to develop the so-called 

pre-paid health plans , as an alternative to delive r y plans 

for Medi-Cal health services. The plan was operationalized 

in California. The office of the Auditor General in a 

report to the Joint Legislative Audit Committe e entitled 

"Department of Health --Prepaid Health Plans" outlined 

a number of failures and inefficiencies of the worst 

order not to mention taxpayer abuse. The report said, 

in part: 

"Total payments by the Departme nt of He alth fr om 

January 1, 1971 through December 31, 1973 to the 15 

PHP (Pre-Paid Health Plan) contractors, 14 of whom 

provide services in Los Angeles County, amounted to 

$56.5 million. Of this amount, only an estimate d $27.1 

million or 48 percent was expended for health care 

services for Medi-Cal recipients. The . balance of ~29.4 

million or 52 percent was expended by the PHP contracto r s 

and their a f filiated subcontracto rs fo r a d~inistrative 

costs or resulted in net profits to these cornp~nie s. 

"As one example of such admini s trative cos ts, a sala ry 

of $120,000 plus expenses was paid by a PHP contractor 

to a physician to serve as a plan administrator. 

, .• 

,x; 
.::--, 
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"The lmditor General has concluded that the . Department 

of Health, in paying ,out $56.5 million to 15 PHP contractors 

and, in return, receiving only 48 percent of that amount, 

or $27.1 million in a~tual health care services, has 

administered the PHP program in an ineffective manner. 

"The Department of Health has not properly discharged 

its statutory authority and responsibility of instituting 

and requiring uniform aconunting procedures, complete 

financial reporting and routine auditing of PHP contractors 

and their affiliated subcontractors. Therefore, the 

Auditor General has recommended that legislation be 

enacted to transfer such authority and responsibility 

from the Department of Health to the Department of Finance. 

"Officers and directors of eight of the nonprofit 

PHP contractors have formed firms of affiliated profit-

making subcontractors who provide various services, 

including administration and health care, for the PHP 

contractors. The complex relationship of the contractors 

with the subcontiactors makes it more difficult to determine 

how much of the Department of Health payments is actually 

expended for health care services." 

Further, the report concludes the department (the 

Reagan administration) could have taken steps to correct 

these problems. On page eight of the Auditor General's 

report, the following statement is made: 

"While there is nothing in the law regulating PHP 
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contracts ~ith _the Departme nt of Health which establishes 

a specific statutory limit on administrative expenses, o 

a specific statutory minimum percentage to be spent on 

health care services; it is clear that the Department of 

Health, under its broad authority to determine the terms 

of the PHP contracts, could have imp o s ed a limit on such 

expenses or a minimum percentage which must be expended for 

health care services." 

B. In July of 1974, the Auditor General prepared a 

report for the Joint Legislative Audit Committee entitled 

"Department of Health Pre-Paid Health Plans" which 

concluded the administration had had inadequate controls 

to preclude duplicate payments for Med~-Cal services 

rendered to Medi-Cal recipients enrolled in pre-paid 

health plans. These inadequate controls had resulted 

in approximately $4.2 million in dup licate payments by 

the state -- wasted taxpayer dollars. In addition, the 

report indicated the administration's Department of Health 

paid approximately $960,000 on a fee for service basis 

for dental services for Me.di-Cal recipients enrolld by 

Foundation Community Health Plan (FCHP), a PHP contractor, 

when the services should have been provided by FCHP at 

no additional cost. 

Further, the report indicated that the Department 

policy of repayment to PHP m9mbers had been inconsistent 

and was not in conformance witb statutory requirements. 

... 
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This is another example of waste, inefficiency 
. ' • 

and poor management of the administration of Ronald Reagan. 

C. One of Reagan's big cries which was incorporated 

in the California We~fare Reform Act of 1971 was the need 

to establish the so-called Community Work Experience 

Program (C'WEP) for aid to families with dependent children 

(AFDC) welfare recipients. The Legislature intended that 

-this California state program operate as a demonstration 

program to provide for development of employability of 

AFDC recipients through actual work experience. 

·rn May of 1974, the Auditor General reported to the 

Joint Legislative Audit Committee in a report entitled 

"California Work Experience Program (CWEP) ." The report 

states, in part: 

"The stated goals of CWEP include a reduction of 

AFDC recipients on welfare and, therefore, a reduction I , 
in 

welfare costs. As of March 1974, CWEP was involved in 34 

California counties with ·a total of 603 participants. 

"The Auditor General found that only 1,134 participants, 

or less than four percent of the program's expected first-year 

level of participation of 30,000 perticipants, were placed 

in CWEP in fiscal year 1972-73. Further, EDD (Employment 

Development Department) lowered the expected level of 

participation for the second year by 82 percent and 

achieved less than 25 percent placement of this sharply 

reduced expected level of participation. 

I 
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"In EDD's April 73 Ch'EP Evaluation Status Report, the 

report stated '. -.. the volume of CWEP activity is not 

sufficient to cause significant impact on AFDC caseloads. 

The volume of data should increase as individual county 

problems are resolved and the program is more fully 

implemented .' At that time, the ratio of monthly CWEP 

placements to total AFDC caseloads was one-half of one 

percent. In fact, thi~ ratio. in February 1974 was 

one-tenth of one percent and never exceeded six tenths 

of one percent between April 1973 and March 1974. 

"Although CWEP, was authorized as a demonstration 

project to test the hypothesis that a program providing jqb 

training and work experience for welfare recipients would 

reduce welfare costs, the program has not been -implemented 

in a manner which would allow its effect on welfare costs 

to be determined. This results from inadequate experim¥nta~ 

controls, inadequate reporting, inaccurate and inadequate 

cost accounting. 

"The Auditor General also reported that EDD . has overstated, 

in its 1973 annual report , by at least : 56 percent the 

number of individuals placed in the C\IBP program. Further, 

EDD understated the costs in this report of state and 

local agencies for implementing CWEP. While EDD's annual 

report stated that CWEP had 1,540 participants, based on 

field investigation by the Auditor General's staff, the 

maximum number of participants was 1,005. On the basis of 

I 
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the Auditor General's projected sample, the number o :E 

participants could have been as low as 550. As one example 

of the understated costs, county welfare staff time devoted 

to CHEP fair-hearing activities was entirely excluded 

EDD' .s 197 3 annua 1 report. " 

The program is considered a total failure. 

D. On Oct. 9, 1971, Carl Ingram, a reporter for 

United Press International, broke a story which said, 

"state reports apparent fraud rate of 41 percent in dependent 

child aid program." The article further said, "Reagan 

~dministration officials report their controversial new 

double check of welfare recipient earnings show the 41 

percent rate of apparent fraud in the needy children's 

program." 

The Auditor General issued a report entitled 

"Department 0£ Social Welfare -- Review of the Alleged 

41 Percent Rate of Welfare Ftaud in the Aid to Families 

with Dependent Children Program." The report covers 

the Oct. 1,1971, to Nov. 31, 1971, time period. 

states, in part .: 

It 

" ... that the computation of 'appafent fraud' was 

based solely on the discrepancy between the amount of 

reported earnings obtained from HRD (Human Resources 

Development) and the amount of earnings as shown in the 

recipients' case files. The cases classified as 'apparent 
.... 

fraud' by SDSW (State Department of Social Welfare) did not 
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take into consideration the element of recipient intent 

w~ich is an important part of the definition of fraud as 

.stated in the department's Manual of Policies and Procedures. 

" ... without lnve{,tigating each case whe-re a discrepancy 

is indica·ted, a finding that fraud has been committed is 

a premature conclusion." 

When the Auditor General examined the figures for the 

County of Sacramento which placed each of their cases 

case-by-case in the 64 cases examined, only eight were 

subsequently found sufficiently worth referral for 

consideration of criminal complaints. 

• Therefore, it would seem that this was another in 

a series of Reasan grabs for headlines. 

D. In March of 1973, the Auditor General prepared a 

report for the Joint Legislative Audit Committee entitled 

"Department of Health Care Services -- Review of Medi-Cal 

Management System." This report found, among other things, 

that: 

1. "Payments for claims_ are being duplicated, paid to 

wrong providers, and are being made in excess of allowable 

amounts. 

2. "Procedures have been developed which encourage 

improper disbursement of funds. 

3. "Clerical personnel have excessive latitude in 

overriding computer controls. 

4. "Adequate accounting controls are not being 
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maintained for claims processing. 

5. "The state has prematurely accepted and made 

final payments for the development of the Medi-Cal 

management system in -.the amount of $545,101." 

Again, clear evidence is sho.vn here of Reagan's poor 

management in the welfare area and his poor stewardship 

in administration of efficiency and cost control iru 

.state business. 

i. WIN Program Cuts by Reagan 

In 1966 Reagan promised in his campaign, "there will 

be no welfare for the able-bodied unless they accept a 

job." 

In July of 1970 Reagan cut the WIN (Work Incentive 

Program) which is designed to put welfare recipients back 
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to work by nearly SD percent of its state dollars (reduFed~ 

the state share from 2.1 to ·1.1 million dollars). 

In 18 months of California WIN 9,000 welfare 

recipi~nts were put to work at a saving of $20 million 

to the state in welfare dollars not paid. With that one 

fell swoop of the pen Reagan cut 7,560 of 16,800 WIN 

slots in California. 

Is that what Republican welfare reformers should do? 

G. Inefficient Reorgani zation of the Department of Health 

In March, 1975, the Auditor General in a report to 

the Joint Legislative Audit Committee indicated that the 
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20-month old reorgan~zation of the $3 billion Departme nt 

of Health has not li~ed up to expectations. Here's what 

the report said" 

"More time, money and effort are required to do the 

same work. 

"Federal funding for the Social Service s Program 

could be in jeopardy. 
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"Excessive staff shuffling (4 6 percent of the 93 t op 

administrators have switched jobs five or more time s 

since July 1970) has persisted." 

Is this any way for a governor committed to 

efficiency to run this massive departme nt? 
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CRI.ME 

I. PERCEPTIONS 

' Ever since he became governor, Reagan has done an 

outstanding job on this issue by using a great deal 
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of rhetoric to create the image of the original super cop. 

The image is one of working hard to lock up all criminals 

so as to keep the streets safe for all the good citizens. 

II. RONALD REAGAN ON THE CRIME ISSUE 

"As governor I will support and work for a plan to take the t 

appointment of judges out of politics~" 

Reagan for Governor Committee 
campaign literature, 1966 

(Reagan as governor has appoint~d Republicans to 

76 percent of the jµdicial vacancies he has filled. Re ~ga rt _., 

appointed his own former exe cutive secretary and a 1 56G 

campaign aide, Bill Clark, to a Ventura County Superior 

Court vacancy, without clearing the appointment through 

the county bar association. Reagan's judicial "reform" 

plan would have taken the appointment ,of judges out of the 

limelight of gubernatorial appointments and turned the matter 

over to the backroom politics of local bar associations.) 

"As Governor ... it will be my purpose to see that 

California's streets and neighborhoods become safe again." 

"Ronald Reagan Speaks to the Issues," 
Reagan for Goverqor Committee, 1966 



(California str~ets and neighborhobds are not safe 

again.-- crime in Ca~ifornia during the first Reagan 

.administration increased 39 percent. He has failed to 

make this promise goo?.) 

"As Governor I will seek legislation setting ·up a modern 

state police academy ~nd crime laboratory to assure out 

people the best law enforcement possible." 

"The Candidates and the Issues," 
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San Francisco Examiner, Nov. 4, 1966 

(Reagan nevpr proposed legislation to establish a 

modern state police academy. California has had for 

years a modern crime laboratory in the Department of Jus t ice.) 

"California ne e ds the kind of academy that will bring 

better training to all our law officers." He said he 

envisions a crime laboratory that goes "far beyond" the :., 

small lab now operated by the State Criminal Investigation 

and Identification .Bureau. He said that as governor he 

would create a state-operated police training academy. 

Copley News Service, Los Angeles, 
Aug. 20, 1966 

"The only thing that's going up more than spending is 

crime. Our city streets are jungle paths after dark 

with more crimes of violence than New York, Pennsylvania 

and Massachusetts combined." 

Televised talk, Los Angeles, 
Reported by the Associated Press, 
Jan. 5, 1966 
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... Reagan said the state's prisons, hospitals and correctional 

institutions can b2 run more efficiently. He added: "These 

institutions are the biggest hotel chain in California." 

News conference, San Francisco, 
The Sacrame nto Bee, April 6, 1967 

Reagan said the "biggest hindrance to lav( enforcement is 

the way that this state has preempted the right of local 

government to enact their own criminal law." 

R~publican rally, Manhattari Beach, 
Los Angeles Times, Oct. 21, 1 966 

"It is important to recognize that unless both local and 

state law enforcement agencies meet their responsibiliti es , 

we may find them u~urped by the federal government or ceded 

to it by default. When this happens we will have, in 

effect, a national police force. And we will have taken 

steps to abolish crime only at the risk of our freedom.1 11 
• I 

Speech, National Sheriffs Association, 
Las Vegas, June 19, 1 96 7 

"Public information and community relation programs are no 

longer luxuries for law enforcement age ncies. They must 

become essential parts of day-to-day c.iperotions." 

Speech, National Sheriffs Association, 
Las Vegas, June 19, 1 96 7 

"In the world's richest nation we are told we could reduce 

the highest crime rate by eliminating poverty. Let us say 

instead the criminal -- not so~iety -- is responsible for 
.. 
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his misdeeds and punishment of the guilty should be swift 

and certain." 

Speech, Young Republicans Convention 
Omaha, June 22, 1967 

"I'm opposed (to police review. boards). I thlnk this 

is an unnecessary interference. I think that where those 
_...~, Fo,9

0
'\ 

communities that have tried it have fs,und that it has /" 
0

~ 

interferred with law enforcement and has unnecessarily 

restricted the police and I believe that we have a fine 

police dep9rtment here." 

Press conference, Jan. 4, 1966 

Q. "Could you state for me the official position on 

c:apital punishment of your administration." 

A. "Yes. As expressed by myself on a number of occasions, 

I believe that capital punishment is necessary and should 
I 

be maintained. This is a personal view. I have been 

on both sides of the fence with regard to this, but I 

feel ~nd believe that it is essential in the preservation 

of law and order. I believe it is a •preventative." 

News conference, Sacramento 
Sept. 5, 1967 

(Reagan) believes some control of mail-order gun sales 

would be in order. 

News conference, Los Angeles, 
Los Anaeles Times, Aug. 3, 1966 ,. 
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Reagan said he was in agreeme nt with Lynch's proposal for 

legislation further r~stricting the sale and use of heavy 

firearms. 

"I don't want to look out of the window and see that my 

neighbor has given the kids some bazookas ... " 

News c onference, Sacramento, 
The Sacrame nto Bee, Dec. 1, 1966 
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11 
••• I think those (racial) disturbances are a terrible thing 

and I think there is only one way to handle them. I think 

t~ey have to be met and controlled and whatever force is 

necessary to preserve law and order must be exerted." 

News conference, Sacramento, 
May 16, 1967 

Q. "Do you endorse the concept that every man ought to 

have a gun in his own home in order to defend himself ... ?" 

A. '' ... I am not in favor of much of the proposed gun 

legislation. The idea either of registration or further 

restrictions. I think there are things that can be 

tightened up with regard to interstate shipment of arms, 

so that you should have more control of who couldn't buy. 

I don't think -- you know, people kill people; guns don't 

kill them. And a very small percentage· 

of violence are committed with a gun. 

of our crimes 

"I like the idea that the law-ab.iding can have protection 

in their homes. I would be opposed to anything that 

would make it more difficult for the law-abiding to have 

that protection." 

News conference, Sacramento, 
May 9, 1967 
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"There is talk these . days that punishment is not a deterrent, 

and I believe that talk is partly responsible for our 

increase in crime. As punishment becomes more difficult 

to mete out,those who should be det~rred by its threat 

feel freer to resort to crime and acts of violence." 

Speech, National Sheriffs Association, 
Las Vegas, June 19, 1967 

"If I could ever have it proven to my satisfaction that 

the death penalty is not a deterrent, that . in other word s it 

is ·only punishment~ then I would be opposed ... " 

News conference, Statler Hilton, 
Los Angeles, Jan. 4, 1966 

"If Negroes don't cool it, Martin Luther King will have 

died in vain." 

San Francisco Examiner 
April 4, 1968 

"We ·will continue to seek laws to protect our young people 

from pornography. A series of decisions by the United States 

Supreme Court in recent years has extablished guidelines 

for regulating obscenity; we will ask for measures to 

stiffen California's laws in this reg 2rd, while keeping 

within those guidelines and avoiding any taint of 

censorship." 

State of the State Message 
Jan. 8, 1968 

Q. "If a bill were to pass abolishing capital punishment 
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would that go across :your desk?" 

A. "We 11 ... I wouldn '· t want to make a commitment until 

I knew whether it reflected the will of the people. The 

people of California ~ave at several times made it 

unmistakably plain that they supported the death penalty. 

I would ~ssume that if and when such a bill ever did 

arri~e, that it would be because the people had changed 

their minds about it." 

News conference, Sacramento 
March 14, 1967 

"I think in legislation, when hearings have been held and it • 

finally reaches a vote, you have a pretty good indicatiori 

as to whether the Legislature is expressing the will of the 

people. Believing that, if they had done that (passed 

a bill to abolish capital punishment) I certainly wouldn't 

stand in their way." 

News conference, Sacramento 
April 11, 1967 

III. RONALD REAGAN'S RECORD ON CRIME IN CALIFORNIA 

Here I think the most important t0ing strategically 

is that we cannot go charging into Reagan on the same old 

basis that crime is up by X percentage in California and 

therefore he was a failure on the crime issue. Not 

included in th~se statistics is the reference to violent 

crime -on the increase. My theory here is two-fold: 

1. It can always be shown that crime is on the rise. 

i""' ,• I 
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As such, that would not give Ford an edge over Reagan. 

2. More importantly, I think the.re are several 

issues that will make a point better with reference to 

Reagan's position on ,crime. 

on . the initial memo: 

I refer to original comments 

We are exploring the possibility that we can charge 

Reagan with being soft on crime specifically liberal on 

the parole of felons. 
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A. During the central period of the Reagan Administration 

(1968 through 1972) the number of male felons in 

California prisons declined more than 7,000, from 

23,405 to 16,061 . 

B,/ While it is true that part of that drop can be 

attributed to the "probation-subsidy" prog ram enacte d 

by the 1965 Legislature to keep so-called l e sser 

criminals (burglars, check forgers, etc.) out of stat~ 
I 

prisons, Reagan's administration developed a very 

• I 

liberal parole policy. The number of male f elons on 

parole increased from 10,524 in 1968 to 14,533 in 1971. 

c. During that period of time the Rea gan administration 

·praised itself for its many corre ctions reforms. 

D. In 1973 Reagan's liberal parole policies came to 

an end largely due to pressure for change from law 

enforcement officials. Thus in 1973 and 1974 the 

prison population in - terms of male felons began to rise 

again to the point of 21,547 when Reagan left office. 

E. Going hand in hand with the above problem are the 
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following statistics on felony arrest dispositions 

in California during the 1973 time frame: 
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Of the 233;000 persons arrested in 1973 for a 

felony, only 186,000 had a complaint filed against 

them an6 6f those, ornly 85,000 persons were 

prosecuted. Of those, only 42,000 were convicted 

of a felony. Worse yet, of the 42,000 convicted 

felons, only 5,000 were sent to state prison with 

another 1,000 being sent to the Youth Authority. 

14,000 were granted straight probation and another 

16,000 were granted probation and served less 

than one year in a county jail. Thus, in Califo,rn'ia 

in 1973, only 2.6 percent of those arrested by 

the police for a felony went to state prison. 

Corresponding with this drop in the nurilier of male felons 

in prison is a skyrocketing increase in active adult 

perversion caseload. The total below shows that over the 

last 11 years, five of the highest percentage increases in 

the perversion caseload occurred during the Reagan 

administration and there is definitly a positive correlation 

with reference to this increased perversion caseload and 

the decrease in the number of male felons in prison. 
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,7< -s- , r ~vCTIVE 
ADULT PROBATION CASELOAD ON DECEHBER 31~ 1963 - 1973 

---- -

Year Total 
--------

1963 71,839 
l 96L, 75,545 
1965 78,847 
1966 80,645 
1967 83,517 
1968 93,280 
1969 102,042 
1970 117,095 
1971 132,078 
1972 143,183 

. ..,.___ 1973 150,292 

Percent change: 

1973 over 1963 109.2 
1973 over 1968 61.1 -----

Year by Type of Court 

-----·-- ----- - ------·-· ----

Percent 
change 

·-------

9.5 
5.2 
4.4 
2.3 
3.6 

11. 7 
9 .4 

lL1. 8 
12.7 

8.4 
5.0 

-------,- -- ---- - ------
Municipal Percent superior 

Superior and justice court to t o tal 
court courts caseload 

------ •--- - ---- ·--. - - - - --- ------

30,833 41,006 42.9 
31,974 43,571 42.3 
33,677 45,170 42.7 
36,053 41+,592 L,4. 7 
39,474 4L1,043 4 7. 3 
46, L'.63 47,019 49.6 
55,124 46,918 54.0 
62,141 54,954 53.1 
68,379 63,699 51. 8 
72,757 70,426 50.8 
72,539 77, 756 48.3 

135.3 89.6 
- 56. 8 65.4 -------

Source: California Depa r tment 
of Justice -- Division 
of Law Enforcemen~ 

3 

, Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics 

"Adult Probation in -
California -- 1973 

rmcnitt
Text Box
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The budget act of 1972 appropriated $600,000 to the 
' . 

Department of Corrections "for additional training for 

prison personnel inciuding correctional officers~ correctional 

program supervisors, _correctional counselors, parole 

agents, middle managers, administrators, and parole board 

members and representatives ... " This $600,000 was 

appropriated as a separate item in the budget act, and was 

in addition to approximately $657,000 in the department's 

operational budget to finance its in-service training 

programs. 

The Auditor General in a report to the Joint 

Legislative Audit Committee entitled "Review of the 

Department of Corrections Use of a Special $600,000 

Appropriation Relating to Training of Correctional Officers" 

in 1974 said, in part: 

"The special appropriation is being used to finance ... 

a training course to maintain peace officer's status for 

correctional officers. In the judgement of the Auditor 

General, this is not the intent for which these monies 

were appropriated. 11 

Further, the report says, "twenty-five percent of the 

training course covers laws of arrest which are seldom 

experienced in correctional institutions. In fact, the 

job description for correctional officers does not even 

include arrest functions." 

Still further, the report says, "the Auditor General 

recorrunends that the Department of Corrections discontinue 
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the financing of p~ace officer training requirements from 

the special training~ Implementation ·of this recommendation 

will free the balance of funds ... for training to upgrade 

the performance of correctional personnel in their duties." 
' • And, lastly, the report indicates "the department has 

not maintained a formal set or account of records for the 

appropriation and, therefore, was unable to provide a 

·detailed breakdown of the expenditures charged to it. 

The Auditor General recommends that the department immediately 

establish a proper set of records. 



REGULATION OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

I. REAGAN ON PUBLIC UTILITIES 

"I don't know if the government has proven it is better 

able to provide power." 

Speech, Telephone Company 
April, 1966 

" ... there is indication that they (the Public Utilities 

Commission) have been unduly restrictive on the telephone 

company." 

News conference, Sacramento 
May 16, 1967 
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" ... the phone company here in California has been in great 

difficulty because of some of the actions of the Public 
• ·~ - . • I 

Utilities Commission, and I think that hearings might d~velop 

that there is this problem (rate increases) and where they 

have the expansion to keep up with the state's growth 

the PUC is going to have to be more realistic in its 

approach to the phone c ·ompany. " 

II. 

News conference, Sacramento 
May 16, 1967 

HOW ¼7ELL DID REAGAN ACT IN THE CONSUMER INTEREST 

TO REGULATE UTILITIES IN CALIFORNIA? 

In his announcement 1Jf ca ne icJacy fc,r- the pres ioe:1.cy, he 

talked about how terrible business was. Perhaps big utilitie~ 

need to mentioned in this light and Reagan's helpful treatment 

I 
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of them in California. 

In 1972, the Au~itor General prepared for the Joint 

Legislative Audit Co1nmittee a report on the state Public 

Utilities Commission. The audit was to determine whether 

or not the commission complied with the intent of the 

Legislature and had served the needs of the public in an 

economic and efficient manner in the regulation of utility 

rates. 

The report may be sunuu·ar ized by quoting from it. 

"The com.mi s sion authori zed rate increases of $784 

_ million during the five-year period through June 30, 1972, 

compared with a rate decrease o_f $34 million during the 

preceding five-year period. This unprecedented increase 

of $784 million raises a serious question as to whether or 

not the c;onuuission has met the needs of the public in 

assuring that the public utilities shall furnish adequate 
I 

services at reasonable rate~." 

The report further points out the following as some 

of the reasons for the increases. 

"The authorized rate increases are attributable -to 

an overall increase in the cost of living and a combination 

of the following factors which are directly controllable 

by the commission. 

A. "The raising of authorized rates of return for the 

regulated utilities during the last three years. 

B. "Change in an established rate setting policy for 

the state's largest utility company allowing the firm's rates 
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to include incurred income tax expenses. 

C. "Allowing the excess profits of an affiliated 

company to be passed :on in the form of higher rates to its 

· consumers. 

D. "Failure to -.consider some relevant factors which 

would limit the amount of rate increases such as operations 

. of affiliated companies, major costs claimed in support to 

offset rate increases and the operations of regulated companies 

located out of state. 

E. "Failure to provide incentives that will promote 

efficient utility operation." 

And, further, the report can be summarized· by saying, 

"present policies and procedures practiced by the commission 

tend to prevent the efficient and effective regulation of 

utilities. 'l'hese include the following: 

A. "Assignment of commission he_arings to individual 

commissioners. 

B. "Commission preventing its legal staff from taking 

positions independently different from other commission 

staff. 

C. "Review lacks verification of earnings, plant and 

equipment costs and other services. 

D. "Formal organization of utilities division is over 

specialized and results in conflicts of authority among 

supervisory staff. 

E. "Two divisions duplicate each other's efforts 

in determining the reasonableness of a utility's request 

for rate increases." 
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The issue here seems to me to be that the governor 

appoints the PUC commissioners and if he appoints 

commissioners to act in favor of utility companies, rates 

have a larger chance : to increase, If on the other hand, 

he appoints commissioners who attempt to act in the 

consumer's interest, rates have less of a chance to 

increase. Further, my thinking is that New Hampshire, 

where utilities, questions of energy, etc., are of great 

importance, we find the way to either expand on this 

information or use it elsewhere. 

59 
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The report presents the following totals to illustrate 

the rate increases and decreases over the 10-year period 

it examined. 

Table 1 

Public Utilities Commission Utility Rate Changes Authorized 
Comparison of Five Fiscal Year Periods 

1967-68 Through 1971-72 With 
1962-63 Through 1966-67 

Fisca1 Year Amount Fiscal Year Amount 

1967-68 $ 3,976,677 1962-63 $ 969,105 

1968-69 82,899,917 1963-64 (50,374,021) 

1969-70 152,145, 710 1964-65 2,492,928 

1970-71 100,867,299 1965-66 1,921,448 

1971-72 44326132982 1966-6 7 1124592340 

$78325032585 $(33,531,200) 

Source: Annual reports of Public Utilities Commission. 

:It" 

Comparing the total rate changes for the two five-year periods shows 

that the changes during the most current five-year period, exceeded those of the 

prior five-year period by $817,034,785. 

• i 
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PROPOSITION ONE 

I. 

As part of his ¢est-cutting image, Ronald Reagan placed 

before the voters in the State of California a ballot 

measure which was ostensibly a tax limitation initiative. 

Perhaps one of the most interesting ~nd politically usable 

factors about this is that it was defeated. That in combination 

with Reagan's massive mandate when 1~ defeated Pat Brown 

and substantially lessened support when he defeated Jess 

Unruh and his defeat on Proposition One could argue for 

some political rhetoric which says that Reagan's popula:..:i ty 

went downhill substantially over eight years culminating 

with the defeat in 1973. At least, that is something to 

play with. 

II. 

Rather than have us do a summary of Proposition One, 

I have included an analysis ~repared by the California 

Journal . 
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l I i A1r11alysis of llmy provizions in Proposition 1 I 
1 

Here are the principal provisions of the tax Jim- ernment taxes would remain subject , to change by 

i itation initiative on the November 6th statewide majority vote. j 
s1)ecial election ballot: , , ~··. 'l'ax rate li111ils ,vould be estab- t 

1,. •·: ... • .. -- 1,, • . c ;:,, -.,. At the' heart of the measure li shed for cities, counties and s pecial di stricts similar 
1 is the proposal that expC'iiditures from state tax to those imposed in the Reagan-l\Iorelti tax reform 
) revenues be limited to their current percentage of measure of 1972 (SH 90). These limits. based on the 
j state personal income and that this percentage de- rates in effect in 1971-72 and 1972-73, could be rai sed 

·, cline hy one-tenth of one percent a year. Economists or lowered by vote of the people in the jurisdiction. 

I
• estimate the current ratio at 8.3 percent. Thus, the Local governing boards could nicet emergenci es by 
, limit 011 state spending during the 1974.75 fiscal raising taxes by four-fifth vote. but the levy would 
\ year would be 8.2 percent. Beginning in 1989-90 the .lapse after ·two years unkss it were approved by 
I ·year in which the limit reaches 7 percent, the Legisla- vote of the people. In addition, the Legislature could 
1 turc would be allowed b\· brn-thirds vote to eliminate authorize ]Jroperty tax increa ses to offset unusual 
I furtf1er reductions in tlie lim itation. As a safeguard cost-of-living or population trends as well as cir-
! again st a sudden decline in personal income, an alter- cumstances creating hard ships for local government 
·1· nate forn1tlla 1n·o\·ides that at no time shall the limit agencies: 

I 
I 
! 

be less than the amount collected. per capita in the 
current fiscal year as adjusted for inflation. 

L 1 :!'c,' :--· ·, _.., • '.: )'·,:,, ~·, !. The overall expenditure lim-
itation could be increased or decreased by a majority 
vote of the people at a statewide election. Such a 
proposal could be placed on the ballot by a two-thirds 
vote of the Legi slature or through the initiative pro-
cess. The limilal ions could-also be incr eased to pro-
vide local propcrt_v tax relief if the re is a commen-
surate reduction in property tax rates. 

·:: .· ' ·',::, 0 -. ln the event the state coll ects more 
money than it can spend under the limitation for-
mula, the Legislature would be required to make 
periodic tax refunds or reductions from a special tax 
st1rplµs fund. 

r· 1 · 1snr.-- • .- :·'. The Legislature is required to 
establish an emergency fund of not more than two-
tenths of one percent of personal incorne. Upon the 
proclamation of an emergency by the Governor. the 
Legislature would be authorized to spend funds to 
meet lhe emergency, which is denned as "an extra-
ordi.nary occurrence requiring unanticipated and im-
med iate expenditures to preserve the health and 
safety of the people." If the fund is exha usted, the 
Legislature .could dip into th e tax-refund reserve or 
could authorize additional taxes by two-thirds vote. 
However, the special tax could remain in effect for 
no longei- than two years without majority vote of the 
electorate. 

T· >\:.,~••, ·•. ',· r'•" ;1·r .,' ·n'. The initiative also 
includes a long-time pet Reagan plan to require a 
two-thirds vote of the Legislature for the institution 
of a new tax or a change in the rate of any current 
levy. At pr-esent, a simple majority vote is required 
with the exception of certain taxes on banks. corpor-
ations and insurance companies (these require a two 
thirds vote). A two-thirds vote of the Legislature 
also would be needed to gi\·e local go\;ernment the 
right to levy a personal income tax. Other local gov-
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·:,' • •• · Duplicating a provi-
sion in the l\foretti-Reagan tax program (one that 
can be ignored almost at will by lhe Legislat ure), the 
initiative would place in the constitution the requi1'e-
ment that the state provide the funds for any llC\\' or 
augmented program mandated on local go, e1·iiment. 
There are certain exceptions, such as the creation of 
a new crime, which pres11mahly would rrquire addi-
tional work by local law enfo1:cement agencies: 

Californians 
would get a 20 percent one-time credit on personal 
income taxes for 1973 out of the State's current large 
surplus. Ho\\·ever, this provisi on was superseded by a 
personal income tax refund voted by the L~gis~ 1 

lature this year. On a permanent basis, th'e measure 
provides a 71,~ percent income tax cut start ing with 
1974 . Individuals with incomes below S-1.000 and 
married couples or heads of households with incomes 
below $8.000 would be exempted altogether from 
state income taxes (this provi sion also has already 
been enacted by the Legislature). 

The ini t iati,·e contains a 
severability clause stating that if an_\· portion of the 
proposition is declared unconstitutional, lhe rest of it 
wou ld remain in effect. 

The tax limita-
tion pro\·1s1ons would be suspended if necessary so 
that bond issue and pension obligations could he met. 

' Each year's rev-. 
enue tax limit would be established by April 1st by an 
Economic Estimates Commission consisting of the 
state controller, the state director of financ.e or an-
other appointee of the Go\'ernor, and a leg islative 
designee who is not a member of the Legisla ture. 

·1 , .. • •• - •• The goals of the measure 
are sb"tted as: limitation and reduction of state taxes, 
refund of surplus state revenue, limit~tion of local 
property taxes, establishment of an emergency fund-
ing procedure, and requirem ent that voters approve 
future increases in the general level of taxation. 
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III. 

When running for election in 1966, Reagan was quoted 

as praising A~ Alan Post, the California Legislative 

Analyst. At that time Reagan said: 
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"I've turned to the most competent authority I could find 

on this budget, a man employed by t1-,.e state to analyze 

the budget. He's been doing it for 15 years. His duty 

to be fair and objective is spelled out by law. I refer 

to Mr. A. Alan Post, a legislative analyst. I've taken 

a long hard look at this budget but I couldn't possibly 

match his comprehensive findings." 

However, with reference to Proposition One, Post took 

on Reagan by saying in a California Journal article in · 

September, 1973: 

"This measure does not appeal to me as good public 

economics. It may well constitute an overreach of the 

state into the private econbmy, and it may well end up 

a threat on the part of the state from the development 

of sound fiscal relationships and responsibilities with 

respect to local government. It may well add to the 

tot~l administrative cost of government in California 

where functions being carried out by the wrong level of 

government, using the wrong kinds of taxes, and in a 

bureaucratic and costly manner." 

as 
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MALIBU RANCH DEAL 

The attached is a copy of a report prepared for the Unruh 

for Governor Committee in 1970 when Jess Unruh was the Democrat 

nominee against Reagan in the California General Election for Gover-

nor. We have not attempted to review it for accuracy but feel , 

it should be presented as early as possible in order to give 

the committee the chance to determine whether or not it warrants 

further checking. 

It is potentially damaging, but appears to me to need a 

great deal of additional work. 

As you can se~ there are two memos. The second was evidently 

prepared to answer questions raised by the first. 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Jess Unruh F,or Governor Committee 

Marvin s. Shapi ro 

Octobe r 16, 1970 

'l'his memo is in:tended as a sumrnary of the various 
documents and items of information I have examined with 
regard to property in Malibu formerly owned by Ronald 
Reagan . There are two parcels of property involved in 
this discussion: (1) a parcel consisting of 236.39 . 
acres south of .Mulholland Highway (the "236-Acre Parcel"), 
and (2) a 54.44 acre parcel north of Mulholland Highway 
(the • "54-1\cre Parcel") . These two parcels, as well as 
the rough boundaries of a contiguous 2,500 acre ranch 
owned by Fox Realty Corporation of Cal ifornia ("Fox"), 
are outlined in the attached map (Exhibit A). The border 
marked with x's reflects the 2,300 acres Fox acquired in 
March 1946. The dates of the other acquisitions by Fox 
are also indicated . Also attached is a contour map of 
the area (Exhibit B). 

On March 27, 1951, Ronald Reagan, an unmarried man, 
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acquired the 236-Acre Parcel and about 50 acres on the ,e 
north side of Mulholland (including 14.44 acrr1.leJ:;;s~o:Jif~t..i.h-e----~~ ~:t :1 
54-Acre Par<?el). T~ stamp:;: on tl:,__e dEl_ed*__.i.uQ i rate a 0.CtiJ.f'~ 
purchase price of Apparently, Reagan acquired 
the other 40 acres of the 54-Acre Parcel at another time 1' '"'"" ~j•,, 
and disposed of about 35 acres north of Mulholland at another MAY ha\•4, 
time. ~,su n,€ . ..f 

I~ Dec ember, 1966, Reagan conveyed to Fox by grant pr~-
deed·k the 236-Acre Parcel and granted to Fox an option* f 
to purchase the 54-Acre Parcelo The option to purchase tiit\C ·'in~ 
was exercisable between January 1, 196 7 and December . thorf()Qjt. 
31, 1973. The option price is $8,000 per acre, all cash o J 
The Transcript of the Assessment Appeals Board proceedings 
in January 1968 discussed below r e cords tha t Reagan's 
attorney, Mr. Endicott of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, stated 
that the purchase price for the 236-Acre Parcel and the 
option was $1,930,000 (Tr. p. 296). Since the recorded 
trust deed given by Fox* indicates that it secures a 
note in the amount of $1,391,167, one may infer that a 
balance of $539,000 was paid in cash. Mr. Endicott 
stated that the promissory note was for a one-year term 
and t"l1at it was in fact paid (Tr. p. 2 55) . Prior to 

*Indicates that I have a copy of the document~ 
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payment of the note, it was assigned by an assignment* 
recorded February 15, 1967, to Jules Stein, William 
French Smith and Robert Shuman, as trustees unde r the 
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Ronald Reagan 1966 Declaration of Trust. The deed of I 
trust was reconveyed on February 19, 1968. __,. - .. , _ __...,...,.. \fl?J l~ h D'\,r,-1 , -

By deed dated June 18, 1968*, Rec1gan convcyed the 
54'-Acre Parcel to Santa Rosa Ranches, a Kaiser-Aetna entity . 
The stamps on the deed indicate that the value of the 
consideration received .was $3,000 per · acre. Since there 

no trust deed, one might infer that there was an a ll 
cash deal. However, Bryan Stevens informs me that the 54-Acre 
Parcel served as the down payment by Reagan for about 700 
acres in Riverside County. Also, Santa Rosa Ranches may 
have had a right to compel Reag a n to repurchase th~ prop21ty. 
F6x has never given up its option interest in the 54-Acre 
Parcel. By deed recorded September 11, 1969*, Santa Rosa 
Ranches conveyed the 54-Acre Parcel to Fifty-Seventh ~adison 
Corporation, a real estate compa ny, which was represented by 
Rosenfeld, Meyer & Susman, which also represents MC!-~. The .,,.-s'"L ~,,; , 

deed indicates that the address of the buyer is 598 Madison J \/l ,..t 
Avenue, New York City, attention: Morris Berman, and that <OP~~~, 
$3,000 per acre was paid. 1 

The assessment of Phil Watson, the County Assessor, 
for fiscal year 1967-68, based on values as of March 1967, 
indicate his conclusion that the 236-Acre Parcel was worth 
$916,800 and that the 54-Acre Parcel was worth $30,000. 
Bryan Stevens, a teacher who is active in Democratic 
politics, appealed the conclusion of the Assessor. The 
Appeals .Board, after a hearing reflected in a transcript 
of over 1,000 pages, ruled that the value of the 236-Acre 
Parcel was $1,459,200, and that the value of the 54-Acre 
Parcel was $216,400. The Transcript may be examined in 
Room 265 in the Los Angeles Hall of Awninistration. Both 
Reagan (still the owner of the 54-Acre Parcel at that 
time) and Fox filed suits in the Los Angeles Superior 
Court contesting the Appeals Board decision. Superior 
court Nos. 940504 and 940643. t'ox dismissed its suit 
after taking no other action for a year. There is nothing 
filed in Reagan's suit except his complaint. The Reagan 
complaint, which was verified by Endicott, states that the 
full cash value of the 54-Acre Parcel was $30,000. 
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The position 0£ Fox reflected in the Transcript 
was that the Assessors determination of value at 
$916,800 was correct, notwithstanding the fact that it 
paid approximately $1 0 000,000 more than that value for the 
236-Acre Parcel and the option. Fox and Reagan stated 
that there was no allocation of consideration betwee n the 
236-Acre Parcel and the option o However, it would be 
difficult to assert that ·the $8,000 per acre option had 
any significant value when thereafter Reagan somehow 
sold the 54-Acre Parcel for consideration worth $3,000 
per acre -- the $3,000 per acre value being consistent 
with Reagan's position before the Appeals Board that 
the 54-Acre Parcel had even worse topography than the 
236-Acre Parcel (Tr. p. 53). 

Fox's counsel's position was consistent with 
testimony of Alan Altman, Watson's special assistant 
in charge of the appraisal, that "Fox was expanding 
their properties in that area in order to accommodate 
the ir motion picture production business which had been 

·forced . out of the 20th Century lot in West Los Angele s 
by their sale to Alcoa, and as a result they needed to 
develop this area in such a way that it would protect 
their future expansion for movie purposes." Mr. Altman 
then went on to indicate that there was concern that the 
use of the 236-Acre Parcel for purposes other than ranching 
or semi-agricultural uses would adversely affect the use 
of Fox's contiguous 2,500-acre parcel for motion picture 
production purposes (Tr. p. 978). Ment:;:on was made of the 
possible adverse effect of development of the 236-Acre 
Parcel on the background scenery for movie making on the 
2,300 acre parcel. This appears unfounded because of 
ridges on the propertieso 
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Fox's counsel also stated that Fox needed the 
property because of flooding of their 2,500-acrc parcel 
by the Malibu Creek and because of their need for 
alter~ative access roufes (Tr. pp. 314, 42 8 , 1020). 
Mr. C~lver testified that the 236-Acre Parce l hus no 
serio~s flood hazard and that it was therefore desired 
as a place to locate sets which would not b e threatened 
(Tr. p. 510). Culver also stressed the importance of 
access for the western portion of the Fox ranch to 
Mulholland through the 236-Acre Parcel via a road through 
a pass in the southeasterly porti_on of the 236-Acre Parcel 
(Tr. p. 516) . 

Mr. Ferguson, an officer of Fox, testified tha t 
Fox· was c'oncerned that telephone poles or power lines on 
the southern portion of the 236-Acre Parcel would adversely 
affect the shooting of scenes in the western part of the 
Fox ranch. 

Ferguson stated that Fox was informed in November 
1966 that the Reagan properties were fo·r sale. (Mr. 
Altman of the Assessor's office testified that the re h ad 
been no listing or advertising of the Reagan property. 
Tr. p. 982.) Ferguson stated that Fox wanted the option 
on the 54-Acre Parcel because it wished to assure that it 
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would continue to have frontage on Mulholland even if • •• 
there was a realignment of the road (Tr. pp. 648~649). 

Fox's counsel said that Fox had acquired the 120-acre 
Hunter parcel to protect Fox's entrance via Waycro$s (Tr. 
p. 177). That transaction closed on November 1, 1966, and 
involved a price of about $15,000 per acre and a rete ntion by 
seller of a life interest in seven of the acres sold . The total 
purchase price of $1,650,000 included a note secure d by a 
'trust deed* for $1,200,000. (Th e deed of trust indicates 
that the Fox-Hunter transaction was pursuant to an agreement 
of sale dated August 1, 1966. That agreement probably 
reflect s an obligation of Fox to pay an additional sum of 
$105,000 for the seven acres when the seller die s .) Thus, 
approximately the same percentage of the total purclnse 
price (27%) was paid in cash to Reagan and Hunter . But 
the terms of the trust deed notes were strikingly different: 
Reagan received a one-year note, virtually the equivalent ot 
cash; the sellers of the Hunter parcel received a no t e with the 
following terms: 25 equal annual installments of $48,000 
each, commencing November l, 1967; interest payable annually 
at 5% until November 1971; 5 1/2¾ to Novembe r 197G, and 6¼ 
for the balance of the term. That note clearly did not have a 
cash value approaching the face amount of the note. 

, 
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The A~sessor has deter~ined that the fair market value of 
the 120-acre Hunter parcel was approximutely $1,000,000 
in March 1970, $1,250,000 in March 1969, and $'925,000 in 
March 1968. Mr. Culve r, the expert witness of Fox and 
Reagan, stated that most of the Hunter parcel could be 
developed , and tha t the Hunter parcel had a greater value 
to Fox than to any other person (Tr. pp·. 406-408) . 

In October 1964, Fox acquired 35 acres abutting 
Las Virgenes Cctnyon Road from Edgar Shafer. The deed 
indicates a price of $450,000, or $12,850 per acre. In 
August 1963, Fox acquired 14 acres abutting Las Virge nes 
from Lowell Hoff. The deed indicates a price of $175,000, 
or $12,500 per acre. 

Mr. Sapiro, Stevens' counsel, denied th e need for 
access by Fox because they, in fact, already had access 
to the property via Waycross Drive, which leads to Las 
Virgenes. Also, Fox can build a road to a portion of 
Mulholland Highway abutting their 2,500-acre property. 

Among other argWTients made by Fox's counsel was 
that better property in the area sold for less than the 
Assessor's valuation o That stat~ment seems supported 
by the evidence, notwithstanding Stevens' position to 
the contrary. Stevens' position was based on sales made 
at about the same time in the same genera l area . However, 
Stevens' focused exclusively on the purchase price and 
did not consider at all the terms extended the buyer. 
Almost inyariably, the terms involved the payment of 
relatively little cash, consisting primarily o f prepaid 
interest, with long term purchase money notes for t he 
balance. Discounts were applied by Mr. Altman, which 
seem reasonable, indicating that these "comparable sales" 
wer~ generally made at about $4,000 per acre or less. 
In any event, this was the position of the expert witness 
of Fox and Reagan. 
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Rebuttal to any suggestion that the $1,000,000 
premium paid by Fox was related to the needs of their 
2,500-a cre property should include the following 
reasoning: (1) Fox sold their Century City properties 
to Alcoa long before 1966, i.e., in 1961 (April 1969 
Fox SEC Registration statement, p. 11); ·and (2) it is 
more tha n a coincide nce that Fox ·perceived its ·needs 
shortly after it perceived tha t Reagan was to be the 
next Governor -- the trans action apparently started in 
Novembe r 1966 and closed in December 1966. Fox 
acquired virtua lly all of its 2,500 acres in the are a 
in 1946. 

The Transcript suggests three possible reasons 
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for the $1,000,000 premiwn : (1) additional access to 
Mulholland, (2) concern that development of the 236-Acre 
Parcel could adversely affect the background for outdoor 
scenes, and (3) to provide a location for their production 
facilities \vhich would not be threa tened by floods. Further 
examination of the area with an expert on land acquisition 
indicates the following : 

(1) Only the . 236-Acre Parcel or the western portion 
of the Fox ranch could benefit . from the Mulholland access 
which was available from the 236-Acre Parcel. (The western 
portion was not used often -- virtually all of the production 
facilities are in the eastern, _level portion, which already 
had excellent access~ 

(2) If power poles existed on the southerly portion 
of the 236-Acre Parcel , they could be seen from the western 
part of the Fox ranch. But it is unlikely that that portion 
of the 236-Acre Parcel -- the most rugged portion -- will be 
developed in the foreseeable future . (Tr. p. 715~ Develop-
ments on the relatively developable part of the 236-Acre 
Parcel could not be seen from Fox's 2,500 acres. It is 
possible that two or three single family dwellings could b e 
built on the top of ridges which are visible from Fox's 
production f2cilitics, but one such observable dwelling already 
exists on one of the three small parcels abutting Mulholland, 
which neither Reagc1.n nor Fox owned. In any event, poles or 
additi onal dwellings could be edited out of any scenes if they 
were filmed inadvertently. 
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(3) It is clear that the Malibu Creek overflows 
from time to time. However, we saw no evidence of any 
motion picture production facilities on the "safe" 236-
Acre Paree 1. 

We are informed that a stockholde r's suit has been 
filed against 20th Century Fox in Nev, York, asserting that 
Fox : should not have entered into the Reagan transaction. 
Court files in Manhattan have been checked without turning 
up anything. 

In 1968, Watson again determined that the value of 
the property was $916,800. Stevens again appealed that 
determination and was in the process of obtaining a 
review by the Appeals Board when that Board concluded 
that Stevens' attorney could not control the course of 

71 

the presentation of evidence against b½e Assessor's 
determination. Stevens obtaine d an order from the 
Superior Court in November 1969, reversing that determination. 
Superior court No. 944756. Fo~ has appealed that decision. 

Watson's determinations of fair market value have 
been as follows: 

236 54 

March 1970 $1,105,000 $115,000 
March 1969 l,488Q000 115u000 
March 1968 916 0 800 115 ,000 
March 1967 916u800 30,000 
March 1966 30,000 
March 1965 10,000 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Jess uriruh For Governor Committee 

Marvin S. Shapiro 

October 21 , • 1970 

I have ascertained the following additional facts: 

The seller of the 236-Acre Parcel to Ronald Reagan 
did not h a ve a mortgage on the property at the time of 
sale. Therefore, the tota l amount of the purchase price 
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paid by Reagan was $65 , 000 . 'l'he $65,000 consisted of a 
first trust deed note for $50 , 000 and $15,000 c ash. Rec;irfc-1.n -i><> 
paid off the note in 1958, and at the same time borrowed 

w against the property , giving a ne1v mortgage for $35 , 000 . 
That new mortgage was paid off in Decembe r 1966. 

In response to the statements made by Reagan to the 
charge that there had been a million dollar bonus , I 
suggest that the following questions be asked: 

If your property was worth $1,000,000 more tha n the 
$1,930,000 price you charged Fox , why did your expert 
witness, David Culver, say that your property was worth 
only $944,000? 

Did you ever l ·ist your property with any broke r or 
advertise it for sale? Did _you ever get an offer from 
anyone other than Fox? If so , how much was the offer , 
who made it, and what were the terms of the offer? 

If your property was woith as much as you suggest, 
why did you complain that your property was being over-
assessed by the county Assessor? 

What type of land development project did Fox h ave 
planned for your property when they bought it? If the 
response indicates that Fox had in mind anything other 
than usage in connection with its motion picture activities , 
it should be pointed out that Mr. Culver and Mr. Ferguson, 
an officer of Fox , testified tha t the reason that Fox 
wanted the property was exclusively in connection with its 
motion picture activities , and that Culver testified that 
the best use .of the property was holding it for future 
residentia l development and that it was worth $944,000 
based on that type of usage. 

What has Fox done with the land since 1966? 

'I 
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Do you have a lease on the property? How much 
rent are you paying? 

How is it that you wen~ able to sell the 54-l\cre 
Parcel that you owned on the north side of Mulholland 
Highway when Fox had an option to buy that land for 
$8,000 per acre? 

. Why did you file a suit in the Los Angeles 
Superior c ourt claiming that the 54-Acre Parcel was 
worth $30,000 when you were able to sell it for $165,000'? 

75 
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Source of quotations of Hcagan ';s attorney, Twcntic.<h Cenlury Fox's attorney 

a~d the appraise~ hired by Twentieth Ceni,ury :i?ux arn.l l~...=:agctTI. 

- ,-J ( 
I"-\...! 

1. Statc~hat the purchase pric? was $1, 930, 000. Made by Mr. Endicott, 
' . 

Reagan's. lawyer, at page 296 of the transcript of an Assessment 

Appeals Board hearing in January, 1968. 

2. The statement by the appraiser representing Tv;.rcntieth Century Fox 
• t . • • 

and Reagan, Mr. Culver, that the fair market value of the land was 

$944, 000. (Page 413 of the transcript. ) 

3.. . Statement by the attorney for Twentieth Century Fox, George C. 

Hadley, that the assessor's valuation of $916, 000 was "on the nose.-""-

(Pag'e 310 of the transcript. ) 
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RONALD REAGAN ON SOCIAL SECURITY 

Social security has ''changed from an insurance concept 

when it started to a welfare concept now. It should b 

made voluntary. II 

Los Angeles Times , Jan. 22, 1965 

"The flagship of the liberal cause is social security." 

"Social security dues are a tax for the general use of 
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the government and payme nt of that yax docs not automatically 

entitle anyone to the ~eceipt of the benefits. The benefi ts 

are a welfare program which can be cancelled or curtailed 

by csmgress at any time." 

Speech, Amarillo, Texas 
March 2, 1964 

''.Do not exchange freedom for the soup kitchen of compulsory 

insurance." 

Arizona Repuhlic, May 23, 1964 1 

"I think sociu.l security's a f&ct of life . It's here to 

stay and it's a good fact. I think it is not only a 

great benefii to the recipients but I think at the same 

time · it serves all of us to the extent· that it probably 

tends to level off economic ups and downs by keeping the 

pruchasing power among the people. However, I've reserved 

the right and have on many occasions criticized flaws and 

faults which I think eridanger the program, and faults 

which could only be termed as fiscal irresponsibility in 
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the administe:cing and running of this _program." 

News conference, Jan. 4, 1966 

"At the same time, can't we introduce voluntary features 

thai would permit a citizen t6 do better on his own, to be 

exc·used upon presentation of evide11ce that he had rniiclc 

provisions for the non-earning years?" 

A Time for Choosing , television 
speech for Goldwater, Noverr~er, 1964 

Reagan said he had never favored social security being 

voluntary but had favored "excusing an individual from 

con_tributin~.- to social security if he proved he had mcl.de 

adequate provision for his retirement years." 

Campc1ign tour, Fresnc, 
Sacramento Bee, Oct. 16, 1966 

Reagan says he supports social security, but "I am crit~cai 

of some aspects. For example, you cannot name your 

beneficiaries as you want to. Also, I think we could 

explore the idea, perhaps to permit those who want to go on 

private plans to do so, provided they submit a record 

each ·year of such participation." 

KNX Firing Line call-in show, 
Los Angeles Herald-Examiner, 
Oct. 25, 1966 

"I still believe we could explore whether a mari who could 

do better on his own" should be allowed to purchase a · 

voluntary private retirement pian in lieu of the federal 

compulsory program. 

KNX Firing Line call-in show, 
Los Angeles Times, Oct. 25, 1966 




