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,f-.Jl::VALJr. 

~teh jtafts )'nraft 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 

Fellow American, 

The Reagan for President Campaign is going very well, but faces a very 
difficult situation. 

The Ford-Rockefeller team is campaigning intensely around the nation and 
especially in the nation's first Presidential Primary state, New Hampshire. 

Although neither the President nor the Vice President were selected by 
their Party nor elected by the people, they have successfully taken advantage 
of their positions. 

Already they have amassed hundreds of thousands of dollars for their 
primary battles , and there is no doubt that thanks to the Rockefeller influence 
they can raise literally millions more. 

Ronald Reagan has received a very warm reception to his speeches across 
the country and I can tell you as a loyal supporter that in the very near future he 
will explain to the nation why he is running for President. 

But Ronald Reagan has a problem. Funds are very tight. 

He has no "sugar-daddies" bankrolling his campaign, but must count upon 
the loyal support of thousands of Americans such as yourself. 

Due to the distortions of the biased news commentators, Ronald Reagan 
must have hundreds of thousands, even millions of dollars for TV time so that 
he may speak directly to the American people. 

He will tell them that as Governor of California he was successful in: 

--reducing the number of individuals on \velfare rolls by 400,000, 
while at the same time those truly needy individuals received a 
43% increase in benefits! 

--creating and returning an $850 million surplus to the California 
taxpayers 

--keeping the size of the California state government constant 

--originating and signing a massive tax relief bill which resulted 
in a $378 million saving to California's property owners and a 
$110 million saving to renters. 

As provided in federal legislation, Citizens for Reagan may a::cepl individual contributions up lo $1 ,000 (for example, a husband and Y 
$1,000) prior to a nominating convention; this may be repealed follow,ng the convention. However, we are not able lo accept either (a) a 
whatever, or (b) any individual personal contnbutions over $1,000. A copy of our report will be filed with the Federal Election Commission 
for purchase from that oHice in Washington, D.C. 
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Ronald Reagan can and will provide the leadership this nation needs so 
desperately, but he must have your support today I 

Money is needed immediately for the fast approaching primary battles 
in New Hampshire and Florida. Thousands of dollars are needed for postage, 
campaign staffs, printing, advertising, etc. 

Ronald Reagan needs your dollars today I 

The Reagan Campaign is truly a campaign of the people. It will take a 
total co:mmitment and the tireless efforts and personal sacrifice of thousands 
and thousands of Americans if we are to be successful in electing Ronald 
Reagan as President of the United States. 

Send your contribution to Ronald Reagan today ... $20, $50, $100, or as 
much as $1,000 is needed immediately! 

With your support and faith and work I know we will carry the day for 
freedom. 

The Reagan Campaign may just be the most important election of your 
lifetime. This time ... before it is too late for our nation ... make your total 
commitment ... help elect Ronald Reagan President of the United States! 

I 

Please send whatever you possibly can ... today! 

nncerely, 

\n.~ 
Paul Laxalt, Chairman 
Citizens for Reagan 

PL/kme 

P. S. Send the enclosed post card or your personal letter to Ronald Reagan 
letting him know you support his Presidential campaign and please 
return your contribution in the enclosed envelope today. Thank you. 
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FACT SHEET 

REAGAN RECORD IN CALIFORNIA 

WELFARE 

Statements: 

a} Welfare rolls reduced by 400,000 
b} Welfare rolls reduced by 24% per year 
c) $1 billion in taxes saved over two years 
d) Significantly decreased fraud and overpayment 

Facts: 

The Reagan plan was not fully enacted. 
Much of what did become law was subseq'uently 
invalidated by the State and Federal courts 
or by HEW. 
The remainder had little actual effect on the 
reduction of costs or of the caseload, which 
were curbed for other reasons, generally 
related to upswing in the national economy. 
Actual costs were not lowered in the 1 1/2 
years immediately following the act. The 
Reagan plan, in fact, generated new welfare 
costs of $100 million. • 
The raw number of AFDC recipients (although 
not the number of eligible families) did • 
shrink somewhat, but not nearly to the 
extent claimed by Reagan. 

Discussion: 

The welfare cost savings and the reduction in case-
loads are signif~cantly misstated and generally did 
not e x ist at all. They are based upon projecttng 
"what would have happened" and comparing these 
projections with actual experience after C~lifornia 
welfare Reform was instituted in October 1971. Among 
the ways in which these "projections" are significantly 
overstated (and consequently savings are overstated} 
are the following: 

1) They project the high national unemployment 
trends of early 1971 which were reversed 
about the same time the California law was 
enacted . . 
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2) They project the heavy migration pre-1971 
trends of the 1960's which had signifi-
cantly slowed in 1971. 

3) They project birthrate trends significantly 
above the actual trends following 1971. 

4) They project rising pre-1971 trend in 
caseload which was due to legal challenges 
to the State programs which caused the 
percent of eligibles who ·participated in 
the program to rise from 56% in 1967 to 
nearly 100% in 1971. In short, this trend 
had saturated and stopped in 1971, but was 
projected anyway. 

5) Both Los Angeles and the State double 
counted the same 20,000 recipients. When 
the State stopped double counting them, it 
called this a caseload "reduction" of 
20,000. 

Further, they take credit for reduced caseload and 
savings which resulted from factors unrelated to 

·the California legislation. These factors 
included: 

1) a decline in State unemployment {see 
charts 1 and 2) from 8.8 in 1971 to 7.0 
in 1973 due to: 

a) temporary wage-price freeze enacted 
nationally in August 1971 

b) major Federal stimulation of the 
California economy through new defense 
contracts and the $250 million 
Lockheed bailout 

c) a decline in migration rate of the 
unemployed into the State. 

2) an extension of Unemployment Insurance benefits 
from 26 weeks to 39 weeks which immediately 
decreased the number of unemployed entering 
welfare. 

3) they ignore increased service costs which in 
fact drove the total welfare costs up over · 
$100 million. 
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CHART 1 

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE 

1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 

1972 
1973 

California 
unemployment 

rate 

5.7 
5.4 
5.2 
7.2 
8.8 

7.6 
7.0 

I 
\ 
\ 

Total AFDC 
applications 

144,648 
162,475 
211,313 
319,187 
285,537 

252,767 
248,973 

CHART 2 

New AFDC-U 
applications 

33,136 
34,408 
46,851 
97,302 
87,737 Reagan welfare 

plan instituted 
66,361 
56,341 

. .... 

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971 

Month 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Unemployment rate 

9.0 
8.6 
9.0 
9.2 
9 .. 3 
9.1 
8.8 
8.9 
8.7 
8.5 
8.0 
8.1 

AFDC-U caseload 

66,000 
67,000 
72,000 
68,000 
65,000 
62,000 
58,000 
56,000 
54,000 
52,000 
50,000 
51,000 
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TAX RELIEF AND BUDGET SURPLUS 

Statements: 

a) An $850 million surplus was created and 
returned to California taxpayers. 

b) A massive tax relief bill was originated 

Facts: 

and signed which resulted in a $378 million 
saving to California property owners and 
$110 million saving to renters. 

a) The $850 million surplus was not the result 
of State government saving, but rather a 
serious miscalculation in which Reagan 
"overtaxed" in 1967 through the levy of a 
enormous $943 .million tax increase. While 
the tax increase was permanent, the rebate 
was a one-shot, temporary form of relief in 
1969, preceding the 1970 election. 

b) The "tax relief" which reduced property 
taxes $488 million was not "relief" and was 
in no way the result of sound management of 
the State. The property tax relief was· 
allowed or offset by: 1) a Federal General 
Revenue sharing surplus; 2) a major increase in 
the State sales tax; 3) a strong business 
climate. In short the "relief" was offset 
by other Federal and State tax revenues and 
did not "relieve" the taxpayer. 

Discussion: 

The Reagan years were a period of unprecedented tax 
increases for the State of Calif6rnia. During the eight 
years of the Reagan administration: 

0 State personal income taxes went uo 500% 
0 bank and corporation taxes went up 100% 

Governor Reagan was a "big · spender" and these were 
the biggest tax increases in the history of the 
State. 

While in the years immediately preceding election 
years (1969 and 1973), the Governor enacted major 
tax relief, the relief was temporary, while the 
tax increases were permanent. -,, 'f 0 
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The three major tax increases were: 

0 1967 -- $943 million ($280 million went 
to property tax relief). 

0 1971 -- $488 million ($150 million went 
to property tax relief) 

0 1972 -- $682 million ($650 million went 
to property tax relief) 

In short, permanent taxes increased sharply~ and 
short term relief was more than offset by the higher 
permanent taxes. 

' Significant tax increases occurred in the areas 0£: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

income taxes 
capital gains taxes 
bank and corp9ration taxes 
inheritance taxes 
sales taxes 
cigarette taxes 
liquor taxes 

In a·test of the popular support for the Reagan tax 
policies, the Governor took his major tax reform 
proposal to the voters in 1973 in the form of a 
statewide initiative. The measure was defeated by an 
overwhelming majority. 
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SIZE OF GOVERNMENT IN CALIFORNIA 

Statement: 

The size of the California State Government was 
kept constant. 

Fact: 

During the eight years of the Reagan administration, 
the size of the California State Budget increased 
from $4.6 billion to $10.2 billion. In short, 
Reagan more than doubled the size of the State 
government during his administration. This represented 

• unprecedented growth, far beyond that accomplished 
by his Democratic predecessors. 

Discussic.n: 

Supporters of the Reagan administration point out 
that during his eight years expenditures for State 
operations only rose from $2.2 billion to $3.5 billion 
'and that State assistance to local government rose 
from $2.4 billion to $6.7 billion. Thus they contend 
that the size of State government (State operations) 
rose only a little over $1 billion. This type of 
budget is totally erroneous. If it were applied to 
the Federal budget, it would mean that Federal 
assistance to States should not be counted in the 
budget. This would knock out over $60 billion from 
the Federal budget. Extending this logic we could 
also probably eliminate from the Federal budget 
assistance to individuals and foreign aid. 

In short, using Goveinor Reagan's bookkeeping systems, 
nearly three quarters of the Federal budget could be 
disregarded in calculating the "size" and growth of 
the Federal government. 
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QUESTION: 

Governor Reagan claims to have kept the size of 
California State Government constant and to have 
"blue penciled" spending increases. Could his 
approach help slow the enormous growth of Federal 
spending? 

ANSWER: 

I'm not sure how Mr. Reagan achieved his "blue 
pencil" image. The facts are that the California 
State Budget grew from $4.6 billion to $10.2 billion 
during the eight years of his leadership. The more 
than doubling of California expenditures 'was unpre-
cedented in the history of the State and fueled 
massive tax increases. 

The Federal government is currently overcoming a 
serious problem of inflation and a large Federal 
deficit. I don't think we can afford the style of 
fiscal management practiced by Mr. Reagan in Californi·a. 
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QUESTION: 

Governor Reagan claims to be a fiscal conservative. 
He claims to have returned an $850 million surplus 
to California taxpayers and to have originated a 
$488 million property tax relief measure. Is he 
conservative and are his policies sound? 

ANSWER: 

Governor Reagan was the biggest "big spender" in 
California history, outspending his Democratic 
predecessors by unprecedented margins. 

During the eight years ~eagan was Governor, he raised 
State personal income taxes by over 500% and bank and 
corporation taxes by 100%. 

The return of $850 million to the taxpayers, immediately 
before an election year, was necessitated by mis- . 
calculations which resulted in massive overtaxing in 
prior years. 

The property tax "relief" was not relief at all, but 
was more than offset by rises in the sales tax, the 
State income tax, and Federal assistance. 

It's also important to note that while the returns to the 
taxpayers were one-shot, temporari situations, all of the 
massive tax increases were permanent. 

In a major test of voter attitudes toward his policies, 
the Governor took his 1973 tax reform proposal to the 
people in the form of a statewide initiative. It was 
soundly defeated by an overwhelming majority of the 
voters. 

- ----------- -·· ·---- --
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QUESTION: 

The Reagan Welfare Plan in California has been hailed 
by some as th~ answer to Federal welfare problems. 
Is it true that the Reagan Plan resulted in major 
reductions of welfare caseload and welfare costs? 

ANSWER: 

Absolutely not. In the first place, the Reagan Plan was 
never fully enacted in California. Much of what was 
enacted was subsequently invalidated by the State and 
Federal courts and by HEW. The remainder of the plan 
had little effect in the reduction of costs or case-
loads. 

The act actually appears to have generated new welfare 
costs of $100 million, and the costs of reinstating 
those illegally discontinued may eventually run as high 
as $25 million. \ 

The so-called "savings" claimed by Mr. Reagan were the 
result of overprojecting f .uture welfare costs and taking 
credit for actual costs not approaching his projection~. 
The Reagan Plan was instituted about the time that 
statewide unemployment _reached its peak in 1971. When 
state unemployment decreased, welfare rolls sharply 
decreased. Reagan takes credit for this decrease although 
it is really due to a change in the Federal and State 
economy due to such factors as the price freeze of 1971, 
extension of unemployment benefits, and massive Federal 
assistance to the State in the form of defense contracts 
and emergency assistance to Lockheed. 

In short, Federal policies which improved the California 
economy helped ease the California welfare mess, not the 
Reagan welfare plan. 
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.NEVADA 

,ruteh jta±rE j .mrlt 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 

Fellow American, 

The Reagan for President Campaign is going very well, but faces a very 
difficult situation. • 

The Ford-Rockefeller team is campaigning intensely around the nation and 
especially in the nation's first Presidential Primary state, New Hampshire. 

Although neither the President nor the Vice President were select.ed by 
their Party nor elected by the p~ople, they have successfully taken advantage 
of their positions. 

Already they have amassed hundreds of thousands of dollars for their 
primary battles , and there is no doubt that thanks to the Rockefeller influence 
they can raise literally millions more. 

Ronald Reagan has received a very warm reception to his speeches across 
the country and I can tell you as a loyal supporter that in the very near future he 
will explain to the nation why he is running for President. 

But Ronald Reagan has a problem. Funds are very tight. 

He has no "sugar-daddies" bankrolling his campaign, but must count upon 
the loyal support of thousands of Americans such as yourself. 

Due to the distortions of the biased news commentators, Ronald Reagan 
must have hundreds of thousands, even millions of dollars for TV time so that 
he may speak directly to the American people. 

He will tell them that as Governor of California he was successful in: 

--reducing the number of individuals on \velfare rolls by 400,000, 
while at the same time those truly needy individuals received a 
43% increase in benefits! 

--creating and returning an $850 million surplus to the California 
taxpayers 

--keeping the size of the California state government constant 

--originating and signing a massive tax relief bill which resulted 
in a $378 million saving to California's property owners and a 
$110 million saving to renters. 

As provided in federal legislation, Citizens for Reagan may accept individual contributions up to $1 ,000 (for example, a husband and v 
$1 ,000) prior to a nominating convention; this may be repeated following the convention. However, we are not able to accept either (a) a 
whatever, or (b) any individual personal contnbutions over $1 ,000. A copy of our report will be filed with the Federal Election Commission 
for purchase from 1hat oHice in Washington, O.C. 
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Ronald Reagan can and will provide the leadership this nation needs so 
desperately, but he must have your support today I 

Money is needed immediately for the fast approaching primary battles 
in New Hampshire and Florida. Thousands of dollars are needed for postage, 
campaign staffs, printing, advertising, etc. 

Ronald Reagan needs your dollars today f 

The Reagan Campaign is truly a campaign of the people. It will take a 
total commitment and the tireless efforts and personal sacrifice of thousands 
and thousands of Americans if we are to be successful in electing Ronald 
Reagan as President of the United States. 

Send your contribution to Ronald Reagan today ... $20, $50, $100, or as 
much as $1,000 is needed immediately I 

With your support and faith and work I know we will carry the day for 
freedom. 

The Reagan Campaign may just be the most important election of your 
lifetime. This time ... before it is too I.ate for our nation ... make your total 
commitment ... help elec~ Ronald Reagan President of the United States r 

I 

Please send whatever you possibly can ... today! 

ncerely, 

\a .. 
Paul Laxalt, Chairman 
Citizens for Reagan 

PL/kme 

P. S. Send the enclosed post card or your personal letter to Ronald Reagan 
letting him know you support his Presidential campaign and please 
return your contribution in the enclosed envelope today. Thank you. 

' I 

Abtolutely no taxpayen' fund• hH• !Men uNd in the p,-ation ot this co,rnpood•~-
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FACT SHEET 

REAGAN RECORD IN CALIFORNIA 

WELFARE 

Statements: 

a) Welfare rolls reduced by 400,000 
b) Welfare rolls reduced by 24% per year 
c) $1 billion in taxes saved over two years 
d) Significantly decreased fraud and overpayment 

Facts: 

The Reagan plan was not fully enacted. 
Much of what did become law was subsequently 
invalidated by the State and Federal courts 
or by HEW. 
The remainder had little actual effect on the 
reduction of costs or of the caseload, which 
were curbed for other reasons, generally 
related to upswing in the national economy. 
Actual costs were not lowered in the 1 1/2 
years immediately following the act. The 
Reagan plan, in fact, generated new welfare 
costs of $100 million. 
The raw number of AFDC recipients (although 
not the number of eligible families) did 
shrink somewhat, but not nearly to the _ 
extent claimed by Reagan. 

Discussion: 

The welfare cost savings and the reduction in case-
loads are significantly misstated and generally did 
not exist at all. They are based upon project~ng 
"what would hav_e happened" and comparing these 
projections with actual experience after California 
welfare Reform was instituted in October 1971. Among 
the ways in which these "projections" are significantly 
overstated (and consequently savings are overstated) 
are the following: 

1) They project the high natio11:al unemployment 
trends of early 1971 which were reversed 
about the same time the California law was 
enacted. 
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2) They project ,the heavy migration pre-1971 
trends of the 1960's which had signifi-
cantly slowed in 1971. 

3) "They project birthrate trends sigDificantly 
above the actual trends following 1971. 

4) They project rising pre-1971 trend in 
caseload which was due to legal challenges 
to the State programs which caused the 
percent of eligibles who participated in 
the program to rise from 56% in 1967 to 
nearly 100% in 1971. In short, this trend 
had saturated and stopped in 1971, but was 
projected anyway. 

5) Both Los Angeles and the State double , 
counted the same 20,000 recipients. When 
the State stopped double counting them, it 
called this a caseload "reduction" of . 
20,000. 

Further, they take credit for reduced caseload and 
savings which resulted from factors unrelated to 
the California legislation. These factors 
included: 

1) a decline in State unemployment (see 
charts 1 and 2) from 8.8 ih 1971 to 7.0 
in 1973 due to: 

a) temporary wage-price freeze enacted 
nationally in August 1971 

b) major Federal stimulation of the 
California economy through new defense 
contracts and the $250 million 
Lockheed bailout 

c) a decline in migration rate of the 
unemployed into the State. 

2) an extension of Unemployment Insurance benefits 
from 26 weeks to 39 weeks which immediately 
decreased the number of unemployed entering 
welfare. 

3) they ignore increased service costs which in 
fact drove the total welfare costs up over . 
$100 million. 

..... .,., .. 

_.' 

r, 



3 

CHART 1 

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE 

1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 

1972 
1973 

California 
unemployment 

rate 

5.7 
5.4 
5.2 
7.2 
8.8 

7.6 
7.0 

\ 
\. 

Total AFDC 
applications 

144,648 
162,475 
211,313 
319,187 
285,537 

252,767 
248,973 

CHART 2 

New AFDc-u · 
applications 

33,136 
34,408 
46,851 
97,302 
87,737 Reagan welfare 

plan instituted 
66,361 
56,341 

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971 

Month 

January 
February 

·March 
April . 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Unemployment rate 

9.0 
8.6 
9.0 
9.2 
9.3 
9.1 
8.8 
8.9 
8.7 
8.5 
8.0 
8.1 

AFDC-U caseload 

66,000 
67,000 
72,000 
68,000 
65,000 
62,000 
58,000 
56,000 
54,000 
52,000 
50,000 
51,000 
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TAX RELIEF AND BUDGET SURPLUS 

Statements: 

a) An $850 million surplus was created and 
returned to California taxpayers. 

b) A massive tax relief bill was originated 

Facts: 

and signed which resulted in a $378 million 
saving to California property owners and 
$110 million saving to renters. 

a) The $850 million surplus was not the result 
of State government saving, but rather a 
serious miscalculation in which Reagan 
"overtaxed" in 1967 through the levy of a 
enormous $943 .million tax increase. While 
the tax increase was permanent, the rebate 
was a one-shot, temporary form of relief in 
1969, preceding the 1970 election. 

b) The "tax relief" which reduced property 
taxes $488 million was not "relief" and was 
in no way the result of sound management of 
the State. The property tax relief was· 
allowed or offset by: 1) a Federal General 
Revenue sharing surplus; 2) a major increase in 
the State sales tax; 3) a strong business 
climate. In short the "r~lief" was offset 
by other Federal and State tax revenues and 
did not "relieve" the taxpayer. 

Discussion: 

The Reagan years were a period of unprecedented tax 
increases for the State of California. During the eight 
years of the Reagan administration: 

0 State personal income taxes went uo 500% 
0 bank and corporation taxes went up 100% 

Governor Reagan was a "big - spender" and these were 
the biggest tax increases in the history of the 
State. 

While in the years immediately preceding election 
years (1969 and 1973), the Governor enacted major 
tax relief, the relief was temporary, while the 
tax increases were permanent. 

, 
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The three major tax increases were: 

0 1967 -- $943 million ($280 million went 
to property tax relief). 

0 1971 -- $488 million ($150 million went 
to property tax relief) 

0 1972 -- $682 million ($650 million went 
to property tax relief) 

In short, permanent taxes increased sharply) and 
short term relief was more thari offset by the higher 
permanent taxes. 

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

income taxes 
capital gains taxes 
bank and cdrp9ration taxes 
inheritance taxes 
sales taxes 
cigarette taxes 
liquor taxes 

In a·test of the popular support for the Reagan tax 
policies, the Governor took his major tax reform 
proposal to the voters in 1973 in the form of a 
statewide initiative. The measure was defeated by an 
overwhelming majority. 
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SIZE OF GOVERNMENT IN CALIFORNIA 

Statement: 

The size of the California State Government was 
kept constant. 

Fact: 

During the eight years of the Reagan administration, 
the size of the California State Budget increased 
from $4.6 billion to $10.2 billion. In short, 
Reagan more than doubled the size of the State 
government during his administration. This represented 

• unprecedented growth, far beyond that accomplished 
by his Democratic predecessors. 

Discussic;n: 

Supporters of the Reagan administration point out 
that during his eight years expenditures for State 
operations only rose from $2.2 billion to $3.5 billion 
'and that State assistance to local government rose 
from $2.4 billion to $6.7 billion. Thus they contend 
that the size of State government (State operations) 
rose only a little over $1 billion. This type of 
budget is totally erroneous. If it were applied to 
the Federal budget, it would mean that Federal 
assistance to States should not be counted in the 
budget. This would knock out over $60 billion from 
the Federal budget. Extending this logic we could 
also probably eliminate from the Federal budget 
assistance to individuals and foreign aid. 

In short, using Governor Reagan's bookkeeping systems, 
nearly three quarters of the Federal budget could be 
disregarded in calculating the "size" and growth of 
the Federal government. 



QUESTION: 

Governor Reagan claims to have kept the size of 
California State Government constant and to have 
"blue penciled" spending increases. Could his 
approach help slow the enormous growth of Federal 
spending? 

ANSWER: 

I'm not sure how Mr. Reagan achieved his "blue 
pencil" image. The facts are that the California 
State Budget grew from $4.6 billion to $10.2 billion 
during the eight years of his leadership. The more 
than doubling of California expenditures was unpre-
cedented in the history of the State and fueled 
massive tax increases. 

The Federal government is currently overcoming a 
serious problem of inflation and a large Federal 
deficit. I don't think we can afford the style of 
fiscal management practiced by Mr. Reagan in Californi·a. 



QUESTION: 

Governor Reagan claims to be a fiscal conservative. 
He claims to have returned an $850 million surplus 
to California taxpayers and to have originated a 
$488 million property tax relief measure. Is he 
conservative and are his policies sound? 

ANSWER: 

Governor Reagan was the b.iggest "big spender" in 
California history, outspending his Democratic 
predecessors by unprecedented margins. 

During the e~ght years Reagan was Governor, he raised 
State personal income taxes by over 500% and bank and 
corporation taxes by 100%. 

The return of $850 million to the taxpayers, immediately 
before an election year, was necessitated by mis-
calculations which resulted in massive overtaxing in 
prior. years. 

The property tax "relief" was not relief at all, but 
was more than offset by rises in the sales tax, the 
State income tax, and Federal assistance. 

It's also important to note that while the returns to the 
taxpayers were one-shot, temporary situations, all of the 
massive tax increases were permanent. 

In a major test of voter attitudes toward his policies, 
the Governor took his 1973 tax reform proposal to the 
people in the form· of a statewide initiative. It was 
soundly defeated by an overwhelming majority of the 
voters. 
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QUESTION: 

The Reagan Welfare Plan in California has been hailed 
by some as the answer to Federal welfare problems. 
Is it true that the Reagan Plan resulted in major 
reductions of welfare caseload and welfare costs? 

ANSWER: 

Absolutely not. In the first place, the Reagan Plan was 
never fully enacted in California. Much of what was 
enacted was subseque~tly invalidated by the State and 
Federal courts and by HEW. The remainder of the plan 
had little effect in the reduction of costs or case-
loads. 

The act actually appears to have generated new welfare 
costs of $100 million, and the costs of reinstating 
those illegally discontinued may eventually run as high 
as $25 million. \ 

The so-called "savings" claimed by Mr. Reagan were the 
result of overproject.ing future welfare costs and taking 
credit for actual costs not approaching his projections. 
The Reagan Plan was instituted about the time that 
statewide unemployment reached its peak in 1971. When 
state unemployment decreased, welfare rolls sharply 
decreased. Reagan takes credit for this decrease although 
it is really due to a change in the Federal and State 
economy due to such factors as the price freeze of 1971, 
extension of unemployment benefits, and massive Federal 
assistance to the State in the form of defense contracts 
and emergency assistance to Lockheed. 

In short, Federal policies which improved the California 
economy helped ease the California welfare mess, not the 
Reagan welfare plan. 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 205 lO 

Fellow A.me:rican, 

The Reagan fo:r President Campaign is going- very \veH, but frteos a vc:cz 
di.fficuii; situation . 

"I'he Ford-·RockefoUer team i.s campaig;:o.ing intensely around the nation ;:u).d 

1:;:;pecia.Hy in. the nation 1s first Presidenthtl Prirnary state, Nev,., Ifa.n.i.p:::;h.irc. 

A!thoug-11 neither the President nor the ·vice President wei:c selected by 
thc:i": 2aci:y nor elected by the people , they have successfuHy takon adv:,,nta;;n 
of their po,sitions . 

!~l;s:g_f!~!Y..!~~y have arnassed hundreds of thousa.nd.'3 of doU;n:!~-D~~-~!~0.1-E 
p:ci.:rn3-1:y b :;.i:tl<'J:,; , and there no doobt that th::rnks to the RockefoH er itlfh1cncf:. 
thc:,y can :rairrn literally miiHons more . 

Ilona.Id. I{f..\3.f~au I1as receiv·erl ~1 very \.\.rarrrt receptI011 to l1is Bper!c}1es ~.1.cro[:~~:; 

the country and I can teU you as a loyal :mpporte:t that in the very near futuxo he 
,.vill e-;;:pl3.in to the nation why he is running for President. 

Funds are very tight. 

He has no ,'1imgar-daddies" bankl·olUn;; hi.s cainpaig·n, but must count uticr.-1 
the Ioy:11 support of thousands of .Americans such as yourself. 

Due to the oistodions of the biased news coa1mentators , Ron:i.Id. Rcap::.a 
w.u::.~t have hu.r:idT~}ds of thousands, even IniUions of dolla:rs for TV time so th::,;,: 
to rnay speak directly to foe Arcwrican people . 

He: s,viU tell thorn that :is Gove:cnor of CaJ.iJo:cni.a he was succos13ful. in: 

--:reducing the number of hldividuals on '.velfare rolls by ,100, 000, 
w:'ti.te at the samo ti.me those truly needy individuals received a 
,gJ% increase in benefits r 

---c1:eating and returning an $850 milHon surplus to the California 
ta.xpa,yers 

-·-keeping the size of the California state government constant 

---·originating and sig-ni.r;g a massive tax relief bill whieh res1JJ.ted 
in a $~l7tl rn.iU.ion saving to California ' s property owners and ;1 

~;no rnillion ;;~wi.ng to rente:rs . 

- - .,· - • .- ,·1 :n r. _' tr-,' '.·---~:i--\:)i(,n, (::l'.i/r;n:; for FiH;:~~Fii·\ mn/ .ziccF::~H ir,dividu,:.d ccn:r,t.1ution.,:; 1,;0 to S 1.000 (frJr ex.nn1ek·. ;, hu·.-'.h·1nc.1 .(Jt,'J v 
·, , ... - • 111,-,i' ~'.',.~ 1·~;:,.,,3:~•d (nil-)•,\.,;n,:; \hu 1..~rnwr:n:!(,n. i1o·r,-~::v~u. v,•~~ ~, ·,:: t;o: .~1u:~) ;,_, ;,~:i.,_ r-.l~ ,1;1:·,•:1 \11) . 
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;.lcspcr·aU::ly, but ho rnu::;c have ym.n: ,'.:mpport today! 

?.f.i.oney i.s needed bn:r:o.edi.ately for ffre fast aµproachi.n;:',- prtrn.ary battles 
~n J:,,T,:~w Ea.rn;;;shire and Florida~ Thousands of dolla.rs are needed for posta;;_,;e, 
,r.,_, ,..,,.. ,., ,,., ! 0"'" c: .,, r, p.r: '·" ·n ·,~·h,, J, .; ·r (;' "',,-7V '" -~t-i q 1" 'r, ,_..,. ,,,,, ,.. 
v~.,_~J.l:"i;.:i,l 1:.J1.J.. !J~r::i..:J..v,, f.:"~J..1--.."l..;..iJ.:.,':,.i -u.\.li ed .. l.i..~ u.t:, '1 ~-v~ .. 

Ronald Reagan needs your dollcirs today! 

1''-,(~ I:P,·v.,,,r:,·u C"'l:H"Y';o-u 1°·· t-ru.ly a car'ln•s·,~r"l of •·he r,eoole 'It wi.l.l ;t8, .. J.~n ::_•,·, ,l..,. ~ ,.i(;1,.,, (~ G'i-..1.t,') ,::J • . ,:, 4. J. .,· ,,:.,...;,bi.. {, ., l,; '- " ... v 

~ctfll co:c1m1.tmrnit and the tireless effo:c,li;s and pei·sonal sac:rifi.ce of thou.-::ands 
r~::ld thou.::;::;.n.ds o: Anwr·ican:.J if we a:re to be successful in electing Ronald 
Hc;;-::.i.gan as P:tesideut of the United States. 

S::;nd you:r co";1tc'l:hution to Ronald Reagan today ... $20 , $~'>0 , ~;100 , or as 
;,u:i.cl: as !)I, 000 is needed immediately! 

\Vi.th yorv: :::.n.12201:1:_and faith and wo:dc I know we will car:cy the day for 
i:--1 .... e::.::.C.o ·::1 .. 

T;,_,;:, n_\:;1~gan Ca:mpa7.12;n XTl.ay_ just be the most :i.mpo:d:ant eJ..2-cti.011 of ;vou ,: 
T7.::ds time . .. before:. it is too late fm: our nation : .. make your total. 

cc:~1Ir:'"~t11,.cn:t# . .. 11elp elect 110:n.2ld Iteag-an P1--esicient of the ·u11ttecl States t 
I 

n, Sincer\y, r, -

.~ '·m,.,,-, ;',·,'.-',~,u-··• \_ ,., 4 ·' "' l ('>) ' W.,,.,. , ... ,., ~, .. ,.,, ,i,l'UJb•~ .;,(lll,P'1Jit1•,r,,,_'1r11,,.,~ ·r.ttu,.,,,rJ "~ 

Paul La.xalt 1 ChaJnnan 
Citizens for Reagan • 

Send the enclosed pos~ card or yor.rr: personal letter to Ronald Reag:.1,:1 
-letting hi:m k.nov1 you support his Presi.dcm.~iaI campaign and please 

.- :co~~u.n1 your contribution. in the enclosed envelope today. Th:mk you. 
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REACAl:-J RECORD IN CALIFORNIA 

Welfare rolls reduced by 400,000 
we~rare rolls reduced by 24% per year 
$1 billion in taxe~; ::;,::i.ved (YVt:!r two yt:1,u: s 
S:Lc1:n.if ic~a.11t:l ,, dt:~(;x--ea.;;~3(:r f raltd ,3.n(l ()VE:!r}:J(i.' . .rTt\c~11·t 

o··· • .i. _.. -

The Reagan plan was not fully enacted. 
f1il.1c;l1 oi: ~/tl--1~-1 t: cJ.id 1Jecorne lc1\v· \~"as s.1..xl) stJ.c11je~rt t 1 .~/ 
iITvalieated by the State and Federal courts 
or by HF~1/L 
The remiinder had little actual effect on the 
reduct.ion of costs or ot the ca.;:;e1oa.d v:·i1ich 
were curbed for other reasons, generally 
:celatc<l to upm·lin9 in th\;; nzd:.iona 1 ec:onon,y. 
Acblal costs were not lowered in the 1 1/2 
ye.arr:; imm,:.,ci:i.a.te.ly following- the act . ~L'h,:~ 
Reagan plan, in fact, generated new welfare 
costs of $100 million. 
rrr~e l"'~J.'sh l1\.1D.·J:1er ().f 21J'TDC rec.iJ?,ie:n .. tr; (.:-J.lt:h()l.-1.<J}'J. 
~wt tb.,3 nw:nber of: eligible families) did 
sh:rin}c som1,~vfr.1at 1 but not nearly to thE!. 
extent c1a.imed by Reagan. 

ThG welfare cost savings and the reductio11 in casc-
lo~ds are significantly misstated and generally did 
not exist at all. They are based upon projecting 
\l?\~1}11,1·t 

1ll0\1lCi 11.,3.vve l1iJ.})};)f;-;!IlE::rJ. ~y a.:n.c1 C()r'C\f)&r.i.n<~J ·tilf.~!;-;.~! 

projections with actual experience after California 
v;elf a.rr:: R,:::Eor.·rn wa.s iw;ti tuted in October 19 71. Amcni-J 
-r~ ·:-, - T ... ·- ,r .. ., .. ; "''l • rr.1

' ·1· c 1·"\ .:1.. "h .. ) ,Ct E·i,, H ., .. )I--)-; f.":J. c·'c _).,.., C .. '}.)- C':J, s l~ r T)""\ _.l ·t"; ~·L ,.-, ... J ·1 ·'- ·1 '7 , .... ,_,;; Wd.l. ;~ -'-" ,~ ,. , , .• 1.-,,I;;_.:,-., l:: I. .J ,_ .\.\. a,:, <. .. ,~ ,. ·'J•· .... . ,~_,.d. C .. _... 

overstated (and consequently savings are overstated) 
arc the following: 

1) They project the high national unemployment 
trGnds of early 1971 which were reversed 
a.bout the sarne time the Cali:Eorn:i.a law w2u; 
enacted. 
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2) ~r·•Py1 r--,~ 0 c•t· -t~1~ 1, 0 ~•n1 r~Jc·]~~·t1·0~ r1r~- 10 7~ • • •. . ,:'J.. I.. .J ._ , l \:., ~,,<.:,, .,_ ,LJ.. _; - <-c '4 .t . t.::. .J .•• 1 ,l. 

trends of the 1960 1 s which had signifi-
cantly slowed in 1971. 

3) They project birthrate trends significantly 
ibove the actual trends following 1971. 

4) They project rising pre-1971 trend in 
caselo&d which was due to legal challenges 
to the Stat.e progra.rns ·.;-.rhich cau~,,E!d the 
2ercent of eligibles who participated in. 
the pro~ram to rise from 56% in 1967 to 
nearly 100% in 1971. In short, this trend 
had saturated and stopped in 1971, but was 
projected 

5) Both L0:3 A.nc;ele~:, and the State double 
C ,··,11·"' ·\--,:·.-,u~' .1-"h-::,.- c··::,rr,c1, 20 Ou''O re,· ... ,-)l·E.·,·-).·-'·•,., '•1'i-·•c.,1·-. 

•...,J,. ,.,.. ~-'- 1-1. ... e ,_)~,.1 ... LJ.C 1 \..,...,._l: .. J. L,,..',). v ·,i.,.,1, ....... . i. 

the State stopped double counting tl1em, it 
ca.11e(:1. this a caseload ".reduction" o:c. 
20,000. 

Further, t.hey takq credit for reduced caseload and 
saving:> which resulted from £actors unrelated to 
th(?. California le<:";is1ation. These factors 
included: 

1) a decline in State unemploy,:aent ( see 
cha~ts 1 and 2) from 8.8 in 1971 to 7.0 
in 1973 ciue to: 

a) te;;rtporary wage-price frc~eze enacted 
nationally in August 1971 

b) major f'ede:ra1 stimulation of the 
California economy through new defense 
contracts and {h~ $250 million 
Lockheed bailout 

c) c~ 0 ~-L~r•e~ ~- -{0·1·a-~~C)r• 3-~t° C)F l,J. 1..,..,\..,,. .. i..,"' .J-.lL J.l\.J.. .. i I,,...;-.. "" .... c"" C ..1- the 
UD.ernployed into the State. 

2) an extension of Dneraployrnent lnsurancc-:! bti,H,.,f:5.ts 
from 26 weeks to 39 ·weeks which :i.1r,;-nediat<.?.ly 
decreat;ed the 11:wnber of unemployed enter inq 
wel:Eare. 

3) they ignore increased service cbsts wnich in 
fact drove the total welfare costs_-up over 
$100 million. 
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CHART 1 

Total AFDC 
applications 

14£3,6~3 
162,475 
211,313 
319,137 
285,537 

252,761 
248,973 

CHART 2 

New AFDC-U 
app~ications 

33,136 
34,408 
46,851 
97,302 
87,737 Reagan wcli ~~c 

plan inst:. ;:11·;:cc·; 
66,361 
56,341 

DNEl~PLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971 

0~a:.--iuary 
February 
::o..::-cl1 
1\~")j_-il 

C-unc.: 
: . .-uiy 
1\.ugus-C. 
Septer.mer 
Octobe:c 
November 
DecerrJ::>er 

Unemployment rate 

9.0 
8.6 
9.0 
9.2 
9.3 
9.1 
8.8 
8.9 
8.7 
3.5 
8.0 
8.1 

AFDC-U caseload 

66,000 
67,000 
72,000 
68,000 
65,000 
62,000 
58,000 
56,000 
54,000 
52,000 
50,000 
51,000 
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21) i.'\rl ~;350 Tni11.ior1 :;uJ:,pJ..1.1s \~ra.s crE·~a.t:E}C1 artc1 
x·~~~.t.txrrtt"~(i t:() C~,::1]_:Lfc)rI1J_c:1 ·t,.1J{I_Jct:feJ~"~'=>" 

l:.) l\ Inct ~; s. :C·t./f:: t:,;1.:-c x:E~I. i.E:~ i: ;Ji 11 \Ya.s 01:- J_ Cf ir1r.1 ·t(;d. 
"':~°''"1'';1 ','"' ."'. rw•;- rlri "'['"\':; ..,1\- "\"' ~.\\'"- '1 ,{..,.,....,.~ .:: •~ - ("°-i~t("/ ,, :. '1 j ~• , c .. ,~1", ,:;,,.l.:J~J.c;;;;,..._ ·,\.1.d.t...:eI .... C,::.U., ..... ,:.cc., . . i . .1, d ..;,.;,tr.:, llll ... 1. ... !.J.0.,1 
saving to California property owners and 
$110 million saving to renters . 

Et ) 11.']:1. E! :;~ ~J 5 0 :rn :L l :L :l () 11 E~ \1 J:~ }.J ]_ 1.1 s \.v· c1 s 11 c.; ·t t~l':l (~ )::' c:. ::3 u . .1. t 
of State gov,::rmnc::nt saving r but rath1:.!l:' a 
~;:i::!~'.;::' "':~~~ ;~c~:,~c~1~2_: r,-~-h~~~11 R~!:\~,::i~~ ,: .. 

,.) I-' 1: •. /.. 1. .. a .. ,\..t: .. 1 . .1. .... ,1 .,.9 (, 7 t.,.ru .... ::jH c . ..0~ lt~ v .i' t.. .1. d 
enormous $943 million ~ax increase. 
the tax i~crease was permanent, the rebate 
\/,U:1~-3 tJ. Qj."1.E!-S:t~r.)t. l t~E.-~:tn[JC.>1:a.:c·3:r ::[cir.TH C)f l~Ellic~t: .i11 
J..Sl69 1 pr:ecedinq th1:.~ 1970 election . 

l)) ~Cl:,(=! u ta.}~ r~E~l.iE~.f u vlJ:1.j~f.;1'1 .rE·~d:ctcE~d r>.1:~c)r)(2:r:-t .. ~/ 
taxes $4B8 million wa,::. :not 1'rel.ief" ar,d ,,,,.ac; 
in no way the result of sound mnnngernent of 
the State. ~he property tax relief was· 
allowed or offset by: 1) a Federal General 
Revenue sharing surplus; 2) a major increase in 
the State c:::ales tern; 3) a. strong buc;i.:nc~c;s 
cl.imato. In short the "relief" ·was off :::--;r:t. 
by other Federal and State tax reyenues and 
d:Ld not 11 relieve 11 the taxpayer . 

'}j·: . .. f::·_;;i·t:_JC:\l), }"(:::\:1:.cs VlCU~'E\ a r~e.1::i.c)(I of: l lfl,I)l."E".'.~C:(~Cl~~.11t:.c;i..7L \.'.t}·1-:.: 

~:26s~s far the State of California. During the ei8ht 
ye~rs of the Reagan administration: 

c:o·\.7'(.::.~trl(.)J'.:" F~El2.tga.rl VlClS Ct nl)i<:J ;;pe~1,le:c H <:111C:i ·tll(~Se Vl(:;l."E~ 
th.e biggest tax i.ncrE,ases in the hif;tory of tht::: 
f) t.Z-i i.:i:::~ " 

\.·T11i1c in tf1e :/t?.a:c ~3 .i1Tiin<~d .. i.a. t:E~ 1:y~ 1)rec:E}dJ. r1g e lE~c; t.ic)r1 
years (1969 and 1973), the Governor enacted m~jor 
tax relief, the relief was temporary , while tha 
tax increases were permanent. 
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'I'he three major tax increases were: 

0 

0 

I) 

1967 -- $943 million ($280 million went 
to property tax relief) . 
1971 -- $488 million ($150 million went 
to property tax relief) 
1972 -- $632 million ($650 million went 
to property tax relief) 

In short, permanent taxes increased sharply) and 
s:i1or-t te:c.f,, relief was more than off set by the higher 
per~.1anent taxes. 

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of: 
I) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i1,corne taxes 
capital gains taxes 
bank and corporation taxes 
inheritance taxes 
sales taxes 
cigar~tte taxes I 
liquor' taxes 

In a:test of the popular support for the Reagan tax 
policies, the Governor took his major tax reform 
proposal to the voters in 1973 in the form of a 
statewide initiative. ~he measure was defeated by an 
overwhelming majority . 
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SIZE OF GOVERJ.'MENT IN CALIFORNIA 

Statement : 

'l'he size of the California State Government was 
kept constant. 

Fac·t: 

During the eight years of the Reagan ad.-ninistration, 
the size of the California State Budget increased 
from $4.6 billion to $10.2 billion. In short, 
~eagan more than doubled the size of the State 
g-overnment during his administration. This represented 

• unprecedented growth, far beyond that accomplished 
by his Democratic predecessors. 

Discussic,n : 

Supporters of the Reagan administration point out 
that during his eight years expenditures for State 
operation~ only rose from $2.2 billion to $3.5 billion 
'and that State assistance to local government rose 
from $2 .4 billion to $6.7 billion. Thus they contend 
that the size of State g·overnment (State operations) 
rose only a little over $1 billion. This type of 
budget is totally erroneous. If it were applied to 
the Federal budget, it would mean that Federal 
assistance to States should not be counted in the 
budget. This would knock out over $60 billion from 
the Federal budget. Extending this logic we could 
also probably eliminate from the Federal budget 
assistance to individuals and foreign aid. 

In short, using Governor Reagan's bookkeeping systems, 
nearly thr~e quarters of the Federal budget could be 
disregarded in calculating the "size" and growth of 
the Federal government. 
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(")"OESTION : 

The Reagan Welfare Plan in California has been hailed 
::iy SOi.Yi e as the answer to Federal welfare problems. 
Is it true that the Reagan Plan resulted in major 
re~uctions of welfare caseload ahd welfare costs? 

.->JJ::;olutely not. In ·the first place, the Reagan Plan was 
never fully enacted in California. Much of what was • 
c:.,c.c·ceu was subsequently invalidated by the State and 
Fe~eral courts and by HEW . The remainder of the plan 
~ad little effect in the reduction of costs or case-
:i..oads . 

~he act actually appears to have generated new welfare 
costs of $100 million, and the c6sts of reinstating 
·cnose illegally discontinued may eventually run as high 
as $25 mi=.lion . \ 

I 

'I'he so-called "sa,;,ings" claimed by Mr . Reagan were the 
result of overprojecting future welfare costs and taking 
credit for actual costs not approaching his projections. 
'I'he Reagan Plan was instituted about the time that 
sta-c.ewide unemployment _reached its peak in 1971. When 
state unemployment decreased, welfare rolls sharply 
decreased . Reagan takes credit for this decrease although 
it is really due to a change in the Federal and State 
eco~omy due to such factors as the price freeze of 1971, 
ex·tension of unemployment benefits, and massive Federal 
&ssistance to the State in the form of defense contracts 
and emergency assistance to Lockheed. 

In short, Federal policies which improved the California 
econor.,y helped ease t.."1e Califon1ia welfare mess, not the 
Reagan welfare plan~ 

---



QUESTION: 

Gov ernor Reagan claims to be a fiscal conservative. 
He claims to have returned an $850 million surplus 
to California taxpayers and to have originated a 
$~88 million property tax -relief measure. Is he 
conservative and are his policies sound? 

Governor Reagan was the biggest "big spender" in 
California his·tory, outspending his Democratic 
predecessors by unprecedented margins. 

During the eight years Reagan was Governor, he raised 
Stat~ personal income taxes by over 500% and bank and 
corporation taxes by 100%. 

'I'he return of $ 850 rail lion to the ·taxpayers, immediately 
be~ore an election year, was necessitated by mis-
calculations which resulted in massive overtaxing in 
prior years. 

The property tax "relief" was not relief at all, but 
1:1as more than offset by rises in the sales tax, the 
State income tax, and Federal assistance. 

I·c 1 s also important to note that ·while the returns to the 
taxpayers were one-shot, temporary situations, all of the 
massive tax increases were permanent. 

In a major test of voter attitudes toward his policies, 
the Goveri.1.or took his 1973 tax reform proposal to the 
people in the form of a statewide initiative. It was 
soundly defeated by an overwhelming majority of the 
voters . 



... . 

Governor Reagan claims to have kept the size of 
C2.~.iforn ia State Government constant and to have 
nblue penciled" spending· i:.1.creases. Could his 
2Jproa ch help slow the enormous growth of Federal 
.:::;~:::i0r.ci. ing? 

:'i: 1 :n not sure how Mr . Reagan achieved his "blue 
:"Jcncil" i mage. The facts are that the California 
S t ate Budget srew frora $4 .6 billion to $10 .2 billion 
C2ring the eight years of his lea dership . The more 
·;:ha.n ci.oubling of California expenditures was unpre-
ce~eil t e d in the history of the State and fueled 
massive tax increases. 

'i';.:e Federal govermGent is currently overcoming a 
3e~ious problem of inflation and a large Federal 
deficit. I don't think we can afford the style of 
fiscal raanagement1 practiced by. Mr. Reagan in California. 
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W/\SHlNGTON , D.C. 20510 

Fe.llo\v i\rnericr1n, 

The Reagan for President Campaign is goi.ng· very 1:veH, but faces a vc:cz 
d1. ffic:u.l.i; situation . 

The rord--Hockefoller team i.s campaigning intem,ely arour-'d the nation and 
especl.a.H::,r in. the nation's first PresidentL1l Prirnary state, New H:unpshLre. 

A[though neither the President nor the Vice President were selcct:od by 
t"::.1.c,i:r :.?;:uty nor el.ected by the people, they have successfuHy taken adv;rntn.ge 
of their po1:,iti.on::; . 

A.ire~v tho)~ have amasc~ed lnmdreds of thousands of doU<u·r°' fo1~~~l1..::3:E 
.EElttL'.lD:' batt].e;.3, and there is no doubt that tho.nks to the Rockefeller in.flum1co 

c;J.n :cair_::e literally millions more . 

ftona.ld. Itt\ag;an l1as recelv·e(:1 a 1...re1:.v \\rarrt1 :reception. to 11.ir; spt)ech.e.s acror;s 
t1:.o colmtry and I can tell you as a loyal supporter thn.t in the very near future hci 
1.vill exp bin to the nation why he is nm.ning for Pres Went. 

Funds are very tig:bt. 

He h:1s no !lfmgar-daddles" bankrolling h1.s ea.1npaign, but must count 11.pr.r.-1 

the toy:::..t support of thousands of Ame:dcs.ns such as yourself. 

Due to the distortions oZ the biased news co:-:o.mentators, Rcmald HE;ar;::u:c 
roust bave h1,::.nd.reds of thousands, even millions of dollars for TV tirne so th::;t 
b.e :may spenJ( directly to foe Arnerican people. 

fi(c: will tell th.ern that as Governor of CaJ.:U:o:cni.a he was successf1..il. in: 

--reducirig the number oi: :lndtvidua.ls on ,.velfare rolls by 1100, 000, 
w::tHe at the sarn1.~ time fhose truly needy individuals received a 
,:J:;;.% incre11se in benefits r 

---c:reaUng an.d returning an $850 million surplus to the CaJ.ifornfa 
t;ixprLyers 

---keeping the si.ze of the California state govenunent constant 

---originating and sip;n.i.ng a massive -~ax relief bill \Vhid1 rem.Jl.ted 
in a $~l 78 rniUion saving to California's property ow,1e1·s and a 
~;l] 0 rniUion savi.ng to renters. 

· .- ,., ]n :, . ' <~.• ' :··--;i~ '.; :i( ,n. C,!i:: 1:!·1:; fot Fi:~~~i~Jan n-:~\/ t!cccpt iridividu.JI con:r1t.1ut,On$ !JO tc S 1,COO (t,.Jr cxnnich~. ~i hu·.-:h·:iod .-::1r,~1 v 
"i; 'it·•·; ,·1 ·,)' ;:_,;; r•~ \; 0:!-:1\'d (() 1Jrr•-.<in ,:; \) 11 ) C.1J 1'1 Vt.: 1·! i ' fJ:'J . ii Ot,·17,V~H. W~:: i \~b I ;(.': t1\.ll~ • i ·.') ;;~: \:i µ: ~•i! ~•-•·!' \ ;\) :'i 

I {,', ,:\ ,1,,1: \ q • 1·, ,·•\ 



T> ')'' ,:,·11,.J J.}.,:-,r1,(''•··u i:~.,n,, .. , ••• , .. ,,-.1 • .,,i·7.·1' !")'T' c·~r1"(·1r.'4 t 'ke 7,•_:i,~(·1.-., ,.-i ~-. -·1 .. ' .L, 4. ,.,., .. , .. }.,.! J: ,,,c;;.:. ,. ,,1'·( , .. ,o.d :i·'·"u. ',· ,. 1. t /; ......... l..l J .l~.·d J.c.t"o,Hp C :us na~lO'i:l neeus so 
despo.catc~t:v,, ·but 1:H) rcri.:i.st ·have ~y70111~ support; toda}7 ! 

?.fJ.o,:oy is needed in:unedhtely for the fast approachi.n~;- primary battl.os 
~n ]>L)w Han1~:;,sb.i::e and Florida. Thousands of dollars are needed for postage, 
""·•~nr,·7 ,,·.-,· "-·'·a~r:,.- p·•·•i:1"-ins:-,· aclve·l"'i·l"'J."nc7 E'tC ~,a., ... 17'":....t.,:_;;.,,t i::,.t, i;,iO'i .i.~ l., J.t':J'J '·"""' ..;;J b7 • ,, 

Ronald Reagan needs your dollars today! 

r.·,·, ·n • C • - t l " • h 1 ·J··.1- 1-11· 11 ·:1···1 1·rz·, r, 1 i.10 neagan .. ,ampmgu 1s ·ru..y a campa.1.gn or 1: - e peop e. ,. .. J.. ,r ... ,, ., •.. 

~otnl c6:mmit1:ne;;it and tho ti.1·eloss effor'i:s and pe:rsonal sacrifice of tho1.rnands. 
L::1c'. fouu2,.,rt1.d,s of Anfryr.:ict:.us i.f we ~n-e to be successful in electing Ronald 
J.:'~,:::-:::.ga:o. as P:i:-eslcle;:it of the United States. 

S:::md. :1our contdhutioa to H.onald Reagan today ... $20, $50 , ~;100 , or aG 

G.u1ch as Sl, 000 is needed irnmediatelyl 

\ViU::. yori.r ~£)20'.f't and faith and work I know we· will carry the day for 

TL;,:::· T?,o;-,cr:;c,n Cccmpaign mayjust be the most :1.n1port::mt el~:.:2.~1on of yo~:1:£ 
Il.f,:::;i;:Y.l.c: , This tim:e ... before:, it is too late for our nation : .. make your totaJ. 
co1:i:11:~~it:n::1.e11.t .. . ,. l1elp elec·~ I=lortalc1 Ileag;an !?res1.:le11t of the ·unite(l States r 

I 

P . S. ~3end the enclosed post card or yor.r:: personal J.etter to Ronald Reac;a,1 
-Ietti.Dg b.i:m you support his Presidential cam.pa:ign. and please 
• r'citurn yo.rr contdbution. in the enclosed envelope today. Thm1k yon. 

,,.. 

~R-," . /~. r u . () , 

<:) _, 
< 
r;.. 



.H.EACAN RECORD IN C.ALI.FORNIA 

Welfare rolls reduced by 400,000 
Welfare rolLs reduced by 24~ per year 
$1 billion in taxes saved over two years 
Siqnificantlv decreased fraud and overpa\_ryncnt ~- ., -

The Reagan plan was not fully enacted. 
Much of 1,vJ:1,1t: did become law 'Nas i:::,ubrH,.,:quently 
invalidated by the State and Federal courts 
o~c by Iff:2/i >\I 

The remiinder had little actual effect on the 
r-2:duction of costs or o:f th,3 car::e1oa.d, v:-l--i.id:t 
were curbed for other reasons, generally 
re1at.E}d to upm·1in9 in the n2:,i::.iorwl econcn,y. 
Actual coE,ts WE:~re not 1ow0~red in t.he 1 1/2 
y(~EU::'S i:rn.mc.)d:l.a.tely thQ act. ~L'h·2 
~eagan plan, in iact, generated new w~1fare 
costs of $100 million. 
rr'he ra.w nurnb:).:C o2 .AFDC rec.i.p.i.enb::; (al tiwu9h 
not tl-.1.e nu.rnber of eligible fa.mi.lies) c~id 
shrink somewhat, but not nearly to the 
extent claimed by Reaqcrn. 

The welfare cost savings and the reductio11 in casc-
lo&ds are significantly misstated and generally did 
not exist at all. They are based upon projecting 
1'-•,vh..1 t would have happened II and cornpa::c.i.n.9 t.1"1t}~-;•::} 
projections with actual experience after California 
1·;"e1f arE: R0.:Eo:rm wa.s ini;ti tuted in October 19 71. i\mon,:.r 
;-~ ·i ... , ........ l' .... "\ /' .... ,.•L "'1 • ,1-! l~ r, \~ "\.. ~n ,.') ,Cl (:'.1 n ,,,.) .. ~ .,..) ..; 1-, C ·c' ... ) '{""'I C ti '1 )~ e· C' ·l ,·r j""\ .·L ·t-=: .. ~L ,. ...... , "·"t ;~. ·1 , -, .... .. ,::. ,'I c.l _1 c, _ S ,\ ••. ·'-''·' ..._~,I;.·.~, ·:, t: LI. .J ,;;. .\.\. . .l,::.> c. . .:, ..... j .... , ....... ,~ ,.d.1 '-•· -j 
')'V~Yc·c~~~ 0 c1 (~v1~ c·c·ncoc~u0 n~·Lv ~~ -•~n-~ a=e1 o~v 0 1·~-1~~~0~) I, \:;,.,..,. ,.} .,.<,.-1. \,,., ', • ...-.,.. 1;.,.i.l l,t, ,, . .J .l,~t.::: -;l 1-.\ 1-~ .1. a..JO.\I ,..L :) .,;J . .1... '-- • 1-:J ,.,ct l.- .... 

arc the following: 

1) They project the high national unemployment 
tr0nds of early 1971 which were reversed 
a.bout the f,arne time the California lo.w 'i\'a[:; 
en.'1cted. 

/<:J • <'..,.\ 
!° -.J tP 
"" ;:c 

. (% 

'"" -'Ir' ~- ..., 
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~,hpy· •J·-•)~e~c•~ 'C~ 0 },~a•n1 ~·L'c•3~~~1·0~ .,;. J.,.., t· .J...I.... .J .,1..,.. J.J.._ ,.,1,,...,.,.1,v ~1,,L j -Cl.\.. LA. 1-.J.1..l:.~ ..L, .. 

t::ce:i1d·s of the 1960 1 s •t1hich had signifi--
cantly slowed in 1971. 

3) They oroject birthrate trends significantlv 
ibo~e~the actual trends following 1971. :~, 

4) They project rising pre-1971 trend in 
caseload which was due to legal challenges 
to the Sta.te programs 'dhich causec1 the 
percent of eligibles who participated in. 
the pro~rrun to rise fro~ 56% in 1967 to 
-c~~L--J"•1 ,,u'(J,~ ~n ,a·7·L ·Lr- ~h,or1~ -t~~1i'c ~L-~nc1 .l.J. -C:,._ - .... ..i,. ...i ...... ..L# .. ..o . ll ~J.• .. ... 1 .L . .::> .J..t.. .. .-. 

had saturated and stopped in 19 71 , but was 
projected anyway . 

5) Both Los Angeles and the State double 
counted the·s~me 20,000 recipients . When 
the State stooDed doubli:o: countinq them , it 
ca11.ed thi[, a .. ~:aseload II reduct.iori " of. 
20,000 . 

Further, they tak~ credit for reduced caseload and 
sa.vin9::, Y,vhich resulted frorn factors unrelated to 
·::he" California le~;islation . These factors 

., ~1 • .1.nc .L uo.e.a.: 

1) a decline in State unemployment (see 
cha~ts land 2) from 8 . 8 in 1971 to 7. 0 
in 1973 due to: 

a) te~rctporary waqe-price frQeze enacted 
nationaliy in lrnqust 1971 

b) major Federal stimulation of the 
California economy through new defense 
contracts and fh~ $250 million 
Lockheed bailout 

c) a decli~e in migration rate of the 
une,c,ployed into the State . 

2) an extensior,. of Unemployrnent Insurance~ benc~fits 
frora 26 weeks to· 39 weeks which :i.1.rn:nedia.tQ.ly 
decreased the nwnber of unemployed E.mter inq 
welfare . 

3) they ignore inc reased service cbsts wnicn in 
fact drove t~e total welfare costs-up over 
$100 million . 
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CHART 1 

UNEi~PLOYMENT A~"'D W'~L?ARE 

:ss 7 
~~68 
~90S; 
1970 
197:... 

·-::sf2 
:.S73 

California 
uner,1ployment 

rate 

.5 .·7 
5. 4 
5.2 
7.2 
8.8 

7.6 
7.0 

\ 
\ 

To·cal filcDC 
applications 

141!:,6~3 
162,C/5 
211,313 
319,187 
285,537 

252,76"/ 
248,973 

CHART 2 

New AFDC-U 
app~ications 

33,136 
34,408 
46,851 
97,302 
87,737 Reagan 

l a n i nst:i. i:i1 ;:,,c·: 
66,361 
56,341 

UNEJ.'1PLOYi."lENT AND WELFARE IN 1971 

i:'ion:ch 

,::ianu&ry 
February 

;;ur1e 
,j\ ;.~L Y 
l~ugus t. 
Septe:mber 
Octobe r 
November 
De cernber 

Unemploy111ent ra:ce 

9.0 
8.6 
9.0 
9.2 
9.3 
9. 1 
8.8 
8.9 
8.7 
3.5 
8.0 
8.1 

AFDC-U caseload 

66,000 
67,000 
72,000 
68,000 
65,000 
62,000 
58,000 
56,000 
54,000 
52,000 
50,000 
51,000 

f ·-f o---· . I? 
<:) _, .... 

c,:: 
\ v> 
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a) An $850 million surplus was created and 
retur~ed to California taxpayers. 

b) A massive tax relief bill was originated 
c.:..J1(:i s.i.cJrieC. "-i.rl~~icl-1 x·e;; u1 ·te:<l .i.:ri a. $ 3 7 H 1ni11 iO.i"l 
savinq to Cc:t1ifornia property 0°.vners and 
t·1

..1."' o· ··r,·'- ~1.11,·on c,:,v·1"·-,.... "··o '\'."'I"'""E''""'' ,? .. t. . .ii....\... ...>Q. J...\.:j ,\.... __ t:;,.1.i.. .... 1....:., .,. 

a) ~Che :;;[;50 nd11ion E,ur.r)1us wa.E::; not the~ re,::u.1t 
of State goverrunent saving, but rather a 
serious misc2lculation in which Reagan 
1
' ov·o:cta.xE)d" in 19 6 7 through th,,~ levy of ,·, 

enormous $943 million tax increase. While 
the tax increase was permanent , the rebate 
V} ti ~3 a. o~t'.i. E~ ...... :t~ (} t~ , i:~E:~ rn pc> 1~ a. :c:y f c, r:rn c, 1: :;::· c~ 1 i E:. t: j_ J:1 
1969, preceding the 1970 election . 

l)) ~Cl1(:! ~J ttt~ :eE~ 1 i. 1~:. f ~e \.•1]1..ic: h .rE-:.d·ctc iE·~d l).:COf)E:!:c 
t.a~<:E':~f,.; $ 4 B 8 rr\i~l1 ~Lo:ri \.ro.la.!3 :n()·t 'i 1.~<':! lie:~ f '1 ,::tf.i(~ 1vva.!:.·> 
in no way the result of sound munagernent of 
t.l1(~ S·ta. 't(~. rr:1·1(~ l),Y-Ol)E\,:t" t:21 t.C:-t}( :rE! J. J~E:? :i~ ~~\{Cl;:_; . 
allowed or offset by: l) a Federal General 
Revenue sharing su~plus; 2) a major increase in 
~t11f; E,;·t.c1·te t3f1.le1::; i:t.t)~; 3) a. st.r~C)Y>.g l1·L1.sir.te~f:.\f.1 
cl.i.n\at.e~'-- J~r1 sl1or·t ·[:.11e urelit;;;fu \~7 <:1~3 0£·£:::Jc:;t. 
by other Federal and State tax reyenues and 
did not n n:::lieve II the tax?ayer. 

Th2 Reagan years were a period of unprecedented 
~nGraases for the State of California. During the eight 
years of ~he Reagan administration: 

0 State personal income taxes went uo 500~ 
,:, 1 ., .. -,·:,•· ::•na·, . ..,,~,·)o---··t1.· o·'"' ·,,__:_.,,.,r"-''- ,.,;e·,.-,·l- ····o·- .,L. 0(.J'='·· 

l<.\, \..I,, .......... . .L.,£, .l .. C4.,. .iJ. L.. ...... ...1 ........ .;;, 1 -J.,\- \,lj_ - 0 

c;o\7 (.:.::cr1c,:c l\.E;21ga11 v1c1s c1 nl)ig· ;;pel,1.cJ.er u tinCi ·tl1t!se \,•1e:t."E~ 

U1e biqgest tax incrE!ases :Ln the history of the 
f3 ·t:::.. i.:f:~ "' 

\'Il"1i 1 c in tr1e ":l{~a.J~;3 i:cruTt{:!fl.i.ti t:e 1:/ r)rec!E;c1i ng E:~ lE~c t:ic)r1 

yea~s (1969 and 1973), the Governor enacted rn~jor 
tax relief, the relief was temporary, while the 
tax increases were per~anent . 
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'I'i.1.e three major tax increases were: 

0 

0 

0 

1967 -- $943 million ($280 million went 
to property tax relief). 
1971 -- $488 million ($150 million went 
to property tax relief) 
1972 -- $682 million ($650 million went 
to property tax relief) 

In short, permanent taxes increased sharply~ and 
si1orc -c.e:.:--.1.:i relief was more than off set by the higher 
per~.1anent taxes. 

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

income taxes 
capital gains taxes 
bank and corporation taxes 
inheritance taxes 
sales taxes 
ciaarette taxes 

CJ . ' 

liquor· taxes 
I 

In a:test of the popular support for the Reagan tax 
policies , the Governor took his major tax reform 
proposal to the voters in 1973 in the form of a 
statewide initiative. ~he measure was defeated by an 
overwhelming majority. 

I• 
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SIZE OF GOVERNMENT IN CALIFORNIA 

Statement: 

The size of the California State Government was 
kept constant. 

During the eight years of the Reagan administration, 
the size of the California State Budget increased 
from $4.6 billion to $10 . 2 billion. In short, 
~eagan more than doubled the size of the State 
~;ove::-mnent during his administration. This represented 

• unprecedented growth, far beyond that accomplished 
by his Democratic predecessors. 

Discussie,n : 

Supporters of the Reagan administration point out 
that during his eight years expenditures for State 
,ope ration~ only rose from $2 . 2 billion to $3.5 billion 
and that State assistance to local government rose 
from $2 .4 billion to $6 .7 billion . Thus they contend 
that the size of State governinent (State operations) 
rose only a little over $1 billion. This type of 
budget is totally erroneous. If it were applied to 
the Federal budget, it would mean that Federal 
ass istance to States should not be counted in the 
bu~get. This would knock out over $60 billion from 
the Federal budget. Extending this logic we could 
also probably eliminate from the Federal budget 
assistance to individuals and foreign aid . 

In short, using Governor Reagan's bookkeeping systems, 
nearly three quarters of the Federal budget could be 

.disregarded in calculating the "size" and growth of 
t.he Federal government . 



0.GES'I'ION: 

The Reagan Welfare Plan in California has been hailed 
~y so~e as the answer to Federal welfare problems. 
Is it true that the Reagan Plan resulted in major 
re6uctions of welfare caseload and welfare costs? 

:ilisolutely no·t. In ·the first place, the Reagan Plan was 
never fully enacted in California~ Much of what was 
e11c,c ted. was subsequen·tly invalida"i:ed by the State and 
Federal courts and by HEW. The remainder of the plan 
:1ad little effect in ·the reduction of cost.s or case-
:oads . 

~he a ct actually appears to have generated new welfare 
cos~s of $100 million, and the costs of reinstating 
-~no se illegal ly discontinued may eventually run as high 
as $25 raillion . \ 

'I'he so-called II savings II c laimed by Mr . Reagan were the 
result of overprojecting future welfare costs and taking 
credit for actual costs not approaching his projections. 
The Reagan Plan was instituted about the time that 
stc..·::ewide unemployment _reached its peak in 1971. When 
state unemployment decreased, welfare rolls sharply 
decreased . Reagan takes credit for this decrease although 
it is really due to a change in the Federal and State 
economy due to such £actors as the price freeze of 1971, 
extension of unemployn1ent benefits, and massive Federal 
assistance to the State in the form of defense contracts 
and emergency assistance to Lockheed. 

In s:~iort, Federal policies which improved the California 
economy helped ease the California welfare mess, not ·the 
Reagan welfare plan. 

I 



QUESTION: 

Gov ernor Reagan claims to be a fiscal conservative . 
He claims to have returned an $850 million surplus 
to California taxpayers and to have originated a 
$~88 million property tax relief measure . Is he 
conservative and are his polic ies sound? 

ANSWER : 

Governor Reagan was the big·gest "big spender" in 
California his·tory, outspending his Democratic 
predecessors by unprecedented margins . 

During the eight years Reaga~ was Governor, he raised 
State personal income taxes by over 500% and bank and 
corporation taxes by 100% . 

The return of $850 raillion to the taxpayers, immediately 
be~ore an election year, was necessitated by mis-
calculations which resulted in massive overtaxing in 
prior years. 

The property tax "relief" was not relief at all , but 
was more ·than offset by rises in the sales tax , the 
State income tax, and Federal assistance. 

I·t' s also important to note that while the returns to the 
taxpayers were one-shot, temporary situations, all of the 
massive tax increases were permanent . 

In a major test of voter attitudes toward his policies, 
the Governor took his 1973 tax reform proposal to the 
people in the form of a statewide initiative. It was 
soundly defeated by an overwhelming majority of the 
voters. 



0'JES'i'ION : 

Governor Reagan claims to have kept the size of 
C2.].ifornia State Government constant and to have 
"blue penciled" spending increases. Could his 
2??YO&ch help slow the enormous growth of Federal 
:;pending? 

:.: 
1 :Tl r.ot sure :i.1.ow Mr. Reagan achieved his 11 blue 

:::)(::::r~ci l" iro.age. The facts are that the California 
State Budg~t srew from $4.6 billion to $10 .2 billion 
C~~~ng the eight years of his leadership . The more 
·ch2.n doubling of California expenditures was unpre-
cedcated in the history of the State and fueled 
~assive tax increases. 

'/l1e Federal governmer.:t is curren-tly overcoming a 
S8~ious problem of inflation and a large Federal 
deficit. I don't think we can afford the style of 
iiscal management1 practiced by. Mr. Reagan in California. 
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CBS RADIO AFFILIAfE 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

REAGAfI .TAKES TAMPA BAY PRESIDENTIAL POLL 

' :.t./:\·.,.""!-;. ._ ',-~ . 
•. l- "' •" 

' ·r·· 
;·!;·• ~... , 1_.i_/__ ,. ~• :n; l-/i!-··,, •J~.:-\!- _ •, ...,.. , · , 

(Tampa, November ··5, 1975) Former Cali.fornia Governor 
Ronald Reagan easily def'eated ·president .. Gerald Ford, . 
and Demo crat Jimmy Carter showed ' su.rprising ·strength 
against George Wallace in a Presidential' poll ta.ken 
on WDAE Radio's srrAN MAJOR SHOvr. -:. -r ,' J C 

f.·· ; .;. ·.,. i·: 1(·:.·; :, ~,~-, f~;r _-~· ,~. 

Reagan re'cei ved 21% of the total ·-.vote··, count as com-
. pared to ».Ford's 13% in a two way race for the GOP 

·:_ nomination. The total GOP vot·e . perce_rita.g~ was 35%- '.-'· • 
'\. • '_'(· :.'' .-.~ . t~ . } • ·. •~ . ·· " 'I ;\.. !': ' 

• ·.•_<(', Democratic voters in the · MAJOR ·-poll made I it a close:'':~ .> three-m8:Il race with Alabama Governor George Wallace .· 
· ,garnering 18% wi th·.carter gaining a strong 17% and 

• ·. Hube_rt. Humphrey taking 15% of the vote tally. ···~ 
,., ."'4: • ...~. '. ··~,:~, \ • ; I". • • '7,' '· 

Mi°JOR co~ducted the . three-hour vote - (of.'.f . the air) 
during his regular talk program on WDAE Tuesday night. 
Some five-hundred voters responded. •• Here is the 

· breakdown: •· • • 

,r 

; 

REAGAN: 
WALLACE: 
CARTER: 
HUMPHREY: 
FORD: 
KENNEDY: 
BARY: ·. 
,JACKSON:· 

21% (108 ·votes) 
18% (89 votes) 
17% (84 votes) 
15% (74 _votes) 
13% .( 67 votes) 

5% ( 23 votes)' 
3% (lJ · votes) 
3% (13 .vot_es) 

"The Sunshine Group" 
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REAGAN SCHEDULE 

Thursday Nov. 20 

9:30 a. rn. • Press Club, Washington D.C. 

1:30 p.rn. Miami ft-. c.r'· 

6:30 p. rn. :Man ch est er, N.H. Town Meeting 

Friday Nov. 21 

{}>· 
9 a.rn.. , Manchester pr ess conference (tentative) 

.,,,,,,,, J-\~ Charlotte rally at airport 

Chicago press conference at airport 

Los Angeles airport ral l y 



TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Bo Callaway 
Spencer 

Bob Visser ~""J 
Reagan Candidacy 

MEMORANDUM 

November 2L,, 19 7 5 

Now that Ronald Reagan has formally announced his 
candjdacy for the Presidency, we will check with the FEC 
and obtain a copy of any and all reports he files with. 
the Commission. I anticipate that he will not list any 
expenditures prior to the date- of his announcement and 
would appreciate any information we may have collected 
with regard to expenditures in connection with his radio-
TV program and newspaper column. As soon as the report 
has been filed and this information is available, we will 
prepare a memorandum outlining possible legal approaches 
to this situation. • 




