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NEVALDA
PN Mnited States Jenate
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.

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

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

Due to the distortions of the biased news commentators, Ronald Reagan &?ﬁ'
must have hundreds of thousands, even millions of dollars for TV time so that i
he may speak directly to the American people.
. prire
He will tell them that as Governor of California he was successful in: :
2oy
--reducing the number of individuals on welfare rolls by 400, 000,
while at the same time those truly needy individuals recewed a 0
43% increase in benefits! e f-_.
et
--creating and returning an $850 million surplus to the California ' ;
taxpayers '_;.-
--keeping the size of the California state government constant e
--originating and signing a massive tax relief bill which resulted ; ;ﬂ:
~ in a $378 million saving to California's property owners and a
r $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 nommatmg convention; this may be repeated following the convention. However, we are not able to accept either (a) a
whatever, or (b) any individual personal contributions over $1,000. A copy of our report will be filed with the Federal Election Commission
for purchase from that office 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!

Money is needed iinmediately 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!

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!

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 P
lifetime. This time...before it is too late for our nation...make your total "’g;:’
commitment. ..help elect Ronald Reagan President of the United States! W

= p——
r Please send whatever you possibly can...today! 2s
r_ﬁneerely,
\ S - e
?.. Laxalt, Chairman e
Citizens for Reagan
PL/kme ‘ # o
P.S. Send the enclosed post card or your personal letter to Ronald Reagan R
letting him know you support his Presidential campaign and please ;:', ;
return your contribution in the enclosed envelope today. Thank you. E
. » AL\'
% g
Pt
EFTy
“"'%-;fe
f‘ psp—
¥0 Rz\
B+ <
Absolutely no taxpayers’ funds have been used in the preparation ot this correspondences. Z:
W R o G MR T U Y eV e R R SR R S WW»A A




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. Lo
- The remainder had little actual effect on the e
reduction of costs or of the caseload, which
. were curbed for other reasons, generally
‘P\ : 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. (o
- The raw number of AFDC recipients (although E%%?
not the number of eligible families) did e
shrink somewhat, but not nearly to the g
extent claimed by Reagan. ~

Discussion: Cw

The welfare cost savings and the reduction in case-
loads are significantly misstated and generally did
not exist at all. They are based upon projecting
"what would have happened" and comparing these W
projections with actual experience after California [ Y
Welfare Reform was instituted in October 1971. Among '
the ways in which these "projections" are significantly

overstated (and consequently savings are overstated) o
are the following: et

1) They project the high national unemployment
trends of early 1971 which were reversed
- about the same time the California law was
r enacted.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

They project the heavy migration pre-1971
trends of the 1960's which had signifi-
cantly slowed in 1971.

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

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. 1In short, this trend
had saturated and stopped in 1971, but was
projected anyway.

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)

2)

3)

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.

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

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




CHART 1

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE

California
unemployment Total AFDC New AFDC-U
rate applications applications
1967 35 144,648 33,136
1968 5.4 162,475 34,408
1969 5.2 211,313 46,851
1970 Tl 319,181 : 97,302
1971 8.8 285,537 - 87,737 Reagan welfare
plan instituted
1972 7.6 252,167 66,361
1973 7.0 248,973 56,341

CHART 2

!

" UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971

Month Unemployment rate AFDC-U caseload

January 9.0 66,000 ' =
February 8.6 67,000 e
March 9.9 72,000

April 9.2 68,000 ; i
May 9.3 65,000 S
June 9.1 62,000 .
July 8.8 58,000 E : el
August 8.9 56,000 M
September 8.7 54,000 bon, ="
October 8.5 52,000

November 8.0 50,000 pes
December 8.1 51,000 o
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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
and signed which resulted in a $378 million
saving to California property owners and
$110 million saving to renters.

Facts:

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
‘P‘ taxes $488 million was not "relief" and was i
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 Siad
by other Federal and State tax revenues and e
did not "relieve" the taxpayer.

Discussion:

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

° State personal income taxes went up 500%

° bank and corporation taxes went up 100% S
Governor Reagan was a "big-spender" and these were i;'
the biggest tax increases in the history of the e
State. it

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

o

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
short term relief was more than offset by the higher
permanent taxes.

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of:

0O 0 0 0 0 0 ©

income taxes

capital gains taxes

bank and corporation 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.

by e
Rl VR ol A"r"". -'f*':a"x’:l "ﬂ Y % "

—




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.

Discussion:

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
0 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 ot
also probably eliminate from the Federal budget ‘ P
assistance to individuals and foreign aid.

In short, using Governor Reagan's bookkeeping systems, e
nearly three quarters of the Federal budget could be P
disregarded in calculating the "size" and growth of o,
the Federal government. : e
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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 California.
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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. 1Is he
conservative and are his policies sound?

ANSWER:

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

During the eight 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

r prior years. 3

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 returnsto the E%§§
taxpayers were one-shot, temporary situations, all of the
massive tax increases were permanent. —

In a major test of voter attitudes toward his policies, 33
the Governor took his 1973 tax reform proposal to the b i
people in the form of a statewide initiative. It was et
soundly defeated by an overwhelming majority of the 3 Al
voters. . i
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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 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 future welfare costs and taking 3
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 2
assistance to the State in the form of defense contracts %

and emergency assistance to Lockheed.
In short, Federal policies which improved the California ‘B?ﬂﬁ
economy helped ease the California welfare mess, not the > danew

Reagan welfare plan. , W
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.NEVADA

Mnited States Senate

r ' : 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 péople, 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.

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

He has no "sugar-daddies' bankrolling his campaign, but must count upon
e 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 T,

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 welfare rolls by 400, 000,
while at the same time those truly needy individuals recewed a -
43% increase in benefits! Ty
:‘{; -
--creating and returning an $850 million surplus to the California ,
taxpayers o
P
--keeping the size of the California state government constant Pnpaiiond
T
e ; e 2 ¥ £ . ety
--originating and signing a massive tax relief bill which resulted sy
~ in a $378 million saving to California's property owners and a
T ‘ $110 million saving to renters.
. T Fo #,
i
As provided in federal legislation, Citizens for Reagan may accept individual contributions up to $1,000 (for example, a husband and v : 5
$1,000) prior to a nommatmg convention; this may be repeated following the convention. However, we are not able to accept either (a) a | @
whatever, or (b) any individual personal contributions over $1,000. A copy of our report will be filed with the Federal Election Commission | 2 ;’
for purchase from that office 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!

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!

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!

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!

r Please send whatever you possibly can. . .today! "
rssmcerely,
Paul Laxalt, Chairman
Citizens for Reagan
PL/kme ' 'y foi
P.S. Send the enclosed post card or your personal letter to Ronald Reagan PP e
letting him know you support his Presidential campaign and please ! red
return your contribution in the enclosed envelope today. Thank you. g
o
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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 o
or by HEW. ~ Wz}f
- The remainder had little actual effect on the vz
reduction of costs or of the caseload, which prempeu
: were curbed for other reasons, generally
r related to upswing in the national economy. i
- Actual costs were not lowered in the 1 1/2
years immediately following the act. The
-~ Reagan plan, in fact, generated new welfare
i costs of $100 million. Lo
- The raw number of AFDC recipients (although E§§¥
not the number of eligible families) did o
shrink somewhat, but not nearly to the P
extent claimed by Reagan. -
.‘,v:v
Discussion: f»
s

The welfare cost savings and the reduction in case-

loads are significantly misstated and generally did

not exist at all. They are based upon projecting

"what would have happened" and comparing these B
projections with actual experience after California s Tl
Welfare Reform was instituted in October 1971. Among

the ways in which these "projections" are significantly

overstated (and consequently savings are overstated) by
are the following: Rt ot
1) They project the high national unemployment s
trends of early 1971 which were reversed ?@%ﬁ“
— about the same time the California law was
r 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 e
nearly 100% in 1971. 1In short, this trend T
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 &
r 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 ol ke
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. ¥ ran
e
BT s
2) an extension of Unemployment Insurance benefits g
from 26 weeks to 39 weeks which immediately P
decreased the number of unemployed entering b =
welfare. e
3) they ignore increased service costs which in ?;*¥i
fact drove the total welfare costs up over. pmg
f. $100 million. p———
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CHART 1

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE

California
unemployment Total AFDC New AFDC-U
rate applications applications
1967 ST 144,648 33,136
1968 5.4 162,475 34,408
1969 D2 231 ;313 ‘ 46,851
1970 Tt 319,187 97,302
1971 8.8 285,537 87,737 Reagan welfare
plan instituted

1972 7.6 PLY L ¥ 66,361
1973 7.0 248,973 56,341

CHART 2
= UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971

Month Unemployment rate AFDC-U caseload

January 9.0 66,000 £

February 8.6 67,000 *

March 9.0 72; 0006

April. 9.2 68,000 | Lok

May 9.3 65,000 g

June 9.1 62,000 o,

July 8.8 58,000 . e

August 8.9 56,000 B

September 8.7 54,000 by, =

October 8:5 52,000 '

November 8.0 50,000

December 8.1 51,000 Lo 3
%
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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
and signed which resulted in a $378 million
saving to California property owners and
$110 million saving to renters.

Facts:

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
p 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 Bt
climate. In short the "relief" was offset 4F§E§
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:

° State personal income taxes went up 500%

° bank and corporation taxes went up 100% ”‘:r

Governor Reagan was a "big-spender" and these were iri_

the biggest tax increases in the history of the ‘ hh:-

State. :”’*

While in the years immediately preceding election o

: years (1969 and 1973), the Governor enacted major i
f tax relief, the relief was temporary, while the BSa—

tax increases were permanent.
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The three major tax increases were:

° 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 ;*Wﬁ
short term relief was more than offset by the higher §§§§
permanent taxes. va -

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of:

income taxes

capital gains taxes

bank and corporation taxes
inheritance taxes

sales taxes

cigarette taxes

liquor taxes

o O & 8 & 0 9

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

£rom $4.6 billion to 510 .2 billion. 1In. shork,

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.

Discussicn:

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 e

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 e
also probably eliminate from the Federal budget o o

assistance to individuals and foreign aid.

In short, using Governor Reagan's bookkeeping systems, ity
nearly three quarters of the Federal budget could be .
disregarded in calculating the "size" and growth of &
the Federal government. . e
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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 California.
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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. 1Is he
conservative and are his policies sound?

ANSWER:

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

During the eight 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 e
r 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 g%ﬁ%
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 2

2 . . . . . L .-
people in the form of a statewide initiative. It was ik
soundly defeated by an overwhelming majority of the e
voters. ‘ : pe
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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 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 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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Fellow American,

y.."\

e Beag
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an for President Campaign
Lfleull situation
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especi

going very well, but faces a very

The Ford-Rockefeller team is campaigning iotensely around the nation and
akly ia the nation's :

2
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around the v
first Presidential Primary state, New Hampshire.

‘xis,mug,h neither the President nor the Vice President were selected by
Pavty nor elected by the people, they have successiully taken advantage
of their positions.

Already they have amass
;munsrv? 1EEL

ad hundreds of thousands of dollars for thei
as , and there is no doubt that thonks to the Rockefeller (ufluen
thay can raise literally millions more.
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Ronald Reagan has received a very warm reception to his speeches across
tha country and I can fell you as a
will ex

g loyal supporter that in the very near future he
awlain to the natioa wny he is runsing for President.
But Bon ;

gan has a problem. Funds are very tight.
He has no "sugar-~dar iaic,s
the loyal support of thousa

R

iz campaiga, but musi count upon

mericans s ch as yourself.

Due to the distortions of the biased naws commentators, Ronald Reagan

Ve uuﬂubds of thousands, even miilions of dollars for TV time so Ln."'
oeak mx'e\,tiy to the American people. '

He wu} tell them that as Governor of Califorvia hie wa

as successiuvl ing
~-yeducing the nwmber of individuals on welfare rolls by 400, 060
while ai; the same time
45% increase in

Vou ¥
100, 0¢
those truly needy mdxvxduais received
benefits!

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

--keeping

¢ the size of the California state government constant
~-origivnating and signing a massive tax
c:‘i

s tax relief bill w}m,h resulted
in a $378 million saving to California's property owners and a
$110 million saving to renfers.

el individu J! coninbulions u
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desperately, bul he must have yor your .uppar'i. (.00..;5.}72

Money is needed immediately for the fast approaching primary battics

in New mux;psmr ¢ and Florida. Thousands of dollars are needed for postage,

::aingzu i stal tls, printing, advertising, etc. l

Ronald Reagan needs your dolldrs today!

Send your contribution to Ronald Reagan today...$20, $50, $100, or as
mush 28 51, 000 is needed lmmediately!

With your supp rm, and faith and work Ikuoow we will carry the day fov

Lsy g o8 1) i iy
ILESlO05.
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e
Sincerely,
o ¥ g z.
K ’7""
: ; aw—,,,.-,.... Alipnn W, w’}mnmm.v'{?mﬁ%)
' Pauwl Laxalt, Chairman
Citizeuns for Reagan *.
PL/kme
?.8, BSend the enclosed post card or your personal leiter to Ronald Reagan
Jetting him know you support his Presidential campaign and please
e & i
Sreturn your coutribution in the enclosed envelope today. Thank you.
-i'u X
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a) Welfare rolls reduced by 400,000

b} Welfare rolls reduced by 24% per vear

¢} $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 Adid become law was subsequently
invalidated by the State and Federal courts
or n; HEW.

- The remainder had little actual effect on the

ﬁduc tion of costs or of the caseload, which
were curbed for other reasons, qenﬁxax‘"
related to upswing in the national econony.

~ BActual costs were not lowered in the 1L 1/2
yvears immadiately following the act. fh
h@aqdn plan, in fact, generated new welf
costs of $100 miliion.

~ The raw number of AFDC recipients (although
not the number of eligible families) did
shrink somewhat, but not nearly to the

xtent claimed by Reagan. :

Discussion:

The welfare cost sav ings and the reduction 1
ioads are significantly misstated and ghﬂu‘i
1ot exist at all. They are based upon pLOJ
at would have happened" and comparing uﬁQLw
iections with actual experience after California
are Reform was instituted in October 1971. Among

) 8 in wnich these "ﬁrojoctions" are signi Eicwntly
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.




.2} They projact“thu heavy migration pre-1971

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

(&
i

They project birthrate trends significantly
dbove the actual trends following 1971. '
4} They project rising pre~13%71 trend in
caseload which was due tO'legal chdllmnges
to the State programs which caused the
percent of @¢lglulba wiho pacrticipated 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 uouble 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
) major Federal stimulation of the
- California ecauomy through new defense
' contracts and the $ZJO million :
Lockheed bailout
c¢) a decline in migration rate of the
g unemployed into the §fate.

2) an extension of UWLMJinWeﬁt Insurance beuo
from 26 weeks to 39 weeks which immediat (lj
decreased the number of unemployed entering
welfare. " y 5

3) they ignore increased service costs which in
fact drove the total wel are costs-up over
$100 miliion. o




CHART 1

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE

California
unemnployment Total AFDC New AFDC-U
rate applications applications
1967 Sed 144,648 33;436
19638 5.4 162,475 34,408
19869 Sxd 211,312 46,851
1970 742 319,187 97,302
1971 8.8 285,537 87,737 Reagan weliare
; ' e S B L plan instituted
1972 146 252,767 66,361 JREEN
1973 10 248,973 56,341
\\
CHART 2
UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971
Month Unenployment rate ' AFDC-U caseload
January 9.0 66,000
February 8.6 67,000
Marxrch 9.0 12,000
Mpril 9.2 63,000
May 9.3 65,000
June gl 62 ;000
July 2.8 58,000
August 8.9 56,000
September Sistl, 54,000
October 8.5 52,000
Novernbexr 8.0 50,000
Decenber 8.1 51,000
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TAX RELIEF AND BUDGET SURPLUS

Statements:

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

)Y A massive tax relief bill was OlquHnLél
and signed which resulted in a $378 million
saving to California property owners and
$110 million saving to renters.

Facis:

&) The 5850 miliion surplus was not the result
of State govermment SQV1ng, but rather a
serious niscalculation in which Reagan
"overtaxed” in 1967 through the levy of a
enormous 5943 million tax increase. While
the tax increase was permanent, the rebate
was a Oﬁenshut, tewporary form of relief in

3
g Co 1 )
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preceding the 1970 election.

b} The "tex relief" which reduced property
taxes $488 million was not "relief" and was
in no way the result of sound managementc of
the State. The ﬂromuwty 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
cclimate. In shoxrt the "relief" was ofiset
Ihy other Federal and State tax revenues and
did not "relieve" the taxpayer.

Digocussion:

»d of unprecedentecd
fornia. During the el Jd!

State personal income taxes went up 500%
¢ nank and corporation taxes went up 100%

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

While ;n the years imnediately preceding election
vears (1969 dﬂd 1973), the Governor enacted major
tax TL¢LP£, the elief was temporary, while the
tax increases were permanent.
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The three major tax increases were:
° 1967 -- $943 million ($28C million went

tO property tax relief).

1971 == $4886 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

short term relief was more than offset by the higher
permanent taxes.

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of:

income taxes

capital gains taxes

bank and corporation taxes
inheritance taxes

sales' taxes

cigarette taxes /
liquor' taxes

0 0 0 0 ¢ O ¢C

In artest of the popular support for the Reagan tax
policies, the Governaor 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.




SIZE OF GOVERNMENT IN CALIFORNIA

Statement:

The size of the Call;ornla State Government was
kept constanc.

h.j

do @
act:

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 shork,

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.

Discussiocn:

Supporters of the Reagan administration point out
that during his eight years expenditures for State
opex rations only rose from $2.2 billion to $3.5 billion
and that State a551stance 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.
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e Reagan Welfare Plan in California has been hailed
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?

Abszolutely not. In the first place, the Reagan Plan was
never fully enacted in California. Much of what was
nacted was subsequently invalidated by the State and

1 courts and by HEW. The remainder of the plan
ittle effect in the reduction of costs or case-

e act ac ually appears to have generaLed new welfare
ts of $100 million, and the costs of reinstating

e illegally olscontlnued may eventually run as high
$25 million. \

\
he so-called "savings" claimed by Mr. Reagan were the
esult of overprojecting future welfare costs and taking
redit for actual costs not approaching his projections.
'ne Reagan Plan was instituted about the time that

AR
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'ewige unemployment reached its peak in 1971. When

stat
state pnployment decreased, welfare rolls sharply
decreased. Reagan takes cr edlt 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 unemployient 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
ecoromy helped ease the California welfare mess, not the
Re n welfare plan. ,
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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 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.

taxpayers were one-shot, temporary situations, all of the

It’s also important to note that while the returns to the
caxp

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

vocters.

2. F0Ry

oERAL,

-

¢

-~



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

pproach

L' not sure how Mr. Reagan achieved his "blue
nencil" image. The facts are that the California
State Budget grew from $4.6 billion to $10.2 billion
“u“nng the eight years of his laadership. The more
uoa3¢Lng of California expenditures was unpre-

nted in the history of the State and fueled
ive tax increases.

\
Federal government is currently overcoming a
serious plOblOﬂ of inflation and a large Federal
de£1c1t. I d01 L Ln*n& we can a;mord the style of
£ a
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

Feliow American,

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

The Fox‘d-""ockefe}i? qr team is campaigning mwn:,s‘iy around the nation and
especially in the nuation's first Presidential Primary state, New Hampshire.
'/

Although neither the Presideunt nor the Vice President were selected by
their Party nor elected by the people, t‘my have successfully taken advantage
of their posifions.

Already they have amassed hundreds of thousands of dollars for their
primary battles, and there is no doubt tha., thanks fo the Rockefeller influence
v cin raise lterally millions more.

Ronald Reagaun has received a very warin reception to his speeches across
the country and I can tell you as & loyal supporter that in the very near future he
wiil explain to the natioa why he,- is running for President.

But Hmmld Reagan has a problem. TFunds are very tight

He bas no "sugar-~daddies" bavkrolling his campaiga, but must count upon
ihe loyal support of thousands of Americans such as yourseli.

e to the distoctions of the biased news commentators, Ramud Reagan
musk ¢ hundreds of thousands, even millions of dollars for TV {ime so {hat

'

bhe may sp sak mreciiy to {he American peopie.
He will tell them that as Governor of Califoruia he was successiul in:
--raducing the nuwmber of individuals on welfare rolls by 400, 060,
while at the same time {hose fruly needy individuals received a

45% increase in benefits!

-~greating and returning an $850 million surpius to the California
T2 (=] W 3
laxpayers

~--keeping the size of the California state goverument constant

--originating and signing a massive tax relief bill whmh resulted

in a 3378 million .;a virg to California's property owners and a
$10 million saving to renters.

adov

may
@ rapeated failowing the conveniicn, However, we are
\ Fe « Tl iy Ve Paderat £

Lindividugl contributions up to $1,000 {for examel
o abl




fed ’mi pravid& t’im lead@rsmp this nation needs so

Mc ney 1s needed immediately for the fast approaching primary battles
in New Hampsbire and Florida. Thousands of dollars are needed for postage,
w.nt;w‘u stalls, printing, advertising, efc.

Fonald Reagan needs your dollars today!

’}uu RBeagan Campaigo is truly a campaign of the people. It will take
munitment aod the tiveless efforts and personal sacrifice of i;hou,-:»:a
ands of Americans if we are to be successiul in electing Rouald

26 President of the United States.

&
2
iy

nd your contribution to Rounald Reagan today...$20, $50, $100, or as
much as :}1 G 00 is needed immediately!

With your support and faith and work I know we will carxcy the day for

Treedom.

an Campaign may ;usﬁ, ba the most 1mpo:i' ok election of vour
time. . .befores it is too late for our nation...make 3 ar Luci{i
commitment., . help elem Ronsld Reagan President of the Umce Bta

Please send whatever you possibly can. . .today!

Sincerely,
] Py Iy
L R \ C’».-,’ ,.,rw,'::m:mﬂ @ M’]WMNML.,.-#S;B

Pauwl Laxalt, Chairman
Citizens for Reagan *

¥ $EL%
J~ i K Ak

P.5, Sendthe enclosed post card or your personal leiter to Ronald Reagan
deiting him know you support his Presidential campaign and pleasc
“yeturn your contribution in the enclosed envelope today. Thank you.

3

Abwoiistaly na texpayurs’ Tunds have been wsed in the preparation o Uis corfrrpondands.
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REAGAN RECORD IN CALIPORNIA

&} . Welfare rolls reduced by 400,000

b} Welfare rolls reduced by 24% per year

o) ¢l biliion in taxes 3aved over two Years

d) Significantly decreased fraud and overpayment

-

I

~ The Reagan plan was not fully enacted.

- Much of what did become law was subseguently
invalidated by the State and Federal courts

o b_"{ HEW.

- The remainder had little actual effect on the
reduction of costs or of the caseload, which

o

were curbed fo¥ other reasons, generally
related LO upswing in the national couomy.

- ZCLual costs were not lowered in the 1L 1/2
vears hmudzdtely following the act. The
Reagan pl i, 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, bubt not nearly to the
extent claimed b; Reagan.

P =T el
LAIBCASBSLON:

The welfare cost savings ard the reduction 'n casa-~
ioads are “LgﬂLxluaﬂLly migsstated and generally did
not exist at all. They are Ea;ad upon projecting

-

“Wulu would have happened" and comparing these
projections with actual experience after California
nelfare Reform was instituted in October 1971. Among
the ways in which these "projections" are significantly
overstated {and consequently savings are overstated)
are the following:

u —.x

1} They project the high national unemployment
trends of early 1971 which were reversed
about the same time the California law was
enacted.

FORO
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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} ?ac[ project n¢xth£a““ trends significantly
bove the actual trends folliowing 1971. °

4} They project rising pre~1871 trend in
caseload waich was due to legal challenges
to the State programs which caused the
percent of eligibles wiho participated in
the program to rise from 56% in 1967 to
nearlg';”O% in 1971. In short, this tren d
had saturated and stopped in 1971, but was
projected anyway.
Both Los A; s and the State double
counted the same 20,000 recipients. When
the State stopped goubLb counting them, it
called this a caseload "reduction" of.
20,000.

{5
S~

-éuubuur, 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
chiarts 1 and 2) Freom 8.8 in 1873 o 7.0
in 1973 due to:
a) temporary wage~price freeze enacted
nationally in August 1971

b) major Federal stimulation of the
28 California economy through new defense
' CQHLI&CLS and the $2JO million ?
A Lockheed bailout

¢) a ueci¢na 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 a“employed entoxinq
welfare. 2

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

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE

California
unemployment Total AFDC New AFDC-U
rate applications applications
1987 B 144,648 33136
1568 5.4 162,475 34,408
1969 5.5 23%,313 1 46,851
1970 Te2 319,187 97,302
1971 8.2 285,537 87,737 Reagan weliare
Rt o plan instituted
1972 7.0 252,96 F 66,361 BY
1973 7.8 ! 248,973 56,341
\\
CHART 2

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971
Month Unemployment rate - AFDC-U caseload
January 9.0 66,000
February 8.6 67,000
lMaxrch 240 72,000
April L 68,000
May 9.3 65,000
June 9.1 62,000
July 8.8 58,000
August 8.9 56,000
September Sl 54,000
October 3.5 2000
Noveiber 8.0 50,G00
December 3l 51,000
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i3 BUDGET SURPLUS

3
Shataemen

w

3} A massive . Lax réLl@l bixl WaS rlqlnath
and signed which sulted in a $378 million
saving to Cailfornla property owners and
$110 million saving to renters.

50 million *urpTuJ was not the result
tate govermgent 5avlpg but rathar a

s niscalculation in which Rquuﬂ
overﬁarad" in 1967 throu igh the levy of &

enormous $9%43 million tax increase. While
the tax increase was ;““mdﬁdnk, the rebate
was a one~shot, temporary form of relief in

1969, preceding the 1970 election.
D) The "tax relief® which reduced propert
taxes 5488 million was not "relief" anﬂ 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
- ¢limate._ In shoxrt thb "relief" was offset
by other Federal and State tax revenues and
did not "relieve" the taxpayer.

Discussicn:

were a g&xaaa of unprecedented
te of California. During the e
ministration:

Sbnte personal income taxes went up 500%
Rl dnd corporation taxes went up 100%

GCovernor Reagan was a "big “ncndcr" and these were
biggest tax increases in the history of the

Vhile in the years immediately preceding election
y s {1969 and 1973), the Governor eﬁdcped najor
tax relief, the relief was temporary, while the
tax increases were permanent.




The three major tax increases were:

¢ 1967 -- $943 million ($28C 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
short term relief was more than offset by the higher
permanent ‘taxes.

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of:

income caxes

capital gains taxes

bank and corporation taxes
inheritance taxes

sales' taxes

cigarette taxes /
liquor' taxes

00 6 0 0 0 ©

In artest of the popular support for the Reagan tax
policies, the Governor took his major tax reform
nroposal to the voters in 1973 in the form of a
statewide initiative. The measure was defeated by an
overwhelming majority.

!




SIZE OF GOVERNMENT IN CALIFORNIA

Statement:

The size of the Callfornla State Government was
kept constant.

b

o

ac

During the eight years of the Reagan administration,

ne size of the California State Budget increased
FromuS4.6 bilijion te S10:2 ' billion. -In'shert;

Reagan more than doubled the size of the State

@) -1
ng

) :‘J hl r.

vernment during his administration. This represented
precedented growth, far beyond that accompllshed
by his Democratic predecessors.

']
-4

O£

iscussiocn:

)

brorters of the Reagan administration point out

Supp

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

bud et is totally erroneous. If it were applied to

ne Federal budget, it would mean that Federal
ssistance to States should not be counted in the
buoget. 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.

)(‘A

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.
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UESTION

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?

lutely not. In the first place, the Reagan Plan was
c fully enacted in California. Much of what was
ted was subsequently invalidated by the State and
ral courts and by HEW. The remainder of the plan
ttle effect in the reduction of costs or case-

9]
o

0 -
B

ally appears to have generated new welfare
'O million, and the costs of reinstating
ally discontinued may eventually xun as high

so-called "savings" claimed by Mr. Reagan were the
ult of overprojecting future welfare costs and Laklng
lit for actual costs not approacihing his projections.
he ?eagan Plan was instituted about the time that
t :ew1ae unemployment reached its peak in 1971. When
te unemployment decreased, welfare rolls sharply

sed. Reagan takes cr edlt for this decrease although
1 really due to a change in the Federal and State
economy due to such factors as the price freeze of 1971,
> io

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
econony helped ease the California welfare mess, not the
Reagan welfare plan. £




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
nservative and are his policies sound?

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

ring the eight years Reagan was Governor, he raised
tate persomnal income taxes by over 500% and bank and
corporation taxes by 100%.

The return of $350 million to the taxpayers, imnediately
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.

s also important to note that while the returns to the
taxpayers were one-shot, temporary situations, all of the
sive tax increases were permanentct.

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: .

Governor Reagan claims to have kept the size of
chifornia State Government constant and to have
"blue penciled" spending increases. Could his
roach help slow the enormous growth of Federal
2T

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

\
The Federal government is currently overcoming a
";:iou: problem oI inflation and a large Federal
eficit. I don't think we can afford the style of
isc X management\praCLlced by Mr. Reagan in California.
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101 North Tampa Street
Tampa, Florida 33602
Tampa (813) 229-0404 .

1 057 St. Petersburg (813) 896-0404
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Z;REAeﬁﬁlTAKEs’TAM?A BAYf?ﬁEsiDENTiALJPotL

"(Tampa, ovember 5, 1975) Former California Governor
. Ronald. Reagan ea511y defeated: Pre31dent Gerald Ford; .
?{and Democrat Jimmy Carter showed’ surprlslng strength~, ;
‘fagainst ‘George Wallace in a Pre31dent' poll taken Fe.: -
n-WDAE Radlo's STAN MAJOR SHOW.‘

ceived 217 of the total ote ount as com- j
; o Ford's 13% in a two way race for'the GOP
‘nomlnatlon.  The" total GOP vote?percenta & was 35%.

’three-man race with Alabama Governor George WallaceuJ“
ggarnering 18% with Carter gaining a: strong 17% and -
uber Humphrey taklng 15% of ‘the 4

,;MAJOR conducted the three—hour vote;(off;the alr)
“during his regular talk program on WDAE Tuesday nlght.
‘Some five-hundred voters responded."' i o
ﬂbreakdown : ,

REAGAN : 21% (108 votes)
WALLACE: 18% (89 votes).
CARTER: 17% (8L votes)
HUMPHREY: 15% (7l votes)

FORD: »»;-13% (67 votes) -
KENNEDY : 5% (23 votes)
BAHY s4is 3%‘(13 votes)
JACKSON = 3%~ )
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ORIGINAL TO- Gwen Anderson

COPry TO:_'_ Ron Nessen
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““less and couples with- in-*
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lrom Californians who survived the
-eight years intact, and then elected a
new governor whose fiscal policies, at
least, are as penny-pinching as Mr.

In general, the Reagan years repre-

= sent the first attempt by any. large gov-

~ernment in this country (federal, state

~“or local) to do less for people, not more. ~-- ~ "=
“’"“l'hey also were quixotic years as Reagan .. 1‘ D,

the inexperienced idealist learned to. 7"

nana-with tha waslitiae Af savasnanan h

" By BRUCE WINTERS Qg

sd:oohtaredbettu- Mr. ¢
: h-dgetmumedmmn-vhiurw
-,'f'mmmuﬁmdsiormduklndergaﬂ ‘zon the 2
wmm-nsmm»»wmummmm-w
53 mmmymmmmtm,;gmmn
q‘ ;mod.‘mllm;ononly lo.Qpegeent.
State.:fundsto .

o SR rl | iR, fr 0014 # w2 3‘}

meouﬁ(thWatcomuled
Wilson Reagan, a movie star who gov-
erned the most .populous of the United Pwn‘i 8L
States, and now wants to lead the nation i bitlion.,

As Callfornh’: governor for: elght
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REAGAN SCHEDULE

Thursday Nov. 20

9:30 a,m,- Press Club, Washington D.C.

(Wt
1:30 pem, Miami -f:zh’

6:30 p.ms Manchester, N.H. Town Meeting

Friday Nov. 21

9 a,m, ~ Manchester press conference (tentative)
™ -
H.\/} Charlotte rally at airport
‘ Chicago press conference at airport

Los Angeles airport rally
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MEMORANDUM

November 24, 1975

TO: Bo Callaway
Stu Spencer

FROM: Bob Visser QC

RE: Reagan Candidacy

Now that Ronald Reagan has formally announced his
candidacy 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. ‘





