
The original documents are located in Box 21, folder “Reagan, Ronald” of the Agnes M. 
Waldron Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library. 

 
Copyright Notice 

The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United States Code) governs the making of 
photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Gerald R. Ford donated to the United 
States of America his copyrights in all of his unpublished writings in National Archives collections.  
Works prepared by U.S. Government employees as part of their official duties are in the public 
domain.  The copyrights to materials written by other individuals or organizations are presumed to 
remain with them.   If you think any of the information displayed in the PDF is subject to a valid 
copyright claim, please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.  



' -I J i)J ~ ,-'>_\_i i 
"";· I I 

f Ca11111aig11 
' J i 1i e ,v 

VVooing the Nametags 
C:iio.1go-L~aders of the St:ite Republi- sure that later on these chairmen will feel 

can Partic,s ,\·ere worki ng- the Marrio t Ho- · 
td Conference H, ,,om, h ighballs in hand, 
pickin g at st,111dard hors d'ornvre toys 
a nd renewing poli tical acquaintances. 

lt \Vas 9:30 PM when Ohio slipped out. 
Ca lifo rnia fo llowed. Then New Jer,;ey, Il-
linois, and a f{'w e thers. While the recep-
tion cr:tnk'd Oit , they filed quietly out of 
the r,,c2r,i, ·:1 kll for the annu?. l GOP 
state chairmen's meeting, heading fo r an 
cighl h-fl.ior suite where the night's rea i 
poli ticking was to take place. 

Howard '' I3~" Callaway, Presid.!nt 
Ford's fl amboyLtnt campaign manage, , 
and Stua rt Spencer, the Ford campaign's 
we ll -respected . less fl a~hy strategist, were 
waiting. About a dozen chairmen-most 
from big sta tes, all favorin g Ford's presi-
deJ1tial nominat:on or at least recep tive to 
it-had been invited up by Ohio GOP 
Chairman Kent Mc Gough to hear for 
themselves how the Ford camp a i g n is 
going. 

Very \Yell, they were told. Spencer did 
most of the talking and his report was. 
highly optimistic-so much so t,ha t it sur-
prised some of the veteran state chairmen 
who attended. 

The gospel according to Callaway and 
Spencer, was that Ford will take New 
Hampshire. Take Massachusetts. Take 
Vermont_ [ which just decided to hold a 
primary March 2]. This will bring them 
into conservative Florida, which they re-
gard as uphill but not yet lost-"do-able, 
very do-able" said the quotable Callaway. 

Then comP.s Illinois and March 16, a 
key state if the race is still on by then. 
Unlike New Hampshire and Florida, this 
is not Reagan country and it is a big prize 
[101 delegates]. Ford is well organized 
there, generally believed to be ahead in 
the early going, but the Reagan forces are 
coming on. If Ford were to lose Illinois, 
Callaway told a newsman, "we'd be in se-
rious trouble." 

Some who attended were surprised that 
it did not turn into a gripe session. In pri-
vatP, a few of the chairmen have spoken 
critically of the early Ford campaign ef-
forts-they arc tmhappy with early orga-
ni, ::itional bumbling and feel Callaway a t 
times has been too strident in attacking 
Reagan. 

But in the prc.c:rnce of Callaway and 
Spencer, the;;e men kept their opinions to 
thcmst-lves . "Its inhibiting even to politi-
c i .1 n s to c-a!l clown :i. man face to face 
,,omP t1n11'.-; ," said oi~e hi;:;- slate ('];:1inn::in. 

{ ':.lllaway and SpencN :urivPLI at the 
•• l P d I l 1 11\• T: :•p~1 1il k ·,n ch:; irr11c•n ':, ml'l't-
in.; T hur.~d:.iy ni g ht, get ti ng a jump on 
: h c- i r Hl'a~:i n cmm te rp:i.r t, ,John Sc:i.r;-;, 
\\ :10 c,Jm t.' in the llC'X ! morning. T hc>i r ca-
r.1' l"llf'.•.-; \\".!:, unc!Pr.-;!:i nrlable, for this mcC' t• 
111~ \ 1 :i..; very important to Ford pcoplP, 
.'.111( 1 not \'C'T,V crucia l lo Heagan. 

At this s tage>, the Re:1g,1 n men concede 
tl w.v h:1vc- fc-w s tate- c-hairrn c-n in I.heir cor-
ner. Jn lhc real world of politics [some 
w o u: d say that is a contradiction in 
term.'.!], no one expects party regulars to 
abandon the head of their party-the 
Prc-sident-bdore the first primary bnllot 
has bccn cas t. "Reagan must do well in 
the primaries first," Se a rs conceded. 
"\VJ1al I'm Irvin!! to do be.rc> i.-. irn .. 1 tn.'lkP 

comfortablP about join ing wit h us." 
Thu.~. Srar.-: came on to a formal meet-

ing 0f the 45 attC'ndi"1g chairmen the nex t 
morning with the lowes t of low-key mes-
sa g es . Unity. H armony. Callaway a nd 
S p en c er had a more activist mi;;sion. 
They werf' bu;;y trying to tie the Ford 
camp:i.i~n to the p9wer and purpo:-:es of 
the COP 0rgo.nizat10ns of eac~1 state 
chairm::rn. 

"\Ve feel pretty excited about the cam-
p a i g n .. excited about working with 
you," Bo Callaway told the same meeting 
Sears had just addressed. ''We'd like to 
worl; together with you in a posili,ve way. 
T o start out with the presumption th:lt 
we're rcJlly running the same way . .. 
Joi nt storefronts, join t ficldmen, joint 
canvassing . . . Some of you have good 
p a rty organiza tions and some of you 
dcn't. When you do, we hope to work to-
gether with you in a positive, plus way." 
The enemy, he said, was apathy. 

In corridors and caucu.ses in upstairs 
suites, one cf the topics most frequently 
discussed was Ronald Reagan's controver-
sial $90-million plan. Frequently, but nev-
eT favorably, discussed. 

Se a rs, who represents the challenger, 
found himsel forced to the defensive--
like an i n cum be n t defending a poor 
record instead of like a challenger who 
needs to do 1_1othing but pick and choose 
his line of attack. Reagan's plan was to 
write off $90 million in social, education, 
transportation, housing and weUare p lans 
from tho federal budget and leave it to 
the stat2s to see if they wanted to fund 
similar programs themselves. The trouble 
i-3, much of the money Reagan wants to 
cut from the federal budget is money 
Washington sends to states anyway. Sears 
kept explaining the program was really 
jLE t a "transfer" program, and he kept 
emphasizing that Reagan had, if nothing 
else, came up with a plan that articulated. 
a -feeling now sweeping the country: 
Washington has gotten too big; Washing-
ton does not deliver; Washington must be 
whittled back to size. 

By the end of the two days of politick-
ing most of the chairmen had <l e c i d e d 
only that they would wait and see. "Prob-
ably ve>ry few minds were ch:i.n ged-il' 
any,'' said New York GOP Chairman 
Richard M. Rosenba um. 

Epilogue: There is an art to c:m1paig":1-
ing a t a conference of pros. lt centers 
a r o u n d basics. Like getting everybody's 
n,1 r1C' ri:;ht. But ev0r1 ~he br:-;L s!i:, oncP in 
a while. Consickr ,John SPar;-;, who made 
his r.0 nutat ion ,:; N ixcn''-' top ,<;trafl,g;~r i11 

l'.'•j ·i bc f orC' fa !lin r., rnt.J d1,.::n-or 1•: it11 
John M itchell a ncl H .H. Ha ldeman oncc-
v:cto ry \\' :.IS won . A man approached SC'a r.~ 
in tl w Marriott Hotel wi:h his ha nd out-
slrr tchf' cl Friday and ::;a id: "Hi the-re-, rC'-
rnPmbN me'! \\'e worked together back in 
'68." Sears dropped a deft glance at the 
man's namctag which said : J ames P. 
1\forris . finance chn irnian, NPw Mc>: ieo. 

··sure, J im, great to see you a gain," 
Scars Raid looking the man straight in the 
eye; ho spoke just as the man was grab-
bing his hand and saying-: ' ' I'm Corky 
Morris, you remember back in Albequ-
e r q u e ... " Sears never missed a beat. 
"Of co u rs e I remcmbPr, Corky, tell me 
hrn,v nr,=. thinrrc: nnw '' 
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ERRORS I N CANDIDA TE REAGAN 1S 
SPEECH OF MARCH 31, 1976 

REAGAN STATEMENT: 
page 1, paragraph 3 

"In this election season the White House in telling us 
a solid economic recovery is taking place. It claims 
a slight drop in unemployment. It says that prices 
aren't going up as fast, but they are still going up, 
and that the stock market has shown some gains. But, 
in fact, things seem just about as they were back in 
the 1972 election year. Remember, we were also 

• coming out of a recession then. Inflation has been 
running at around 6%. Unemployment about 7 %. 
Remember, too, the upsurge and the optimism lasted 
through the election year and into 1973. And then, 
the roof fell in. Once again we had unemployment. Only 
this time not 7%, more than 10. And inflation - - wasn 1t 
6%, it was 12%. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The peak of unemployment - - 8. 9% - - was reached in May, 1975·. 
Latest unemployment figures -- March, 1976 -- show the rate was 
7. 5%. The employment is now at an all time high with 86. 7 
million at work. This exceeds the pre-recession peak of 
July, 1974 and is a 2. 6 million gain since March 175. 

Prices are not going up as fast. Inflation in 1974 was at an annual 
rate of over 12 percent. Today it is running at an annua l rate of 
about 6 percent. 

In 1972 we were further into recovery than we are today. But 
}...1r. Reagan ' s statistical facts concerning 197 3-74 are incorrect. 
The peak unen1ployme nt figure was reached in May, 1975 at 
8 . 9% . It ne ver reached 1ocrfo as he states. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 2, paragraph 2 

"Now, in this election year 1976, we're told we're 
coming out of this recession. Just because inflation 
and unemployment rates have fallen to what they were 
at the worst of the previous recession. If history 
repeats itself will we be talking recovery four years 
from now merely because we've reduced inflation from 
25% to 12%." 

RESPONSE: 

All of the figures -- retail sales, GNP, durable goods, housing, 
personal income, etc. clearly show we are moving out of the 
recession -- the Administration's statements are not based merely 
on improved unemployment and cost-of-living statistics as Mr. 
Reagan implies. 

1 



REAGAN STATE M E N T: 
Page 2, paragraph 3 

"The fact is, we'll never build a lasting economic 
recovery b y going deeper into debt at a faster rate 
than we ever have before. It took this nation 166 
years - - until the middle of World War II - - to 
finally accumulate a debt of $95 billion. It took 
this administration just the last 12 months to add 
$95 bill ion to the debt. And this administration 
has run up almost one-four th of our total national 
debt in just these short nineteen months." 

RESPONSE 

The national debt reached $72 billion in 1942. The current 
estimated deficit for FY 1976 is $76. 9 billion. Gross federal 
debt for FY 1976 is estimated at $6 34 billion. Thus the 
administration: s share of the national debt is 15. 6%, not 25%. 

1 
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REAGAN STATE?v1ENT: 
Page 2, paragraph 4 

11 Inflation is the cause of recession and unemployment. 
And we're not going to have real prosperity or recovery 
until we stop fighting the symptoms and start fighting' 
the disease. There 1 s only one cause for inflation - -
government spending more than government takes in. 
The cure is a balanced budget. Ah, but they tell us, 
80% of the budget is uncontrollable. It's fixed by laws 
passed by Congress. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The President has offered specific plans for a balanced budget. 
But a large part of the cause of the current recession is the 
result of past fiscal policies, rapid increases in federal expendi-
tures. There is no quick remedy for problems created a decade 
ago. A rapid return to a balanced budget, as Mr. Reagan calls 
for, would provide fuel for inflation, but at the same time, it 
would mean a long delay in recovery and much longer period of 
high unemployment. 

The budget for FY 1977 estimates that 77. 1 % of the budget is 
uncontrollable. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
page three, la st two sentences of top paragraph 

"But laws 
Congress. 
then isn 1t 

RESPONSE: 

passed by Cong ress can be repealed by 
And, if Congress is unwilling to do this, 

it time we elect a Congress that will? 11 

The open-ended or uncontrollable program; '- call for outlays of 
$383.1 billion in FY 1977. $236. 8 billion is allocated to payments 
for individuals. Does Mr. Reagan want to repeal the following: 

Social Security and Railroad Retirement - - $108. 0 billion 

Federal Employees Retirement Benefits -- $22. 9 billion 

Veterans Benefits -- $16. 3 billion 

Medi ca re and Medicaid - - $ 38. 4 billion 

Public Assistance Programs -- $26.0 billion 

y 



REAGAN STATEM ENT: 
Page 3, paragraph 2 

11 Soon after he took o££ice, Mr. Ford promised he 
would end inflation. Indeed, he declared war on 
inflation. And, we all donned those W IN buttons to 
"Whip Inflat ion Now. 11 Unfortunate ly , the w ar - -
if it ever really started - - was soon over. Mr. 
Ford, without WIN button, appeared on TV, and 
promised he absolutely would not allow the Federal 
deficit to exceed $60 billion (which incidentally was 
$5 billion more than the biggest previous deficit 
we'd ever had). Later he told us it might be as 
much as $70 billion. Now we learn it's $80 billion 
or more.'' 

RESPONSE: 

The President did draw a line at a deficit of $6 0 billion on March 29, 
1975 in a televised address. The largest single yearly d eficit occur-
red in 1943 -- $54. 8 billion. The difference between $ 54. 8 billion 
and $ 60 billion is, of course, $5. 2 billion. The current estimated 
deficit for FY 76 is not $80 billion or more, it is $ 76. 9 billion. 



R E A GAN S T A T E MENT : 
Page 3, paragraph 3 

11 Then came a White House proposal for a $28 billion 
tax cut, to b e matched by a $ 28 billion cut in the 
proposed spending - - not in the pre sent spending, but 
in the propo sed spending in the new budget. Well, my 
question then and my question now is, if there was . 
$28 billion in the new b u d get tha t could b e cut, wh a t 
was it doing there in the first place? 11 

RESPONSE 

The proposed $28 billion cut is a cut in the anticipated $56 
billion year-to-yea r increase in Federal spending that wruld 
take place unless strong measures are taken. The President 
has proposed the reform measures needed to accomplish this 
objective; cutting in half the growth rate of federal spending 
and making it possible to give the American people further tax 
cuts. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 4, paragraph 1 

"It would have been nice if they'd thought of some 
arrangement like that for the rest of us. They could, 
for example, correct a great unfairness that now 
exists in our tax system. Today, when you get a 
cost-of-living pay raise -- one that just keeps you 
even with purchasing power - - it often moves you 
up into a higher tax bracket. This means you pay 
a higher percentage in tax but you reduce your pur-
chasing power. Last year, because of this inequity, 
the government took in $7 billion in undeserved pro-
fit in the income tax alone, and this year they'll 
do even better. Now isn't it time that Congress 
looked after your welfare as well as its own?" 

RESPONSE: 

Inflation does indeed increase taxes. The President has recognized 
this and has been successful in reducing the inflation rate by 50%. 
He has also proposed curbing the rise in expenditures and matched 
this with a comparable tax cut. 



REAGAN STATEMEN T: 
Pag e 5 , paragraph 3 

"Ending inflation is the only long range and lasting 
answer to the problem of unemployment. The Wash-
ington Establishment is not the answer. It's the 
problem. Its tax policies, its harassing regulati ons , 
its confiscation of investment capital to pay for its 
deficits keeps business and industry from expandi ng 
to meet your needs and to provide the jobs we all 
need." 

RESPONSE: 

The Pre sident 1 s economic policies are anti-inflationary. He has. 
vetoed 46 bills and saved the taxpayers $13 billion. (Source: 0MB) 

Monetary expansion is now far more restrained than in 1972. Over 
the last six months, the broadly d_efined money supply has grown 
at an 8. 6% annual rate. In the comparable September 1971-
March 1972 period, it grew at a 14. 6% rate. It should be noted 
that a 14. 6% rate is well above the 10. 5% upper limit of the 
Federal Reserve' s present target range. 

Wholesale prices increased 12. 5% from March 1974-March 1975, 
while the price index went up only 5. 5% between March 1975 and 
March 1976. 

Employment reached an all-time high of 86. 5 million in February. 

New orders for manufactured goods w_ere up 2. 4 percent 1n 
February. 

I 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 6, paragraph 2 

11 At the ti1ne we were only importing a small percentage 
of our oil. Yet, the Arab boycott caused half a million 
Americans to lose their jobs when plants closed down for 
lack of fuel. Today, it's almost three years later and 
"Project Independence" has become "Project Dependence," 
Congress has adopted an energy bill so bad we were kd 
to believe Mr. Ford would veto it. Instead he signed it. 
And, almost instantly, drilling rigs all over our land 
started shutting down . Now, for the first time in our 
history, we are importing more oil than we produce. How 
many Americans will be laid off if there is another 
boycott? The energy bill is a disaster that never should 
have been signed. 11 

RESPONSE: 

Candidate Reagan stated we were only importing a small percentage 
of our oil when the Arab oil embargo occurred in 1974 . In fact, 
we were already importing 35% of our petroleum needs. The 
amount of oil that we imported during 1975 was 6. 0 mb/d, and 
we produced 8. 4mb/d. 

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act passed by the Congress 
in December ended a year-long debate between the Congress 
and the Administration on oil pricing policy and opened the way to 
an orderly phasing out of controls on domestic oil over forty 
months, thereby stimulating our own oil production . By removing 
controls, this bill should give industry sufficient incentive over 
a period of time to explore, develop and produce new fields in 
the outer continental shelf, Alaska, and potential new reserves 
in the lower forty-eight states. Removal of these controls at 
the end of forty months should increase domestic production by 
more than one million barrels per day by 1985 and reduce imports 
by about three million barrels per day. 

The average number of active rotary cir illing rigs rn March 1976 
was approxin1ately 270 less than in December 1975 which was the 
highest level since 1962. Except for the two years after the 
ernbargo, th is First Quarter downturn refle cts a norrnal seasonal 
trend. Further, preliminary estimates indicate that 1976 invest-
rnents by the petroleum industry in production and development 
activi ties will excee d those of 1975. 

l 



REAGAN S TA T EMENT: (c on t inued) 
Pag e 6 , parag raph 2 

R E S P O:NS E : (continue d) 

Mo re importantly , this bill enables the United States to m e et 
a substa ntial portion of the mid- term goals for energy in d e pendence 
set forth ove r a year a g o. Incorporated in this are authorities 
for a strategic storage system, conversion of oil and gas -fi.red 
utility and industrial plants to coal, ene r g y efficienc y l a b e ling , 
emergency authorities for use in the event of another embargo, 
and the authority we need to fulfill our international agreements 
with other oil consuming nations. These provisions will directly 
reduce the nation's dependency on foreign oil by almost two 
million barrels . per day by J 985. In addi_tion, the strategic 
storage system and the stand- by authorities will enable the United 
States to withstand a future embargo of about four million barrels 
per day . 

Oil rigs didn't begin shutting down. There were 1660 drilling 
rigs op e rating in 1975, the highest number in a decade. Throug h 
mid-March 1976, there were as many rigs operating as were 
operating in the comparable period during ' 75. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 7, paragraph 2 

11 Vvhen I became Governor, I inherited a state govern-
ment that was in almost the same situation as New 
York City. The state payroll had been growing for 
a dozen years at a rate of from 5 to 7,000 new 
employees each year. State government was spend-
ing from a million to a million and a half dollars 
more each day than it was taking in. The State's 
great water project was unfinished and underfunded 
by a half a billion dollars. My predecessor had 
spent the entire year's budget for Medicaid in the 
first six months of the fiscal year. And, we learned 
that the teachers' retirement fund was unfunded. A 
four billi::m dollar liability hanging over every prop-
erty owner in the state. I didn't know whether I'd 
been elected Governor or appointed receiver." 

RESPONSE: 

The bonded indebtedness of California at $4 billion does not compare 
to New York City's current problem. 

The State payroll increased from 113,779 in 1967 to 127,929 in 1973. 

The state budget more than doubled under Ronald Reagan. 
$4.6 billion in 1967 to $10.2 billion in 1973. 

From 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 7, paragraph 3 
Page 9, paragraph 2 

"California was faced with insolvency and on the verge 
of bankruptcy. We had to increase taxes. Well, 
this came very hard for me because I felt taxes 
were already too great a burden. I told the people 
the increase, in my mind, was temporary and that, 
as soon as we could, we'd return their money to 
them. 

"This was government-by-the-people proving that it 
works when the people work at it. When we ended 
our eight years, we turned over to the incoming 
administration a balanced budget. A $500 million 
surplus. And, virtually the same number of employees 
we'd started with eight years before. Even though the 
increase in population had given some departments a 
two-thirds increase in work load." 

RESPONSE: 

The number of state employees increased from 113,779 in 1967 
to 127, 929 in 1975. Under Reagan, there were three huge tax 
increases totalling more than $2 billion. 

In 1967, there was an increase of $967 million, the largest state 
tax hike in the nation's history. Of this, $280 million went for 
one-time deficit payment and state property tax relief. In 1971, 
the increase was $488 million with $150 million for property tax 
relief. In 1972, an increase of $6 82 million with $650 million for · 
property tax relief. Much of this property tax relief was short 
term, but the overall tax increases were permanent. 

State personal income tax revenues went from $500 million to 
$2. 5 billion, a 500% increase. Taxable bracket levies were in-
crea sed from 7% to 11 %. The size of the brackets was reduced 
so that taxpayers reached the highest bracket more quickly and 



Page 7, paragraph 3 and Page 9 , p a r ag raph 2 (continued ) 

p e rsona l exemptions were reduced. Finally, after he adamantly 
deni ed that he would ever do so, the Gov ernor agreed to a system 
of withholding state income taxes. 

Bank and corporation taxes went up 100%. The state sales tax 
rose from 4% to 6%. The tax on cigarettes went up 7 cents a 
pack and the liquor tax rose 50 cents per gallon. Inheritan c e 
tax rates were increased and collections more than doubled. 

Under Reagan, . the average tax rate for each $100 of assessed 
valuation rose from $8. 84 to $11. 15. Under predecessor Pat 
Brown, the increase was much less in dollars and percentage --
from $6. 96 to $8. 84, and in the six years of Republican Knight's 
administration, it was still less - - from $5. 94 to $6. 96. One 
reason for the big increase under· Reagan -- from $3. 7 billion to 
$8. 3 billion - - is that the state paid a steadily smaller per-
centage of the school costs -- one of the biggest reasons for 
local property taxes. 

Despite periodic efforts to provide relief, there has been a sub-
stantial increase in the burden carried by most property owners. 
Inflation and high assessments have helped wipe out any savings. 
Only $8 5 5 million of the record $1 O. 2 billion budget in Reagan's 
final year was for tax relief for homeowners and renters. 



REAGAN STAT EMENT : 
Page 10, paragraph 4 

"And in l ess than three years we reduced the rolls by 
more than 300,000 p eople . Saved the taxpayers $2 
billion. " 

RESPONSE: 

Substitute for 300,000 and $2 billion the followin g : 

1. Drop b y 20, 000 persons in rolls due to correction in 
accounting procedures in larges t county, Los Ang eles. 

2. Migratory rate of unemployed into California declined 
from 233,000 in 1967 to 44,000 in 1971. 

3. 110,000 decline in rolls attributed to Reagan even 
though his welfare prog ram had not gone into effect 
when decline occurre d. 

4. Rolls for welfare families increased in 8 years of 
Reagan's Governorship from 729,357 to 1,384,400 
and their state expenditures we nt from $408 million 
to $995 million. 
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REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 11, top sentence 

"And, incr eased the gr ants to the truly deserving ne edy 
b y an average of 43 %. vVe also carried out a suc c e ssful 
experiment which I believe is an answer to much of the 
welfare problem in the nation. We put able-bodied welfare 
recipients to work at useful com1nunity projects in return 
for their welfare grants. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The average payment of the AFDC in 1970 was $193. 00 per family; 
in 1974, it was $239. 00. The average payment for Old Age 
Assistance in 1970 was $117. 00 per person; in 1974, the average 
payment was $129. 00 per person. 

The program never touched more than 6 / 10th of 1 % of welfare 
recipients. Also, the program was designed to have 59,000 
participants in the first year in 35 counties, but it managed 
only 1, 100 participants in 10 counties in mostly rural farm 
areas. 

In May 1974 the California Auditor General found that 262 
participants found regular work as a result of the program at a 
cost of $1. 5 million. This amounts to $6,000 in overh ead costs 
plus regular welfare costs for each person placed in regular 
employment. 

In 1974, because the program was a complete failure, it was 
repealed by the Legislature. 



REAGA N STATEMENT : 
page 12, pa r agraph 4 

11 Independent business people, shopkeepers and farmers file 
billions of reports every year required of them by Washington. 
It amounts to some 10 billion pieces of paper each year and 
it adds $50 billion a year to the cost of doing business. 
Washington has been loud in its promise to do something 
about this blizzard of paperwork. And they made g;od. 
Last year they increased it by 20%. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The figures 10 billion and 50 billion are guestimates. No one has 
counted the number of pages in all of these reports . Moreoever, 
if it is liberally estimated that it costs $100 an hour to work on these 
forms, the total cost to business would be $4. 3 billion. 

Between December, 1974 and December, 1975, the number of reports 
from the Executive branch agencies excluding IRS, banking and 
regulatory agencies declined by 5%. However, the number of hours 
of burden associated with filling out the reports required by the 
Congress, i.e., the Real Estate Settlements Act which requires 
information to be filed when a house is sold added 4 million manhours 
of reporting burden last year. In the absence of that report the 
reporting burden would have declined. There are other reports 
mandated by Congress which have added to this burden. 

I 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Pa.ge 13, paragraph 2 

''We gave just enough support to one side in Angola to 
encourage it to fight and die but too little to give it a 
chanc e of winning . 11 

RESPONSE: 

The U.S. objective m supporting the FNLA/UNITA forces in 
Angola was to assist them, and through them all of black Africa, 
to d efend against a minority faction supported by Soviet arf!ls and 
Cuban intervention. Despite massive Soviet aid and the presence 
of Cuban troops there was a good chance for a satisfactory outcome 
in Angola until December 19 when Congress adopted the Tunney 
Amendment cutting off further U.S. aid to the FNLA and UNIT A. 



REAGAN STATEMEN T: 
Pag e 13, parag raph 3 

" In Asia our new relationship with mainland China can 
have practical benefits with both sides. But that doesn't 
mean it should include yielding to demands by them as 
the Administration has, to reduce our military presence 
on Taiwan where we have a long-time friend and ally, 
the Republic of China. 11 

RESPONSE: 

We have not reduced our forces on • .. Taiwan as a result of 
Peking's demands. Instead, our reductions stem from our own 
assessment of U.S. political and security interests. We have 
drawn our forces down because the Vietnam conflict has ended 
and because the lessening of tension in the area brought about 
by our new relationship with the People's Republic of China 
has made it possible . 



RE A G AN STATEMENT: 
Page 13 , parag raph 3 

11 l\!lr. Ford ' s new Ambassador to the United Nations 
attacks our long time ally Israel. " 

RESPONSE: 

Governor Scranton not only did not attack Israel, his veto blocked 
an unbalanced Security Council Resolution critical of Israel - - a 
resolution that every other member of the Security Council voted 
for. In his March 23 speech in the United Nations Security Council 
Governor Scranton was simply reiterating long-standing U.S. 
policy - - a policy articulated by every Administration since 196 7 
on Israel's obligations as an occupying power under international 
law with regard to the territories under its occupation. 



R EA GA, 1 STr\ TE _AE)J T: 
Page 13 -14, p aragraph 3 

11.And it is also revea led now that we seek to establish 
frien dly relations with Hanoi. To make it more palatable, 
we are told this might help us learn the fate of the men 
still listed as Missing in Action. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The Congress, reflecting the desire of the American people and 
the Administration for an accounting of our Missing in Action and 
the return of the bodies of dead servicemen stil held by Hanoi 
has urged the Administration to make a positive gesture toward 
Hanoi in an effort to obtain such information. The Administration, 
in ke e ping with this Congressional mandate, has offered to discuss 
with Hanoi the significant outstanding issues between us. We have 
not said we 'seek to establish friendly relations with Hanoi. 1 Such 
an assertion is totally false. 



REAGAN STATEMENT : 
Page 14, paragraph 2 

" In the las t few days, Mr. Ford and Dr. Kissinge r have 
taken us from hinting at invasion of Cuba to laugh ing it 
off as a ridiculous idea. Except, that it was their 
ridiculous idea. No one else suggested it. Once again 
what is their policy? During this last year, they carried 
on a campaign to befriend Castro. They p e rsuaded the 
Organization of Ame rican States to lift its trade embargo, 
lifted some U.S. trade restrictions, they engaged in 
culture exchanges. And then on the eve of the Florida 
primary election, Mr. Ford went to Florida, called 
Castro an outlaw and said he'd never recognize him. 
But he hasn't asked our Latin American neighbors to reimpose 
a single sanction, nor has he taken any action hims elf. 
Meanwhile, Castro continues to export revolution to 
Puerto Rico, to Angola, and who knows where else? 

RESPONSE: 

We did not persuade the OAS to lift the sanctions against Cuba. 
At Quito in the fall of 1974 we did not support a motion in the 
OAS to do so. At San Jose last summer the U.S. voted in favor 
of an OAS resolution which left to each country freedom of action 
with regar d to the sanctions. We did so because a majority of 
the OAS members had already unilaterally lifted their sanctions 
a gainst Cuba, and because the resolution was supported by a 
majority of the organization members. Since that resolution 
passed, no additiona l Latin American country has established 
relations with Cuba. 

The U.S. did not lift its own sanctions against Cuba, did not 
enter into any a greements with Cuba, and did not trade with Cuba. 
We did not engage in cultural exchanges. 1/ve validated some 
pas sports for U.S. Congressmen. and their staffs, f or some 
scholars and for some reli g ious leaders to v isit Cuba . We issued 
a few select visas to Cubans to vis it the U.S.. These minimal 
steps we re taken to test whether there was a mutual interest in 
ending the hostile nature of our rela tions. This policy was 
cxmsisLent with the traditional American interest in supporting 
the free flow of ideas and people . W e have, since the Cuban 
adventure in Angola, conc lud ed tha t the Cubans are not interested 
in changing their ways . \Ve have resumed our highly restrictive 
policies toward Cuban travel. \Vith regard to Cuban efforts to _/ 
interfere in Puerto Rican affairs, we have made it emphatically cle ar 



RF.AGAN STATErv1ENT: (continued) 
Page 14, paragraph 2 

RESPONSE: (continued ) 

m the UN and bilaterally to the Cubans and other nations that 
the U.S . will not tolerate any interference in its internal affairs. 



--------------------------------- ---

R E AGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 15 , parag raph 3 

"The Canal Zone is not a colonial possession. It is not 
a long-term lease. It is sovereign U.S. territory e v ery 
bit the same as Alaska and all the states that were carved 
from the Louisiana Purchase. vVe should end those 
negotiations (on the Panama Canal) and tell the General: 
We bought it, we paid for it, we built it and we intend 
to keep it. " 

RESPONSE: 

Negotiations between the United States and Panama on the Canal 
have been pursued by three successive American Presidents. 
The purpose of these negotiations is to protect our national 
security, not diminish it. 

Finally, Governor · Reagan's view that the Canal Zone is "sovereign 
U. S. territory every bit the same as Alaska and all the states 
that were carved from the Louisiana Purchase" is incorrect. 
Legal Scholars have been clear on this for three-quarters of a 
century. Unlike children born in the United States, for example, 
children born in the Canal Zone are not automatically citizens 
of the United States. 



RE.:\G.:\.' ST AT E.YIENT : 
Page 16 , paragraph 1 

"The Soviet Army outnumbers ours more than two-to-one 
a nd in reserve s four-to-one. They out-spe nd us on 
weapons b y 50%. The ir Navy outnumbers ours in surface 
ships and submarines two-to-one. We are outgunned in 
artillery three -to-one and their tanks outnumber ours 
four-to-one. Their strategic nuclear missiles are larger, 
more powerful and more numerous than ours. The 
evidence mounts that we are Number Two in a world • 
where it is dangerous , if not fatal, to be second best." 

RESPONSE: 

Our nation is not "in danger,'' but it is damaging to the interests 
of this country when a politician declare to our adversaries and 
our friends abroad - - falsely - - that we are in second place. 
Such statements are both irresponsible and dangerous in that 
they alarm our people and confuse our allies. 

It is meaningless to say the Soviet Army may now be twice the 
size of the U.S . Army when about half of the Soviet Army is 
deployed on the Chinese border . More meaningful is the Soviet 
Army strength in Europe. Such rhetoric based on simplistic 
factural comparisons indicate a disturbingly shallow grasp of what 
true balance is all about. 

Mr. Reagan conveniently neglects to point out that our strategic 
forces are superior to Soviet forces . Our missiles are far , 
more accurate and .survivable. vVe have over twice as many 
missile warheads and, after all, it is the warheads which actually 
reach the target. Our lead in this area has been increasing over 
the past several years. Mr. Reagan likewise ignores our vast 
superiority in strategic bombers. 

Addressing the implication that the President has tolerated a weak 
defense polic y , Pr es ident Ford is the one who r eve rsed the trend 
of shrinking defense budgets. His last two defens e bud get s are 
the highest pe acetime bud gets in the nation's history. Mr. Reag an 
mi.g ht better speak to the Democratic Cong r es s about its $32 
billi.on cuts in defense over the past si.x year s . 

E xarni.ning in more detail the que stion of A1ne rica's strength f irst, 
we rnust dispose of the nu1nbers gam e . If national defense were a 



RE:\GA~ STA TEidEI\T : (continued) 
Pag e 16, paragraph l 

RESPONSE: (con tinued) 

matter of bookkeep ing we could point out that: 

- -Our missile warheads have tripled; 

- - We lead the Soviet Union by more than two-to-one; 

- -We have over a three-to-one lead in strategic 
bombers; 

--Our missiles are twice as accurate as the Soviet 
Union's. 

But it is a disservice to the American people to confuse them 
with any such nurnbers comparison. Two important facts are 
ignored by Governor Reagan. 

First, the United States stands at the head of a great Alliance 
system in Europe, and we are firmly tied to the strongest 
economic power in Asia. We have friendly relations with most 
of the nations of the world. These relations are the product 
of our longtime bipar tisan foreign policy and the valuable 
accomplishments of all of our previous Administrations since 
President Truman. 

Second, we cannot ignore that whatever might be the balance 
of powe r today, it is not fixed. In our military programs and 
our defense budgets, we are indeed looking to the future to 
guarantee that this nation will never be in danger. 

In our defense prog rams many new programs insure our position 
of strength : 

- -Vv e are proceeding with the development and production 
of the world's most modern strategic bomber, the B-1. 

--We are proceeding wi th t h e development and production 
of the \vor ld' s most modern and l ethal miss le launch ing 
sub1nari ne , t he Trident. 

- - ·we are developing a n ew lar ge ICB).L 



REAGAN STATEMENT: (continued) 
P a ge 16, paragraph 1 

RESPONSE: (continued) 

We are producing three new fighters. 

We are planning the production of 15 new fighting ships. 

It is true a figure that can be cited to show that the Soviets have 
more ships, but it is a distortion to equate Soviet destroy~rs with 
our modern nucl ear powered aircraft carriers. 

The money we have put into defense over the past several years 
has been inadequate. However, the responsibility for slashing 
$32 billion dollars must rest with the Congress, not the 
Administration. 

Fortunately, under the prodding of President Ford, the Congress 
has begun to awaken to the risks of constantly reducing our 
defense spending. If the budget he proposed this year passes, 
the trend will have been reversed. 

In fact we are number one. Unless we falter our give way to 
panic we will remain number one. 

. f 0 



REAGAN S TA T EMENT : 
?age 16, paragraph 2 

"Why did th e Presid ent travel h a lfway ' round th e wo rld 
to sign the Hel s ink i P a ct, putting our stamp of approv al 
on Ru s si a I s enslavement of the captive nations? 

We gave aw ay the fr eedom of millions of peopl e - -
freedom that wa s not ours to give. 11 

RESPONSE: 

Th e President did not go to Helsinki to put the stamp of approval 
on Soviet domination of Eastern Europe. On the contrary, he 
went to Helsinki, along with the Chiefs of State or heads of 
government of all our Western allies and, among others, a Papal 
Representative, to sign a documents which contains Soviet commitments 
to greater respect for human rights, self-determination of peoples, 
and expanded exchanges and communication throughout Europe. 
"Basket three" of the Act calls for a freer flow of people and 
ideas among all the European nations. 

The Helsinki Act, for the first time, specifically provides for the 
possibility of p e ac eful change of borders when that would correspond 
to the wishes of the peoples concerned. With regard to the particular 
case of the Baltic State s, President Ford stated clearly on July 25 
that " the United States has n ever recognized the Soviet incorporation 
of Lithuania, La tvia and Estonia and is not doing so now . Our 
official policy of non-recognition is not affected by the results of 
the European Security Conference. 11 In fact, the Helsink i document 
its elf states that no occupation or acquisition of territory by force 
will be recogn ized as 1 egal. 

I 



REAGAN STA TElV1ENT 
P age 16 , paragraph 3 

" Now we must ask if someone is g1v1ng a\,:ay our own 
freedom. Dr. Ki ssinger is quoted as saying that he 
thinks of the U.S. as Athens and the Soviet Union as 
Sparta. 1 The day of the U.S. is past and today is the 
day of the Soviet Union. 1 And h e added, ' ... My job as 
Secretary of State is to negotiate the most acceptable 
second-best position available. 1 " 

RESPONSE 

Governor Reagan's so-called quotes from Secretary Kissinger are 
a total and irresponsible fabrication. He has never said what the 
Governor attributes to him .or anything like it. In fact, at a 
March 23, 1976 press conference in Dallas, Secretary Kissinger 
said: "I do not believe that the United States will be defeated. 
I do not believe that the United States is on the decline. I do 
not believe that the United States must get the best deal it can. 

111 believe that the United States is essential to pre serve the 
security of the fr ee world and for any progress in the w orld that 
exists. 

11ln a p~riod of great national difficulty, of the Viet-Nam war, 
of Watergate, of endless investigations, we have tried to preserve· 
the role of the United States as that major actor. And I believe 
that to e x pla in to the American people that the policy is complex, 
that our involvement is permanent, and that our problems are 
neverthe less soluble, is a sign of optimism and of confidence in 
the American people rather than the opposite. 11 



REAGA N STA TEM ENT 
Page 17, paragraph 2 

"Now we learn that another hi gh official of the S ta t e 
Department, Helm ut Sonne nfe ldt, who m D r . Kis si n ge r 
refers to as his 1 'Kis singer 11 , has expressed the b e lief 
that, in effect, the captive nations should give us a ny 
claim of national sovereignty and simply become a pa r t 
of the Soviet Union. He says, 'Their d es ire to break out 
of the Soviet stra ightjacket' threatens us with World War III. 
In other words, s laves should accept their fate., : 

RESPONSE: 

The statement is wholly in accurate, and a gross distortion of fact, 
to ascribe such views to Mr. Sonnenfeldt or to this AdmiEtration. 
Neither he nor anyone else in the Administration has e x pressed any 
such belief. The Administration view on this issue was expressed 
by Secretary Kissinger before the House International Relations 
Committee on March 29 as follows: 

11As far as the U.S. in concerned, we do not acc e pt a 
sphere of influence of any country, anywhere, and 
emphatically we reject a Soviet sphere of influe nc e in 
Eastern Europe. 

"Two Presidents have visited in Eastern Europe; there 
have be e n two visits to Poland and Romania and Yugoslavia, 
by Presidents. I have made repeated visits to Eastern Europe, 
on every trip to symbolize and to make clear to the s e countries 
that we are interested in working with them and t ra t we do 
not accept or act upon the exclusive d o minance o f any one 
country in that area. 

"At the same time, we do not v,1ant to g i v e encoura geme nt 
to a n up r ising that might lead t o enormous suffering . But in 
terms of the basic positio n o f the United Sta tes, w e do not 
a ccept the do m i nan c e of a ny o n e country anywhe re . 

11 Yu gos l avi a was mentioned , for example . We would emph a tically 
consider i t a very gra ve matter if ou tside f orces were t o attempt 
to intervene in the domestic affai r s of Yugo slavi:1.. We we!con1e 
Eastern Europe an countries deve l op ing 
their national traditions, and ,ve w ilJ 
is the pol icy of the Unit e d St.ates, and 
doctrine . 11 

more in a c cordance with 
cooperate wi th them. This 
there is r:o S onnenfel dt 
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reactions Ii 

To the Editor: 
Some misguided leftists are trying 

to have capital punishment ruled un-
constitutional, basing their argument 
on the "cruel and unusual punish-
ment" clause of the Constitution. To a 
careful student of the Constitution, 
this argument is patently specious. 

The 8th Amendment indeed does 
state , "nor cruel and unusual punish-
ments inflicted ." To determine 
whether capital punishment qualifies 
as such, it is instructive to see whether 
the Constitution itself gives any indica-
tion. The 5th Amendment states, "No 
person shall be held to answer for a 
capital , or otherwise infamous crime, 
unless on a presentiment or indictment 
of a Grand Jury .. .. " This reference in 
the 5th Amendment to capital crimes 
is an obvious indication that capital 
punishment is an accepted and legiti-
mate practice. For certain crimes and 
for certain criminals , the death penalty 
is the most suitable answer. 

The 5th and 8th Amendments were 
adopted concurrently, and therefore 
neither takes precedence over the 
other as to its Constitutional force. It 
is apparent that if capital punishment 
is to become Constitutionally a "cruel 
and unusual punishment", an addi-
tional Amendment will be required to 
abrogate the 5th Amendment 's provi-
sion. Moreover, it is also apparent that, 
lacking such a future Amendment, the 
issue should be closed to judicial re-
view. 

To the Editor: 

Carl Olson 
Woodland Hills , CA. 

The defense budget of the United 
States is inadequate because of infla-
tion. Nevertheless, many members of 
Congress, our TV networks , and self-
styled liberal papers are assaulting our 
entire defense system, while the mili-
tary strength of Soviet Russia is in-
creasing by leaps and bounds daily . 

Wide circles of American citizens , 
including those of the Eastern Euro-
pean descent, are alarmed to see that 

rebuttals 
our machinery and wheat are sold to 
Soviet Russia. These sales strengthen 
the deficient Russian economic system 
and military potential. 

These who advocate the detente 
between the United States and Soviet 
Russia disregard the warnings of Alek-
sandr I. Solzhenitsyn that the Russian 
Communist leaders have no intention 
to honor any agreements with the 
United States, and that they do their 
very best to achieve the destruction of 
the United States. The facts should 
not be ignored that Soviet Russia has 
violated many international agree-
ments and has occupied Lithuania, 
Latvia, Estonia , Hungary, Czechoslo-
vakia , and other countries in Eastern 
Europe. 

Therefore, informed persons should 
ask the members of Congress to in-
crease our defense budget consider-
ably , and to do their best to oppose 
the selling of our machinery and wheat 
to our arch-enemy - Soviet Russia - and 
likewise refrain from making any con-
cessions of credit to Russia. Besides, 
the Congress should be urged to en-
courage the explosive forces of nation-
alism of the Lithuanians, Latvians, 
Estonians, the Ukrainians, Georgians, 
Armenians, and the other non-Russian 
peoples in the Soviet Union - the large-
scale prison of peoples- and weaken 
the Russian imperialism, colonialism, 
and aggression considerably. 

To the Editor: 

Dr. Alexander V. Berkis 
Professor of History 

The few individuals who have taken 
up the defense of traditionalist teach-
ings on freedom have largely come out 
poorly by allowing the libertarians to 
define the nature of the debate. "Lib-
erty ," as Lord Acton observed, "is not 
the freedom to do what you want, but 
the freedom to do what you ought." 
Conservatism is not an exercise in 
maximizing freedom qua freedom, but 
in defining, preserving, and incorporat-
ing the ought into individual's life. 

The debate should not center 
around which laws infringe upon an 

individual's free will. They all do. The 
question is that defining a certain ideal 
as good , which for us is the Judeao-
Christian heritage, how can we maxi-
mize individual adherence so that ex-
ternal compulsion is unnecessary . 
Hence, the primacy of prejudice as 
defined by Burke and the central role 
of family and church as providing 
restraints in man's relations to man , 
not as an adjunct, but as a necessary 
usurper to the encroachment of the 
state as a parent often stands between 
the state and his minor child. 

Secondly, traditionalist immedi-
ately lose their creditability if they 
decide that the issue is "decriminaliza-
tion" where the issue is the elimina-
tion of the concept of sin. As the 
socialists emerge from the proposition 
that not they themselves or God was 
responsible for their position in soci-
ety and hence developed the apologia 
of exploiters and the oppressed, so too 
do libertarians insist that the state and 
its historical tradition are infringing 
upon their personal prerogatives. As 
freedom is allowed to be defined as 
free will, we come ever closer to 
Sweden or Brave New World where the 
most acceptable and acquirable free-
dom among any group of men is soma 
and pneumatic women. 

To the Editor: 
ln January New Guard, both Henry 

Camden and William Rusher based 
part of their advocacies of a "conserva-
tive" majority party on Kevin Phillips' 
absurd work , The Emerging Republi-
can Majority. 

Interesting. Some of the policies 
implied in that book for the aspmng 
majority party include: 
- expansion of public power. 
- continued farm price supports . 
- federal 'job creation'. 
- retaining and raising the minimum 

wage laws. 
- planned inflation. 
- continued compulsory collective bar-

gaining, and possible repeal of right-
to-work laws. 

- a high level of public works expendi-
tures. 

To some people , such a party may 
be worth the efforts of forming it and 
getting it on the ballot. But I'll not 
waste my shoes and knuckles circulat-
ing petitions, nor my time and travel 
in its founding conventions. It has 
been my impression that the goal of 
Y AF is to move the center , not move 
into it. 

Jack R. Patterson 
Roanoke , Va. 

(Continued on inside back cover) 

IN THIS ISSUE: 

The 1975 Conservative Political Action Conference held in Washington, 
D.C., in February was a major political event. Participants came from 
across the nation to hear conservative leaders and to discuss the possible 
formation of a new major political party. 

NG's own political analyst Henry Camden explains the significance of 
CPAC, p. 6 . . . Former YAF National Chairman and current U.S. 
Representative from Maryland, Robert Bauman, kicked off the exciting 
conference with a ringing denunciation of the two major parties as they 
are presently structured, and offered realignment as a desirable reform, 
p. 7 . . . American Conservative Union Chairman, M. Stanton Evans, 
explored new party options, p. 11 ... Ohio Congressman John Ashbrook 
presented a first-hand view of life within a party which has misplaced its 
principles, p. 13 . . . Photographs of the highlights of the Conference begin 
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on p. 16 ... The most important task of the Conference was the initiation 
of the formal mechanism for exploring the alternative of a new party. The 
resolution which created this body and the other twelve policy statements 
of the CPAC participants are on p. 18 ... North Carolina Senator Jesse 
Helms repeated his criticism of the major parties, and called for grass roots 
organization and a platform convention, p. 15 ... Political analyst Kevin 
Phillips reported on the results of survey data, and found them promising, 
p. 25 .. . New York Senator James Buckley urged the return to principle, 
p. 27 . . . YAF Chairman Ron Docksai affirmed the need for the new 
party, p. 28 ... 

The conference was climaxed by the major address by Ronald Reagan, 
whom many view as the candidate to effect the change which is so 
urgently needed, p. 30. 
(ED . note: because of the special nature of this issue, and the limitations 
of space, the Books, Arts, and Things section has not been included. It will 
return with the next issue.) 
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AOVIeti:& 
OISSti:NT 

• The Conservative Political Action Conference, on which 
this issue of New Guard focuses, gathered conservatives 
from across America, spotlighted the growing rift between 
conservatives and the GOP of Ford and Rockefeller, drew 
over l 00 reporters and received thorough impressive na-
tional media coverage. But the conference participants did 
more than vocalize their rejection of liberal policies which 
have brought this nation an economic crisis, judical 
tyranny, strategic inferiority, educational egalitarianism, 
and a host of other ills. The attendees acted to give flesh to 
their repudiation - they formed the Committee on Con-
servative Alternatives, and authorized it" ... to review and 
assess the current political situation and to develop future 
opportunities; ... and call another national meeting, if 
deemed necessary, to chart more explicitly the future 
course of conservatism." 

Thus, the crucial step was taken with the creation of the 
formal mechanism for considering the new party option. In 
a post-Conference meeting, the Committee has agreed, 
among other things, to an organized investigation of state 
election laws and the requirements necessary to secure a 
place for a new party on the ballot. 

The formation of the Committee was a crucial move; it 
was a prudent one as well. No reckless call for a new party 
to spring full-grown from the deliberations of a four day 
convocation of the conservative movement was passed. 
Rather, the Committee composed of movement leaders, 
Senators and Representatives, Republican Party leaders, 
and former aides to Ronald Reagan and Governor Wallace, 
and open to the inclusion of others, represents a responsible 
effort to study seriously all of the alternatives open, and to 
puruse that course of action which will offer the greatest 
likelihood of a viable vehicle for conservative principles in 
1976 and beyond. 

4 

• Assistant Secretary of State William Rogers announced 
in March that the United States is prepared to recognize 
Panama's full sovereignty over the Panama Canal. In 
informing the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on 
Western Hemisphere Affairs of the status of negotiations on 
a new U.S.-Panama treaty, Rogers warned that if the Senate 
rejected the negotiated treaty, a "confrontation with 
Panama" could result, "in the process of which" the canal 
could be rendered inoperative. 

What the State Department's Latin America expert 
seems to be proposing, or in effect commanding, is that the 
United States Senate subject itself to the political and 
economic blackmail threats of the paper tiger regime of 
Omar Torrijas . But many influential Senators fortunately 
possess the principle and courage which has been so lacking 
in the State Department; they do not quake at the rhetoric 
of a dictatorial demagogue ; they will not sacrifice what is 
properly the property of the United States to appease the 
left-wing leader who seized power in I 968; they will not 
endanger the security of the Western Hemisphere to prop 
up the flamboyant policies of the Secretary of State. As the 
New Guard noted in April 1974, 

"The Panama Canal was made a reality because the high 
price in U.S. lives , efforts, dollars and technological feats 
was paid by this nation . In a treaty signed in I 903, the U.S. 
purchased , not leased, the ten mile wide Canal Zone strip 
"in perpetuity". The treaty specifically gave to the U.S. 
sovereign rights, power, and authority within the zone. 
Since that time, over $6 billion tax dollars have gone to 
underwrite the cost and maintenance of the Canal. In 
addition, the U.S. gives $2 million annually as compensa-
tion to the Panamanian government; the prosperity, com-
pensation, employment opportunities, and ancillary social, 
medical, and educational services made possible for Panama 
by U.S. ownership of the Canal Zone has given that small 
nation the highest per capita income in Central America . 
More than 40% of Panama's foreign exchange earnings and 
nearly I /3 of its gross national product are either directly 
or indirectly attributable to the Canal. Furthermore , the 
U.S . allows ships of all countries use of the Canal, in spite 
of the fact that the U.S. must pay for the Canal's upkeep." 

Fortunately, in our system of checks and balances, the 
Constitution requires that 2/3 of the Senate approve all 
treaties. Within a week of Rogers' report, Senators Strom 
Thurmond and John McClellan submitted a resolution 
which carried the names of 3 7 Sena tors- more than the I /3 
needed to block passage of a treaty. The resolution stated 
unequivocally (another quality lacking in the State Depart-
ment) that the signatories are firmly opposed to the suicidal 
proposal which would give to a tiny and unstable country 
control over the jugular of the Western Hemisphere . If the 
Ford administration were wise, it would not add to the long 
list of grievances against conservative principles, and would 
restrain the State Department from its baser instincts. 

• To the dismay of many social engineers, a convincing 
case can be made that the government ought not to involve 
itself in the sex lives of its citizens. It is a timely case, and 
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interesting in that precisely when the FBI is being sharply 
criticized for maintaining files which happen to include 
information of the sexual proclivities of elected officials, 
other government agencies should be sponsoring full scale 
probes into the similar activities of non-elected officials, 
i.e. , college students. 

For example, the National Institute of Health recently 
granted $342,000 to University of Michigan's Dr. David 
Kallen to conduct an inquiry into the sexual attitudes of 
1200 of the country 's undergraduates, with particular 
emphasis on the motivation behind their use or non-use of 
contraceptive devices. 

In one of his more commendable forays , Senator William 
Proxmire (D-Wis .) denounced the "study" as a waste of 
taxpayers' money, a serious invasion of privacy, and a 
process which involved "highly questionable" procedures. 
As a member of the appropriations committee which 
finances the NIH's junkets, Senator Proxmire pointed out 
that Kallen was an employee for six years of the child 
health division of the NIH , and charged that his research 
contract had been awarded on an insufficiently competitive 
basis. Adding insult to injury, Kallen was granted almost 
$100,000 more than he had asked for. 

These charges, of course , are serious , and warrant 
investigation. But more important is the value system which 
underlies the NIH grant, a value system which is antithetical 
to American concepts of the proper role of government, 
and the _right of privacy which citizens ought to enjoy . 

Now the NIH bureacrats are well meaning, no doubt. 
They sincerely want to know why people are so lacking in 
civic duty as to refrain from properly utilizing said devices . 
Presumably once the motivation is uncovered (the causes of 
the motivation are obvious to everyone except the "scien-
tists") they will no doubt want even more tax money to 
re-educate the citizenry to pursue what they deem more 
responsible behavior. 

This entire episode, if not so serious, could provide 
material for a fairly entertaining farce. But when the state 
becomes interested in the private lives of its citizens to the 
extent that it intrudes itself into such a personal area, when 
the state would use the citizens' money to invade the 
citizens' privacy, when the state would tamper with the 
sexual attitudes and behavior of the citizens, then an 
ominous threat to freedom is posed. Hopefully, other 
Senators will be prompted to join with the Wisconsin 
Democrat to protest this outrage, and to set strict limits on 
the prurient powers of the government. 

• The rationale for the filibuster is a cogent one, namely, 
in a democratic system it is necessary to erect safeguards to 
protect the views and rights of minorities from being hastily 
trampled by the 51 % who compose, at any given time, the 
majority . In addition, ours is a carefully constructed system 
of power in which "delay and deliberation" plays a crucial 
role. The legislative process which grew out of the 
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foundation laid by the Constitution is not easily reconciled 
with any programs of fundamental and hasty reform. 

But the ideologues of the new Congress cannot wait for 
their radical programs to stand the test of time to which 
they would normally be subject: they cannot wait first 
because it is not in the nature of those who believe 
themselves possessed of the means with which to save 
mankind to be patient while others more cautious subject 
their schemes to close scrutiny; and secondly, because their 
policies could revolutionize if not bankrupt the American 
system. Such schemes as child development, socialized 
medicine, deficits as high as $100 billion, guaranteed annual 
incomes, will not only radically alter the fabric of American 
society; they will make inevitable the destruction of our 
already sagging economy. 

Mr. Ford perceived this, and was reportedly opposed to 
the recent attempt to reduce the 2/3 figure (or 67 Senators) 
to 3/5 ( or 60) needed to close off debate in that House of 
the National Legislature. But his own vice presidential 
choice either did not get the message or did not care. 

,, 1. JIX,1 WMJT iO 6£ QVlf:T AND HE~PFUL ... " 

Nelson Rockefeller's allegiance has been consistently to 
little higher than what furthers his personal aspirations; this 
episode proved to be no exception, as he provided the 
parliamentary rulings necessary for the liberal victory. 

Whether Kevin Phillips' interpretation of Rockefeller's 
tack- to deliberately polarize the conservatives and outrage 
them sufficiently to bolt the GOP and leave him with the 
remains of that party and maneuvering room with the 
liberals in the Democratic Party- is a correct analysis 
remains to be seen . The alternative, that he will ignore the 
wishes and principles of conservatives and make liberal 
programs his own, is certainly unpalatable . Either way, by 
his filibuster ruling, Rockefeller has served notice to 
conservatives that he plans no major part for them either in 
his role as vice president or in his drive for higher office. 

President Ford, too, stated in the wake of the anti-
Rockefeller sentiment expressed at the Conservative Politi-
cal Action Conference that he would not seek another 
running mate in 1976 "merely" because the conservatives 
who make up the bulk of his own party require it. The 
choice for us is becoming increasingly clear. 
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Capitol 
Commentary 

by Henry Camden 
Any analysis of the 1975 Conservative Political Action 

Conference (CPAC) must necessarily be complex. With one 
exception, a general statement will prove inherently inade-
quate. The one unqualified factor is, the conservative 
movement has finally pulled off a major media event. In 
1971, at the Y AF National Convention in Houston, young 
conservatives came very close with the mock presidential 
nominating convention. But in Washington, as the press has 
reported, the conservative movement came of age politi-
cally. 

However, CPAC was more than a media stunt; it had 
serious political substance. Political reporter David Broder 
of the Washington Post, said as much when he concluded a 
report with the observation that as confused as the 
conservatives might presently be, they cannot be ignored. 
The substantive point which arose out of the Conference is 
that conservatives have to a large extent come to terms with 
a political "reality" which has proved strategically fatal for 
so many years. The Republican leadership has consistently 
been able to conclude that conservatives have had nowhere 
to go. Once beyond the nominating process, the leadership 
whether Nixon or Eisenhower, correctly perceived that the 
strategic challenge was to prevent the defection of the 
Republican left to the Democrats. There has been, simply 
put, no viable alternative for conservatives, especially when 
the Democrats come up with the likes of George McGovern. 

The emerging reality which has created the additional 
possibility for conservatives is the strong sentiment for a 
national conservative party. Even if the idea is totally 
impractical in terms of potential success, as some say, the 
consequences of such a political development would be the 
end of the Republican Party. Without almost undivided 
conservative attention in the precincts, the Republican 
Party is not a viable political organization. Interestingly, of 
all the leaders who spoke at the CPAC, including Ronald 
Reagan, none except Clarke Reed, Mississippi GOP Chair-
man, explicitly rejected the alternative. Most of the leaders 
counseled that at this time conservatives should remain 
within the Republican Party; that, in Cliff White's words, 
the standing Republican structure is still too attractive to 
throw it over prematurely. Whether the time will come to 
do so is not a question which can presently be answered 
without qualification. But clearly, the possibility was not 
rejected, and in that there is political importance. 

As a practical matter, the trigger for a new party remains 
with those outside conservative circles. Should Ford move 
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hard to the left and Rockefeller continue his association 
with liberal political causes, exemplified by his parlia-
mentary rulings in favor of those trying to kill off the 
Senate filibuster and his insults to Alabama Democrat 
Senator James Allen*, then a political challenge outside th; 
Republican Party becomes more credible. Much depends 
upon the political role of George Wallace, without whom 
there will be no new party. A new majority party will 
require a movement from within both existing parties. To 
suggest that the conservative wing of the Republican Party, 
which cannot exercise governing control within the Party, 
should establish itself a separate party organization is 
self-evidently inadequate. 

However, as everything that went on at the Conference 
suggests, conservatives are restive. As a mid-wife to the 
future the Committee on Conservative Alternatives (COCA) 
was created, composed of 15 conservative political leaders 
including Senator Jesse Helms (R-N.C.), Congressmen John 
Ashbrook (R-Ohio) , Robert Bauman (R-Md.), Steve Symms 
(R-Id.), William A. Rusher, Governor Meldrim Thomson 
(R-N.H.) and others, two of which come from the political 
camps of Ronald Reagan and George Wallace. COCA was 
directed to review, assess and develop alternative strategies 
for conservatives and to consider calling another national 
meeting if the political situation warrants. 

As is the tendency in practical politics, personalities play 
the central role. The Conference was no different. The key 
figure was, of course, former California Governor Ronald 
Reagan. Attendance at the Ronald Reagan-James Buckley 
banquet was about 50% greater than any other session. 
While Reagan was the conferees' favorite, there was a strong 
undercurrent of impatience with the Reagan political 
method. To be sure, the Californian was critical of the 
Ford-Rockefeller administration, but the criticism was at 
best tepid and restricted to traditional Republican points, 
i.e., the budget deficits. During his press conference he had 
the opportunity to be critical of the expected next-day 
announcement by Gerald Ford that Rockefeller would be 
the President's 1976 running-mate, but he ducked the 
question. One observer wondered how a Republican estab-
lishmentarian, after eight years of Nixon and Ford, can 
expect to be elected President whether as a Republican or 
Conservative. 

Others thought Reagan to be moving with about the 
right timing. A more aggressive posture, they feel, would 
place him in a position of premature political exposure. 

There is no question about Reagan's desire to be 
President. But an all-important question looms, just as it 
did at the Conference. Should Reagan run as a Republican 
or seek to establish a new party? At this time, he seems 
tilted toward a challenge to Ford from within the Party. He 
has given no indication that his running depends upon 
Ford's withdrawal. One Republican state leader attending 
the Conference is convinced that Ford's support is so 
"thin" that a challenge within the Party would have a good 
chance. The opinion came from a Republican who is scared 
of a new party, is not a Ford supporter and will not likely 
be sympathetic to a Reagan candidacy. A GOP Congress-
man, a certain Reaganite, holds to the view that Ford will 
not run, setting up a showdown between Reagan and 
Rockefeller. 

*Senator James Allen received an award from the 1975 CPAC for 
outstanding Senate service. 
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The Conference witnessed the emergence of two addi-
tional persons who want to figure into the picture as 
conservative presidential alternatives. Both are members of 
COCA; and both seem inclined to think they can play a 
significant role, especially if Reagan does not move for-
ward. The two are Senator Jesse Helms and Governor 
Meldrim Thomson. While Helms was more coy about any 
inclination he might have regarding his presidential candi-
dacy, Governor Thomson was explicit. He announced a few 
days after the close of the Conference that he is thinking 
about entering the New Hampshire primary. 

In all candor, the potential of either candidacy looks, at 
this time, very limited. Neither has the experience nor 

stature to realistically enter Presidential politics. Whether 
the conditions will develop which would alter these 
circumstances is anybody's guess. 

Senator James Buckley noted in his speech that conser-
vatives are coming of age politically. He noted that the 
reform element in American politics is political conserva-
tism. He also noted that as a political movement with 
answers to some of the problems facing Americans that the 
conservative movement has something to say. And therein 
lies the long range value of the 1975 CPAC. Conservatives 
cannot afford to forget what they are all about. Notwith-
standing the glitter of the Presidential star(s), answers are 
what this Conference and those of the future are all about. 

''The Present Party System Has Failed '' • • • 

We have assembled for this conference because in this 
time of moral, political and economic crisis, we as free 
Americans are compelled by a duty to ourselves and future 
generations to reaffirm certain eternal verities which tran-
scend any of the immediate and palpable problems facing 
our nation: and from that reaffirmation of abiding princi-
ples must come solutions to what are serious but relatively 
transient problems. 

Indeed, we seek not only solutions, but a new and vital 
political means by which to translate our beliefs into 
effective and responsible action. 

Gibbon, in his Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, 
postulated the historical theory that the average republic 
manages survival for no more than 200 years, give or take a 
few imperial or presidential administrations. Gibbon, mind 
you, had never met Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, Nelson 
Rockefeller, George McGovern, or even Scoop Jackson; nor 
had he to suffer the excruciating pain of contemplating the 
prospects of the 94th Congress of these United States. 
Gibbon mercifully lucked out by dying in 1794, two years 
before American political parties emerged. 

But as we approach that 200 year benchmark of this 
republic, as we celebrate and extol those extremists of 
liberty who two centuries ago fought and died to give form 
to a new concept of human rights, our national leadership 
less than ever before shares their faith or respects the legacy 
bequeathed to us. We commemorate the heroism of those 
provincial patriots, who abandoned plow and desk in order 
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by Robert Bauman 
to smash the old world's orthodoxy, but their spirit is alien 
to our official business and foreign to our social concerns. 
Today, places of command, in and out of government, once 
filled by idealists, sacrificing their all to build a new order 
of the ages, now are held by professional pragmatists who 
fear any change that might lessen their influence or imperil 
their annually escalated pensions. 

If the framers of the Constitution could return to 
inspect the present state of their enterprise, what horrors 
would they not see? Judicial edicts tear children from 
parental supervision. Appointed hirelings assert, and 
courts confirm in the name of a specious equality, control 
over every transaction in business, in employment, in social 
intercourse. Even our highest tribunal has disavowed the 
Judea-Christian heritage which once provided the rationale 
for the rights of the individual, decreeing instead a radical 
definition of human life which legalizes the murder of 
hundreds of thousands. 

What is needed is a basic realignment of the two 
political parties and an end to politics as usual. 

The powers which the framers of the Constitution so 
carefully separated and balanced among the branches of 
government now pale beside the authority of faceless 
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agencies so broad and reckless in their jurisdictions that the 
average citizen can neither comprehend their activities nor 
hope to resist their usurpations. Can you imagine the 
author of the Bill of Rights, James Madison, arguing with 
an OSHA inspector? 

The costs of government have expanded as ravenously as 
its powers. Raising the national debt has become a 
quarterly occurrence. A Republican President suggests a 
$349 billion budget and an admitted deficit next year of 
$52 billion, which will undoubtedly rise to a more realistic 
$80 billion. As "a reasonable and moderate response", a 
Democratic Congress clamors to up the ante and berates 
these amounts as paltry, insignificant, and in need of even 
greater expansion. Indeed, national bankruptcy is now a 
bipartisan affair in which the issue is not who will be 
blamed, but as Will Rogers suggested, "Who will get to play 
Santa Claus?" 

The time has come, as De Toqueville suggested it would, 
when the support of the electorate is a biennial commodity 
to be bid for by politicians offering ever increasing doles of 
governmental largess in exchange for votes and power. 

The extravagances and venality, the placeholding and 
padding of the royal establishment in Georgian Britain was 
petty compared to the lusting after the public purse which 
rules official Washington and holds our nation's economy in 
slavery to the ever growing number of public employees 
who even now demand the right to organize and strike 
against the public welfare, a right which as Governor Calvin 
Coolidge noted, does not, and should not ever exist. 

We are the people who, in Boston and Baltimore, 
resist judicial tyranny over our neighborhoods and 
children. We are the parents who demand, in West 
Virginia, Maryland, and everywhere, that our 
youngsters not be subjected to texts and teachers 
hostile to their values ... 

And over all there rules an unholy alliance between 
bureaucrats, publicists and academicians which goes almost 
unchallenged by spineless politicians who fear the establish-
ment's influence and appreciate their electoral assistance; 
political pigmies who place greater value on the advice and 
adulation of The New York Times and The Washington 
Post than on the bitter lessons of history. They therefore 
make demands upon the income of the industrious, the 
frugal, and the unorganized more arrogantly than the 
minions of George 111 who slapped new stamp taxes on the 
distant colonists. And they should be rejected just as 
decisively. 

Too many of us have grown accustomed to the 
dissipation of our wealth and the dissolution of our rights 
by public officials, or at least we have become resigned to 
our collective inability to stop them. But a despairing 
people cannot hope to reassert their common principles or 
restore their diminished values. We must not despair. It was 
the voice of the Lord, himself, which came down from the 
vaults of heaven, speaking to Joshua before the Battle of 
Jericho: "Have I not commanded thee? Be strong and be 
of good courage; be not afraid, neither be thou dismayed." 

Poor as their prospects were, the rebels of Lexington and 
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Concord at least possessed the nerve to take a stand, the 
will to run the risks of freedom. We must ask ourselves: 
are we as well armed as they were, equipped only with 
muskets and a passion for liberty? But now it is time to 
restate their faith - our faith - and apply its strictures to our 
troubled country. Nothing can be more painful as the 
consequences of our continued silence. We cannot continue 
to tiptoe around the great issues of our day, seeking 
political advantage: we must speak: we must lead. 

Our plight seems in many ways as desperate as that of 
the rebel militia. Their choices were clear cut and equally 
drastic; either hopeless submission to those in power or 
violent action to depose them. Both alternatives are 
unthinkable today. For we have what the colonials did not; 
a constitutiona l system for the transfer of power. It alone 
offers us reliable means to right political wrongs. That is 
why participation in the political process is as necessary as 
it can be ennobling. It is not dirty work. It need not be an 
avenue for greed and personal advancement. The founders 
of the republic considered it an honor to sacrifice their 
careers and fortunes in the thankless effort of organizing 
voters, standing for office, and administering the apparatus 
of government. Those tasks are no less onerous today and 
can be equally honorable, if those who assume them are as 
worthy as the Constitution they serve. 

Only when citizens take into their own hands the 
machinery of politics can significant changes be effected in 
public policy. It is, therefore, heartening that although 
Americans have been told for two generations to look to 
Washington for their salvation, economic and otherwise, 
most of them have learned anew from experience the 
maxim their grandparents never forgot: that no man's life, 
liberty, or property are safe while the legislature is in 
session. The people have learned, moreover, that the 
bureaucracy never adjourns! The people now realize that 
power is safest in their own hands, that decisions are wisest 
in their own neighborhoods, that laws are soundest in their 
own communities. How appropriate it would be if, during 
America's bicentennial, in election year 1976, the people 
were to surprise those who govern them with a display of 
independence as swift and forceful as that which trapped 
Burgoyne at Saratoga and drove Cornwallis to surrender at 
Yorktown as the military band played "The World is 
Turned Upside Down". 

Parties-Temporary and Disposable 
That is more easily recommended than accomplished. 

For since the ratification of the Constitution, intermediary 
organizations have developed to stand between the people 
and public authority: these groups are called political 
parties. Sometimes serving the popular will, sometimes 
thwarting it, they are no more than instruments, temporary 
and disposable, by which like-minded citizens can express 
their views. Whenever in our past the electorate has been 
fragmented, a multiplicity of parties has guaranteed the 
expression of a broad range of opinion, thereby including in 
the political process those who might otherwise renounce 
it. And when long est~blished parties have neglected to 
represent the voters' interests, others soon sprang up to 
replace them. The process is both historically normal and 
politically healthy. The alternative to it is an ever increasing 
discontent with, and consequent disuse of, our electoral 
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system. That is already occurring. More and more Ameri-
cans are absent from the polls. Forty percent of the 
electorate chose the dangerously radical 94th Congress. 
They have been casting ballots of no confidence in both 
major parties by refusing to vote at all. They are not 
shirking their civic duty; they are eloquently expressing 
their disgust with candidates whose debates concern triviali-
ties and ignore questions of substance. 

There is nothing in our country's past to suggest that 
this sorry state of affairs can long continue without the 
formation of new channels for the people's will. At least 
this was the case until both major parties last year joined 
together to make the federal treasury support their cam-
paigns, an inane and unconstitutional proposition I op-
posed. They thereby freed themselves from all reliance on 
the electorate's financial support. They no longer need to 
ask for our money. They can take it, legally. 

... We are the workers in factories and mills who 
will not have our labor drained to support the 
indolent and improvident. We are the taxpayers 
who will not be driven from our property by 
exactions more onerous than those which hastened 
the break with Britain. 

Perhaps, in the long run, it is good that the major parties 
have failed us : for their disruption can remind us that our 
government is based not on transient organizations but on 
enduring principles. As those rich and satisfied political 
clubs fail to address the most vital concerns of the nation, 
independent Americans have a splendid opportunity to 
reaffirm the conservative values which party leaders have 
forgotten and to face the issues they have avoided. 

This cannot be an enterprise for a few. Those who would 
together bail out the ship of state must not squabble about 
the size and shape of their buckets. They must set aside old 
rivalries, traditional enmities, hereditary suspicions, and 
must learn to compromise everything but their principles. 
Moreover, they must set forth, both as a unifying bond 
among themselves and as a rallying point for the general 
public, a clear statement of what those principles are and of 
the way they can be translated into a reformation of 
American government. 

It is our intent to do so here. 

The Means to Our Ends 
Having defined the problems, we must now turn to 

consideration of the political means to achieve the ends we 
know to be right. 

We can, I think, dismiss the Democratic Party as a 
vehicle for our expression for obvious reasons. The house of 
Thomas Jefferson is today populated by special interest 
groups, power blocks, union bosses, and assorted leftist 
kooks, the latest generation of which has temporarily 
occupied perches in the Congress of the United States. 

I turn then to an examination of what has become to be 
known as "the other party". 

To discuss the Republican Party is at best a delicate and 
sensitive task. It is always difficult to speak publicly of a 
loved one, perhaps an aging uncle, who is suspected of 
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suffering from terminal illness. You recall the good times. 
You remember what he was like in his robust youth, all the 
while harboring the sinking suspicion that the end may be 
near. 

In one of Mr. Gallup's more titillating polls last year 
only 24% of the voters classified themselves as Republicans, 
42% still clung to the Democrats and 34% listed themselves 
as independents. But asked to describe themselves as 
conservatives or liberals, the results were heartening- 38% 
said they were conservative, 26% liberal and 36% unde-
cided. Once the undecideds were forced to chose between 
conservative and liberal, the total showed that 59% of the 
American people consider themselves conservative and 41 % 
liberal. 

Now that is a rather amazing statistic after all that has 
happened in this country in recent years. 

Let's slide a different glass under the microscope and 
recall the fact that in 1964 nearly 62% of the American 
people voted for a Democrat for president. Four years later 
the largest single reversal in electoral voting power occurred 
when 57% of the 73 million voters casting their ballots 
voted against the traditional leftist party in America- the 
Democrats. To be sure the vote was split between Nixon 
and Wallace, but the message of the I 968 elections was 
clear. Again, in 1972, Mr. Nixon having plied the electorate 
with conservative words for four years won an overwhelm-
ing mandate of 60.7% of the votes crushing the prairie 
radical, George McGovern. 

If Richard Nixon committed an impeachable offense, 
that crime is probably not connected with the shady 
operations of Watergate or the stupidity of the 1972 
campaign operation. His lasting legacy, however, will be 
that under his leadership the Republican Party system-
atically turned its back on the very things that an 
overwhelming majority of Americans had elected them to 
provide- national defense strength, balanced budgets, lim-
ited government and a firm and effective foreign policy 
which recognizes communism for the evil it is and will 
always be. Richard Nixon reversed almost every position he 
enunciated in the 1968 campaign and except for a few 
brave men who stood alone- men such as John Ashbrook of 
Ohio- few Republicans objected. 

Ford Administration's Record 
Today we are confronted with an administration which 

in a short six months has frittered away potential national 
support by adopting policies of amnesty for draft dodgers 
and deserters , the biggest budget deficit in peacetime 
history, relentless pushing of detente, and a succession of 
presidential appointments culminating in the elevation to 
the high office of vice president of the single most 
unacceptable nominee one might contemplate - Nelson 

The present party system has failed us all. Its 
functionaries have debased the currency of public 
debate through the glib gimmickry of expensive 
advertising campaigns. Its masters have made the 
Congress a stage for preening demagogues and the 
presidency an imperial prize. It no longer deserves 
the allegiance of a free people. 
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Rockefeller. I ask you, is this what we are to stand and 
fight and die for in elections to come? 

The day of compromise and appeasement within our 
own ranks is over. We have compromised once too often 
and the result has been rampant national liberalism. Even as 
the Apostle Paul wrote centuries ago, "If the trumpet gives 
an uncertain sound, who shall prepare himself for battle? " 
The time has come for us to place the trumpet to our lips 
and sound advance. 

I am of the opinion that this country does not need a 
third party : but by any objective analysis it badly needs a 
second party. 

By that I do not necessarily mean that the Republican 
Party is that second party. Those who in recent months 
have been talking of a cosmetic name change are dallying 
with trifles which will fool no one. We need an effective 
vehicle for political success which will forge the national 
alliance already brought together in the elections of 1968 
and 1972- an alliance of southerners and northerners of 
professionals and blue collar workers, of housewives ~nd 
young people, all of whom seek freedom to live their lives 
without the interference of government. 

What we do not need are new splinter groups which 
cannot win votes or offer ideas but exist to satisfy the 
egotism of would be leaders. 

What is needed is a basic realignment of the two political 
parties and an end to politics as usual. 

What we need is a serious national movement and those 
of us here tonight can play an important part- a movement 
to realign the political parties of our country. As my 
courageous colleague from North Carolina, Senator Helms, 
has suggested, this will give the conservative majority the 
opportunity to unite and work together for the principles 
in which the majority of people do indeed believe. 

Immediately the Republican leadership in the Senate 
and the House should make specific overtures to conserva-
tive Democrats , seeking their agreement to switch from the 
left to the right side of the aisle. These men and women 
should be guaranteed their full seniority and similar 
committee assignments in return for the allegiance to the 
new conservative party. 

The President should put an end to the naming of 
non-entities and reformed liberals to public office and 
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instead appoint qualified conservatives to every major post; 
and minor as well . He should immediately announce drastic 
cuts in federal spending, a revision of the bloated budget, a 
thorough reconsideration of Mr. Kissinger as well as Mr. 
Kissinger's policy of detente , and he should make perfectly 
clear that Mr. Rockefeller will not control our domestic 
policies and is not acceptable for nomination as Vice 
President in 1976. 

If this new conservative party is to succeed in the form I 
suggest, we must follow the example set in the Goldwater 
nomination of 1964: bring into the local caucus, the 
county meetings, and the state party conventions conserva-
tive delegates who are willing to take back the machinery of 
what was once their party; so that the 1976 national 
convention will represent them as they have not been 
represented for many years. This development of a political 
structure operating at the local, state, and national level is 
of the greatest importance. 

We should and we must seek other men who can rally 
our cause . There are such men who deserve our support and 
who can, I predict, command the support of the majority 
of Americans, but now is not the time for such men to hang 
back. If we learned one lesson from the previous adminis-
tration, it was that there are longstanding conservatives who 
find it expedient to remain silent while a president perverts 
the philosophy in which we believe. They cannot be 
considered as worthy of our support. Those who remain 
silent on the grave issues raised by the President's repeated 
espousal of liberal programs and policies hardly deserve the 
adulation of those who hold principle to be the supreme 
standard for public conduct. 

We must realize that what I have suggested will be as 
difficult as it is urgent. But it can be accomplished . The 
beginning of wisdom is the fear of the Lord. The next and 
most urgent council is to take stock of reality. The remedy 
for past human folly is future human wisdom and just as 
our country's problems gradually grew through decades of 
evasion and incompetence so too these solutions will take 
time . 

After our principles have been declared in the abstract , 
elected men and women must still be the instruments 
through which they are applied in specific matters of state . 

If our political system is to be reformed, then we must 
bring to public service those educators and laborers, 
housewives and scientists, thinkers and shopkeepers whose 
knowledge and talent have maintained America's prosperity 
and preserved her virtue despite the pressures of official 
Washington . 

In this way we look again to the lessons of the 
Revolution. Its battles were won by city folk and frontiers-
men and we are unworthy of their example if we 
discriminate against anyone eager to serve the republic. 
Those men who secured independence were as disparate as 
we are now. On occasion they opposed one another as we 
will continue to do. But their common ground was liberty 
and standing together thereon they were unmoveable. Their 
unity need not be ornamented with our praise . It must be 
emulated with courage . 

Times have changed: and some suspect that, at its aging 
heart , America is no longer the youthful champion of 
freedom which gave its blood and treasure to shield the 
weak and save the helpless . So much is over , we are told: 
the era of our power, the springtime of our idealism. It is 
not true. Those who spread that melancholy judgment 
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through the mass media are more likely speaking only of 
themselves. Their secular gods have failed them. They 
rightly despair of the decadent liberalism which reached a 
dead end in the violence, drugs, and moral squalor of the 
1960's. 

But they are not America. Their attitudes are as alien on 
family farms and in venerable towns as they are in urban 
ghettoes and suburban shopping malls. For we are still the 
people who, usually unthanked, guard the rights of man on 
every continent. We are the people who, in Boston and in 
Baltimore , resist judicial tyranny over our neighborhoods 
and children. We are the parents who demand, in West 
Virginia , Maryland, and everywhere, that our youngsters 
not be subjected to texts and teachers hostile to their 
values. We are the workers in factories and mills who will 
not have our labor drained to support the indolent and 
improvident. We are the taxpayers who will not be driven 
from our property by exactions more onerous than those 
which hastened the break with Britain. 

Children of the Revolution 
We are, in short, still the children of the Revolution, 

although our rulers may be embarrassed by our fidelity to 
it. That loyalty must be our unifying standard. To it can 
rally all Americans who want their country returned to 
them: the lowly, terrorized by crime; business men, 
harassed by bloated federal agencies; distraught parents ; 
students, horrified by the impersonal greed that rules 
within the academic community; the ripped-off taxpayer; 
the unemployed mechanic ; the driver without gasoline; the 
farmer without profits. 

''Reaching The 

It is not America which has failed in her commitments. 
Our country remains great and good. All the patriotic 
cliches are still true. This is indeed the last best hope, the 
home of opportunity, the liberator of nations, the land we 
love. 

Nor have the people failed in their civic responsibilities. 
Indeed, perhaps they have been overly respectful , overly 
obedient, overly faithful to regimes which have abused their 
trust. 

The Constitution has not failed us. Time and again we 
have learned to appreciate its wisdom by suffering the 
consequences of ignoring it. It never sanctioned the 
travesties of law by which liberal theorists have sought to 
control every aspect of our lives. It did not, and still does 
not, usurp state authority over education , abortion, welfare 
and zoning. 

What, then, has failed? What has alienated young 
Americans from their heritage and torn their elders from 
their traditions? What enables official Washington to 
continue policies denounced by the voters in the last several 
national elections? What allows a congressional faction to 
kill every anti-busing bill and permits an unelected presi-
dent and his unelected substitute , like twin consuls, to give 
power to the very politicoes who have been dismissed from 
office by their angry constituents? 

It is the present party structure which has failed us all. 
Its operatives have demeaned a noble electoral system. Its 
functionaries have debased the currency of public debate 
through the glib gimmickry of expensive advertising cam-
paigns. Its masters have made the Congress a stage for 
preening demagogues and the presidency an imperial prize. 
It no longer deserves the allegiance of a free people. 

Conservative Constituency • • • '' 

There are many different avenues of approach for 
conservatives attempting to be effective in American 
politics . First , while the problem before us seems techni-
cally difficult, conceptually it is not difficult at all. The 
problem is very simply stated. There is a latent conservative 
constituency in the country shown in every opinion survey 
available to us. It does not matter which it is- Harris or 
Gallup or Sindlinger or you name it. All of these polls show 
that the American people are increasingly conservative and 
that that conservatism consists in major part of discontent 
with the mounting social costs of the liberal welfare state: 
the taxes; the inflation ; the intrusion into local and 
community and personal life ; the mounting difficulties that 
everyone is encountering because of the big government 
system which is certainly not working, not solving their 
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by M. Stanton Evans 
problems. Our job is to reach that constituency ; to reach 
out to it in comprehensible terms and to energize it in 
behalf of conservative office holders and conservative 
programs. How do we do that? The issues are there. The 
issues are suggested by these polls ; they are suggested by 
the protests of the people. They are taxes , busing, welfare , 
abortion, energy problems, inflation and so on. These are 
issues that have spontaneously arisen in the various com-
munities around the nation and if candidates come forward 
and speak credibly on these issues they can reach this 
constituency . Many conservative.s argue that we've got to 
stop talking in generalities and have conservative answers. 
In a sense I do not agree with that. I think that it is a kind 
of rhetorical trap to get yourself in a psychology where you 
are going to try to invent answers to problems as they are 
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generally defined in American politics, because that means 
inventing answers to problems as defined by liberals. What 
we need to do is redefine the problems. We do not need to 
invent our answers to the liberally defined problem of 
poverty or pollution or whatever. We need to break through 
the tissue of superficiality that the liberals have imposed 
upon our politics and talk about the things that matter to 
us and that matter to the American people. This means 
above all going on the attack. It means constantly criticiz-
ing, holding out to objurgation all of the things the liberals 
themselves are doing; most elections really are decided on 
that basis. They are decided on the basis of somebody's 
discontent and the ability of the candidate or party to 
reach that discontent and to convince the people who share 
it that your opponent is responsible for it. This is what has 
happened to the Republican party. It has been saddled with 
the blame for most of the things, in some cases fairly and in 
some unfairly, that distress the American people. 

We do indeed need practical linkages by which we can 
put our program into operation: legislative formulae policy 
proposals in the executive branch if we ever had a 
conservative president, ways in which to move from the 
condition we are in to the condition we would like to be in. 
For example, Governor Reagan's Proposition I in California 
to put an absolute lid on the level of taxation is something 
that should be pressed all over this country. The welfare 
reform that Bob Carlson has enacted at the national level; a 
youth wage; tax credits. Things of this type that can indeed 
move us from where we are to where we want to be. But I 
think that those things, although they have some utility in 
the electoral context, are less important in getting yourself 
elected than they are in functioning after you are elected. 
Essentially, elections are decided not on technical questions 
but on visceral questions. They are decided on these root 
issues of public discontent with the cost of government as it 
is being conducted today. 

On this question of the vehicle for reaching the public, 
there are affirmative points to be made in behalf of the 
Republican party and negative points to be made against it. 
The affirmative points are these: First, a lot of people in 
this country over the last decade and indeed over the last 
generation, a lot of people have invested a good deal of 
time and energy in the time and battle to keep the 
Republican party on a conservative course. In addition, I 
think that it is true that most members of the Republican 
party are conservatives. I would say that 80% of the 
members of the national Republican party are on the 
conservative side on most issues. Third, I think that there 
are many very good conservative Republican office holders. 
There are good conservative Republican Governors, Sena-
tors and Congressmen, and these are not considerations to 
be lightly dismissed. So those are all affirmative points in 
behalf of the Republican party. While there are many 
negative points, it seems there are three of particular 
relevance. One, the Republican party has a low and 
declining level of public identification. 18% of the Ameri-
can electorate today affirm Republicanism according to the 
Republican party's own poll. In addition, if you are looking 
at '76 in all realism any candidate on the Republican ticket 
is going to inherit the obliquoy of Watergate and everything 
that has happened in these last two terms. I find it very 
difficult to believe that even the best candidate in the world 
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can undo a great deal of that tremendous damage. 
And finally, again in all realism, if you are talking about 

the Republican ticket in 1976, you are looking at an 
incumbent Republican President and Vice President, Mr. 
Ford and Mr. Rockefeller. And I for one find that while 
there are some specific things that Mr. Ford has done, 
the essential thrust of this administration is not a conserva-
tive one. It is a continued drift in the same confused 
direction that the Nixon administration was following 
which was in turn an extension of what the Kennedy and 
Johnson administrations were doing and I cannot support 
that. One or the other of those gentlemen will be the 
candidate in 197 6 of the Republican party. Given these 
positive and negative factors, a couple of things need to be 
done simultaneously. Given the affirmative factors I would 
say "yes"; those of us who are concerned and interested 
should continue to work to keep the Republican party as 
conservative as possible. We should work for good candi-
dates within the Republican party at the Congressional, 
Senatorial, and Gubernatorial levels. We should also do that 
in the Democratic party, I might add, where the option 
exists. We should not simply abandon the Republican party 
at any of these levels in the states and localities to the 
Ripon Society liberals who would like to take it over. 

But we must do something rather different at the 
Presidential level and I am speaking personally, not for 
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ACU. I personally believe that in 1976 we need a new 
political party at the presidential level. How one goes about 
doing that, what the options are in terms of candidates; 
these are the things that need to be discussed. I realize 
talking to my Republican friends that this presents many 
terrible difficulties because if there is a national conserva-
tive party, whatever one wants to call it, running at the 
presidential level this puts a conservative Republican or 
indeed a conservative Democrat in a bind at the Congres-
sional or Senatorial level. But I would suggest to you the 
example of the state of New York where there is a 
successful conservative party which has elected a U.S. 
Senator. That party has been able to coexist with the 
Republican party of the state of New York and with some 
conservative Democrats in the state of New York by 
running at the state level and cross-endorsing Republicans 
and some Democrats at other levels of government, as well 
as in some cases running its own candidate. Nonetheless 

''The Issue 

We know how liberals act, whether they are Democrat 
liberals or Republican liberals . We know what to expect of 
them; we know what they have done. We know all about 
the liberals, but what are the conservatives going to do? 
What can we expect from them and have they really done 
enough? Have they held up our standards and will they do 
the job in the future that needs to be done? 

I fully expect the liberals to act just like they have in the 
past. It did not surprise me a bit that the very first thing 
that the newly organized majority of the House of 
Representatives did was to get rid of the Internal Security 
Committee. I expected it. They had been working for that 
goal for years. 

As I have always told every audience, I am an American 
first, a conservative second and a Republican third. Unfor-
tunately, I do not think Republicans can be too proud of 
our record on the internal security in our country. 

The previous administration, a Republican administra-
tion, saw to it that the Subversive Activities Control Board 
was phased out, saw to it that the Internal Security Division 
of the Justice Department was eliminated, saw to it that the 
average American would start thinking that detente and 
"hands across the caviar" with the Soviet Union was as 
American as apple pie. It was not just the so-called radical 
Democrats coming to the Congress that set the stage for 
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that kind of symbiosis is possible between a conservative 
party candidate at one level and candidates of another 
party at other levels. This is not something to be lightly 
considered. The whole project is one of immense signifi-
cance not only in an immediate political sense but 
historically. I personally believe that we are in an axial 
period in American politics. The enormous discrepancy 
between the level of conservative affirmation in the country 
which is a high and rising level, and the level of Republican 
affirmation which is a low and declining level, suggest that 
there is an enormous opportunity here for some new 
political entity to reach out without all of this inherited 
difficulty from Watergate, without all of the policy 
confusions that have been imposed upon the Republican 
party by these last two administrations, to reach out to that 
latent constituency to transform a potential majority into 
an actual majority and lead us as conservatives and 
Americans on to victory in 197 6. 

Is Survival'' 

by John Ashbrook 
phasing out the Internal Security Committee. In the 
Congress I am on two interesting subcommittees which have 
started hearings on gun control and public sector labor 
unions. Of the seven members of the Crime Subcommittee 
of Judiciary who are hearing gun control testimony, I am 
the only one opposed to it, Democrat or Republican. On 
the other subcommittee, I am the Ranking Republican. We 
are considering a bill for the unionization of all teachers 
and state, municipal, and local government employees. 15 
million employees are out there just waiting to be union-
ized. Union leaders will have just about everything if they 
can organize state and municipal employees and teachers 
and get dues money each year from them. The unions are 
going to be an even more potent political force than they 
are now. I think I am a realistic conservative who recognizes 
that these are challenges. 

I was the Ranking Republican on the late Internal 
Security Committee, so 1 saw that particular steam roller 
flatten things out a bit. I suppose in the next few months 
on both the issue of gun control and on the unionization of 
government employees- so-called public employees- that 
the same steam roller will run over us. 

I fully expect the liberals to carry out what they 
consider their mandate . What I wonder about sometimes 
though, realizing they are going to act the way they do, 

13 



why do so many of us (and I use the word "us" fairly 
loosely) act like them and not like conservatives are 
supposed to. That is one of the basic differences between 
the liberal and the conservative. The liberal acts like he is 
supposed to, except of course at election time. 

I take a step back now and then and ask myself, if the 
liberals are winning so often isn't it just entirely possible 
that Phil Crane, Sam Steiger, Bob Bauman, myself and the 
rest of our fine conservatives are wrong? Then I get out on 
the election trail and I see the liberal candidates for the 
U.S. Senate becoming very conservative. I see the Adlai 
Stevenson's wearing little flags in their lapels; I see John 
Tunney running in California with a hard hat and in a 
police cruiser, trying to relate to our issues. I cannot help 
but wonder why it is that they can run more effectively on 
our principles and win. 

To me the answer is that there are too many of our 
people trying to run on their side, which obliterates the 
issues. There are entirely too many people that loosely pass 
themselves off as conservatives who often run with a 
Republican label but are not really set for the battle. 

The fundamental issue for conservatives is simple- the 
survival of this country. The survival of our system is the 
most basic issue of all. Every conservative should be able to 
rally around that. 

The Republican Party started out being conservative. 
When I first started out in Young Republican politics, it 
used to be so simple. You could stand up and say, the 
Republican Party stands for sound money, free enterprise, 
limited government, economy in government, the private 
sector over the public sector, anti-Communism, a strong 
military- all those things we believe in. But you had to be a 
broken field runner to be a Republican running in the last 
election. 

I will never forget one time I was opposing a bill which 
the Republican Administration favored. The Republican 
leadership asked me for my support for a guaranteed annual 
income. I said this is not the kind of program that we want. 
I was told that when your quarterback has the ball you 
don't tackle him. But you know there is one time in 
football when you do. And that is when he is running for 
the wrong goal. That is two points in anybody's book and 
there has been too much of our Republican quarterbacks 
running for the wrong goal line. Some figure that somehow 
it is a victory when the opposition only gets two points 
instead of six. That kind of football is going to put you in 
the bush league and that kind of football is putting the 
Republican Party, in my opinion, just about out of 
business. 

As I have stated, there is one basic issue. It is the survival 
of our country , the survival of our system. It is hard for me 
to understand how Republican conservatives can advocate 
trade with the Soviet Union and yet we see it all the time. 
It is hard for me to understand how Republican conserva-
tives can be for a guaranteed annual income and yet we see 
Republican conservatives promoting one. I see Republican 
conservatives supporting Secretary of State Henry Kis-
singer. I wonder how in the world they can do that. There 
are certain litmus tests that can be given . The first is that if 
Secretary Kissinger were really on the conservative side, the 
New York Times, the Washington Post, Time and News-
week would not be hailing his virtues almost every week of 
the year . 

I'm a small town midwesterner and I remember hearing 
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that the old law of the prairie dictated that anything caught 
in your trap is yours. The problem, as I see it in the 
Republican Party, is that it operates on the old law of the 
prairie. Anything caught in your trap is yours. If it is a 
Javits, he is in your trap, he is a Republican. If it is a 
Kissinger, he is in your trap. It is about time that we 
recognize whether we be Democrats or Republicans, or 
whatever we call ourselves, that not everybody who calls 
himself by the same label is one of us, and that applies to 
conservatives too. 

I said a little earlier that being a Republican in the last 
election was like being a broken field runner. What has 
happened to all the traditional Republican issues? Law and 
order, draw a line through that; economy and government, 
draw a line through that; anti-communism, draw a line 
through that; limited government- right down the line. 
Most of the issues that we used to think were important all 
of a sudden have been obliterated. I ask one basic question. 
Where were the conservatives when this was happening to 
their party? Where were our conservatives when the 

John Ashbrook 

Republican Party was being remolded in the image of Jake 
Javits, Charles Percy , Clifford Case, Nelson Rockefeller and 
those who never could go directly to a Republican national 
convention to capture the votes, and yet are held out to 
Republicans as being the leaders, in fact the only leaders of 
our party. 

The only question we can ask is how long are we going 
to put up with this? How long are we going to allow the 
so-called leaders of our Party to speak in an alien tongue? 
The rank and file , I am convinced, knows and believes in 
the basic Republican principles that most of us have . The 
Republican Party has not had the courage to stand up for 
these principles and, in my judgment, because of this basic 
fundamental cowardice we are in a very difficult position to 
lead. 

I'll be very honest with you; I'm not one of those who is 
ready at this point to say "let's chuck the whole works." If 
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a bonafide movement comes along that can put some real 
meaning and spirit into what we believe in, I will be one of 
the first to join. 

The six hundred of us here know what we believe in. But 
the realities of life are such that there are two hundred 
million people out there who are not necessarily jumping at 
the same things we do. Unless we have two things- an easily 
recognized leader and several basic clearly understood issues 
that can unite people- we are just kidding ourselves. I could 
have thought in 1972 of many, many good reasons why 
people would not necessarily jump on our bandwagon, but 
I kept thinking there were an awful lot of reasons why they 
should jump off the other one. I can think of many 
criticisms I have of myself, many reasons why it should 
have been someone else. But the point is there were several 
million people in this country locked into the party 
structure, locked into Republicanism, locked into the 
leader- whatever he did , whatever he stood for, no matter 
what he did to our platform, no matter how many basic 
campaign promises he turned his back on, no matter how 
many principles he reneged on . There was a basic built-in 
inertia. I say that because it has to be recognized as a fact 
of life. If we are going to mount an effective political 
movement, it is going to have to be done with the 
realization that it is an uphill battle. 

While I believe that we are the only effective political 
force that can save this country, I sometimes doubt that we 
have the tenacity and the realism to do something with it. 
There is no doubt in my mind that the people are far ahead 
of us, that the people yearn and desire a potent political 
force, a leadership that will throw off this yoke. 

The liberal up to now has captured most of the effective 
social issues of the day. Not issues that we have particularly 
agreed with: the issues in the civil rights field, the 
environmental field, in the so-called anti-war field, in the 
consumerism field. The liberal captured the effective 
political and social momentum of the sixties. Now it is 
moving the other way . 

The effective momentum in our country is in the 
direction of taking the government off your back, of being 
left alone, of having some privacy, of keeping big brother 
out of your everyday life, out of your schools, out of your 
home , out of every activity you have. This is what the 
people are thinking. The social movement of the ?O's is in 
our direction. 

The question is whether or not we as conservatives- by 
whatever vehicle we choose- are going to have the leader-
ship and tenacity to give real feeling to this particular 
movement. If we are intelligent, if we are effective , and if 
we have strong forceful leaders , the issues are such that we 
can mold the most potent political force at the very time in 
history that it is needed. This is a challenge to all of us. We 
can argue what the vehicle will be. Some of us are going to 
say let us take the Republican Party back over. Let us make 
it what the rank and file want. Some are going to say 
realign the parties, some are going to say chuck it and go 
down the new party route . 

Whatever we do, let's remember one thing. History is 
telling us that this time we cannot fail. So let's take it very 
carefully, choose very carefully, and let's be together. I 
myself am confident that with leadership like we see here 
tonight we can win. So let's go out and do it. We can argue 
about the vehicle . But be sure of one thing- when we 
decide, I am going to be with you. 
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''Baclc 

To The Two-Party 

System '' • • • 

by Jesse Helms 
Almost a year ago, I had the privilege of speaking at a 

gathering similar to this- a gathering of men and women 
dedicated to the future of this nation and the principles 
that made it great. Some of you, I know, were at that 
meeting to join in paying tribute to the distinguished 
American patriot, Dean Clarence Manion. At that time , I 
raised a question- I raised it in a tentative way for comment 
and discussion. I asked whether it was not time for a 
realignment of our political parties into a liberal party and a 
conservative party. 

My view of political parties , and how many there are , 
raises the question of whether they should not be con-
structed around principles and philosophies. In that light, I 
think that what I am really proposing is that we go back to 
the two-party system. 

Historically, it has always been considered that the 
Republican Party began as a third party movement. But we 
know that changing conditions had already brought about 
the demise of the Whig Party long before the Whigs had 
ceased to elect candidates to office. The Whig Party was 
dead, even though it was still winning elections . When the 
Republican Party arrived on the scene , the Whig Party 
disappeared. Most of the Whig politicians who remained 
active became Republicans. 

I am reminded of the accounts we received some years 
ago of the archeologists who opened an ancient tomb in 
Outer Mongolia to find a body , thousands of years old , in 
an apparent perfect state of preservation . But as they stood 
there around the richly guilded corpse , the fresh air poured 
into the open tomb and they watched in horror as the 
mummy disintegrated into dust before their very eyes. 

As we look back at the 1974 elections, I think it is a fair 
question to consider honestly and objectively: Is it time to 
open the tomb and let in some fresh air? 

(Continued on page 22) 
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Y AF Executive Director Frank Donatelli calls 
to order the opening session. 

YAF members Pat McGowan and Mary Jo 
Werle, and ACU member Gabe Selmeczi were 
responsible for press arrangements for the 
conference. 

Victor Gold presents an award to Representative Sam Steiger for outstanding 
contributions to the conservative cause. 

Former YAF National Chairman Alan MacKay, New York 1974 Senatorial Candidate 
Barbara Keating, ACU Executive Director James Roberts, and Senator Strom 
Thurmond meet prior to a breakfast session at which Mrs. Keating and the Senator 
were featured speakers. 

The third conservative leader to be given an award was Senator James Allen. His wife 
accepted the award on his behalf from Victor Gold. 

Interested partzczpants attend a panel 
discussion on conservative options. 

John Fisher of the American Security Coun-
cil and Admiral Zumwalt chat before a 
major session on national security. 

M Stanton Evans and Ronald Reagan consider courses of 
action for Republicans and Conservatives. 

~,.-; 
Members of the panel "The Regulated American" were Congressman Sam Steiger, economist Yale 
Brazen, Congressman John Rousse/at, Howard Phillips, and James Davidson of the National Taxpayers 
Union. 

" Representative Phillip Crane; Daniel Joy, aide to 
Senator Buckley; Jeffrey Bell, formerly of the 
Reagan staff; and Mississippi GOP Chairman Clarke 
Reed offer their views of "What Are Conservatives 
To Do?" 

Senator James Buckley, Human Events editor, Thomas Winter, and Representative 
Robert Bauman were among the distinguished guests at the Congressional reception. 

Editor and Author John Barron was honored at the Awards Banquet. 
He received his award from Ron Docksai as Senator Jesse Helms 
applauded. 

Phyllis Schlajly, Dr. Charles Rice of Notre Dame Law School, Dr. Mildred Jefferson of 
the Right to Life Committee, and Ernest van den Haag prepare for their seminar on "The 
Social Issues". 

Nearly 1,000 conservatives gathered to hear the 
major address by Ronald Reagan. 

Alan Reynolds of National Review, Congressman Jack Kemp, and Washington consultant Dr. Norman 
Ture lead a discussion of the causes and cures of our economic ills. 



BIG GOVERNMENT 
WHEREAS our Constitution instituted a structure of 
limited government and a federal system that insures 
liberty, and 
WHEREAS that system of limited government and federal-
ism has been perverted by the growth of big government, 
which by its very existence restricts the liberty of citizens 
and the efficiency and productivity of the American 
system, and 
WHEREAS big government has grown through the forma-
tion of a multitude of agencies and departments whose 
regulations and bureaucracies interfere in every aspect of 
American life, sapping and destroying the strength of 
private institutions, and 
WHEREAS bureaucracy and its regulations result in ineffi-
ciency in the private sector and a subversion of the rightful 
role of the governmental sector, and 
WHEREAS the costs of such inefficiency are paid by the 
American citizen both in the increasing share that govern-
ment takes of the national income and in higher prices for 
and less choice of goods and services in the market place. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the continuing 
growth of big government must first be stopped and then 
be reversed by such actions as the following: 
l . an immediate freeze on the hiring of federal employees. 
2. the abolition of regulatory agencies such as the Occupa-

tional Safety and Health Administration, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, and the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, which add cost to production, restrain 
trade, and/or take powers that belong to the states or to 
citizens individually. 

3. the repeal of all legislation that requires the states to 
fund and participate in "voluntary programs" that, if 
not undertaken, results in the automatic penalization of 
the states in other programs and funds. 

4. a complete review of the most expensive department of 
the Executive branch, the department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare, in order to reduce its powers, size and 
costs. 

5. the removal of the first class mail monopoly of the Post 
Office. 

ENERGY 
WHEREAS the "energy crisis" is in reality a protracted 
period of chronic and growing deficiencies in the supply of 
domestic fuels, and 
WHEREAS fuel shortages are being experienced throughout 
the United States, adversely affecting jobs and production, 
and 
WHEREAS the demand for energy has been artificially 
stimulated by decades of government policies which sub-
sidized the price of energy and ignored the environmental 
costs, and 
WHEREAS federal price controls and regulatory policies 
have discouraged investment in the exploration for and 
development of domestic reserves, and 
WHEREAS the growing dependence of the United States 
on imported fuel from unreliable foreign sources poses a 
real threat to our economic strength and jeopardizes our 
ability to fulfill our responsibilities as a Western super-
power, and 
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CPAC 
WHEREAS the United States is still fortunate to have large 
reserves of oil and gas and vast reserves of coal within its 
jurisdiction which can be discovered and developed with 
the proper incentives to private entrepreneurs, and 
WHEREAS certain environmental regulatory policies have 
exascerbated the shortages of available fuels in recent years, 
and 
WHEREAS conservation of energy by industry and con-
sumers can be made cost-effective not through mandatory 
federal controls but through the free and full pricing of 
fuels to reflect real economic and environmental costs. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED 
- That 75 CPAC supports a national energy policy which 

stresses the development of domestic energy resources 
and encourages energy conservation through reliance on 
private, free, competitive enterprise. 

- And that to achieve this the federal government must: 
- deregulate natural gas prices 
- abolish price controls on domestic oil 
- adopt tax policies which will encourage the develop-

ment of new supplies 
- accelerate leasing on the Outer Continental Shelf 
- accelerate leasing of coal on federally owned lands 
-accelerate approval of nuclear power plant construc-

tion 

RESOLUTIONS 
- revise pollution control policies to permit the adoption 

of a least-cost strategy rather than uniform national 
standards. 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
WHEREAS the very concept of financing political cam-
paigns with tax money is inherently dangerous and contrary 
to the spirit of a free democratic society, and 
WHEREAS the legislation passed by the Congress and 
signed into law last year establishes such a system at the 
presidential level and, in addition, imposes restrictions on 
campaign spending and the free expression of political 
opinions, and 
WHEREAS a number of Republican and Democrat Sena-
tors have introduced a plan in the current session of 
Congress that would extend this so-called public financing 
system to the Congressional and Senate levels. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that we condemn the 
current law as an unconstitutional and cynical attempt to 
utilize Federal funds to guarantee the job security of 
incumbent officeholders, and 

-that we support the efforts of those citizens who have 
joined together to challenge these schemes in the courts, 
and 

COMMITTEE ON CONSERVATIVE ALTERNATIVES 
WHEREAS the severe problems facing America constitute both a challenge and an opportunity for conservatives, and 
WHEREAS conservatives have been forced into a political position which leaves us without a serious leadership role in either major party, and 
WHEREAS the question of our allegiance to these political parties is a matter of increasing doubt to conservatives, and 
WHEREAS the present national leadership of the Republican Party has not effectively articulated or represented the conservative sentiment of the 
vast majority of Republicans, and 
WHEREAS millions of Democrats are alienated by the increasingly radical orientation of the Democratic Party, and 
WHEREAS a growing number of independent voters reject both major parties. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED 
-That the Committee on Conservative Alternatives be formed to provide a formal mechanism to review and assess the current political situation 

and to develop future opportunities; 
- That the Committee initially be composed of the following members: ji 

Representative John Ashbrook 
Representative Robert Bauman 1} 
Ronald F. Docksai, Chairman, Young Americans for Freedom 
M. Stanton Evans, Chairman, American Conservative Union 
Senator Jess Helms 
Eli Howell, political consultant and former assistant to Governor George Wallace 
Cyril Joly, Maine Republican National Committeeman 
James Lyon, Harris County (Texas) Republican Finance Committee Chairman 
J. Daniel Mahoney, Chairman, New York Conservative Party 
William Rusher, Publisher, National Review 
Phyllis Schlafly, Chairman, Stop-E.R.A. 
Robert Walker, former political aide to Ronald Reagan 
Thomas Winter, Editor, Human Events 

- That the Committee membership be increased as time goes along by a majority voting of the members named herein; 
- And that the Committee on Conservative Alternatives periodically report back to the attendees at this conference and other interested 

conservatives and call another national meeting, if deemed necessary, to cha rt more explicitly the future course of conservatism. 
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- that we urge the Congress to refrain from the extension of 
this system to senate and congressional campaigns and, 
indeed, urge repeal of the legislation passed in 1974, and 

-that we urge all taxpayers to protest the concept of public 
financing by refusing to participate in the so-called tax 
"check-off' which will provide money to finance major 
party conventions and Presidential campaigns in 1976. 

WELFARE REFORM 
WHEREAS the growing dependence on welfare constitutes 
a major threat to the continued well-being of society, and 
WHEREAS the Federal Government is considering changes 
which would make the welfare problem significantly worse . 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED 
- that conservatives are opposed to a guaranteed annual 

income, whether it be in the form of the Ford Adminis-
tration's Income Security Plan (FAP revisited) or any 
other form, 

- Further, welfare as presently administered must be 
reformed based on the following criteria: 

1. Welfare should be administered on a state or local 
level. 

2. Welfare should be administered to those, who 
through "no fault of their own" cannot support 
themselves. 

3. Responsibility for self and family should be required 
plus relative responsibility laws should be enforced 
by the appropriate law enforcement agency. 

4. Welfare for those physically able should be con-
sidered temporary with all welfare resources and 
policies directed towards enabling and requiring self 
support. 

5. No welfare funds should be available to able-bodied 
and childless persons between the ages of 18 and 65. 

THE NATION'S ECONOMIC CONDITION 
WHEREAS the proximate cause for the inflation and 
recession is irresponsible fiscal and monetary policies which 
if left uncorrected will threaten this nation with an 
economic crisis of Great Depression potential, and 
WHEREAS the staggeringly high deficits are dangerous to 
our economic future by threatening the nation with even 
greater inflation and a massive dislocation within the 
private capital markets from which our citizens get jobs, 
and 
WHEREAS that Government constitutes the single greatest 
threat to a prosperous economic future and our drift 
toward state capitalism must be stopped, and 
WHEREAS the response to the current economic problems 
presents the nation with a most serious challenge, the 
importance of which cannot be overstated. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED 
- That the Congress of the United States bring the growth 

of the government budget and growing deficits under 
control through significant reductions in spending, includ-
ing changes in the so-called uncontrollables; 

- That the Government of the United States stop pursuing 
fiscal and monetary policies which have put the nation 
into a deepening cycle of inflation and recession. 
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THE SANCTITY OF HUMAN LIFE 
WHEREAS on January 22, 1973, the United States 
Supreme Court in Roe v. Wade drew the cloak of privacy 
over the destruction of unborn human life, and 
WHEREAS the laws of the several States with regard to 
criminal prosecution of actions involving abortions were 
struck down in contravention of the established interpreta-
tions of said laws and the mores to which the people of 
those states were accustomed, and 
WHEREAS the Declaration of Independence set forth our 
national ideals that all human beings are created equal and 
are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable 
rights, among which is the right to life, and 
WHEREAS the right to life of each human being shall be 
preserved and protected by every human being in the 
society and by the society as a whole, and 
WHEREAS the life of each human being shall be preserved 
and protected throughout every stage of biological develop-
ment, beginning at the moment when the ovum is fertilized, 
and 
WHEREAS the life of each human being shall be preserved 
and protected from the biological beginning throughout the 
natural continuum of that human being's life by all 
available ordinary means and reasonable efforts, and 
WHEREAS the life of each human being shall be preserved 
and protected at each stage of life continuum to the same 
extent as at each and every other stage regardless of state of 
health or condition of dependency, and 
WHEREAS the life of each human being, born or unborn, 
should receive equal protection to the right to life 
according to universally applicable principles. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that we recommend and 
urge the adoption of an Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States of America to protect the life of the 
unborn child from the moment of conception. 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL SECURITY 
WHEREAS the House Committee on Internal Security has 
effectively investigated and exposed the activities of subver-
sive revolutionary and terrorist groups such as the S.D.S., 
K.K.K., the Symbionese Liberation Army, and the Commu-
nist Party U.S.A., and 
WHEREAS recent international and domestic events amply 
demonstrate the continuing need for such a committee, and 
WHEREAS the abolition of House Committee on Internal 
Security and the transfer of its jurisdiction to the House 
Judiciary Committee will almost certainly mean the end of 
its effectiveness as an anti-communist and anti-subversive 
unit. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the House Com-
mittee on Internal Security be restored as a standing 
committee of the House of Representatives. 

NATIONAL SECURITY RESOLUTIONS 
WHEREAS the United States continues to face a growing 
threat to its physical security and diplomatic freedom from 
a combination of the buildup of Soviet strategic and general 
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purpose forces, and accelerating disinvestment in military 
forces by the United States, and 

WHEREAS today the United States is spending one-third of 
the amount it spent on strategic nuclear forces in 1960, and 
has only half as many Naval combatant vessels afloat as in 
1964; and fewer men under arms than prior to the Vietnam 
war, and 

WHEREAS we can no longer afford the luxury of com-
placency about our security; we must make the effort 
necessary to insure that there exists adequate strategic and 
general purpose forces in-being to enable President Ford or 
any future President to support our national interests with 
military power when necessary, anywhere in the world. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that modernization of 
the U.S. strategic bomber and nuclear powered missile-
launching submarines be accelerated; specifically the B-1 
bomber and the Trident missile and submarine, 

- that the U.S. military research and development budget 
be increased $2-3 billion annually for the next five years 
to allow our research and development efforts to "catch 
up" for the last several years of neglect, 

- that our military assistance program to friendly nations 
such as the Republic of China and the Republic of 
Vietnam emulate our military assistance policy to Israel; 
small nations under attack by a proxy nation(s) for the 
Soviet Union or by the Soviet Union or Communist China 
should be supplied with the military hardware and 
expertise in the form of training which will permit them 
to effectively resist subversion or direct attack, 

- U.S. General Purpose Forces have been allowed to 
deteriorate as a consequence of inflation, and timid 
requests for budget support from the President. In an era 
where our nuclear advantage has waned, we cannot afford 
to rely on forces for conventional warfare which allow for 
"no margin for error" should the international climate 
take a turn for the worse, 

- the present authorized strength for U.S. General Purpose 
Forces and their supporting equipment is less than 
adequate to meet many contingencies in areas of the 
world where we have explicit defense commitments. 
Specifically, we have reduced our tactical airpower and 
naval strength far below their pre-Vietnam War levels. 
This level of readiness takes undue risks with U.S. security 
interests. 

EDUCATION 
WHEREAS it is our common goal to foster quality 
education for all citizens of the United States of America, 
and 
WHEREAS such quality education is best nurtured in an 
environment of academic freedom devoid of any cen-
tralized control, and 
WHEREAS sound discipline and constructive supervision 
are essential to the mental and social development of 
students. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that we embrace the 
concept of local control of schools and school systems as 
the only guarantee of academic freedom, 
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- that we favor the selection of textbooks and other 
educational materials by the citizenry of the local 
community, 

- that we endorse the voucher system of student assignment 
as a practical means of maximizing individual freedom in 
the assignment of students to schools, 

- that we oppose the forced busing of students for the 
purpose of achieving a racial balance in a school or school 
system as destructive and interruptive of the ordinary 
educational process, and 

- that we advocate the restoration of voluntary, non-
denominational prayer in public schools. 

THE JUDICIARY 
A concentration of political power is dangerous to liber-

ty and the public welfare. In recognition of this fundamen-
tal truth, the people of the United States established a 
Constitution which presupposes a government of limited 
powers that is accountable to them. Through federalism, 
separation of powers, and checks and balances, political 
power is diffused and thereby restrained. 

But the Federal Judiciary, especially the Supreme Court 
of the United States, has usurped the powers of the States 
and of the other branches of the National Government. It 
has invaded the domains of State and Congressional power, 
especially in the fields of education, criminal law, com-
merce, taxation, and civil rights. It has repeatedly shown 
contempt for self-restraint. It has expanded the scope of its 
authority beyond the sphere of interpreting law and has 
entered that of making the law. It has become a second 
legislature of our National Government. It has established a 
long train of abuses. 

Under these circumstances, the basic design of the 
Constitution has been undermined. The threat of a judicial 
tyranny looms ominously across the land. Judges who are 
appointed for life and are accountable to no one have 
seized the authority and power of the elected representa-
tives of the people. This is contrary to the basic design of 
the American system of government and to the spirit of 
American democracy. 

Now, therefore, let it be resolved, that the Federal 
Judiciary be reformed and that Congress be encouraged to 
exercise its constitutional authority by regulating the 
appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court to restore the 
balance of power. 

FOREIGN POLICY 
WHEREAS the major purpose of the American government 
in global affairs is to defend the legitimate interests of the 
American people from the hostile initiatives of foreign 
powers, and 
WHEREAS the United States is threatened by the con-
tinued hostility and aggression of the Communist global 
enterprise, which by its repeated statement and perform-
ance aspires to conquer the whole of the non-Communist 
world, and 
WHEREAS the American government under the influence 
of liberal doctrine has failed to grapple with the reality of 
the Communist challenge and thus defaulted the most 
essential defensive functions of the political state. 
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THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the President and 
Congress of the United States should reject the spurious 
notion of detente with the sworn and implacable enemies 
of our national sovereignty, and maintain diploma tic 
relations with our proven friends and allies, especially the 
Republic of China; 

- that every effort be made to strengthen our defensive 
arsenal and to that needed weapons within our technolog-
ical capability no longer be sacrificed to the illusion of 
detente; 

- that we cease at once the transfer to the Soviet Union and 
other Communist powers of vital technology employed in 
the construction of the Communist war machine; 

- that deployment of American aid throughout the world 
be guided strictly by criteria of effective anti-Communist 
action, and that provisions of such aid be limited to 
proven anti-Communist powers and friends of the United 
States; 

- that our Caribbean flank must be guarded from hostile 
encroachments, by rejecting efforts to appease the Com-
munist regime of Fidel Castro and by asserting, in 
unmistakable terms, American sovereignty over the 
Panama Canal; and 

- that the conduct of our national policies no longer be 
subjected to the global embarrassment known as the 
United Nations, and that American financial support for 
that peculiar agency be withdrawn until such time as it is 
capable of civilized conduct and performance of its 
chartered function as an alliance against aggression. 

THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT 
WHEREAS the proposed 27th Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, commonly known as the Equal Rights 
Amendment (E.R.A.), will constitute a leap into legal 
darkness and a radical alteration of traditional relationships 
affecting family, home, and community, and 
WHEREAS this year alone six states have rejected the 
E.R.A., while only one state has ratified it, and 
WHEREAS the U.S. Constitution specifies that ratification 
of amendments is a matter for the individual state 
legislatures, in which the Executive Branch has no part, and 
WHEREAS the Department of Labor's Citizens' Advisory 
Council on the Status of Women, with an annual budget of 
$80,000, is lobbying at the expense of taxpayers in the 
state legislatures for the ratification of the E.R.A., and 
WHEREAS White House employees are lobbying on behalf 
of E.R.A. in the state legislatures; and while we recognize 
Mrs. Ford's right to her private views, we find that her 
lobbying on behalf of the E.R.A. to be both unethical and 
an abuse of her position as First Lady. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the 1975 Conserva-
tive Political Action Conference urges the defeat of the 
Equal Rights Amendment and the recision of the Amend-
ment in those states where it has mistakenly been passed; 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that lobbying for the 
E.R.A. at the expense of the U.S. taxpayers be halted 
immediately, and a Committee of Congress be empowered 
to investigate the misuses of federal funds to lobby for 
E.R.A. 
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Helms 
(Continued from page 15) 

Traditionally, our parties were based on sectional 
interests- interests that were not merely economic, but 
philosophical as well. The party candidates which a voter 
selected were more often correlated with the voter's 
geographic location than with any other factor. Because of 
this homogeneity of the social systems in the various 
sections, the voters did not have to think about issues very 
deeply to get a man and a party generally representative of 
their interests. 

But as we know, economic issues became a major factor 
with the advent of the great depression. Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt, by using the economic issue in the north and the 
west, and combining it with the geographic tradition of the 
south, was able to put together a social coalition that has 
had a profound impact upon modern life ever since. 

The success of the philosophy of offering a helping hand 
to those who deserved help quickly led politicians to see 
the potential of also giving hand-outs to those who did not 
need help. The result was to pull the Democratic Party 
further and further to the left. Naturally, the competition 
also drew the Republican Party to the left, almost always 
keeping a respectful distance. 

But in 1964, the geographic element in the coalition 
began to break up. People began to be aware that their 
personal interests and the interests promoted by the 
politicians were beginning to diverge. People began to get 
interested in issues. They looked around for a candidate 
who was speaking the things that were in their hearts. We 
know that 27 million people found him, but it was not 
enough. 

In I 968, an overwhelmingly conservative Republican 
Convention nominated Richard Nixon. The Democrats 
nominated an old-fashioned candidate depending upon the 
social coalition. Between the combined onslaught of Nixon 
and Wallace, the old-fashioned social coalition began to 
disintegrate. Both Nixon and Wallace attracted voters 
because of their stands on specific issues; the Democratic 
candidate was a creature of party structure and organiza-
tion, and that structure could no longer deliver. I am 
therefore putting forth what may seem to be a novel thesis. 
Although Nixon was nominated by party machinery, he 
was elected not because he was a Republican but because 
he articulated views that appealed to a majority of voters 
without reference to party affiliation. What I am saying is 
that neither party, Republican or Democrat, was able to 
elect a President through party loyalty and organization. 
The national party, as an umbrella for state organizations, 
was becoming meaningless. 

The ineffectiveness of both parties was further revealed 
in 1972. The President abandoned the Republican Party for 
all practical purposes and ran as the candidate of the 
Committee to Re-elect the President, with separate funding, 
separate strategy, and, to say the least, some rather 
unorthodox campaign practices. The President ran as a 
national candidate who was pleased to accept support from 
any source, including Republicans. In the end, he got 61 % 
of the vote, even though polls early in 1972 had showed 
that the majority of the electorate considered the Demo-
cratic Party better equipped to handle the problems facing 
the nation. 
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But the Democrats, as we know, had fractured badly. 
The liberal Democrats seized the national party structure 
and adopted rules guaranteeing that the convention would 
be unrepresentative of the local party structure. They 
nominated a candidate who was perceived as adhering to a 
radical ideological platform, thus destroying the social-
geographical coalition. All that the Republican candidate 
had to do- or perhaps I should say all that the candidate of 
the Committee to Re-elect the President had to do- was to 
adopt the positions on social issues held by the majority of 
the people. He was thus perceived as the conservative 
candidate. His views were not perceived as Republican 
views, although, as a matter of fact, they were the views 
held by most Republicans. 

Then in 1974, the voters stayed home. They stayed 
home in droves- Republicans, Democrats, and inde-
pendents. Only 38% came out to vote, and they were angry. 
The hopes of 1972 had not been vindicated. The image of 
rectitude had been shattered and the issues which had 
influenced the voters to vote for Nixon in 1972 never 
found fulfillment. They felt twice-cheated- and they either 
became disillusioned and stayed home, or they took 
revenge by voting with those who never wanted Nixon 
anyway. 

Does this not indicate the final collapse of the two-party 
system? With no "issues-candidate" in a national forum, 
the voters stayed away in droves, disappointed with both 
parties, with broken promises, and with broken illusions. 
Only the left-wing Democrats came out in substantial 
numbers, confirming that the Democratic Party, by and 
large, was operating largely as a cohesive liberal faction - a 
liberal party, as it were - while the regular Democrats, the 
Democrats by geography, joined the Republicans and 
independents in apathy. The national control by the 
minority liberal faction was again demonstrated in Kansas 
City, and by the inability of the Democrats in Congress to 
come up with a coherent set of policies . 

It is no coincidence that the 60 or 61% of the 
voters who have lost faith in government is exactly 
equal to the percentage of the voters who sup-
ported Richard Nixon in 1972. 

The Republicans, however, are in no shape to rejoice 
over Democratic difficulties. 

In a survey taken after the election for the Republican 
National Committee, 70% said they favored the party 
system, but 50% could find no difference between the two 
parties. 

There was a dramatic increase in alienation from the 
political system for the past 10 years. 

For the first time, a majority felt that the average person 
did not have any say about what the government does. 

For the first time, the feeling that the people running 
the government did not know what they were doing exactly 
equalled the feeling that they did. 

For the first time, the feeling that quite a lot of the 
people running the government were crooked surpassed the 
feeling that not many were crooked, and the belief that a 
few big interests were running the government went as high 
as 70%. 
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In fact, nearly 60% of the sample thought that public 
officials did not care what the people thought, and that the 
government could not be trusted. 

Indeed, all of this is very discouraging to those of us who 
are Republicans, and who want to think of the Republican 
Party as the party of principle. 

I joined the Republican Party after 28 years of being a 
registered Democrat, because I believed that it stood most 
clearly for our heritage of individual freedom and national 
strength. 

Yet only 12% of the people think the Republican Party 
is patriotic. 

I joined the Republican Party because I felt that it stood 
for free enterprise, competition, and hard work. 

Yet only 17% of the people think the Republican Party 
stands for hard work. 

No amount of communications specialists can hide 
the soaring Federal deficit, or the failure of 
the Republican administration to respond to the 
social issues upon which we were elected. We 
cannot preach honest economics, and then bring 
forth a budget proposal calling for a $52 billion 
deficit .. . 

I joinod the Republican Party because I believed in fiscal 
responsibility and honesty; yet, 60% of the people look on 
the Republican administrations and see nothing but waste 
and corruption. 

Was I wrong in joining the Republican Party? I do not 
think so, because I look around and I see the rank and file 
of my fellow Republicans who believe as I do. The vast 
majority of Republicans are conservative. They are not rich. 
They are not unpatriotic. They believe in honesty, frugality 
and hard work. 

If the Republican Party cannot stand for these princi-
ples, then it stands for nothing at all, and cannot long 
survive. Its members will desert or simply stay home, or 
they will look for those who do articulate those principles. 
The party which is based on geographic or social division is 
dead. 

The Republican Party today carries with it the burden of 
a total misunderstanding of the feelings of its members by 
the majority of the American people. And the Republicans 
cannot blame all this misunderstanding upon the press or a 
lack of communication. The people all too often correctly 
understand what the leadership of the Republican Party is 
doing. 

No amount of communication specialists can hide the 
soaring Federal deficit, or the failure of the Republican 
administration to respond to the social issues upon which 
we were elected. We cannot preach honest economics, and 
then bring forth a budget proposal calling for a $52 billion 
deficit, that optimistically assumes spending cuts of $17 
billion that a Democrat-controlled Congress will never 
approve- a budget that fails to mention another $10.6 
billion in agencies that are separately funded - for a total 
deficit of $75 .5 billion. We cannot hide what is going to 
happen when the government goes into the money market 
to borrow this money- a sum that is greater than will be 
raised by all borrowers, public and private, in the current 
year. 
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We cannot counteract the public's distrust of the 
government and suspicion of mismanagement when we fail 
to point out that the social security system is bankrupt, 
even though at present more than half of the wage-earners 
are paying more in social security taxes than in income 
taxes. 

We cannot build confidence in our national leadership 
when we continue headlong in our national giveaway policy 
that threatens our strategic security, that undermines our 
dollar, and destroys our international leadership. 

Is there any reason why, under a Republican Administra-
tion, foreign aid is projected to rise from $3 .6 billion in 
FY 74 to $6.3 billion in FY 76? If ever foreign aid had any 
validity, the United States should be receiving foreign aid in 
our present economic crisis, not giving it. 

Is there any reason why, under a Republican Administra-
tion, food stamps are presently costing $4 billion a year and 
are projected to go up to $8 billion a year? 

Is there any reason why, under a Republican Administra-
tion, we should be negotiating to give away strategic U.S. 
territory in the Canal Zone to a country that has less 
population than metropolitan Washington? 

Is there any reason why we should be proposing billions 
to develop energy resources in Siberia when we cannot even 
agree on unleashing private enterprise to develop our own 
resources? 

I know that we have a Congress that is opposed to the 
President's program. But too often the President's program 
is so bad that even-Republicans have difficulty supporting 
it. 

Under the Republican Party's present course, the Party 
is out of tune with its own rank and file membership, and 
out of tune with the growing conservative majority. It is 
out of tune with the majority that is fed up with both 
parties, and is looking for politicians who will stand on 
issues and deliver what they promise. 

Is there such a majority? 
Of course there is. 
Polls show that 31 % of the people would support a 

conservative party. We have half those people already in the 
Republican Party. 

Nineteen percent of the people would support a liberal 
party. They have their party already. Let them have their 
mini-conventions and let them have their mini-impact upon 
the country. 

The rest of our majority must be put together from the 
16% who reported that their support would depend on 
future decisions, the 19% who reported that they were fed 
up with parties, and the 14% who just didn't know. If we 
get just half these three undecided categories we have an 
overwhelming majority approaching the 61 % who voted for 
the image of a conservative candidate in 1972. 

We will not convince them that our conservative party, 
by whatever name, is not the party of the rich, by putting 
up candidates whose very names are associated with 
unsavory privilege, monopoly, and manipulation of wealth. 

We will not get them by promising more handouts when 
inflation is taking the handouts back faster than we can give 
them out. 

We will not overcome their fear of government waste, 
mismanagement and control of their lives by promising 
more government regulation and bureaucracy. 

It is no coincidence that the 60 or 61 % of the voters 
who have lost faith in government is exactly equal to the 
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percentage of the voters who supported Richard Nixon in 
1972. 

I th.ink we will find our majority by presenting our views 
in terms that are easily understood by persons who are 
worried about what is happening to them, but are outside 
of active political participation. 

We will find them in families where parents are worried 
about state interference in their right to educate their 
children according to their own values, whether it be the 
values of their own community, their own neighborhood, 
their own religious beliefs. 

We will find them among the people who can no longer 
make ends meet because government interference with the 
economy and ideological vendettas in the name of the 
environment have robbed their localities of economic 
growth. 

We will find them among people who are disturbed 
because they no longer have the freedom to arrange their 
own lives according to their own means, who are alarmed 
over governmental interference with their own privacy, and 
the privacy of their families. 

Yes, even the right to life itself has been called in to 
question by an uncontrolled judiciary that has constantly 
asserted more and more control over people's lives. 

I have studied the polls which show the deepest concerns 
of people. They are worried most about money, about their 
health, and about their relationship with God. Conserva-
tives don't need polls to tell us that. Economic, physical, 
and spiritual security are needs that are innate in human 
nature. Too often we fail to think of the spiritual 
dimension in politics, yet it is from the spiritual dimension 
that our concept of freedom comes. Politics can't establish 
programs to improve man's relationship with God, but we 
can make sure that we maintain the moral freedom to 
choose that brings about spiritual growth. 

If we do not have a majority for a program of freedom, 
then th.is nation is faced with very dark days indeed, and 
political organization is useless. 

We must develop a program of principle, so that 
the American people will know what we stand for. 
They must know not only what we stand for, but 
that we will stand by our principles without 
hesitation ... 

I have not answered the question of whether conserva-
tives should organize another party or not. I say that we 
need two parties, a liberal party and a conservative party by 
whatever name. To get to that point, we need to organize 
conservatives into a more coherent structure - and I mean 
not only our trusty band of ideological conservatives, but 
non-political people who are grappling in their own 
communities with issues such as pornography, the right to 
life, school textbooks, community control of schools, as 
well as those who are affected by economy issues such as 
inflation, soaring social security taxes, and loss of jobs. 

We must stop talking to ourselves in our own code 
words, and talk to people in language they understand. 

Last year, I asked whether perhaps the time had come 
for issue-oriented conservatives to join together in a 
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platform convention to articulate the issues in a way that 
will appeal to those who are distrustful of present politics 
and parties. Since then, we have seen our government fall, 
and an unelected government take its place. 

Is not I 976, the bicentennial year of our national 
independence, an appropriate year to issue a second 
Declaration of Independence? 

If we want such a convention, we must begin working 
now- and we must work in different ways, with different 
groups, with different constituencies. No one organization 
has the base that we need, and some of the organizations 
that will help us are not even in political action at present. 
We can ill afford the luxury of turning away any individual, 
any group of individuals- whether a state party organiza-
tion or a national party organization- or any other body 
sharing the same basic principles that we believe in. 

We must not forget that the most fertile grounds for 
political action lies with the millions who are completely 
disgusted with both major parties. We must give them a 
solid alternative. 

What kind of alternative do I mean? I mean first of all a 
group that is organized on practical political grounds. It 
must be constructed State-by-State, Congressional district-
by-Congressional district, county-by-county, precinct-by-
precinct. Unless we organize on th.is basis, we have no viable 
political force, and we have no means of fulfilling the 
mandate of the people. 

And there's more. We must develop a program of 
principle, so that the American people will know what we 
stand for. They must know not·only what we stand/or, but 
that we will stand by our principles, without hesitation, 
without quibbling, without forgetting our promises. In the 
final analysis, we must place our trust in principle, not 
personality. The political structure of this nation has 
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deteriorated far past the point where it can be saved by an 
empty personality conjured up by the image-makers. 

And that is why we must have a platform convention-
not only to lay out the program that we intend to present 
to the American people, but also to demonstrate the 
soundness of our political organization. 

Is th.is platform convention the convention of a new 
political party? It may be. Frankly, it is what we make of 
it. And what we make of it is only as limited as our vision. 

I can foresee elected members of both political parties 
embracing th.is platform as their standard of action. 

I can foresee independent candidates setting themselves 
up as forceful challengers to incumbents who refuse to 
embrace th.is platform. 

It is entirely possible that the party conventions may not 
accept the challenge of th.is platform. But I believe that any 
party which ignores th.is platform will be foreordained to 

defeat at the polls. 
I may be wrong in my belief. But every test of public 

opinion--either through candidates running for election on 
the issues, or through scientific public opinion surveys-
gives convincing argument to the contrary. 

Therefore, we must be prepared long before the filing 
dates have passed, long before it is too late for us to get on 
the ballot in each State, to have acceptable candidates 
ready and able to run for office, not excluding the 
Presidency itself, in the event that major parties continue in 
the direction they are now going. 

Thus, there will be no new party- unless one is neces-
sary. And if we see that a new party is necessary, then we 
will be ready. 

Th.is will be hard work. But independence was hard work 
for the patriots of 1776. The time for waiting is past. The 
time for action is now. Shall we stand together in this fight? 

New Party Opportunity 

I have never been one to like to start a talk by 
pussyfooting around so I will lay out my basic position for 
you and do so by giving it perhaps a little more support 
than I could simply on my own. Right after the November 
elections I was on a panel at Yale that consisted of Pat 
Caddell, who was George McGovern's pollster in 1972; 
Johnny Apple of the New York Times; and Congressman 
Jerry Waldie of California. This is how the New Haven 
paper wrote up the result of our discussion of what 
American politics would be like in 1976. They said four 
astute political analysts at Yale University Monday agreed 
that there is a good possibility that a third party ticket, if it 
ran in 1976, could win the presidency. They all further 
agreed that the Democratic party would face as grave a 
situation as the Republican party in the important 1976 
runoff. 

Now the nitty gritty of what we said there and what I 
will restate here I think somewhat more emphatically is 
that the old parties have run out of gas. The total 
opportunity in American politics today lies in the hands of 
a new party that will rise to combine the thrust of 
conservatism on one hand and elements of populism- the 
Wallace theme-on the other hand and make it into a viable 
new majority party in the United States. Now let me say 
why 1 think the backdrop to this is really all but inevitable, 
and we have to begin with the economy. I have a 
syndicated poll with Albert Sindlinger, a pollster in 
Philadelphia who does daily and weekly ongoing polls of 
U.S. consumer sentiment with an eye toward predicting and 
projecting what is going to happen to the economy. The 
report that we recently released updated the federal 
government's surveys which found unemployment at 8.2%. 
The estimates we had for the first week of February put it 
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at 9.3% and as a result of that Sindlinger, who does a lot of 
different economic projections, is now predicting that we 
will have 10% unemployment in all likelihood by June. If 
we have 10% unemployment by June and a steadily 
deteriorating economic situation it strikes me that the 
whole idea of whether or not conservatives can work within 
the Republican party becomes somewhat academic. The 
whole point is why on earth would you want to have the 
Republican nomination in 1976 when you can give it to 
somebody else? This is a factor that everybody should 
consider and dwell upon in the fullness of what I try to 
convey here. The basic Nixon constituency of 1972, or the 
basic anti-McGovern constituency which is probably a 
better description, included so much of the blue collar and 
what is often called middle American lower middle class 
element that is just on razor's edge because of the economy 
right now. The idea that they are going to be harnessable in 
the Republican harness I think is just out of the question. 

Now in terms of what this means and how the whole 
idea of a third idea should be approached, let me say I 
would not approach it very quickly or very vehemently at 
this point for the simple reason that if it is precipitated too 
quickly and everybody is in a great rush to set up an 
alternative structure you run the risk of letting it be taken 
over by people who would over-ideologize it in a way that 
would not be sufficiently appealing to a large group of the 
American people. That risk is especially clear in the 
economic area where you cannot sell what amounts to the 
old Kaiser-Fraser brand of free market conservatism in a 
situation where you have 9, 10, or 11 % unemployment. 1 
think anybody who tries is going to be in desperate straits. 
To the extent that something was set up as a third party 
movement that drew very quickly upon the conservati 
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movement it would set itself at a fatal position in terms of 
economics and it would foreclose flexibility and ability to 
present itself as responsive to the needs of what is really 
middle America which is not an affluent constituency. It is 
a constituency that is having a lot of problems right now. 
So I would not be in a big rush for that reason. 

The second reason is that the two parties right now 
behind the scenes are both very jittery about their ability to 
cope with the economic mess. In another five, six, seven, 
eight months a lot of Republicans who are very leery of a 
third party right now will be a lot more interested in it 
because they will see the existing framework is increasingly 
less viable. A lot of the conservative Democrats who have 
seen their party in Congress taken over by the frantic new 
array of twits they have imported to run the Congress will 
develop an interest as well. And all of this has the potential 
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to shake out progressively more people from the existing 
party structure and, to the extent a third party were set in 
motion prematurely with an excessively narrow base, it 
would be self-defeating. 

In terms of why I think the Republican party is dead I 
do not want to be overly critical here, but you can take the 
situation in state after state in terms of the local organiza-
tion and strength in the state legislatures and find that the 
comparison is only to 1936 or 1964. In the 1974 election 
for the first time in a decade the Republican party was 
getting smashed in the northeastern liberal areas and at the 
same time losing strength and being rolled back in the 
South. In other words neither alternative view of the 
future - either the workmen's society view or the conserva-
tive Republican view was able to surmount the bankruptcy 
of the party because of the economy and Watergate. 
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The opportunity for the Republican party was there in 
1972 and was not handled very well by Nixon because he 
was out to get every last decimal point on his own vote. But 
even allowing for that and allowing that as of early 1973 
with the Rizzo-Godwin-Connolly business there was a 
framework that still might have been viable. As a result of 
Watergate and the tremendous botchup of the economy 
and the whole Mary Louise Smith Act of selling the 
Republican party as Abraham Lincoln with hexachloro-
phene, it is just not going to go anywhere. It is pathetic and 
it is just nothing that you can advertise to people anymore 
as having any real soul-to use that word. I just don't think 
there is anything there. It is the 20th Century Whigs at this 
point trying to straddle all the issues. They had a 
conference of state chairmen in January where they 
brought in some pollster who said you want to get away 
from all the major national issues. You want to stress things 
like prevention of local burglaries and checking out 
supermarkets for price fixing or something. This is the 
breadth of imagination that makes you think of Millard 
Fillmore. (In fact if you look at the White House there is a 
hell of a lot that makes you think of Millard Fillmore.) And 
I really don't think that that is going to be viable in 1976. 

Now, in terms of what contribution the Republican 
party can make in 1976 I would like to offer a somewhat 
iconoclastic view. It could run Nelson Rockefeller for 
President and doom the Democratic party, because if 
Nelson Rockefeller were the Republican nominee he would 
be making a deal with everyone from Common Cause to 
George Meany, and the whole Democratic party structure 
would be torn to shreds. At the same time the right wing of 
the Democratic party would be willing to move into 
tandem with the new conservative movement. There would 
be a total self-destruct of the Republican and Democratic 
parties in the presidential orbit and creation of the 
opportunity for a new third party to win with 35 to 40% of 
the vote and get off the old Whig bandwagon and do 
something. That is the thing that can possibly be done in 
1976 if the cards are played right. 

Now one last point on the Whig analogy. If you go back 
to the 1850's and the l 860's you will see that it was very 
difficult to create a new party; in the election of 1856 with 
the first new party candidacy of the Republicans there was 
a three way race and in 1860 a four way race. The way 
Abraham Lincoln got into the White House was not because 
he created the type of "broad faced coalition appealing to 
everybody" that the liberals will advertise as the key to 
glory. He created a narrowly based coalition that got 39% 
of the vote in a tightly fought sectional and cultural race 
and squeezed itself into the White House and used the 
power of the presidency to change the course of history. 
But it was a 39% of the vote deal and it relied upon what 
was the old party, in essence the extension of the Whig 
party, to fulfill a very vital function in that 1860 election; 
furnish an indecisive blurry party for those who did not 
know what they wanted to do, who refused to take any 
position, any ideological position, any sectional position. 
The old Whig Republicans could in essence siphon off a 
substantial element that would refuse to support a conserv-
ative candidate or coalition in the 1976 election and it 
would siphon them off in a way that they would not vote 
to the liberals as they did in 1964, because anybody that is 
aware of the voting patterns in 1964 will know where the 
Rockefeller vote went and it did not go to the Socialist 
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Workers Party. If you have this three or four party 
structure you create a situation in which not only can a 
fairly solidly conservative ticket or coalition win but it uses 
the divisions among its enemies to divide and conquer and 
win with something less than a majority. Now I think 
in the event Ronald Reagan were to go through the 
Republican primaries fighting Nelson Rockefeller and 
Nelson Rockefeller's structure, even if he won the Republi-
can nomination, the likelihood that in a two way race he 
could win a 50% of the vote is very negligible. And there is 
thr prospect that George Wallace would be in there draining 
votes that would normally be Reagan's and being very 
effective because of the number of people that would 

refuse to vote for a Republican candidate because of the 
Republican economic policy. So the Republican presiden-
tial framework in 1976 should not seem very viable six or 
nine months from now when a lot of people will be ready 
to face that decision. I favor the third party, because I 
think the Republican framework is probably spent. It is a 
Whig historical relic but my caveat is that I would not be 
premature on this. It is something to be done very carefully 
to make certain that what is being started is a broad based 
movement with its roots in the American people and 
avoiding having roots in fringe elements and in elements 
which will not allow it to reach a broad enough base which 
is necessary to do the job. 

''Releasing the American Spirit • • • '' 

Liberalism is intellectually dead. Yet, like Marley's ghost 
in Dickens' Christmas Carol, it walks the halls of Congress, 
clanking its chains and calling upon everyone to spend 
more, lest we be damned. 

The Conservative Political Action Conference has been 
called, in effect, to exorcise that ghost; to banish the 
hobgoblins and superstitions that have haunted us during 
the past generation and longer; and to release the American 
spirit so that it may rediscover and embrace the political 
truths that have given this country such freedom and 
greatness and moral and economic strength. 

This conference has come at a critical time. The next 
five years could prove decisive for the future of the 
Republic. This nation will either yield to the political 
impulses now gaining momentum in the Congress, impulses 
that can plunge us beyond recall into the abyss of a 
centralized, regulated society; or we can break free of the 
constraints increasingly being placed on individual action 
and initiatives, and again shape our national and individual 
destinies as truly free men and women. 

This conference can prove to be a profoundly important 
event; a turning point on the road back to political balance 
and sanity. It is a convocation of the brightest and the best 
that the American Conservative movement has to offer. The 
fact that so many are gathered here from every part of the 
country is proof enough of our unwillingness either to be 
taken for granted or to retire to the sidelines, looking on 
passively as the future of the country is shaped by forces 
that fail to understand the sources of its strength. 

Politically, Conservatives are corning of age. We are here 
this evening amid circumstances which are uniquely differ-
ent from, say, fifteen years ago when Young Americans for 
Freedom was founded, or even ten years ago when Barry 
Goldwater ran for President and the American Conservative 
Union was formed to become a focal point for Conservative 
political action. It is different because, collectively, we are 
acquiring a track record. We are able to demonstrate our 
ability not only to criticize the failure of others, but to 
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innovate; and in California, we have been able to demon-
strate that our innovations work. Moreover, we meet at a 
time when it -can be said with confidence that the dominant 
political mood is conservative, that on most basic issues, a 
majority of the American people is with us. 

They share our concern over inflationary budgets that in 
fiscal year 1976 will in all probability result in a deficit in 
excess of $70 billion. They also see the continued growth 
of the Federal government as a substantial threat to the 
freedom and well-being of every American. These budgets 
and the growth of Federal power are the producer of 
Liberal politics, which means it is not to political Liberals 
the nation should look for solutions. Yet (and this is the 
problem to which Conservatives must address themselves) 
we have suffered major setbacks at the polls. 

Message of the November Elections 
As we survey the shambles of last November's elections, 

certain facts become increasingly clear. The electorate did 
not reject political conservatism in 1974. Rather at the 
polls or by staying home, they delivered a stinging political 
defeat to the Republican Party. What is equally clear, that 
defeat is traceable to more than Watergate or the former 
President. The results of the I 972 Congressional elections, 
simultaneous with a Republican Presidential landslide of 
historic proportions, suggest a more fundamental problem. 
The recent Teeter poll confirms the fact that for several 
years now, the electorate has held the notion that the 
Democrats are better able to handle the nation's problems, 
which means that they do not associate the Democrats with 
the disastrous programs that have been enacted by Liberal 
Democratic majorities in Congress. This suggests an infor-
mation gap that it is the first order of business to fill. 

Another lesson of the I 974 election is that the American 
people want to change, which to me means less, not more, 
of the old-time Liberal solutions. One of the more 
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remarkable political facts is that Liberals can continually 
present themselves as representing the fresh breeze and the 
new view. Clearly, they do not. The one true reform 
movement in America is the Conservative movement. 

Skeptics in the press notwithstanding, American Con-
servatism is not, in essence, a status-quo oriented view; it is 
change oriented. Conservatives want reform. That is our 
message, as it was the message of the electorate. 

Our first task then, is to articulate a giant political truth: 
the concerns of the electorate are the concerns of Conserva-
tives. Together we must let the American people know that 
it is we Conservatives who can best address those concerns 
and frustrations. The failure on our part to do so will 
probably mean that Americans will continue to be served a 
smorgasbord of strong centralized solutions, requiring even 
bigger Federal budgets, and ever-greater regulation of our 
lives, our enterprises and our interests. 

Second, just because Liberalism and the Democratic 
Party have doininated the period in which these problems 
have grown to catastrophic proportions does not mean that 
the American people will come to know spontaneously that 
they are the cause of these fai lures. 

This fact holds important lessons for Conservatives and 
Republicans. For the Conservatives, the lesson is that we 
must know that we have to communicate our views more 
effectively. We must tell our fellow citizens that we have 
approaches to prob lems and solutions that are funda-
mentally different from those of the Liberals. We must 
demonstrate that Conservatism constitutes the single , 
major, responsible alternative on the political scene today. 

For the Repub lican Party the lesson is that it cannot 
plausibly attack the Democratic record unless it is prepared 
to attack the Liberal-Democratic policies that have created 
that record. This means that unless the Republican Party 

brings itself to stand for a coherent philosophy of political 
alternatives, it will continue along its current decline. 
Republicanism of the kind that accepts, in the name of 
moderation, half the Liberal Democratic program holds no 
appeal to those Conservative-minded independents and 
Democrats who were essential to the victorious Presidential 
election coalition of 1972. Liberal Republicans cannot 
hope to resurrect Republican fortunes. The one chance for 
the Republican Party to become the majority party is to do 
what ought to come naturally, and that is to identify itself 
with the Conservative alternative to the Liberalism that 
now dictates Democratic policy. Otherwise, the Republican 
Party may have no future. 

This is the problem that Conservatives and Republicans 
face. But it is also their opportunity. If I might be so 
presumptuous, we Conservatives know that we have an -
swers to what troubles America. But the opportunity is one 
which is by nature different than "opportunity knocking ." 
It is the opportunity to go to work- to be missionaries, if 
you will. For in the last analysis, ideas uncommunicated are 
ideas that will not be of use to the practical affairs of man. 
That ideas are true or valuable is no guarantee that they will 
prevail. It is you and I who must carry that burden. We 
must seize the opportunity. We must re-double our efforts. 
And it is to seize that opportunity and to focus those 
efforts that the Conservative Political Action Conference 
has been convened. 

If I might engage in some collective back-patting I would 
like to compliment us for being here. That in these 
depressing days we come out in such numbers is a 
testament to our willingness, no eagerness, to stick with the 
challenge; and that is, to go forward from this meeting to 
do what is necessary: to effect a Conservative political 
majority in America. 

GOP: Dying Or Dead? 

There is probably no better answer to the question, 
"Does the Republican Party Have a Future? ," than the last 
few days' focus of discussion. Regardless of any tactical 
disagreements we may have as political conservatives, this 
discussion reveals a central debate. On the one side, there 
are those who consider the G.O .P. as dying. On the other 
side, there are those who consider it already dead. 

Earlier in this conference, Senator Jesse Helms recalled 
last November's dismal electoral results as well as the 
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preceding succession of Party losses. It is a successive trend 
already described by KeVJn Phillips, and one we might 
re-name The Emerging Republican Obscurity. The Republi-
can Party no longer .appears to be considered by serious 
investors as a bluechip commodity. 

I maintain that the Phillips' thesis holds. David Broder, 
as observer on the scene; Frederick Dutton in his Changing 
Sources of Power; Walter Dean Burnham; Samuel Lubell; 
Scammon and Wattenberg; and nearly all other serious 
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political scientists have disagreements on matters of public 
policy, but all share Phillips' notion that a major political 
realignment has taken place, and that there is a large body 
of the electorate ranging anywhere from 20 to 41 % in 
search of a new party vehicle to represent their interests. 
This search is not an active one in all cases- and this 
plurality includes many nominal Democrats, voters predis-
posed to vote for a Center-Right candidate, but not 
predisposed to join or pledge party allegiance to the 
Republicans. Consider , for example , last November' s con-
gressional elections. The official response from the Repub-
lican National Committee was to attribute the results to 
Watergate. But the most reliable survey research, our only 
means of attempting to really answer this question, indicate 
that this is not so. Rather, the voters , including the 
stay-at-home majority, associated the Party not so much as 
standing for Watergate as standing for nothing in particular. 
The NBC News Election Day Survey asked a random 
sample grouping of voters in 50 states some 35 questions in 
order to measure the impact of Watergate. Some of the 
most indicative results are as follows: 

Question - "Do you agree or disagree with the following 
statement, 'I think less of Republicans because of Water-
gate?'" Nationally, 40% agreed , 48% disagreed , and 12% 
were unsure. Yet when the question is put in a more general 
form, linking its answer to a commentary not merely on 
Mr. Nixon but on all previous administrations, the results 
are overwhelming. To the question, "Which party do you 
think can do a better job dealing with the problem of 
corruption in government? " , 15% answered the Republi-
cans, 35% the Democrats, while a total of 43% contended 
that neither could, that both parties were essentially the 
same. And we continue to see a continued correlation of 
voter dissatisfaction with both major parties on a broad 
range of social and economic issues. This comes at a time 
when only 18% of our countrymen can identify their own 
interests with those of the Republican Party. J 8%! You 
know, back in the early sixties, that is what they used to 
call a "fringe group"! 

Once again, what survey data exists to determine the 
shape and size of the continuing realignment of voters holds 
that we are only witnessing the tip of the proverbial iceberg 
of voter distrust and disgust with both major parties. 
Should another party appear with the image of one which 
can potentially govern, potentially represent the attitudes 
and interests of the larger, popular middle class, it will 
become this century's successor to the Experiment of 1856, 
as the Republican Party goes the way of the Whigs. 

So the real question to be answered is not "Where is the 
Republican Party going?" But, "How long will it take 
before it gets there?" 

In the course of America's electoral history since 
Jackson we learn that a party lives only so long as its 
existence is considered irrevocably necessary . Last Novem-
ber, as has been the case for decades, we were presented 
with the spectre of a Democratic Party attempting to 
represent anything- and a Republican Party successfully 
representing nothing. Local exigencies aside, the G.O.P. as 
perceived by the voters is no longer a party of balanced 
budgets, localized government and anti-communism. It can 
no longer presume to be the party of moral probity. A 
national Democrat's historic appeal as a delegate of the 
people has been historically distinct from the image of a 
Repub lican as not merely a delegate but, in Edmund 
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Burke's meaning , a representative - one who while more 
reserved, perhaps was also more moral, more trustworthy. 
Yet, in the fumbling rush to stay out of jail, a Republican 
President , his cabinet level advisors and all the king's men 
not only failed to pay their taxes, but more importantly 
appeared to not really give a damn about those who do. 
And a party which either does not or does not appear to 
care deeply , cannot really be cared about deeply. 

It is in light of this that we, as Republicans , must strive 
toward the goal of preserving a Republican constituency 
which no longer has a viable party to represent it. It need 
not be a rigid ideological structure as a caricature of a 
European party, nor should it be only a public relations 
junket for the duration of only a single election. It must be 
a broad , center-right coalition which can serve as a mansion 
with many rooms for the Democrats and Independents 
needed to form the majority coalition. 

Though the natural affinity is understandable, Republi-
cans need not feel guilty about the course we must follow. 
No more loyal Republican ever lived than did the man who 
once warned his party that it risked an eventual popular 
ruin should it continue to deny any lasting general 
principles, and this man, Robert Taft, argued that these 
very doctrinal differences made parties. As he told his 
National Committee in 1953, 

The two-party system is based on the theory that a 
large number of men who think differently on many 
subjects unite in the belief that certain principles are 
vHal to the welfare of their country, and that 
differences on less important questions must be 
reconciled or forgotten in the common effort to 
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secure these basic principles. The only parties that 
have died are those that have forgotten or abandoned 
the principles on which they were founded. A party 
can live only if it represents a great principle or a set 
of principles .... A party kills itself and removes any 
excuse for its existence when it adopts the principles 
of its opponents. 

Since Taft's time, Republicanism's identity crisis has 
grown more acute. William A. Rusher has contributed more 
toward understanding the basic problem than anyone, and 
his book, The Making of a New Majority Party, is 
predicated on the Kevin Phillips' thesis. Yet it holds that in 
state after state, "the Republican Party hardly exists at all. 
In part this is due to the long-term shift of financial support 
from the party to the individual candidates- but this in turn 
is squarely the result of the essential meaninglessness of the 
party. No one can effectively lead or even work in the 
Republican Party today, because no one can possibly say 
what it stands for. ... " And Mr. Rusher shies away from 
the current G.O.P. "Open the Door" strategy which at-
tempts to "fructify the opportunism to which nothing 
human is alien, ... in the Republican Party's sterile and 
futile effort to avoid the hostility of blocs that have no 
intention of voting for it anyway." 

Once before in American history, one of our two major 
parties grew into irrelevance, and it was replaced by a new 
coalition composed of the Free Soil Party of Salmon P. 
Chase and George Jullian; the Democrats of John C. 
Fremont and Hannibal Hamlin; and the surviving Whig 
followers of Horace Greely and Abraham Lincoln. This 
newly arisen third party, the Republican Party of 1854,lost 

when it first posed a Presidential race in the figure of the 
John C. Fremont campaign of 1856. But it arose out of the 
dissolution of a slowly dying party, which like all parties 
appears invincible until the last five minutes, and it won in 
1860 with the extraordinary political leadership of Abra-
ham Lincoln. 

It is an historical fact that in politics, the image is more 
important than the reality. And if the image, as a Robert 
Teeter poll suggests, of the Republican Party is one of 
appearing "untrustworthy, incompetent, and allied with big 
business," conservatives would be wasting their time con-
tinuing to discuss remaining in the Republican Party as our 
only option. For the Republican Party no longer represents 
its former constituency; it cannot, it will not, and we must 
come to the hard truth that if one party government is to 
be avoided in America, we must witness the formation of a 
new conservative party. 

We must not be falsely labelled the visionaries as against 
the practical or the unsophisticated as against the sophisti-
cated. For political sophistication is not merely a synonym 
for prudence. The ranks of the politically unsophisticated 
are historically those who have not seen far enough. We 
would be celebrating the name of Neville Chamberlain 
today if he had had Winston Churchill's understanding of 
how much was within the realm of the possible for the 
British people. And so it is, that the true political 
sophisticate, having acknowledged the supreme unwisdom 
of biting off more than you can chew, would also be 
advised of the folly and failure of biting off less than we 
can chew. It is an axiom we ought not to forget during a 
time of a prevailing, yet dying, political orthodoxy. 

' ' • • • Let us go forward without them.'' 

Since our last meeting in January 1974, we have been 
through a disastrous election. It is easy for us to be 
discouraged, as pundits hail that election as a repudiation of 
our philosophy and even as a mandate of some kind or 
other. But the significance of the election was not 
registered by those who voted, but by those who stayed 
home. If there was anything like a mandate it will be found 
among almost two-thirds of the citizens who refused to 
participate. 

Bitter as it was to accept the results of that election, we 
should have reason for some optimism. For many years 
now we have preached "the gospel", in opposition to the 
philosophy of so-called liberalism which was, in truth, a call 
to collectivism. 
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by Ronald Reagan 
Now, it is possible we have been persuasive to a greater 

degree than we had ever realized. Few, if any, Democratic 
Party candidates in the last election ran as liberals. 
Listening to them I had the eerie feeling we were hearing 
reruns of Goldwater speeches. I even thought I heard a few 
of my own. 

Bureaucracy was assailed and fiscal responsibility hailed. 
Even George McGovern donned sack cloth and ashes and 
did penance for the good people of South Dakota. 

But let us not be so naive as to think we are witnessing a 
mass conversion to the principles of conservatism. Once 
sworn into office, the victors reverted to type. In their view 
apparently the ends justified the means. 

The "Young Turks" had campaigned against "evil 
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politicians". They then turned against committee chairmen 
of their own party, displaying a taste and talent as 
cutthroat power politicians quite in contrast to their 
campaign rhetoric and idealism. Still, we must not forget 
that they molded their campaigning to fit what even they 
recognized was the mood of the majority. And, we must see 
to it that the people are reminded of this as they now 
pursue their ideological goals- and pursue them they will. 

In a recent gathering of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, several members proclaimed that food is a national 
resource and that it should be taken by government and 
distributed equally to all the people. The sheer ignorance 
behind such a proposal boggles the mind, but the shock is 
immeasurable when you consider the proposal came from 
those who will determine national agricultural policy for 
the next two years. 

I know you are aware of the national polls which show 
that a greater (and increasing) number of Americans-
Republicans, Democrats and independents- classify them-
selves as "conservatives" than ever before. And, a poll of 
rank-and-file union members reveals dissatisfaction with the 
amount of power their own leaders have assumed, and a 
resentment of their use of that power for partisan politics. 

These polls give cause for some optimism, but at the 
same time reveal a confusion that exists and the need for a 
continued effort to "spread the word". 

In another recent survey, of 35,000 college and uni-
versity stud en ts polled, three-fourths blame American 
business and industry for all of our economic and social ills. 
The same three-fourths think the answer is more (and 
virtually complete) regimentation and government control 
of all phases of business- including the imposition of wage 
and price controls. Yet, 80% in the same poll want less 
government interference in their own lives! 

In other polls, there is evidence that people, more than 
ever before, are angry with government- at its size, its cost 
and its power. Yet, nearly one-half cannot name their U.S. 
Congressman and of those who can 86% cannot describe a 
single thing he or she stands for. 

Liberalism Repudiated 
In 1972 the people of this country had a clear cut 

choice, based on the issues- to a greater extent than in any 
election in half a century. In overwhelming numbers they 
ignored party labels, not so much to vote for a man or even 
a policy, as to repudiate a philosophy. In doing so they 
repudiated that final step into the welfare state- that call 
for the confiscation and redistribution of their earnings on 
a scale far greater than what we now have. They repudiated 
the abandonment of national honor and a weakening of this 
nation's ability to protect itself. 

A study has been made that is so revealing that I'm not 
surprised it has been ignored by a certain number of 
political commentators and columnists. The Political 
Science Department of Georgetown University researched 
the mandate of the 1972 election and recently presented its 
findings at a seminar. 

Taking several major issues which, incidentally, are still 
the issues of the day, they polled rank-and-file members of 
the Democratic Party on their approach to these problems. 
Then, they polled the delegates to the two major national 
conventions- the leaders of the parties. 

They found the delegates to the Republican convention 
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almost identical in their responses to those of the rank-and-
file Democrats. Yet, the delegates to the Democratic 
convention were miles apart from the thinking of their own 
party members. 

The mandate of 1972 still exists. The people of America 
have been confused and disturbed by events since that 
election, but they hold an unchanged philosophy. 

Our task is to make them see that what we represent is 
identical to their own hopes and dreams of what America 
can and should be. If there are questions as to whether the 
principles of conservatism hold up in practice, we have the 
answers to them. Where conservative principles have been 
tried, they have worked. We do not have to deal in utopian 
promises, shutting our eyes to repeated failures and social 
experiments- costly failures overlaid by more costly fail-
ures. We have examples of conservative principles put to the 
test and we can prove that they work. 

Governor Meldrim Thomson is making them work in 
New Hampshire; so is Arch Moore in West Virginia and 
Mills Godwin in Virginia. Jack Williams made them work in 
Arizona and I am sure James Edwards will in South 
Carolina. 

If you will permit me, I can recount my own experience 
in California. 

The California Experiment 
When I went to Sacramento eight years ago, I had the 

belief that government was no deep, dark mystery; that it 
could be operated efficiently by using the same common 
sense practiced in our everyday life, in our home, in 
business and private affairs. 

The "lab test" of my theory- California- was pretty 
messed up after eight years of a road show version of the 
Great Society. Our first and only briefing came from the 
outgoing Director of Finance who said, "We're spending $1 
million more a day than we're taking in. I have a golf date. 
Good luck!" That was the most cheerful news we were to 
hear for quite some time. 

California state government was increasing by about 
5,000 new employees a year. We were the welfare capital of 
the world, with 16% of the nation's caseload. Soon, 
California's caseload was increasing by 40,000 a month. 

We turned to the people themselves for help. Two 
hundred and fifty experts in various fields volunteered to 
serve on task forces at no cost to the taxpayers. They went 
into every department of state government and came back 
with 1,800 recommendations on how modern business 
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practices could be used to make government more efficient. 
We adopted 1,600 of them. 

We appointed to government positions not the political 
faithful but individuals who were not seeking government 
careers ~nd who would be the first to tell us if they found 
their jobs or department unnecessary. 

We instituted a policy of "cut, squeeze and trim" and 
froze the hiring of employees as replacements for retiring 
employees or others leaving state service. Every such move 
was vehemently opposed by the bureaucracy and by a 
legislative majority whose liberalism had led to the situa-
tion we inherited. Unable to make them see the light, we 
often took our case to the people, who made them feel the 
heat. 

After a few years of struggling with the professional 
welfarists we again turned to the people. First, we obtained 
another task force and, when the legislature refused to help 
implement its recommendations, we presented the recom-
mendations to the electorate. 

One newspaper tested our charges that there were 
welfare excesses. When a reporter got on welfare four times 
under four names in the same office on the same day, that 
paper joined our crusade. 

It still took some doing. The legislature insisted our 
reforms would not work; that the needy would starve in the 
streets; that the workload would be dumped on the 
counties; that property taxes would go up and that we 
would run up a deficit the first year of $750 million. That 
was four years ago. Today, the needy have had an average 
increase of 43% in welfare grants in California, but the 
taxpayers have saved $2 billion by the caseload not 
increasing that 40,000 a month. Instead, there are some 
400,000 fewer on welfare today than then. Forty of the 
state's 58 counties have reduced property taxes for two 
years in a row (some for three). That $750 million deficit 
turned into an $850 million surplus which we returned to 
the people in a one-time tax rebate. That wasn't easy. One 
state senator described that rebate as "an unnecessary 
expenditure of public funds". 

For more than two decades governments- federal, state, 
local - have been increasing in size two-and-a-half times 
faster than the population increase. 

We have just turned over to a new administration in 
Sacramento a government virtually the same size it was 
eight years ago. With the state's growth rate, this means 
that government absorbed a work load increase, in some 
departments as much as 66%. 

We also turned over- for the first time in almost a 
quarter of a century- a balanced budget and a surplus of 
$500 million. In these last eight years, we returned to the 
people in rebates, tax reductions and bridge toll reductions 
$5.7 billion. All of this is contrary to the will of those who 
deplore conservatism and profess to be liberals , yet all of it 
is pleasing to the citizenry. 

Make no mistake, the leadership of the Democratic Party 
is still out of step with the majority of Americans. 

Speaker Carl Albert recently was quoted as saying that 
our problem is "60% recession, 30% inflation and 10% 
energy". That makes as much sense as saying two and two 
make 22. 

Economic Problems and Cures 
Without inflation there would be no recession. And, 

unless we curb inflation we can see the end of our society 
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and economic system. The painful fact is we can only halt 
inflation by undergoing a period of economic dislocation - a 
recession if you will. 

We can take steps to ease the suffering of some who will 
be hurt more than others, but if we turn from fighting 
inflation and adopt a program only to fight recession we are 
on the road to disaster. 

In his first address to Congress, the President asked 
Congress to join him in an all-out effort to balance the 
budget. I think all of us wish that he had reissued that 
speech instead of this year's budget message. 

What side can be taken in a debate over whether the 
deficit should be $52 billion or $70 or 80 billion preferred 
by the profligate Congress? 

Inflation has one cause and one cause only: government 
spending more than government takes in. And the cure to 
inflation is a balanced budget. We know of course that after 
40 years of social tinkering and Keynesian experimentation 
that we can't do this all at once, but it can be achieved. 
Balancing the budget is like protecting your virtue-you 
have to learn to say "no". 

This is no time to retread the shopworn panaceas of the 
New Deal, the Fair Deal and the Great Society. John 
Kenneth Galbraith who, in my opinion, is living proof that 
economics is an inexact science, has written a new book. It 
is called Economics and the Public Purpose. In it, he asserts 
that market arrangement"s in our economy have given us 
inadequate housing , terrible mass transit, poor health 
care and a host of other miseries. And then, for the first 
time to my knowledge, he advances socialism as the answer 
to our problems. 
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Shorn of all side issues and extraneous matter, the 
problem underlying all others is the worldwide contest for 
the hearts and minds of mankind. Do we find the answers 
to human misery in freedom as it is known, or do we sink 
into the deadly dullness of the socialist antheap? 

To those who suggest that the latter is some kind of 
solution, I issue a challenge. Let us have no more theorizing 
when actual comparison is possible. There is in the world a 
great nation; larger than ours in territory and populated 
with 250 million capable people. It is rich in resources and 
has had more than 50 uninterrupted years to practice 
socialism without opposition. We could match them, but it 
would take a little doing on our part. We'd have to cut our 
paychecks back by 75%; move 60 million workers back to 
the farm; abandon two-thirds of our steel making capa-
bility; destroy 40 million television sets; tear up 14 of every 
15 miles of highway; junk 19 of every 20 automobiles; tear 
up two-thirds of our railroad tracks; knock down 70% of 
our houses; and rip out nine out of every 10 telephones. 
Then, all we have to do is find a capitalist country to sell us 
wheat on credit to keep us from starving! 

Our people are in a time of discontent. Our vital energy 
supplies are threatened by possibly the most powerful 
cartel in human history. Our traditional allies in Western 
Europe are experiencing political and economic instability 
bordering on chaos. 

We seem to be increasingly alone in a world grown more 
hostile, but we let our defenses shrink to pre-Pearl Harbor 
levels. And, we are conscious that in Moscow the crash 
building of arms continues. The SALT II agreement in 
Vladivostok, if not renegotiated, guarantees the Soviets a 
clear missile superiority sufficient to make a "first strike" 
possible with little fear of reprisal. Yet, too many Congress-
men demand further cuts in our own defenses, including 
delay if not cancellation of the B-1 bomber. 

I realize that millions of Americans are sick of hearing 
about lndo-China and perhaps it is politically unwise to talk 
of our obligation to Cambodia and South Vietnam. But we 
pledged- in an agreement that brought our young men 
home and freed our prisoners- to give our allies arms and 
ammunition to replace on a one-for-one basis what they 
expended in resisting the agression of the communists who 
are violating the ceasefire and are fully aided by their Soviet 
and Red Chinese allies. 

Can we live with ourselves if we, as a nation, betray our 
friends and ignore our pledged word? And, if we do, who 
would ever trust us again? To consider committing such an 
act so contrary to our deepest ideals is symptomatic of the 
erosion of standands and values. And this adds to our 
discontent. 

We did not seek world leadership; it was thrust upon us. 
It has been our destiny almost from the first moment this 
land was settled. If we fail to keep our rendezvous with 
destiny or, as John Winthrop said in 1630, "Deal falsely 
with our God", we shall be made "A story and byword 
throughout the world." 

Americans are hungry to feel once again a sense of 
mission and greatness. 

I don't know about you, but I am impatient with those 
Republicans who after the last election rushed into print 
saying "we must broaden the base of our Party" - when 
what they meant was to blur even more the differences 
between ourselves and our opponents. 
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It was a feeling that there was not a sufficient difference 
now between the parties that kept a majority of the voters 
away from the polls. When have we ever advocated a 
closed-door policy? Who has ever been barred from 
participating? 

Our people look for a cause to believe in. Is it a third 
party we need, or is it a new and revitalized second party, 
raising a banner of no pale pastels, but bold colors which 
make it unmistakably clear where we stand on all of the 
issues troubling the people? 

Let us show that we stand for fiscal integrity and sound 
money and above all for an end to deficit spending, with 
ultimate retirement of the national debt. 

Let us also include a permanent limit on the percentage 
of the people's earnings government can take without their 
consent. 

Let our banner proclaim a genuine tax reform that will 
begin by simplifying the income tax so that workers can 
compute their obligation without having to employ legal 
help. 

And, let us provide indexing- adjusting the brackets of 
the cost of living- so that an increase in salary meant to 
keep pace with inflation does not move the taxpayer into a 
surtax bracket. Failure to provide this means an increase in 
government's share and would make the worker worse off 
than he was before he got the raise. 

Let our banner proclaim the belief in a free market place 
as the greatest provided for the people. Let us also include 
our pledge to end the nitpicking harassment and over 
regulation of business and industry which restricts expan-
sion and our ability to compete in world markets. 

To those political demagogues who appeal to the worst 
in human nature, telling us we can have a bigger slice of the 
pie only by reducing someone else's share, let our banner 
proclaim that we can all have a bigger slice if government 
will only get out of the way and let the private sector build 
a bigger pie. 

Under our banner there will be compassion for those 
who need help, but we will not sentence them to a lifetime 
of hopelessness and the dole. We will seek to make them 
self-sustaining with hope in a future in which they control 
their own destinies. 

Let us explore ways to ward off socialism, not by 
increasing government's coercive power, but by increasing 
participation by the people in the ownership of our 
ind us trial machine. 

Our banner must recognize the responsiblity of govern-
ment to protect the law-abiding, holding those who commit 
misdeeds personally accountable. 

And, we must make it plain to international adventurers 
that our love of peace stops short of "peace at any price". 
We will maintain whatever level of strength is necessary to 
preserve our free way of life. 

A political party can1:-ot be all things to all people. It 
must represent certain fundamental beliefs which must not 
be compromised to political expediency, or simply to swell 
its numbers. 

I do not believe I have proposed anything that is 
contrary to what has been considered Republican principle. 
It is at the same time the very basis of conservatism. It is 
time to reassert that principle and raise it to full view. And, 
if there are those who cannot subscribe to these principles, 
let us go forward without them. 
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Arizona Y AF, with the help of 
state advisor Representative James 
Skelly , played major role in the state's 
rejection of the ERA ... 

Western Service Director Gary Gior-
dano was a guest on Ken Boehm 's 
radio show in Philadelphia . . . Gary 
also spoke at Swarthmore College on 
Chavez ... 

Clifford Theis has organized a Y AF 
chapter at St. John's University Staten 
Island Campus, and plans a program of 
speakers, films, and debates ... 

Chapter Services Director Ron Rob-
inson debated proponents of uncondi-
tional amnesty at the First Congrega-
tional Church of Fairfax in Vir-
ginia ... 

Youngstown State University Y AF 
is one of the most active in Ohio. 
Chaired by Bill Boni, the group has 
sponsored literature tables, worked in 
local campaigns, and sponsored several 
successful seminars. The Ohio State 
Board has named it as the State Y AF 
Chapter of the Year for 1974 ... 

Members of W. Tresper Clarke Hi-
y AF have been active in the gun 
control controversy. Chairman Rich 
Cooper and vice-chairman Ray Scutari 
were elected to the National Honor 
Society. Alan Rothberg has been ap-
pointed in charge of recruitment and 
materials . . . They also issued press 
releases urging the deregulation of 
transportation, the end of farm sub-
sidies, free trade, and the gold stand-
ard ... , as well as corresponded with 
Representative John Wydler, criticiz-
ing his sponsorship of the Consumer 
Protection Agency bill ... 
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Northwest Y AF has formulated 
plans for a proposal similar to Ronald 
Reagan's Proposition One to limit 
government's power to tax ... Mem-
bers of this active region held a meet-
ing with Luke Williams , who was 
active in Barry Goldwater's 1964 Presi-
dential campaign, to discuss the forma-
tion of a new party in Washington 
State. Mr. Williams is currently Presi-
dent of the American Sign and Indi-
cator Company ... 

Serving as Nevada Y AF's officers 
are Chairman Ralph McMullen, Vice-
Chairman Steve Parker , Secretary 
Nancy Rogers, and Treasurer Joel Han-
sen. Members of the state organization 

had a booth at the state fair, have 
shown "Only the Strong", worked to 
retain the state Right to Work law, and 
were part of the successful effort to 
secure the passage of the Liberty 
Amendment. Janine Hansen is chair-
man of the Stop-ERA group, a coali-
tion of 23 organizations working for 
the amendment's defeat in Nevada ... 

National Board member Jerry Nor-
ton was the representative of the 
conservative viewpoint in the "Close-
Up" Series held in Washington, D.C., 
from February through April. This 
involved debates before 200 high 
school leaders who came to the district 
each week from various parts of the 
country to learn first hand how their 
government is run. 

Houston Area Y AF has shown the 
Solzhenitsyn film interview at St. 
Thomas High, Jesuit Prep, St. Agnes 
High, Milby High, Sharpstown High, 
Memorial High, Northwest High , Pro-
American, St. Thomas Episcopal, and 
the Dr. B. Burgess business group. The 
group has also sponsored a speech by 
Fred Spangler on the American Consti-
tution, held a softball game and picnic, 
heard prominent Houston businessman 
Clyner Wright on third party pros-
pects, and sponsored a luncheon with 
Y AF Leaders Frank Donatelli, Albert 
Forrester, Bruce Eberle, James Mea-
dows, and Patrick Perry ... 

Forest Hills Chapter of YAF (New 
York) sent letters to The Consumer 
Products Safety Commission urging 
opposition to gun control ... Mem-
bers passed a resolution calling for the 

YSU-YAF had a literature table at the annual freshman weekend. 
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reactions & rebuttals 
(Continued from inside front cover) 

To the Editor: 
Conservatism as a tradition has pro-

moted a society strictly opposed to 
relativistic morals and has put in its 
place the teachings of the Bible. After 
the debacle of the liberal theologians 
of the modern period who are so often 
rightly condemned for their hypocrisy, 
it seems amazing to me that a pro-
fessing Christian Conservative would 
begin to take upon himself the re-
sponsibility to decide which of the 
enumerated sins in the Bible he can 
choose to reclassify. This mutiliation 
of Holy Writ is the fount of all evil. If 
we insist upon the existence of abso-
lutes and a Creator, but deny the 

ability of the Creator to accurately 
communicate to created beings, we 
either deny the absolutes or make a 
mockery of the Creator. For those 
who attempt to hang their moral 
premises on anything less than an 
omnipotent God their efforts are 
doomed to failure, and they are 
doomed to rely on man's "enlight-
ened" self-interest, utilitarianism, and 
ultimately hedonism. The assumption 
that man will follow what I determine 
is best for him or even that which will 
decrease the amount of pain in his life 
does not have an historical instance in 
its support. The good defined as plea-
sure must ultimately be defined as 
hedonism, for that is pleasure to the 
greatest number. As Conservatives we 
have always defined the good as re-
straint towards our fellow man based 
upon a sure knowledge of God both as 
rewarder and justifier of such restraint. 

Restraint in daily conduct is the ideal 
and sacrifice for ideals and principles 
are call to arms. 

In conclusion we are truly free in 
all things in Christ as Dostoevsky 
eloquently observed both in The 
Grand Inquisitor and in Notes from 
the Underground. As long as we deny 
the primacy and authority of the 
ought over the methodology of free-
dom Conservatism will have little dif-
ferent to offer over Liberalism. The 
ought can only be rooted in God and 
Conservatism must be an exercise in 
personal restraint before it can begin 
to demand freedom from the state, 
otherwise we will be putting the cart 
before the horse and simply removing 
one more restraint from a society 
whose foundation is crumbling. 

David Elliott-Manrique 
San Jose, Ca. 

MAKE YOUR PLANS NOWTO ATTEND THE YAF NATIONAL 
CONVENTION AT CHICAGO'S McCORMICK INN AUGUST 13-17, 
1975. BE PART OF YAF'S 15TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION! 

Creation of a New National Party to 
supplant the Republican Party ... 
Chairman Michael Stern is the author 
of a new book called The American 
Manifesto . They plan to show "Only 
the Strong" and have National Direc-
tor Rich Delgaudio speak at a chapter 
meeting. Members also started a news-
letter called The Forest Hills Freedom 
Banner with Ronnie Smith as the 
editor ... 

PLUGS 
A descriptive list of 195 conservative and 
pro-freedom newsletters, newspapers , maga-
zines, scholarly journals, book publishers 
and distributors, and organizations is avail-
able to help counter the Left-"liberal" 
influence in your library . It is the 4th 
edition of Some Hard-To-Locate Sources of 
Information, previously recommended by 
New Guard. Send $1 and self-addressed, 
business-size envelope to Bayliss Corbett, 
762 Avenue "N", S.E., Winter Haven, 
Florida, 33880. 
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CLASSIFIED ADS 

Complete set of 1964 Goldwater-Miller for-
eign language buttons (complete set $26) 
only $20. Sample 50¢. Send self-addressed 
envelope to Frank En ten, 5 305 Wilson 
Lane, Bethesda, MD. 20014. 
"Nobody Drowned at Watergate," "Drop 
It," "Agnew Now" buttons available 
5/$ 1.00. Will produce buttons, stickers to 
your order. TFB, Box 12057, Washington, 
D.C. 20005. 

Beautiful blue on white "Reagan in '76" 
buttons. Only 35 ¢ each, or 3/$1. On orders 
of less than 4 buttons, please include a 
self-addressed, stamped envelope. Washing-
ton State YAF , 1601 114th S.E., Suite 155 , 
Bellevue, WA 98004. 

"Ford is an Edsel" buttons, only 35¢ or 
3/$1. On orders of less than 4 buttons 
please include self-addressed, stamped en-
velope. Washington State Y AF, 1601 114th 
S.E., Suite 155, Bellevue, Wa. 98004. 

Free copies of Barry Goldwater's Consci-
ence of A Conservative are available upon 
request from YAF, Woodland Road, Sterl-
ing, Va. 22170. 

LOSE NOW! Tired of the ridiculous WIN 
campaign? Federal deficits will soon be out 
of sight. Fight back! LOSE buttons (Let's 
Oppose Socialist Economics), 2¼", red on 
white, $1@, 50¢ if order 10 or more. 
CAL-Y AF , 1250 Wilshire Blvd. , Suite 101, 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7. 
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-FEEL THE FRESH BREEZE 
OF LIBERTY: AMERICA IN 

HER MORNING YEARS 
--.j.~,J!!==-------

In this first of a projected three volumes, 
Murray Rothbard provides a bold new inter-
pretation of the American colonies in the 17th 
cen.tury. 

• The Salem witchhunts: mob hysteria 
-or political plot? 

• Ominous step: th e first American 
paper money 

• Typical sentence in New Haven Col-
ony: Goodman Hunt and wife are 
banished because he allowed someone 
else to kiss her on Sunday 

• Why there is no inherent conflict be-
tween farmers and merchants in a 
free-market economy 
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• "Communism" in early Virginia and fl':! 
Plymouth: the predictable results 

• Was Puritan life so puritanical? 

• The first tax rebellion in America 

• Early explorations of America. Why 
the capitalist city-states of Italy played 
so prominent a role 

• Early failure of government subsidies 
. . . of wage and price controls 

• Why Roger Williams and the Quakers 
were able to make peace with the In-
dians, where others failed 

• The first libertarian haven. Early an-
archists 

• The first women's political club in 
America 

• How a free market would have oper-
ated in opening up American land 

• The first representative institution in 
America 

• Decline of Puritan theocracy 
• Early libertarian colony where even 

courts were virtually nonexistent 
• "Capitalists" who got government 

money 
• Bacon's Rebellion. Its importance 
• New York City as pirate haven 

But why another American history? Be-
cause Dr. Rothbard has exciting new insights 
to offer. . Contempora.ry-- American -histories 
too often present only sweeping generaliza-
tions studded with a few names and dates. 
Conceived in Liberty returns to an older tra-
dition: the detailed narrative that lets us 
catch the flavor of an era. Shining through 
the Rothbard narrative are feisty, rambunc-
tious colonists who take kindly to no human 
authority. They erupted in a spate of re-
bellions in the late 1600s-revolts that made 
the climate congenial for the later Revolu-
tion, and fortified libertarian attitudes among 
our forebears. 

This, then, is fresh history, the sort that 
never finds its way into the standard texts. 
The colorful narrative is spiced with robust 
Roth bard wit. At his liveliest when most icon-
oclastic, Dr. Rothbard here displays the verve 
and originality that have made him the foun-
tainhead of modern libertarian thought. ,-
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Please send FREE Conceived In Liberty by Murray N. Rothbard and accept my membership in the Conservative 
Book Club - the only book club expressly for political conservatives . I agree to buy 4 books from among 
·the more than 150 to be offered in the next 18 months, after which I may resign at any time. Membership 
entitles me to a free subscription to the Club Bulletin , which brims with news of interest to conservatives . 
I am eligible to buy Club books at discounts of 20% to 89% plus shipping-books on politics, investing, social 
issues , religion, economics , conservative ideas , Communism, history, etc . If I want the monthly Selection I 
do nothing ; it will come automatically about one month later. If I don't want the Selection , or I prefer 
one of the Alternates , I merely inform you on the handy form always provided . I'll be offered a new Selection 
every 4 weeks-13 times a year. G-266 

I NAME 

I ADDRESS 

I CITY/STATE ZIP 

O I don't care to join the Club but I enclose $15. Please send Conceived In Liberty postpaid . 30-day returnj 
privilege . .__ __________________ _._ ___ --------------· ----------------
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Good evening to all of you from California. Tonight> I'd 

' like to talk to you about issues. Issues which I think are 

involved--or should be involved in this primary election season. 

I'm a candidate for the Republican nomination for President. 

But I hope that you who are Independents and Democrats will let 

me talk to you also tonight because the problems facing our 

country are problems that just don't bear any party label. 

In •this election season the White House is telling us a 

solid economic recovery is taking place. It claims a slight 

drop in unemployment. It says that prices aren't going up as 

fast, but they are still going up, and that the stcick market 

has sh own some gains. But, in fact, things seem just about as " · 

t hey we re back in the 1972 election year. Remember, we were 

/ a l_so coming out of a recession the n. Inflation hai b e en running 

C 1t 11 ens tor R e a oan - Se nator r>a v l L311,.1r Cha 1r m3n H e nry M B u c hanan T, e ;:o.s.urer 
A c oo y or ou, r eoorr •s t iled with o ne, a v a ,IabIc 10 , o u •c h a !l e 1, om lh ~ F ede1a l EIec11 o n Com m ,s.s.,on Was n,n·g 1on o c 2 0463 
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at ar ound 6%. Un e mploy me n t abo ui:; 7. Remember , too , the upsurge 

and the optimism lasted throu gh the election year and into · 1973. 

Then, the roof fell in. Once again we had unemployment. Only ·· 

this time not 7%, more than 10. And inflation--wasn't 6%, it 

was 12%. 

· Now, in this election year 1976, we're told we're coming 
. 

out of this recession. Just because inflation and unemployment 

rates have fallen,-to what they were at the worst of the . previous 

recession. ~ f hist_ory repeats itself will we be talking recovery 

four years from now merely because we've reduced inflation from 

25% to 12% :_] 

The fact is, we'll never build a lasting economic recovery 

bj going deeper into debt at a faster rate than we ever had 

before. It took this nation 166 years--until the middle of 

WoYld War II--to finally accumulate a debt of $95 billion~ It 

took this administration just the last 12 months to add $95 

billion to the debt. And this administration has run up almost 

one-fourth of our total national debt in just these short 

nineteen .months. 

/ Inflation is the cause of recession and une mployment. And 

we're not going to have real prosperity or recovery until we 

stop fighting the symptoms and start fighting the disease. 

The re's only one cause for inflation--government spending more 

th an gove rnme nt takes in. The cure i~ a balance d budget. i Ah, 

but t hey tell us, 80% of the bud get is uncon trollable. It's 
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f i xed by l aws pa3~;eo. t- y Con gres~. Tr.e laws passed by Congress 

c a n be repe aled by Congress. And, if Congress is unwilling to 

do this, then isn't it time we elect a Congress that will? 

Soon after he took office, Mr. Ford promised he would end 

inflation. Indeed, he declared war on inflation. And, we all 

donned . those WIN buttons to "Whip Inflation Now." ?nfortunately, 

the war--if it ever really started--was soon over. Mr . Ford, 

without WIN button, appeared on TV, and promised he absolutely 

would not allow the Federal deficit to exceed $60 billion (which 

incidentally was $5 billion more than the biggest previous 

deficit we'd ever had). Later he told us it might be ·as much 

as $70 billion. Now we learn it's $80 billion or more. 

' Then came a White House proposal for a $28 billion tax cut, 

to be ma tched by a $28 billion cut in the proposed spending--not 

in pres e nt spending, but in the proposed spending in the new 

budget. Well, my question then and my question now is, if 

there was $28 billion in the new budget that could be cut, what 

was it doing there in the first place? 

Unfortunately, Washington doesn't feel the same pain from 

inflation that you and I do. As a matter of fact, government 

makes a profit on inflation. For instance, last July Congress -

vaccinate d itself against that pain. It very quietly passed 

l egislation (which the President signed into law) which 

a utomat ical ly now gi ve s a pay increase to every Con~ressman 

e ve ry t ime the cost of living eoes up. 

.. ..-
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It would have been n ice if they'd thou~ht of some arran~effient 

like that for the rest of us. They could, for example, correct 

a great unfairness that now exists in our tax system. Today, 

when you get a cost of living pay raise--one that just keeps you 

even with purchasing power--it often moves you up into a higher 

tax bracket. This means you pay a higher percentage in tax, but 
. ; 

you reduce your purchasing power. Last _year, ·becaJse of this · 

inequity, the government took in $7 billion in undeserved profit 
... 

in-the income tax alone, and this year they'll do even better. 

Now isn't it time Congress looked after your welfare as well 

as its own? 

Those whose spending policies cause inflation to begin 

with should be made to feel the p~inful effect just as you and 
' 

I do. Repeal of Congress' automatic pay raise might leave it 

with more incentive to do somethin~ to curb inflation. 

Now, let's look at Social Sec~rity. Mr. Ford says he wants 

to "preserve the integrity of Social Security." Well, I differ 

with him on one word. I would like to restore the integrity of 

Social Security. Those who depend on it see a continual reduction 

in their standard of living. Inflation strips the increase in 

their benefits. The maximum benefit today buys Bo fewer loaves 

of bread than it did when that maximum payment was only $85 a 

month. In the meantime, the Social Security payroll tax has 

b e come the most unfair tax any worker pays. Women are discriminated 
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acains t . Pa r ticularly , working wi ves . And, people who reach 

Social Security a ge a nd want to continue working, should be 

allowed to do so and without losing their b e nefits. I believe 

a Presidential commission of experts should be appointed to 

study and present a plan to strengthen and improve Social 

Security while there's still time--so that no person who has 

contributed to Social Security will ever lose a dime. 

Before leaving this subject of our economic problems let's 

talk about unemployment. 
_,,.,,-

Ending inflation is the only long range and lasting answer 

to the problem of unemployment. The Washington Establishment is 

not the answer. It's the problem. Its tax policies, its 

harassing regulations, its confiscation of investment capital to 

pay for its deficits keeps business and industry from expanding 

to meet your needs and to provide the jobs we all need. 

__../ No one who lived through the Great Depression can ever look 

upon an unemployed person with anything but compassion. To me, 

there is no greater tragedy than a breadwinner willing to work, 

with a job skill but unable to find a market for that job skill. 

Back in those dark depression days I saw my father on a Christmas 

Eve open what he thought was a Christmas greeting from his boss . 

Instead it was a blue slip telling him he no longer had a job . 

The memory of him sitting there holding that slip of paper and 

t he n s aying in a half whisper ''That's quite a Christmas present"--

it will stay with me a s long as I live. 

fO 

-

7 
I 
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Other prob le~s go unsolvec . Take e nerf.y. Only a s h or ~ time 

ago we h·e re lined up at the gas stat~ He turned our thermostats 

down as Washington announced 11 Project Independence. 11 We were 

going to become self-sufficient, able to provide for our own 

i::lii;;,rgy needs. .J$:f1fil/(: l'111/ :r .W' ~t the time we were only importing a s~ercent:ge o! . ~, 1 
~u~our oil. Yet, the Arab boycott caused hal~llion Americans .. U~S.J 

()' .JJ'f t LL- ( iJ_~ 
,~ to lose ~r jobs when plants closed down for lack of fuel. 

~ . .-/wO L--. • X 
('.\1~ Today, it's a~most t~i'e-e years later and "Project Independence" 

\ - . 
has becg_me. 11 Project Dependence." Congress has adopted an energy - ------ -

bill so bad we were led to believe Mr. Ford would veto it. 

Instead he signed it. And, almost instantly, drilling rigs all 

ove; our land start~~shuzyng do~Now, for ~first time i~n 

J//111!• our history, we are!\ impo~ g more oi 1 th an we ~ce • How many l 
\q1<;> Americans will be laid off if there is another boycott? The !~.O 

- ,~1( 
"l,f,.~ energy bi !_l_~s -~- dis~-~ t_e .". _that never sh ou 1 d ha v<, be en signed. ,J.. t 

An · effort has been made in this campaign to su!'gest that ~'11) \• I) 
there aren't any real differences between Mr. Ford and myself. 

I believe there are, and these differences are fundamental. 

One of them.has to do with our approach to government. Before 

Richard Nixon appointed him Vice President, Mr. Ford was a 

Congressman for 25 years. His concern was the welfare of his 

congressional district. For most of his adult life he has been 

a part of the Washington Establishment. 
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Most of my adult life has b een spent outside of government. 

My experience in government was the eight years I served as 

Governor of California. If it were a nation, California would 

be the 7th ranking economic power in the world today. 

When I became Governor, I inherited a state government that 

was in almost the same situation as New York City. The .state 

payroll had been growing for a dozen years at a rate of from 5 ' 
to 7,000 new employee~ each year. State government was spending 

fr6m a mi~ to a mi-ilion-and-f=n-a:rr dollars more each day 

than -it -·wa~g- in. The State's great water project was 

unfinished and underfunded by a half a billion dollars. My 

predecessor had spent the entire year's budget for Medicaid in 

the, first six months of the fiscal year. 

teachers' retirement fund was unTi:rncfed.-

And, we learned that the 
( 

A four b1llion dollar 

11'9--trity hanging over every prope~er in the state. I 

didn't know whether I'd been elected Governor or appointed 

receiver. 

California was faced with insolvency and on the verge of 

bankruptcy. We had to increase taxes. Well, this came very 

hard for me ·because I felt taxes were already too great a 

burden. I told the people the increase, in my mind, was temporary 

and that, as soon as we could, we'd return their money to them. 

I had never in my.life though of seeking or holding public 

office and I'm still not quite sure how it all happened. In 

my own mind, I was a citizen representing my fellow citizens 
-

against the institution of government. 
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I turned to the people, not to politicians for help . . 

Instead of a committ ee to screen applicants for jobs, I had , a 

citizens' recruiting committee, and I told this committee I 

wanted an administration made up of men and women who did not 

want government careers and who would be the first to tell me 

if their government job was unnecessary. And I had that happen. 
. ' 

A young man from the aerospace industry dissolved his department- -

in four months, handed me the key to this office and told me 

we,d never need . the department. And to this day, I not only 

never missed it, I don't know where it was. 

There was a reason for my seeking people who didn't want 

government careers. Dr. Parkinson summed it all up in his book 

on ,bureaucracy. He said, "Government hires a rat catcher and 

the first thing you know, he's become a rodent control officer." 

In those entire eight years, most of us never los~ the 

feeling that we were there representing the people against what 

Cicero once called the "arrogance of officialdom." We had a 

kind of watchword we used on each other. "When we begin think:i,ng 

of government as we instead of.they, we've been here too long." 

Well, I believe that attitude would be beneficial in Washington. 

We didn't stop with just getting our administrators from 

the ranks of the people. We also asked for help from expert 

people in a great many fields, and more than 250 of our citizens 

volunteered, to form into task forces. They went into every 

department and agency of state government to see how modern 



busi ness pra ctices could make g ove r nme nt more effi c ient, 

e conomi ca l a nd r esponsi ve. They gave ~n a verage of 117 d a ys 

ap iece full time, away from their own jobs and careers. At no cost 

to the taxpayers. Th e y made 1,800 specific recommendations. We 

implemented more than 1,600 of those recomme ndations. 

This was government-by-the-people proving that it works 

when the people work at it. When we ended our-eight years, we 

turned over to the incoming administration a balanced budge~. 

A $500 million surplu~: And, virtually the same number of 

employees we'd started with eight years before. Even though the 
... ----

increase in population had given some dpeartments a t~o-thirds 

increase in work load. 

The water project was completed with $165 million left over. 

Our'bonds had a triple A rating, the highest credit rating you 

can get. And the teachers' retirement program was fully funded 

on a sound actuarial basis. And, we kept our word to the 

taxpayer~--we returned to them in rebates and tax cuts, $5 billion, 

761 million. 

I believe that what we did in California can be done in 

Washington if government will have faith in ~he people and let 

the m bring their common sense to bear on the problems bureaucracy 

hasn't solved. I believe in the people. 

Now, Mr. Ford places his faith in the Washington Establish-

ment. This has been e vident in his appointment of former 

Congre ss me n and long-time government workers to positions in hi s 
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Adminis t r a tion. Well, I don't b e l i eve th a t those wh o have bee n 

part of the problem are necessarily the b e st qualit'ied to solve 

them. 

The truth is, Washington has taken over functions that 

don't truly belong to it. In almost every case it has been a 

failure. Understand, I'm speaking of those program_s which logi_.caJ.].y~~ 

should be administered at state and local leveis . .. 
Welfare. is a classic example. Voices that are raised now 

and then urging a federalization of welfare don't realize that 

the failure of welfare is due to federal interference. Washington 

doesn't even know how many people are on welfa~e. How many 

cheaters are getting more than one check. It only knows how 

many checks it's sending out. Its own rules keep it from finding 

out how many are getting more than one check. Well, California 

had a welfare problem. 16% of~welfare recipients in the 

country were drawing their checks in our state. We were sending 

welfare checks to families who dee~ to live abroad. One 

family was receiving its check in Ru..Jsia. Our caseload was 

40,000 increas ing by people a month. After a few years of 

trying to control this runaway program and being frustrated by 

bureauc r ats here in California and in Washington, we turned again 

to a citizens' task force. The result was the most comprehensive 

elfare reform ever attempt e d. 

And in less than three years we reduced the rolls by more 

th an 300,000 ;;cop le_. S a ved the taxp ay e rs $~ 11 lion. And, 

l 
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increas e d the grants to the t ruly dese r ving needy by an ave r age 

of 45%. We also c a rried out a successful experime nt which I 

believe is an answer to\/uch of the welfare problem in t1y,natio_~· -

We put able-bodied wel~ recipients t~ work at useful Qmunity 

projects in return for their welfare_ grant1/ 

Now, let's look at housing. Washington has tried to solve 

this problem for the poor by building low-c6st houses. So far~ 

it has torn down three and a half homes for every one it has 
.-

'built. 

Schools. In America, we created at the local level and 
J 

administered at the local level for many years the greatest 

public school system in the world. Now through something called 

federal aid to education, we have something called federal 

interference and education has been the loser. Quality _has 

declined as federal intervention has increased. 

Nothing has created more bitterness for example than forced 

busing · to achieve racial balance. It was born of a hope that we _ 

could increase understanding and reduce prejudice and antagonism. 

I 1 rn sure we all approved of that goal. But busing has failed to 

achieve that goal. Instead, it has increased the bitterness and 

animosity it was supposed to reduce. California's Superintendent 

of Public Instruction, Wilson Riles (himself a black), says, 

11 The conce pt that black children can't learn unless they are 

sitting with white children is utter and complete nonsense." 

Well, I a gree. Th e money now being wasted on this social 

experi men t could be better spent to provi de the ki n d of school 
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facilit ies eve r y__ child deserves . Fo rce d businf, shou ld be _ended 

by legisla tion if poss ible. By cons titutional amendmen t if 

ne cessary. And, control of education should be returne d to local 

school d i stricts. 

The other day, Mr. Ford came out against gun control. But, 

back in Washington, D.C., his Attorney General has proposed a 

seven-point program that amounts to just that: gun control. 

I don't think that making it difficult for law abiding citizens 
• . 

to obtain guni "will lower the crime rate. Not when the criminals 

will" .. aiways find a way to get them. In California I think we 

found an answer. We put into law what is practical g:un control. 

Anyone convicted of having a gun in his p6ssession while he 

committed a crime: add five to 15 years to the prison sentence. 

Sometimes bure acracy's excesses are so great that we 

laugh at them. But they are costly laughs. Twenty-five years 

ago the Hoover Commission discovered that Washington files a 

million reports a year just reporting that there is nothing to 

report. 

Independent business people, shopkeepers and farmers file 

billions of.reports every year required of _them by Washington. 

It amounts to some 10 billion pieces of paper each year and it 

adds $50 billion a year to the cost of doin~ business. Washington 

h as be en loud in its promise to do some thing about this blizzard 

of p aperwork~ An d they ma de good. Last year they increased it 

by 20%. 

.· _ .. 
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But there is one problem which must be solved or everything 

else is meaningless. I am speaking of the problem of our national 

security. Our nation is in danger, and the danger grows greater 

with each passing day. Like an echo from the past, the· voice of 

Winston Churchill's grandson was heard recently in Britain's 

House of Commons warning that, "the spread· of-· totalitarianism 

threatens the world once again and the democracies are wandering 

wi t_hout aim." 

11 Wandering without aim" describes U.S. foreign policy. 
··--·-···---

Angola is a case in point. We gave just enough support to one 

side to encourage it to fight and die but too little to give 

.. 

them a chance of winning. Now we're disliked by the winner, 

distrusted by the loser and viewed by the world as weak and unsure. 

If detente were the two-way street it's supposed to be, we could 

have told the Soviet Union to stop its troublemaking and leave 

Angola to the Angolans. But it didn't work out that way. 

Now, we are told Washington is dropping the word "detente" 

but keeping the policy. But whatever it's called, the policy is 

what's at fault. What is our policy? Mr. Ford's new Ambassador 

to the U.N. attacks our long-time ally, Israel. In Asia our new 

relationship with mainland China can have practical benefits for 

both sides. But that doesn't mean it should include yielding to 

demands by them as the administration has, to reduce our military 

presence on Taiwan where we have a long-time friend and ally, the 

Republic of China. - And, it is also revealed now that we seek 

to establish friendly relations with Hanoi. To make it more 

, 
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pal2table , we are t o l d this might help us learn the fate of 

t he me n still listed as Missin g i n Action. 

There is no doubt our government has an obliga tion to end 

the agony of parents, wives and children who have lived so long 

with uncertainty. But, this should have been one of our first 

demands pf Hanoi's patron saint, the Soviet Union, if detente 

had any meaning at all. To present it now as - a reason for 

friendship with those who have already violated their promise to 

provide such information is hypocrisy. 

In the last few days, Mr. Ford and Dr. Kissinger have taken 

us from hinting at invation of Cuba to laughing it off as a 

ridiculous idea. Except, that it was their ridiculous idea. No 

one else suggested it. Once again--what is their policy? During 
' this last year, they carried on a campaign to befriend Castro. 

They persuaded the Organization of American States to lift its 

trade embargo, lifted some U.S. trade restrictions, they engaged 

in cultural exchanges. And then, on the eve of the Florida 

primary election, Mr. Ford went to Florida, ialled Castro an 

outlaw and said he'd never re~ognize him. But he hasn't asked our 

Latin American neighbors to reimpose a single sanction, nor has 

he taken any action himself. Meanwhile, Castro continues to 

export revolution to Puerto Rico, to Angola, and who knows where 

else? 

As I talk to you tonight, ne gotiations with another dictator 

go forwar d . Negotiations aimed at giving up our own e rship of the 
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Pan a ma Ca n a l Zone . Apparently, e veryone knows about this except 

the rightful owners of the Canal Zone--you, the people of the 

United States. 

General Omar Torrijos, the dictator of Panama, se~zed power 

eight years ago by ousting the duly-elected government. There . 
have been no elections since. No civil liberties. The press. 

is censored. Torrijos is a friend and ally of Castro and, like 

him, is pro-comrnunis"t. He thr_eatens sabotage and guerrilla 

attacks on our installations if we don't yield to his demands. 

His foreign minister openly claims that we have already agreed 

in principle to giving up the Canal Zone. 

The Canal Zone is not a colonial possession. It is not 

' a long-term lease. It is sovereign U.S. Territory every bit 

the same as Alaska and all the states that were carved from the 

Louisiana Purchase. We should end those negotiations and tell 

the .General: We bought it, we paid for it, we built it and we 

intend to keep it. 

Mr. Ford says detente will be replaced by "peace through 

strength." - Well, now that slogan has a nice ring to it, but 

neither Mr. Ford nor his new Secretary of Defense will say that 

our strength is superior to all others. 

In one of the dark hours of the Great Depression, F.D.R. 

said, "It is time to speak the truth frankly and boldly." I 

believe former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger was trying 

t o speak the truth frankly and boldly to his fellow citizens. 

And that's why he is no longer Secretary of De fense. F O o 

.,. 

.. _ .. 
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The Soviet Army outnumbers ours more than two-to-one and 

in reserves four-to-one. They out-spend us on weapons by 50%. 

Their Navy outnumbers ours in surface ships and submarines 

two-to-one. We are outgunned in artillery three-to-one and their 

tanks outnumber ours four-to-one. Their strategic nuclear missiles 

are larger, more powerful and more numerous than ours. The evidence 

mounts that we are Number Two in a world where it is dangerous, 

if not fatal, to be second best. 

Is this why Mr. Ford refused to invite Alexander Solzhenitsyn 
.----

to the White House? Or, why Mr. Ford traveled halfway 'round the 

world to sign the Helsinki Pact, putting our stamp of approval 

on Russia's enslavement of the captive nations? We gave away 
• the freedom of millions of people~-freedom that was not ours to 

give. 

Now we must ask if someone is giving away our own freedom. 

Dr. Kissinger is quoted as saying that he thinks of the U.S. as 

Athens and the Soviet Union as Sparta. "The day of the U.S. is 

past and today is the day of the Soviet Union." And he added, 

" ... My job as Secretary of State is to negotiate the most 

acceptable second-best position available." 

I believe in the peace of which Mr. Ford spoke--as much 

as any man. But peace does not come from weakness or from 

retreat. It comes from the restoration of American military 

superiority. 
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Ask the people of Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, Cze choslovakia, 

Poland, Hungary and all the others--East Germany, Bulgaria, · 

Rum ania, ask them--what it's like to live in a world where the 

Soviet Union is Number One. I don't want to live in that kind of 

world; and I don't think you do either. 

• Now we learn that another high official of the State 

Department, Helmut Sonnenfeldt, whom Dr. Kissinger refers to a s 

his "Kissinger," has expressed the belief that, in ef'fect, the 

captive nations.should give up any claim of national sovereignty 

and simply become a part of the- Soviet Union. He says, "Their 

d e sire to break out of the Soviet straightjacket" threatens us 

with World War III. In other words, slaves should accept their 

' fate. 

I don't believe the people I've met in almost every State 

of- the Union are ready to consign this, the last island of freedom, 

to the d~stbin of history, along with the bones of dead civilizations 

of the past. Call it mysticism, if you will, but I believe God 

had a divine purpose in placing this land between the two great 

oceans to be found by those who had a special love of freedom and 

the courage to leave the countries of their birth. From our 

forefathers to our modern-day immigrants, we've come from every 

corner of the earth, from every race and ethnic background and 

we I ve b e come a new breed in the world. We' re Americans and ,-ie 

have a r endezvous with destiny. We spread across this land, 

b uilding farmi and_towns and cities, and we did this without 

fe deral l a nd plannin g or urban renewal. 
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Indeed, we gave birth to an entirely new conc e pt in man's 

relation to man. We created government as our servant, beholden 

to us and possessing no powers except those voluntarily granted 

to it~ us. 

Now a self-annointed elite in our nation's capital would 

have us believe we are incapable of guiding o~r own destiny. 

They practice government by mystery, telling us it's too complex 
. 

for our understanding. · Believing this, they assume we might 

panic if we were to be told the truth about our problems. 

Why should we become frightened? No people who have ever 

lived on this earth have fought harder, paid a higher price for 

freedom or done more to advance the dignity of man than the 
' living Americans, the Americans living in this land today. There 

isn't any problem we can't solve if government will give us the 

facts. Tell us what needs ·to be done. Then, gets out of the 

way and lets us have at it. 

Recently on one of my campaign trips I was doing a question 

and answer session, and suddenly I received a question from a 

little girl who couldn't have been over six or seven years old, 

standing in the very front row. I'd heard the qu~stion before 

but somehow in her asking it, she threw me a little bit. She said, 

why do you want to be President? Well I tried to tell her about 

giving government back to the people; I tried to tell her about 

turning authority back to the states and local communities, and 

so forth; winding down the bureaucracy; it might have been an 

answer for adults, but I knew that it wasn't what that little 

girl wanted, and I left very frustrated. It was on the way to 

:: 
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the next stop that I turned to Nancy and I said I wish I had it 

to do over again because I'd like to answer her question. Well, 

maybe I can answer it now. I would like to go to Washington; 

I would like to be President. Because I would like to see this 

country become once again a country where a little six-year old 

girl can grow up knowing the same freedom that I knew when I was 

six years old, growing up in America. If this is the America 

that you want for yotltself and your children; if you want to 

restore government not only of and for but by the people; to 

see the Ame~ican spirit unleashed once again; to make this land 

a shining, golden hope God intended it to be, I'd like to hear 

from· you. Write, or send a wire. I'd be proud to hear your 

' thoughts and your ideas. 

Thank you, and · good night. · 

------------

(END) 

... 
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ERRORS IN CANDIDA TE REAGAN'S 

SPEECH OF MARCH 31 , 1976 

REAGAN STATEMENT: 
page 1, paragraph 3 

"In this election season the White House in tel ling us 
a solid economic recovery is taking place. It claims 
a slight drop in unemployment. It says that prices 
aren't going up as fast, but they are still going up, 
and that the stock market has shown some gains. But, 
in fact, things seem just about as they were back in 
the 1972 election year. Remember, we were also 
coming out of a recession then. Inflation has been 
running at around 6%. Unemployment about 7 % . 
Remember, too, the upsurge and the optimism lasted 
through the election year and into 1973. And then, 
the roof fell in. Once again v.:e had unemployment. Only 
this time not 7%, more than 10. And inflation -- wasn't 
6%, it was 12%. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The peak of unemployment -- 8. 9% -- was reached in May, 1975. 
Latest unemployment figures -- March, 1976 -- show the rate was 
7. 5%. The employment is now at an all time high with 86 . 7 
million at work. This exceeds the pre-recession peak of 
July, 1974 and is a 2. 6 million gain since March '75. 

Prices are not going up as fast. Inflation in 1974 was at an annual 
rate of over 12 percent. Today it is running at an annual rate of 
about 6 percent. 

In 1972 we were further into recovery than we are today. But 
Mr. Reagan's statistical facts concerr.ing 197 3-74 are incorrect. 
The peak unem.ployrnent figure \,:as reached in May, 1975 a t 
8 . 9% . It never reached 10% as he sta tes. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 2, paragraph 2 

11 Now, in this election year 1976, we 1 re told we 1 re 
coming out of this recession. Just because inflat ion 
and unemployment rates have fallen to what they were 
at the worst of the previous recession. If history 
repeats itself will we be talking recovery four years 
from now merely because we 1ve reduced inflation from 
25% to 12%. 11 

RESPONSE: 

All of the figures -- retail sales, GNP, durable goods, housing, 
personal income, etc. clearly show we are moving out of the 
recession -- the Administration 1 s statements are not based merely 
on improved unemployment and cost-of-living statistics as Mr. 
Reagan implies. 



R E A GAN S T A TE:ME N T: 
Page 2, paragra ph 3 

' ' The fact i s , we'll ne ve r build a lasting econ o m ic 
recovery b y going de eper into debt at a faster rate 
than we e v er have before. It took this nation 16 6 
years -- until the middle of World War II -- to 
finally accumulate a debt of $95 billion. It took 
this administration just the la st 12 months to add 
$95 billion to the debt. And this administration 
has run up almost one-fourth of our total national 
debt in just these short nineteen months. 11 

RESPONSE 

The national debt reached $72 billion in 1942. The current 
estimated deficit for FY 1976 is $ 76. 9 billion. Gross federal 
debt for FY 1976 is estimated at $ 6 34 billion. Thus the 
admini s tration 1 s share of the national debt is 15. 6%, not 25%. 



REAGAN STATEM ENT: 
Page 2, paragraph 4 

''Inflation is the cause of rec e ssion and unemployme nt. 
And we' re not going to have real prosperity or reco v ery 
until we stop fighting the symptoms and start fightin g 
the disease. There's only one cause for inflation - -
government spending more th a n government takes in. 
The cure is a balanced budget. Ah, but they tell us, 
80% of the budget is uncontrollable. It's fixed by laws 
passed by Congress." 

RESPONSE: 

The President has offered specific plans for a balanced budget. 
But a large part of the cause of the current recession is the 
result of past fiscal policies, rapid increases in federal expendi-
tures. There is no quick remedy for probleIT1S created a decade 
ago. A rapid return to a balanced budget, as Mr. Reagan calls 
for, would provid e fuel for inflation, but at the same tim e , it 
would mean a long delay in recovery and much longer p e riod of 
high unemployment. 

The budget for FY 1977 estimates that 77. 1% of the budge t is 
uncontrollable. 



R EAGAN S T ATEMEN T: 
p ag e three , last t w o sentenc e s of top p a rag r aph 

"But laws passed by Cong ress c an be r e pealed b y 
Congress. And, if Congress is unwilling to do this, 
then isn 1t it time we elect a C o ngress that will ? 11 

RESPONSE: 

The open-ended or uncontrollable prog r ams ; call for outlays of 
$383.1 billion in FY 1977. $236. 8 billion is allocated to payments 
for individuals. Does Mr. Reagan want to repeal the following: 

Social Security and Railroad Retirement - - $108. 0 billion 

Federal Employees Retirement Benefits -- $22. 9 billion 

Veterans Benefits -- $16. 3 billion 

Medicare and Medicaid -- $38. 4 billion 

Public Assistance Programs -- $26.0 billion 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 3, paragraph 2 

"Soon after he took office, Mr. Ford promised he 
would end inflation. Indeed, he declared war on 
inflation. And, we all donned those WIN buttons to 
"Whip Inflation Now. 11 Unfortunately, the war - -
if it ever really started -- was soon over. Mr. 
Ford, without WIN button, appeared on TV, and 
promised he absolutely would not allow the Federal 
deficit to exceed $60 billion (which incidentally was 
$5 billion more than the biggest previous deficit 
we'd ever had). Later he told us it might be as 
much as $70 billion. Now we learn it's $80 billion 
or more.'' 

RESPONSE: 

The President did draw a line at a deficit of $60 billion on March 29, 
1975 in a televised address. The large st single yearly deficit occur-
red in 1943 -- $54. 8 billion. The difference between $54. 8 billion 
and $60 billion is, of course, $5. 2 billion. The current estimated 
deficit for FY 76 is not $80 billion or more, it is $76. 9 billion. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 3, paragraph 3 

"Then came a White House proposal for a $ 28 billion 
tax cut, to be matched by a $ 28 billion cut in the 
proposed spending - - not in the pre sent spending, but 
in the proposed spending in the new budget. Well, my 
question then and my question now is, if there was 
$28 billion in the new budget that could be cut, what 
was it doing there in the first place? 11 

RESPONSE 

The proposed $28 billion cut is a cut in the anticipated $56 
billion year-to-year increase in Federal spending that would 
take place unless strong measures are taken. The President 
has proposed the reform measures needed to accomplish this 
objective; cutting in half the growth rate of federal spending 
and making it possible to give the American people further tax 
cuts. 

l 
l 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 4, paragraph 1 

"It would have been nice if they 'd thought of some 
arrar).gement like that for the re st of us. They could, 
for example, correct a great unfairness that now 
exists in our tax system. Today, when you get a 
cost-of-living pay raise -- one that just keeps you 
even with purchasing power - - it often moves you 
up into a higher tax bracket. This means you pay 
a higher percentage in tax but you reduce your pur-
chasing power. Last year, because of this inequity, 
the government took in $7 billion in undeserved pro-
fit in the income tax alone, and this year they'll 
do even better. Now isn't it time that Congress 
looked after your welfare as well as its own?" 

RESPONSE: 

Inflation does indeed increase taxes. The President has recognized 
this and has been successful in reducing the inflation rate by 50%. 
He has also proposed curbing the rise in expenditures and matched 
this with a comparable tax cut. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 5, paragraph 3 

11 Ending inflation is the only long range and lasting 
answer to the problem of unemployment. The Wash-
ington Establishment is not the answer. It's the 
problem. Its tax policies, its harassing regulations, 
its confiscation of investment capital to pay for its 
deficits keeps business and industry from expanding 
to meet your needs and to provide the jobs we all 
need . 11 

RESPONSE: 

The President's economic policies are anti-inflationary. He has 
vetoed 46 bills and saved the taxpayers $13 billion. (Source: 0MB) 

Monetary expansion is now far more re strained than in 1972. Over 
the last six months, the broadly defined money supply has grown 
at an 8. 6% annual rate. In the comparable September 1971-
March 1972 period, it grew at a 14. 6% rate. It should be noted 
that a 14. 6% rate is well above the 10. 5% upper limit of the 
Federal Re serve' s pre sent target range. 

Wholesale prices increased 12. 5% from March 1974-March 1975, 
while the price index went up only 5. 3% between March 197 5 and 
March 1976. 

Employment reached an all-time high of 86. 5 million in February. 

New orders for manufactured goods \\'ere up 2. 4 percent in 
February. 



REAGAN STATEMENT : 
Pag e 6, paragraph 2 

"At the tirne we were only impor ting a srnall percentage 
of our oil. Yet, the Arab boycot t caused half a million 
Americans to lose their jobs when plants closed down for 
lack of fuel. Today, it's almost three years later and 
"Project Independence" has become "Project Depend ence." 
Congress has adopted an energy bill so bad we were led 
to believe Mr. Ford would veto it. Instead he sig ned it. 
And, almost instantly, drilling rigs all over our land 
started shutting down. Now, for the first time in our 
history, we are importing more oil than we produce. How 
many Americans will be laid off if there is another 
boycott? The energy bill is a disaster that never should 
have been signed. " 

RESPONSE: 

Candidate Reagan stated we were only importing a small percentage 
of our oil when the Arab oil embargo occurred in 1974. In fact, 
we were already importing 35% of our petroleum needs. The 
amount of oil that we imported during 1975 was 6.0 mb/d, and 
we produced 8.4mb/d. 

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act passed by the Congress 
in December ended a year-long debate between the Congress 
and the Administration on oil pricing policy and opened the way to 
an orderly phasing out of controls on d omestic oil over forty 
months, • thereby stimulating our own oil production. By removing 
controls, this bill should give industr y sufficient incentive over 
a period of time to explore, develop and produce new fields in 
the outer continental shelf, Alaska, a nd potential new res e rves 
in th e lowe r forty-eight states. Rernov al of these contro ls at 
the end of forty months should increas e domestic production by 
mor e than one million barrels p e r day by 1985 and re duce imports 
by about three million barrel s p e r day. 

The average number of active rotary c:r ill ing rigs m 1\:arch 1976 
was approximately 270 less than in D ecember 1975 which was the 
highes!: level since 196 2. Except for t he two years a:::~er the 
embargo, this First Quarter downturn reflects a norn11l seasonal 
trend. Furthe r , preliminary esti1nates indicate that 1976 i1l\'est-
11.1ents by the petroleum. industry in production and deYeloprnent -
activt.t ies \vill exceed those of 1975 . 

l 
l 
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REAGAN ST A TEMENT : (continued) 
Pag e 6, paragraph 2 

RESPONSE: (continue d) 

More importantly, this bill enables th e United States to me e t 
a substantial portion of the mid-term go als for energy ind e p e ndence 
set forth over a year ago. Incorporated in this are authorities 
for a strategic storage system, convers ion of oil and gas -fi red 
utility and industria l plants to coal, ene r gy efficiency l abelin g , 
emergency authorities for use in the event of another embargo, 
and the authority we need to fulfill our international agreements 
with other oil consuming nations. These provisions will directly 
reduce the nation 1 s dependency on foreign oil by almost two 
million barrels . per day by 1985. In addition, the strategic 
storage system and the stand- by authorities will enable the United 
States to withstand a future embargo o f about four million barrels 
per day. 

Oil rigs did n 't begin shutting down. There were 1660 drilling 
rigs ope rating in 1975, the hi g hest number in a decade. Through 
mid-March 1976, the re were as many rigs operating as were 
operating in the comparable period during 1 75. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 7, paragraph 2 

"When I became Governor, I inherited a state gove rn-
ment that was in almost the same situation as New 
York City. The state payroll had been growing for 
a dozen years at a rate of from 5 to 7,000 new 
employees each year. State government was spend-
ing from a million to a million and a half dollars 
more each day than it was taking in. The State's 
great water project was unfinished and underfunded 
by a half a billion dollars. My predecessor had . 
spent the entire year's budget for Medicaid in the 
first six months of the fiscal year. And, we learned 
that the teachers' retirement fund was unfunded. A 
four billi::m dollar liability hanging over every prop-
erty owner in the state. I didn't know whether I 'd 
been elected Governor or appointed receiver. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The bonded indebtedness of California at $4 billion does not compare 
to New York City's current problem. 

The State payroll increased from 113,779 m 1967 to 127,929 in 1973. 

The state budget more than doubled under Ronald Reagan. 
$4. 6 billion in 196 7 to $10. 2 billion in 197 3. 

From 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 7, paragraph 3 
Page 9, paragraph 2 

11 California was faced with insolvency and on the verge 
of bankruptcy. We had to increase taxes. Well, 
this came very hard for me because I felt taxes 
were already too great a burden. I told the people 
the increase, in my mind, was temporary and that, 
as soon as we could, we'd return their money to 
them. 

"This was government-by-the-people proving that it 
works when the people work at it. When we ended 
our eight years, we turned over to the incoming 
ad.ministration a balanced budget. A $500 million 
surplus. And, virtually the same number of employees 
we 1d started with eight years before. Even though the 
increase in population had given some departments a 
two-thirds increase in work load. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The number of state employees increased from 113,779 in 1967 
to 127,929 in 1975. Under Reagan, there were three huge tax 
increases totalling more than $2 billion. 

In 1967, there was an increase of $967 million , the largest state 
tax hike in the nation's hi story. Of this, $280 million went for 
one-time deficit payment and state property tax relief. In 1971, 
the increase was $488 million with $1 :i0 million for property tax 

· relief. In 19-72, an increase of $6 82 million with $650 million for 
property tax relief. Much of this prope rty tax relief was short 
term, but the overall tax increases \Vere permanent. 

State per son al income tax revenues \vent from $ 500 million to 
$2. 5 billion, a 500% incr ease. Taxable bracket levies were in-
creased from 7% to 11%. The size of. the brackets was reduced 
so that taxpayers reached the highest bracket more quickly and 



P a ge 7 , paragraph 3 and Page 9, p aragraph 2 (continued) 

p e r s onal exemptions were reduced. Finally, after he adamantly 
denied that he would ever do so, the Governor agreed to a system 
of withholding state income taxes. 

Bank and corporation taxes went up 100%. The state sales tax 
rose from 4% to 6%. The tax on cigarettes went up 7 cents a 
pack and the liquor tax rose 50 cents per gallon. Inhe r i tance 
tax rates were increased and collections more than doubled. 

Under Reagan, . the average tax rate for each $100 of assessed 
valuation rose from $8. 84 to $11. 15. Under predecessor Pat 
Brown, the increase was much less in dollars and percentage --
from $6. 96 to $8. 84, and in the six years of Republican Knight's 
administration, it was still less - - from $5. 94 to $6. 96. One 
reason for the big increase under· Reagan -- from $3. 7 billion to 
$8. 3 billion - - is that the state paid a steadily smaller . per-
centage of the school costs -- one of the biggest reasons for 
local property taxes. 

Despite periodic efforts to provide relief, there has been a sub-
stantial increase in the burden carried by most property owners. 
Inflation and high assessments have helped wipe out any savings. 
Only $85 5 million of the record $10. 2 billion budget in Reagan's 
final year was for tax relief for homeowners and renters. 

l 



REA GAN STATEMENT : 
Page 10 , p a ragraph 4 

1 1And in l e ss than three years we reduced t he ro lls b y 
mor e than 3 00 , 000 p eople . S aved the taxpay e r s S2 
bi.Hi.on . 11 

RESPONS E : 

Substitute for 300, 000 and $2 billion the follow ing : 

1. Drop by 20, 000 persons in rolls due to corr e ction m 
accounting procedures in lar ge st county, Los Ang el e s. 

2. Migratory rate of unemployed into C a lifornia declined 
from 233,000 in 1967 to 44,000 in 1971. 

3. 110,000 decline in rolls attributed to Reagan even 
though his welfare prog ram had not g one into effect 
when decline occur red. 

4. Rolls for welfare families increased in 8 yea r s of 
Reagan 1 s Governorship from 729,357 to 1,384,400 
and their state expenditures w ent from $408 m illion 
to $995 million. 



REAGAN S T A TEMENT : 
P age 11, top s e ntence 

' 'And, incr e as e d the g rants to t he truly d e s erv ing n ee d y 
b y an a v erage of 43 %. vVe a ls o c arri e d out a succ es s ful 
e x perime nt w hich I b e lieve i s an a nswe r to much of th e 
w e lfare proble m in the nation. "\Ve pu t able - bodie d welfar e 
r e cipients to work at useful community proj e cts in r eturn 
for their welfare grants . " 

RESPONSE: 

The average payme nt of the AFDC in 1970 was $193 . 00 per family; 
in 1974, it was $239. 00 . The average payment_ for Old Age 
Assistance in 1970 was $117. 00 per person; in 1974, the averag e 
payme nt was $129.00 per person. 

The program never touched more than 6 / 10th of 1 % of welfare 
recipients. Also, the program was designed to have 59, 000 
participa:its in the first year in 35 counties, but it managed 
only 1, 100 participants in 10 coun ties in mostly rural farm 
ar e as. 

In May 1974 the California Auditor G e neral found that 262 
participants found r e gular work as a r e sult of the program at a 
cost of $1. 5 million. This amou nts to $6,000 in overhe ad costs 
plus r e gular welfar e costs for eac h p e rson plac e d in regula r 
e mployme nt. 

In 1974, because the prog ram was a c omple te failure, it was 
repeal e d b y the L eg islature. 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
page 12, paragraph 4 

"Independent business people, shopkeepers and farmers file 
billions of reports every year required of them by Vva shington. 
It amounts to some 10 billion pieces of paper each year and 
it adds $50 billion a year to the cost of doing business. 
Washington has been loud in its promise to do something 
about this blizzard of paperwork. And they made good. 
Last year they increased it by 20% . 11 

RESPONSE : 

The figures 10 billion and 50 billion are guestimates. No one has 
counted the number of pages in all of these reports. 1v1oreoever, 
if it is liberally estimated that it costs $100 an hour to work on these 
forms, the total cost to business would be $4. 3 billion. 

Between December, 1974 and December, 1975, the number of reports 
from the Executive branch agencies excluding IRS, banking and 
regulatory agencies declined by 5%. However, the number of hours 
of burden associated with filling out the repol"ts required by the 
Congress, i . e., the Real Estate Settlements Act which requires 
information to be filed when a house is sold added 4 million manhour s 
of reporting burden last year. In the absence of that report the 
reporting burden would have declined. There are other reports 
mandated by Congress which have added to this burden. 

___y 

I 



REAGAN" STATEMENT: 
Page 13, paragraph 2 

11 W e gave jus t enough s uppo r t to 
encourage it to fi ght a nd die but 
chance of w inning . 11 

RESPONSE : 

one side 1n Angola to 
too little t o give it a 

The U.S. obj e ctive in supporting the FNLA/UNITA forc es in 
Angola was to assist them, and through them all of black Africa, 
to d efend against a minority faction supported by Soviet arms and 
Cuban intervention. Despit e massive Soviet aid and the presenc e 
of Cuban troops there wa s a good chance for a satisfactory outcome 
in Angola until December 19 when Congress adopted the Tunney 
Amendment cutting off further U . S . aid to the FNLA and UNIT A. 

1 
I 
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REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 13, paragraph 3 

11 In Asia our new relationship with m ainland China can 
have practical benefits with both sides. But that doesn't 
m ean it should include yielding to demands by the m as 
the Administration has, to reduce our military presence 
on Taiwan where we have a lon g -time friend and ally, 
the Republic of China. 11 

RESPONSE: 

We have not reduced our forces on . Taiwan as a result of 
Peking's demands. Instead, our reductions stem frorn our own 
assessment of U.S. political and security interests. We have 
drawn our forces down because the Vietnam conflict has ended 
and because the lessening of tension in the area brought about 
by our new relationship with the People's Republic of China 
has made it possible. 

I 
' I 



REAGAN S T A T EMENT : 
Page 13 , paragrap h 3 

"Mr. Ford's n ew Ambas s ado r to t he United N ations 
at tacks our long time a lly I s rael. " 

RESPONSE: 

Govern or Scranton not only did n ot attack Israel, his veto blocked 
an unb a l a n c ed S e curity Council Resolution critical of Is rae l - - a 
resolution that every other member of the Security Cou ncil voted 
for . In his March 23 speech in the United Nations Security Council 
Governor Scranton was simply reiterating long- standing U.S. 
policy - - a policy articulated by every Administration s ince 1967 
on Israel I s obligations as an o c cupying power under inte rnational 
law with regard to the territories under its occupation. 

r 



REAGAN STATEMENT : 
Page 13-14, paragra. ph 3 

"And it is also revealed no,._, that we seek to establish 
frienc.ly relations with Hanoi. To make it more palatable, 
we are told this might help us learn the fate of the men 
still listed as Missing in Action. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The Congress, reflecting the desire of the American people and 
the Adn1.inistration for an accounting of our Mis sing in Action and 
the return of the bodies of dead servicemen stil held by Hanoi 
has urged the Administration to make a positive gesture toward 
Hanoi in an effort to obtain such information. The Administration, 
in keeping with this Congressional mandate, has offered to discuss 
with Hanoi the significant outstanding is sues between us. We have 
not said we I seek to establish friendly relations with Hanoi. 1 Such 
an assertion is totally false. 

I 



REAGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 14, paragraph 2 

"In the last few days, Mr. Ford and Dr . Kissinger have 
taken us from hinting at invasion of Cuba to laughing it 
off as a ridiculous idea. Except, that it was thei.r 
ridiculous idea. No one else suggested it. Once again 
what is their policy? Du.ring this last year, they carried 
on a campaign to befriend Castro. They persuaded the 
Organization of American States to lift its trade embargo, 
lifted some U .S. trade restrictions, they engaged in 
culture exchanges. And then on the eve of the Florida 
primary election, Mr. Ford went to Florida, called 
Castro an outlaw and said he'd never recognize him. 
But he hasn't asked our Latin American neighbors to reimpose 
a single sanction, nor has he taken any action himself. 
Meanwhile, Castro continues to export revolution to 
Puerto Rico, to Angola, and who knows where else? 

RESPONSE: 

We did not persuade the OAS to lift the sanctions against Cuba. 
At Qui.to in the fall of 1974 we did not support a moti.on in the 
OAS to do so. At San Jose last summer the U.S. voted in favor 
of an OAS resolution which left to each country freedom of action 
with regard to the sanctions. We did so because a majority of 
the OAS members had already unilaterally lifted their sanctions 
against Cuba, and because the resolution was supported by a 
majority of the organization members . Since that resolution 
passed, no additional Latin American country has established 
relations with Cuba. 

The U.S. did not lift its own sanctions against Cuba, did not 
enter into any agreements with Cuba, and did not trade with Cuba. 
We did not engage in cultural exchanges . We validated some 
passports for U.S. Congressmen and their staffs, for some 
scholars and for some religious leaders to vi.sit Cuba. We issued 
a fe\.v select visas to Cubans to visit t he U.S.. These minimal 
steps were taken to test whether the re was a mutual inte r est in 
ending the hostile nature of our relations. Thi s policy was 
cons is tent with the tracl i.tional Amer i.can interest in supporting 
ihe £ rec £low of ideas and people. We have, since the C uban 
adventure in Angola, concluded that the Cubans are no t interested 
in changing their \Vays. "\,V e have res mned o ur highly restrictiYe 
policies tov.rard C uban t r ave l. "\,Vi.th re gard to Cuban efforts to 
interfere in Puerto Rican affairs, we r:ave made it e rnphatically clear 



REAGAN STATEMENT: (continued) 
Page 14, paragraph 2 

RESPONSE: (continued) 

rn the UN and bilaterally to the Cubans and other nations that 
the U.S. will not tolerate any interference in its internal affairs. 



RE.AGAN STATEMENT: 
Page 15, paragraph 3 

"The Canal Zone is not a colonial possession. It is not 
a long-term lease. It is sovereign U.S. territory every 
bit the same as Alaska and all th e state s that were carved 
from the Louisiana Purchase. "\,\- e should end those 
negotiations {on the Panama Canal) and tell the General: 
We bought it, we paid for it, we built it and we intend 
to keep it. " 

RESPONSE: 

Negotiations between the United States and Panama on the Canal 
have . been pursued by three successive American Presidents. 
The purpose of these negotiations is to protect our national 
security, not diminish it. 

Finally, Governor · Reagan I s view that the Canal Zone is II sovereign 
U. S. territory every bit the same as Alaska and all the states 
that were carved from the Louisiana Purchase II is incorrect. 
Legal Scholars have been clear on this for three-quarters of a 
century. Unlike children born in the United States, for example, 
children born in the Canal Zone are not automatically citizens 
of the United States. 
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REA G A~ STATEMEN T : 
Page 16, paragraph 1 

11 The Soviet Army outnumbers ours more than two-to-one 
and in reserves four-to-one. They out-spend us on 
weapons by 50%. Their Navy outnumbers ours in surface 
ships and submarines two-to-one. We are outgunned in 
artillery three-to-one and their tanks outnumber ours 
four-to-one. Their strate gic nuc lear missiles are larger, 
more powerful and more numerous than ours. The 
evidence mounts that we are Number Two in a world 
where it is dangerous, if not fatal, to be second best . " 

RESPONSE: 

Our nation is not "in danger," but _it is damaging to the interests 
of this country when a politician declare to our adversaries and 
our friends abroad - - falsely - - that we are in second place. 
Such statements are both irresponsible and dangerous in that 
they alarm our people and confuse our allies. 

It is meaningless to say the Soviet Army may now be twice the 
size of the U.S. Army when about half of the Soviet Army is 
deployed on the Chinese border. More meaningful is the Soviet 
Army strength in Europe. Such rhetoric based on simplistic 
factural comparisons indicate a disturbingly shallow grasp of what 
true balance is. all about. 

Mr. Reagan conveniently neglects to point out that our strategic 
forces are superior to Soviet forces . Our missiles are far , 
more accurate and .survivable. We have over twice as many 
missile warheads and, after all, it is the warheads which actually 
reach the target. Our lead in this area has been increasing over 
the past several years. Mr . Reagan likewise ignores our vast 
super i o r ity in stra teg ic bombers. 

Addressing the implication that the President has tolerated a weak 
defense policy, President Ford is the one who reversed th e trend 
of s hrinking defense budgets. His last two defense budgets are 
the hig he s L peacetime bud gets in the nation's histo r y. ::-.1lr. Reagan 
might b e tter speak to the Democratic Congress about its $32 
billion cuts in defense over the past six years. 

Examining in rnore detail the que stion of Ame ric a ' s str e n gt h first, 
we rn.ust dispose of the nmnber s gam e . If national defe ns e were a 



REAGAN ST1-\TE\-1El\'T : (continued) 
Page 16 , paragraph 1 

RESPONSE: (c ont inued ) 

matter of bookkee ping we could point out that: 

--Our missile warheads have tripled; 

--We lead the Soviet Union by more than two-to-one; 

--'vVe have over a thre e -to-one lead in strategic 
bombers; 

- -Our missiles are twice as accurate as the Soviet 
Union's. 

But it is a disservice to the American people to confuse them 
with any such numbers comparison. Two important facts are 
ignored by Governor Reagan. 

First, the United States stands at the head of a great Alliance 
system in Europe, and we are firmly tied to the stronge st 
economic power in Asia. We have friendly relations with most 
of the nations of the world. The se r e lations ar e the product 
of our longtime bipartisan forei gn poli cy and the valuable 
accomplishments of all of our previous Administrations since 
President Truman. 

Second, we cannot ig nore that whatever n1.ight be the b a lance 
of power today, it is not fixed. In our military programs and 
our defense bud ge ts, we are indeed looking to the future to 
guarantee that this n a tion will never b e in danger . 

In our defense programs many new p rog rams insure our pa s it ion 
of strength: 

- - We are proceed ing w ith the de ,: e lopment and production 
of the world's most modern s trategi.c bomber, the B-1. 

- - We ar e proceeding \Vith the d e -:e lopment and pr odu c tion 
of th e world's most rn.odern a r..d l ethal missle launching 
submar i.ne, the Tri.d ent. 

--\V e ar e developing a ne\v larg e ICB);l . 



REAGAN STATEMENT : (continued) 
Page 16, parag r aph 1 

R ESPONSE : (continue d) 

We ar e producing three n ew fight e rs. 

We are planning the produc tion of 15 new fi ghting ships. 

It is true a figure that can be cited to show that the Soviets have 
more ships, but it is a distortion to equate Soviet destroyers with 
our mod e rn nuclear powered aircraft carriers. 

The money we have put into defense over the past several years 
has been inadequate. However, the responsibility for slashing 
$32 billion dollars must rest with the Congress, not the 
Administration. 

Fortunately, under the prodding of President Ford, the Congress 
has begun to awaken to the risks of constantly reducing our 
defense spending. If the budg e t he proposed this year passes, 
the trend will have been rever s ed. 

In fact we are number one. Unles s we falter our give way to 
panic we will remain number one. 



REAGAN STATEMENT : 
Page 16, paragr aph 2 

''Why did the President travel halfway 'round th e world 
to sign th e Hel sinki Pact, putting our stamp of approval 
on Ru s sia's· enslavement of th e captive nations ? 

We gave away the freedo.m of millions of p eople - -
freedom that was not ours to give. 11 

RESPONSE: 

The President did not go to Helsinki to put the stamp of appr oval 
on Soviet domination of Eastern Europe. On the contrary, he 
went to Helsinki along with the Chiefs of State or heads of 
government of all our Western allies and, among other s, a Papal 
Representative, to sign a documents which contains Soviet commitments 
to greater respect for human rights, self-determination of peoples, 
and expanded exchanges and communication throughout Europe. 
"Basket three" of the Act calls for a freer flow of people and 
ideas among all the European nations. 

The Helsinki Act, for the first time, specifically provides for the 
possibility of peaceful change of borders when that would correspond 
to the wishes of the peoples concerned. With regard to the particular 
cas e of the Baltic States, President Ford stated clearly on July 25 
that "the United States has n ever recognized the Soviet incorporation 
of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia and i s not doing so now. Our 
official policy of non-recognition is not affect e d by the results o.f 
the European Security Conference. 11 In fact, the Helsinki document 
itself states that no occupation or acquisition of territory by force 
will be recognized as legal. 



REAGAN STATEMEN T 
Pa ge 16, paragraph 3 

11 Now we must ask if someone is g1v1ng away our. ov:n 
freedom. Dr. Kissinger is quoted as saying that he 
thinks of the U.S. as Athens and the Soviet Union as 
Sparta. 1 The day of the U.S. is past and today is the 
day of the Soviet Union. 1 And he added, 1 ••• My job as 
Secretary of State is to negotiate the most acceptable 
second-best position available. 1 11 

RESPONSE 

Governor Reagan's so-called quotes from Secretary Kissinger are 
a total and irresponsible fabrication. He has never said what the 
Governor attributes to him .or anything like it. In fact, at a 
March 23, 1976 press conference in Dallas, Secretary Kissinger 
said: 111 do not believe that the United States will be defeated. 
I do not believe that the United States is on the decline. I do 
not believe that the United States rn.ust get the best deal it can. 

111 believe that the United States is essential to pre serve the 
security of the free world and for any progress in the wor ld that 
exists. 

11ln a period of great national difficulty, of the Viet-Nam war, 
of Watergate, of endless investigations, we have tried to preserve 
the role of the United States as that major actor. And I believe 
that to explain to the American people that the policy is complex, 
that our involvement is permanent, and that our problems are 
nevertheless soluble, is a sign of optimism and of confidence in 
the American people rather than the opposite. 11 
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REAGAN STATEMENT 
Page 17, paragraph 2 

11 Now we l earn that another high official of the State 
D epa rtment, Helmut Sonnenfeldt, whom Dr. Kissinger 
refers to as his 11 Kis singer 11 , has expressed the belief 
that, in effect, the captive nations should give us any 
claim of national sovereignty and simply become a part 
of the Soviet Union. H e says, 'Their desire to break out 
of the Soviet straightjacket I threatens us with World · War III. 
In other words, slaves should accept their fate ." 

RESPONSE: 

The statement is wholly in accurate, and a gross distortion of fact, 
to ascribe such views to Mr. Sonnenfeldt or to this Admis tration. 
Neither he nor anyone else in the Administration has expressed any 
such beli.ef. The Administration view on this issue was expressed 
by Secretary Kissinger before the House International Relations 
Committee on March 29 as follows: 

"As far as the U.S. in concerned, we do not accept a 
sphere of influence of any country, anywhere, and 
emphatically we reject a Soviet sphere of influence in 
Eastern Europe. 

"Two Presidents have visited in Eastern Europe; the re 
have been two visits to Poland and Romania and Yugoslavia, 
by Presidents. I have made repeated visit~ to Ea stern Europe, 
on every trip to symbolize and to make clear to these countries 
that we are interested in working with them and tmt we do 
not accept or act upon the exclusive dominance of any one 
country in that area. 

11At the same time, we do not want to give encouragement 
to an uprising that might lead _to enormous suffering. But in 
terms of the b a sic position of the United State s, we do not 
accept the dominance of any one country anywhere. 

''Yugos l avia was mentioned, for example . '.Ve would emphatically 
consider it a very grave matter if outs ide forces were t o attempt 
to intervene in the domestic affairs of Yugoslavia. . We welc ome 
Eastern Eur op ?. an countries developing m o re in accordance with 
their nat iona l traditions, and we w ill cooperate w ith them. This 
is the p o licy of the United States, and there is n o Sonnenfeldt 
d octrine. 11 




