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Washington--Sen. Paul Laxalt (R. "ev.) today announced formation
of a "Citizens for Reacan" Committee. Laxalt said the committee expects
to convince former California Gov. Ronald Reagan to seek the Republican
nomination for President and to make it possible for him to mount
an effective campaian.

Sen. Laxalt is the former qovernor of Mevada. Other members of his
committee are John P. Sears, a ashinqton attorney who will serve as
executive vice chairman; former Gov, Louis B. Munn of Kentucky; former
California Mational Committeewoman, "rs. Stanhope C. Ring; retired

Rep. H. R. Cross of Iowa; and Mebraska insurance executive Georae Cook.

Sears, who was responsible for nutting together Richard Mixon's
aroup of delegates in his successful 1268 quest for the GOP Presidential
nomination, will be the operating head of the committee.

In announcing formation of the committee Sen. Laxalt released

the followino statement:
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR PAUL LAXALT
WASHINGTON, D. C.
JULY 15, 1973

We have called this press conference today to announce the formation of
a "Citizens For Reagan'" Committee.

The purpose of this Committee is to build an organization and raise the
money necessary to conduct a viable and effective campaign once Governor Reagan
decides to become an active candidate.

The decision to take this step has not been an easy one. Mr. Ford came
to the Presidency under circumstances unique in American history, amidst
problems of confidence, international unrest and domestic instability which
are unparalleled. All of us, Democrats and Republicans alike, must give him
our support lest others in the world'receive the impression that America is
too weak or immobile to act.

Yet, Mr. Ford's efforts to cope with these problems on a day-to-day basis
provide little relief for the vast majority of Americans who yearn for a leader
who can communicate a realistic ﬁerspective on America's future. - . °~

The process by which the American people have become frustrated andrun-
trusting of their political leaders has.been huilt up over the many years in
which there has been far too much promising and far too little performance
after election.

We have had far too many instances in our political history where the

voters have been left with a choice of deciding between the "lesser of two
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evils." This country cannot ultimately survive 1if Presidential elcction?Q* <
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continue to be decided on the same basis. \;i 3
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Moreover, as Republicans, we cannot meet our responsibility to the country
by anticipating a Presidential race which would merely take advantage of the
presumed weakness in the Democratic Party. We owe a positive obligation to the
American people to demonstrate that we have thoroughly searched our ranks, con-
sidered all the alternatives and nominated our most effective leader. We must
convince the people that we will nmot only try, but also will actually do those
things which we agree must be done.

That can only be achieved, in my opinion, by the candidates submitting
themselves to the people in the primary process.

The next President ﬁust enter office armed with a positive compact between
himself and the American people, such that €ongress will realize that there is
no longer any merit in political expediency. We believe that Governor Reagan
is’ a man who stands tall among American politicans in his demonstrated ability

to do those things which he promises.



SEN. PAUL D. LAXALT (R. Mev.), chairman of "Citizens for Reagan",
has been a Republican Party leader both nationaily and in his home
state for many years. He was the first major public official to
endorse the presidentiai candidacy of Barry Goldwater.

Sen. Laxalt was elected to the United States Senate in 1974.
He was one of only two Republicans elected to the Senate in that year.
PTior to that he served as Covernor of Mevada from 1967 to 1971. Other
elective offices include Lieutenant Governor from 1963 to 1966 and
?s§§r1ct Attorney for Ormsby County, Mevada's capital county, from 1951-

Laxalt, 52, is a native of Mevada. Before his election to the
Senate he was a senior partner in the law firm of Laxalt, Berry and
Allison of Carson City.

LOUIS B. HUMMN, former Governor of Kentucky, has been an active
worker on behalf of Republican Fresidents and Senators. In 1956 he
served as Kentucky chairman for the Eisenhower-Mixon ticket as well as
for the senate campaicns of John Sherman Cooperaand Thruston B. [Morton.
In 1960 he headed the ilixon-Lodge campaign as well as the election
campaign of Sen, Ccoper. In 1962 he was chairman of the reelection
campaign of Sen. !lorton,

Gov. MNunn served as chairman of the Republican Governors'
conference in 1971. He was first elected to public office at the age
of 29 when he won election as a county judoe,

Currently he practices law with the firm of Stoll, Keenon & Park
in Lexington, Ky.

H. R. GROSS, who spent 36 years as a member of the United States
House of Representatives, is nationally known for his effective- op0051t1on
to wasteful and extravagant qovernment spending.

fir. Gross, of 'laterloo, lowa, retired from the Conaress in 1974,
A native of lowa, ilr. Gross worked as a reporter, editor and radio
news commentator before his eiection to the House.

He worked with Gov. Reagan when the latter was a young sportscaster
in ITowa.

Mr. Gross was first elected to the House in 19483. He retired at
the end of the 1973-74 session.
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'S, STANENPE €. RING is a former Mational Committeewoman from
California. She has been active in the Pepublican Party since 1558
when she served as Coronado chairman in the 1952 reelection campaign
of Rep. Bob “ilson of California. Since then "rs. Ring has served as a
member of the San Diego County Republican Central Committee, Vice
Chairman of the C~Tifornia State Renublican Central Committee, President
of the San Diego County Federation of Republican !fomen and a member
of the Board of the California Federation of Republican "omen.

As Mational Cormitteewoman from 1968 to 1972 Mrs. Rina served
as a member of the flational Committee's Rule 29 Committee and as a
member of the bipartisan committee on convention financing.

In 1964 she was San Dieao headquarters chairman for Barry Goldvater.
Mrs. Ring, the widow of Vice Admiral Stanhope C. Ring, USN Ret., resides
in Coronado.

GEORGE B. CONK, Chairman of Bankers Life Insurance Company of
America, is a prominent Mebracken. A reci<ent of Lincoln, he has
served as president of the University of Yzhraska Alumni fesn. and as
chairman of the Board of Dirsctors of the Univarsity of febraska
Founcdation. He has been director of the Cusiness Develeopment Corp. of
Nebraska and a member of the ifational Adviscry Council on Vocational
Education. He is a past state chairman of the Republican MNational
Finance Committee and a member of the Canitol Hill Club, a national
Republican club. He served as Mebraska Chairman for Mixon-Agnew in 1968.

JOHM P. SEARS, 35, is a Yashington lawyer with broad political
experience. Ariong !'ashinaton political reporters he is recoqnized as
the man who recruited the delesates who qave Richard ™ixon his first
ballot victory at the 1968 Republican Mational Convention.

He served as political advisr to Mixon in 1966 and 1967 and
as executive director of the !lixon for President Committee from 1967
through the 1968 convention. He was liaison between [lixon and Vice
ﬁresidential nominee Spiro Agnew during the general election campaign of
968.

In 1969 he served as a deputy counsel to the President and in 1970
was a member of the faculty and quest lecturer at the Kennedy Institute
of Politics and Government.

A graduate of Georaetown University Law School, he currently is
a partner in the law firm of Gadsby and Hannah.
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THE RONALD REAGAN COLUMN 2
(For Release In Papers Of Friday Oct. 10 Or Thereafter)

By.RONALD REAGAN
Copley News Service

Cubap Premier Fidel Castro is anxious to normalize
trade and diplomatic relations with us, we are ﬁold, but
he picked a funny way to prove it when he staged an

# international conférence in Havana in September to

promote the “1iberation" of Puerto Rico from the United
States.

Back in March, the World Peace Council, an
organization cont;olled by the Soviet Union, called for a
preliminary meeting of Marxist representati;es in Cuba

to discuss the matter of Puerto Rico.




The Ronald Reagan Column -- 2

The delegates to that meeting issued a call for the

larger September gathering, all of which was designed to

promote one Juan Mari Bras' tiny Puerto Rican Socialist

Paxtys

The "call" was the usual Marxist harangue: "The
people of the world must redouble their efforts to defeat
in Puerto Rico the promote;s of crime in Vietnam, Chile,
P?lestine énd qther places, so that the liberation of the
Puexrto Rican people will signify a new victory in the
cause of freedom..."

It is always ironic to see representatives of the
Soviet Union joining in denunciations of "imperialism"
by the Uni£ed States, since the USSR holds the world

championship for imperialism.




The Ronald Reagan Column -- 3 -

All this led to the September

"international

conference on solidarity with Puerto Rico's independence"

in Havana.

Some 300 delegates attended,

including a
smattering of U.S.

Communist Party functionaries.

The object of their affection,

and of the

superheated rhetoric that flowed from the three-day

*

conference, is an "open" movement for Puerto Rican

independence that is about as:popular there as ants at a

pienic. . The

issue of independence versus continuation of
the commonwealth status of the island was put to a vote

of its people just eight years ago.

Out of more than
700,000 votes cast, fewexr than

1 per cent voted for
independence.

This, of course, hasn't deterred Mari Bras or the

terrorists of the Fuerzas

Armadas de Liberacion Nacional
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The Ronald Reagan Column Ny
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The FALN has claimed it bombed New York's historic

Fraunces tavern last January.

Five people died in that
bombing.

According to the FBI,

the FALN leadership got its
training in sabotage in Cuba.

Sounds like the

"old" Castro
Cuba

which routinely exported@ guerrilla warfare and

violence all over the hemisphere.
i

The fine hand of the Soviet Union in all this
mischief ién't hard to see.

A Russian actually served as a
vice chairman of the Havana conference, and the Soviets'

puppet-World Peace Council appears to have provided the

over—-all strategy for the propaganda service.

Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger took a properly dim view of the
proceedings. He said the "meeting in Havana can only be

/
considered by us as an unfriendly act."



The Ronald Reagan Column -- 5

Castro's best-known U.S. fan recently has been Sen.
‘George McGovern. His wife, Eleanor, who visited Cuba with
him a few months ago, said of the bearded dictator: “The
most impressive thing about Fidel is his mind. The
breadth, depth and width of his knowledge is enormous.
Fidel knows the specifics of everything."

If that's so, perhaps he can grasp the idea that he
can't have things both ways. He can't have normal trade
and relations with the United States and, at the same time,
be the Western distributor for Soviet Marxism. Indeed,
if he wants the former, one of the points we must insist on
is that he deny the Soviets base and landing rights on Cuba
and that he guarantee in writing that he'll sppp training
guerrillas for revolutionary export around the Western

Hemisphere.
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Citizens for Reagan
For President | K

Sen. Paul Laxalt
Chairman

John P. Sears &
Exec. Vice Ch.

George Cook October 14, 1975
H. R. Gross

Louie B. Nunn

Mrs. Stanhope C. Ring

Henry Buchanan
Treasurer

Federal Election Commission
Office of the General Counsel
Advisory Opinion Comment
1325 K Street, N, W,
Washington, D,C., 20463

Dear Sirs:

We respectfully submit the following comments on AOR-1975-72.
We hope this will be helpful to the Commission.

AOR 1975-72 raises the question of whether the Republican
National Committee (RNC) can legitimately provide funds, in light of
the recent federal election law amendments, for political travel by
President Ford while he is a candidate for his party's presidential
nomination. And further, whether these expenditures count against
candidate Ford's campaign expenditure limitations under 18 U,S,C,
section 608(c). It appears to our committee that several facts must
be considered before a cenclusion on the RNC's request can he reached.

First, President Ford is an announced and de'clared candidate / t
for his party's nomination. He has, as of this date, made campaign

trips and authorized a committee which has made campaign expenditures

on behalf of his campaign. He indicated on a nationally televised news
conference (October 9, 1975) that he hoped his political trips made on
behalf of the RNC would help his election. He has made the decision
to actively campaign at an earlier date than has been the customary
political practice of past incumbent Presidents.

2021 L St., N.W., Suite 340, Washington, D.C. 20036 e Phone:202/223-8560
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Second, Gerald R. Ford was the first individual appointed/to the
Vice Presidency under the provisions of the recently enacted 25th ;
Amendment. Following the resignation of Richard M. Nixon as President,
Gerald R. Ford succeeded to that office. His Vice President, Nelson A.
Rockefeller, also became such by the operation of the 25th Amendment,
after having been rejected for the Republican presidential nomination
by the Republican National Conventions of 1964 and 1968. These facts
are quite important in providing some political perspective to the
relationship of the Presidency, its current occupant, and the Republican
Party.

Third, there is an active political committee in existence,
authorized by Governor Reagan, and registered with the Federal
Election Commission, that has raised significant amounts of money
from many thousands of persons in every state. This committee is
actively promoting the candidacy of Governor Ronald Reagan for the
Republican Party's presidential nomination.

Fourth, one of the basic purposes of the 1974 amendments to the
body of federal election law is to insure that no candidate, regardless
of his position or financial means, could ""buy'" the Presidency by means
of excessive financial expenditures. To this end, the key provision of
the 1974 Act is 18 U,S,C, section 608. This section imposes strict
expenditure limitations on all candidates for federal office. The
purpose of these limitations is, in part, to provide every candidate
with an equal opportunity to present his campaign to the electorate.

Fifth, a key criticism of the new election law is that it favors
incumbents in that it protects them against chaliengers. This is so,
many feel, because a challenger can only overcome the multiple
advantages of incumbency by greater campaign spending than the
incumbent. It is certainly true that an incumbent President enjoys
great political advantages by virtue of his official position, advantages
such as government-paid travel around the country to ''mon-political
events' and the national forum of the televised Presidential press

conference (recently exempted from equal time by the Federal 'GkJVV" |
Communications Commission). Does he also, in a primary campaign A W
situation, enjoy the official mantle of the party and use of its funds 1

merely by virtue of his title ?
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Federal Election Commission
QOctober 14, 1975
Page Three

With these basic factual referents in mind we submit the following
analysis of the RNC's request: _ -

Traditionally an incumbent President seeking reelection has been
considered unchallengable within his own political party for his party's
nomination. No incumbent President in this century has been denied
renomination by his party. In fact, so strong is the traditional role of
the incumbent President that only twice in this century has one been
defeated in a general election. In 1975 and 1976 the situation in this
country is and will be unique politically. The incumbent President and
Vice President of the Republican Party have never faced the national
electorate or, in the case of President Ford, the Republican Party
membership as expressed through its national party convention.

Thus, President Ford is clearly not in the same position as former
Republican Party presidents were. In fact, it is clear that one of the
important factors in the 1976 nomination contest is the current lack of
a nationally chosen or mandated Republican Party 'leader" in the
traditional sense. The Republican Party's only elected national
spokesman is its chairman, Mrs. Mary Louise Smith.

—

Thus, while Gerald R. Ford is legally and constitutionally the Chief
Executive, with all the President's powers and privileges, and entitled
to all the traditional support and respect due our Head of State, he does
not stand in the traditional role an incumbent President has had as the
titular leader of the Republican Party. Further, actions that tend not
only to place him in such a role but also to emphasize it directly
benefit his campaign for the party's nomination for President. In
fact, a key selling point of the President's campaign has been his
incumbency. To argue that his campaign for the nomination should not |
be hindered because of his activities as '"party leader,' is very
like the boy, who having killed his parents, says he should not be

punished because he is an orphan.
R

Only the 1976 nominee of the Republican National Convention will
be the party's chosen leader.

The 1974 amendments to federal election law mandate strict
expenditure limitations for all federal candidacies. They do this
separately with respect to candidates for the nomination of parties and
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for the candidates of parties in general elections. Further, the law
embodies a very expansive and comprehensive definition of contributions
and expenditures so as to close nearly every potential loophole left in -
past legislative attempts at regulation. This legislative plan clearly
manifests the intent of Congress, as ratified by President Ford in
signing the law, to establish a system of electoral regulation that would
control, limit and disclose all expenditures that promote and influence a
federal campaign. It cannot be seriously argued that political trips made
by a declared candidate, as ''leader' of a political party, directed at
those very individuals who will ultimately choose the party's nominee,
does not directly benefit and influence and promote such candidate's
campaign. If President Ford's campaign is not charged with the

cost of trips made as the ''leader' of the Republican Party under these
circumstances then section 608 is not the comprehensive expenditure
limitation section it clearly was intended to be.

If the Commission's interpretation of this new law is not to favor
incumbents cver other candidates and if the traditional relationship
of the Presidency to its own political party is not to become a vehicle
for allowing the new election law to be gravely distorted then the RNC's
planned actions must be modified. It would certainly be divisive within
the Republican Party if the RNC were to bestow a non-reportable and
uncontrolled election benefit on only one candidate for the party's
nomination. This would raise constitutional questions of whether 18
U.S.C. section 608's effect, if not its purpose, is to stifle legitimate
political challenges to incumbents from within their own parties.

If the party provided truly equal treatment to all candidates for
its nomination then few serious objections could be raised. Then, the
party would not be promoting a campaign but would be providing its
national membership with a better opportunity for seeing all its candidates.
It would be performing a legitimate informational function by helping
members to rnake more intelligent choices among the candidates. v
While a TV appearance by one candidate benefits his campaign, a program W-;
presenting all of the candidates equally benefits the electorate. Of :
course, a fair and equitable mechanism would have to be worked out-
to determine who the individuals are who are legitimately entitled to
such consideration. But this should not be difficult. A simple criterion,
like qualification for federal matching funds, would provide an adequate
method for discriminating between bona fide candidates and others.
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Federal Election Commission
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If the RNC chooses not to consider such an option it seems to our
committee that its current proposal raises serious questions under both
the contribution limitations and the expenditure limitations of section 608,
If party '"leadership' is to confer substantial financial electoral benefits
it should be both formalized and brought within the guidelines of the
election law. Governor Reagan has over the past years raised millions
of dollars for the Republican Party at numerous party events across the
nation and by direct mail. He has done this as a member of the party
who deeply believes in its principles. Our committee feels that the party
treasury, built up in the interests of the whole party, should not become
a vehicle for any single candidate in contest for the party's nomination,
regardless of any office he may hold.

In 1975 and 1976 a new federal election law prevails. Examples
of past practice no longer suffice to justify present actions. We hope
our comments will aid the Federal Election Commission in deciding
this question.

Very truly yours,
,"/-" »j/ " & 4/{

Loren A. Smith
General Counsel

LAS:jf

cc: Hon. Thomas B. Curtis
Hon. Neil Staebler
Hon. Joan Aikens
Hon. Thomas E. Harris
Hon. Vernon W. Thomson
Hon. Robert O. Tiernan
Hon. Benton L. Becker ¥~
Hon. Mary Louise Smith
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THE RONALD REAGAN COLUMN -
(For Release In Papers Of Friday, Oct. 17, Or Thereafter)

By RONALD REAGAN
Copley News Service
In the 19508 Russian physicist Andrei Sakharov was
known as the "father" of the Soviet Union's %ydiogen bomb.
Today, he is known as the winner of the 1975 Nocbel Peace Prize.
It's been a long, difficult and courageous rqad oY
@ the man who now ranks alongside Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn
as a champion for human rights in the Soviet Union.
Solzhenitsyn was expelled from the USSR early last
year, but. Sakharov continues to speak out for amnesty for

Soviet political prisoners with a courage which soon may

earn him the same fate.




The Ronéld Reagén column —— 2

As early as 1958, Sakharov's misgivings about the
awesome consequences of nuclear warfare led him to circulate
*Ssamizdat" (literally, "self-publishing"), calling for a
ban on nuclear testing.

If you read Solzhenitsyn's monumental "Gulag
Archipelago,"”™ you know that a Soviet ‘citizen dogs not do
such things lightly, for it can.easily lead to a 10-year
,sentence in a concentration camp, followed by years of exile.

.Sakharov continued, however, and made a persénal
appeal to Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev in 1961. It was
ignored. Five years later, he took a further step. He

participated publicly in a one-minute vigil for human rights.

He was fired from his high post in the Soviet nuclear program.
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The Ronald Reagan Column =-- 3

But the fact he wasn't arrested showed that the
Kremlin was concerned that harsher reprisals against such
an outspoken public figure might trigger even more protests
against repression.

In 1968 his book, "Progress, Peace, Coexistence and
Intellectual Freedom," was published’' in the Wes@, but
circulated only in "Saﬁizdat" form inside the USSR.

Now, the Nobel Prize Committee has cited him for his
"fearless effort in the cause of peace among mankind," for
his warning "against the dangers connected with the bogus
detente, based on wishful thinking and illusions,“'and for
his fight "not only against the abuse of power and violations

of human dignity in all its forms, but...for the ideal of a

state founded on a principle of justice for all."




The Ronald Reagén Column -- 4

All that Sakharov stands for contradicts the Soviet
system, with its denial of human rights, punishment for
dissenters, intimidation and the use of fear.

Despite its love of propaganda as a weapon to advance
the Marxist cause, the USSR has a clumsy track record in
handling its most famous citizens who dissent. When Boris
Pasternak won the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1958, the
Soviets pfessured him into turning it down, an act which
sﬁmply underscored their heavy-handedness. Solzhenitsyn
won it din 1970 but couldn't go to Oslo to receive it for
fear of being unable to return home.

Following their expulsion of Solzhenitsyn last year,

the Soviets launched a continuous propaganda barrage to

discredit him. It has had the opposite effect.
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The Ronald Reagan Column == 5

His own compelling testimony on Soviet repression
and his profound moral stand about human freedom simply
have been verified by the shrill propaganda.

The betting in Oslo is that Sakharov won't be
allowed to pick up his prize, since the very awarding of it
by the committee will appear to the thin-skinped Soviet
regime to be a criticism of its repressive nature. And it
i85

(Note: The courageous writings of Soviet dissenters
in "Samizdat" form are collected and published in English
several times a year by the Samizdat Bulletin, P.O. Box
6128, San Mateo, Calif. 94403. If you ever had any doubt
about the way the Soviets treat their defenders, subscribe

to this publication.)
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THE RONALD REAGAN COLUMN
(For Release In Papers Of Friday, Oct. 24, Or Thereafter)

By RONALD REAGAN
Copley News Service

New York's Gov. Hugh Carey has appealed to Congress
to avoid "a national policy of punishment" toward the
nation's largest city and to avert "an economic Pearl
Harbor" that would be "the most ﬁostly mistake in the history
of the nation."

There, in a nutshell, 1is New York's strategy for
arm-twisting a $5 billion bailout loan guarantee from
Congress: shame them and scare them into it. After all,
if you tell Congress often enough that bond default by New
York will cause financial chaos in every other city (even

though it's not true), maybe they'll believe it. /ﬁbﬁa
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The Ronald Reagan Column -- 2

While it isn't quite true that all New Yorkers think
the world ends at the banks of the Hudson, Carey's comments
reflect New York parochialism and a notion that the rest of
the nation considers New York City its crown jewel.

I have news for him. To large numbers of Americans
across this now decentralized nation, New York symbolizes
what's wrong: too-powerful union leaders and news media,
timid elected officials, wild spending, mismanagement,
dirty streets, pornography and a general decline in civility.

Tell an audience in Ohio or Texas (or almost anywhere
else outside of New York) that you don't think the federal
government should be in a rush to bail out New York, and
they erupt with applause. Whether their reasons are fully
justified or not is not the point. The pdint is they just

plain don't like New York. ~ORD
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The Ronald Reagan Column -- 3

Most of New York's financial woes are its own fault.
Politicians, constantly hustling votes from this or that
group, promised more public jobs and services or more
handouts than the city possibly could afford. For each
group that successfully ground its ax at City Hall, a new
one sprung up with its own demands. The politicians
listened and spent more and, surprisingly, the bankers, who
could have brought sanity to the situation by refusing to
buy more bonds and extend credit long ago, simply went
along with the madness.

Of course New York isn't 100 per cent responsibie
for its plight. The federal government's lusty appetite for
more and more of the American people's income over the last
four decades or so had something to do with it. The
persistent myth that, somehow, federal dollars were free

dollars helped this growth process in Washington.
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The Ronald Reagan Column -- 4

Tincupmanship for the cities was one result.
Today, there is scarcely a big city mayor in America who
hasn't been to Washington to rattle one for his town.

Federal growth has cramped nearly every city's
ability to raise money. New York's city fathers simply
ignored this reality and mortgaged more and more of the
city's future. Now, the city is nearly bankrupt. The
reality wasn't ignored by. the many businesses which moved to
other cities and towns or into the countryside. They took
jobs with them, and the city's tax base began to shrink.

But, instead of trimming expenses, New York let its
city budget swell larger and larger. Today, it's up to $11
billion a year. With a population of seven million, it has
a public work force of 400,000. The state of California,
by contrast, has 21 million people and only 100,000 state

employes.
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The Ronald Reagan Column -- 5

Once Congress samples opinions of its increasingly

suburban~oriented constituents, it's likely New Yorkers

will have to eat several courses of humble pie in order to

get even limited federal help. Even then, it may come

with so many strings attached that a generation may pass

before any New York City politician gets up the nerve to

tell his constituents that the moon is really made of

green cheese.
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THE RONALD REAGAN COLUMN
(For Release in Papers of Friday Nov. 14 or Thereafter)

By RONALD REAGAN
Copley News Service

Maybe it's time for all Americans to examine detente
more closely to understand what it means to us and to the
Soviet Union.

A very fine writer and historian, James Burnhanm,
recently did this in National Review magazine. He pointed
out fhat our leaders "think of detente as a diplomatic
equivalent of a business deal." Each side has its own
special interests butrthey agree to function within the
rules of the marketplace -- something for something. Each

will receive some of what it wants, but each will in turn
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The Ronald Reagan Column -- 2

In the case of detente, the plus for both sides is
believed to be some assurance against that horror of
horrors -- nuclear war. With that agreed upon, we hope for
eventual .trade, cultural exchange and, in time, legitimate
friendship as we get to know each other better.

That is the way we see detente. Not so with the
Communists. For them, detente is not a "step toward peace."
Nor is it, ﬁr. Burnham says, "an effort to achieve an
evenly balanced egqguation." It is a way for them to carry on
the revolutionary struggle with the advantage for them
increased by detente. Indeed, they see the whole arrangement
as the result of our weakness. Gus Hall, leader of the
Communisf Party, U.S.A., has written that detente represents
a new "qualitative change in international relations, a

deterioration of our strategic situation."



The Ronald Reagan Column -- 3

It is explained that we have been forced to accept
detente on Communist terms and they don't lack for evidence
to gupport that claim.

There is our retreat from Indochina, retreat of the
West from such important strategic areas as Mozambigque and
Angola. Then there is the Marxist push in Portugal, the
Greek-Turkish trouble in NATO, the o0il squeeze on the West,
increased Communist influence in Italy, France and
Britain. We could add the increase in Soviet naval strength,
the terrorist activities we seem unable to halt and the
Soviet Union's arrogant violations of the SALT agreements
on arms limitation. They arm and we limit.

We are blind to reality if we refuse to recognize
that detente's usefulness to the Soviet Union is only a

cover for their traditional and basic strategy for

o™

aggression.

—
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The Ronald Reagan Column =-- 4

It would appear that our situation is worse than
Jjust not ¥recegnizing facts.

Not seeing the facts is useful for those who can
turn a profit from dealing with the Soviets, even though
such trade increases our danger. And, according to Burnham,
free world diplomats can use it to cover up their mistakes
and hide their "lack of a cohesive policy." In other words,
politicians can hide their‘lack of willingness to be real
leaders, their lack of courage and their governing by
public opinion polls.

Detente is for the Soviet Union a no-can-lose
pPpropesitien: Tt fit; their Communist dialectic. According
to this dialectic, "opposites clash and become ultimately

fused into a synthesis on a higher plane."




The Ronald Reagan Column -- 5

In Soviet eyes, the primary clash today is

between imperialist capitalists and revolutionary workers;

the synthesis is the proletarian dictatorship led by the

Communists.

All Communist strategy is conceived against that

p

C%

doctrine or background -- and that most assuredly includes
detente.
-30-
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REAGAN PRESS CONFERENCE
NOVEMBER 20, 1975
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A FEW MONTHS AGO, WHEN MY
OPPONENT CAME TO WASHINGTON TO ANNOUNCE HIS
CANDIDACY, SOME OF YOU HERE IN TEXAS MAY
NOT HAVE HAD THE BENEFIT OF LISTENING TO HIS

FIRST PRESS CONFERENCEe




A REPORTER ASKED HIM HOW MUCH HE
WOULD RECOMMEND FOR A DEFENSE BUDGET FOR

THE UNITED STATESe



LET ME READ HIS ANSWER DIRECTLY
TO YOU BECAUSE IT SHEDS A GREAT DEAL OF

LIGHT ON HIS CAMPAIGN:



"1 DIDN'T. SAY WHAT | WANTED TO SPEND, "
HE REPLIEDe "eeeYOU HAVE ME IN A POSITION IN
WHICH THE ANSWER IS VERY DIFFICULT BECAUSE |
THINK ONLY WHEN YOU ARE IN THAT POSITION OF
COMMAND DO YOU HAVE ACCESS TO ALL THE
INFORMATION THAT IS NECESSARY FOR MAKING THAT
DECISION AND OBVIOUSLY I'M NOT IN THAT POSITION

AND DO NOT HAVE THAT INFORMATION AT THIS MOMENTe"




LATER ON,. A REPORTER PRESSED

THE DEFENSE QUESTION AGAINe



AND THE CORE OF HIS ANSWER WAS THIS:
IN THE AREA OF DEFENSE, "ONE HAS ALWAYS TO
FACE THAT FACT THAT THERE ARE FACTS NOT KNOWN
TO YOU AND WHICH CANNOT BE KNOWN TO YOU BECAUSE

OF CLASSIFICATIONe AND THIS ALWAYS

MUST BE KEPT IN MIND AS A RESERVATION ABOUT

ANY OPINION THAT YOU MIGHT RENDERe"



MY FRIENDS, 1 WOULD SUGGEST TO
YOU HERE TODAY THAT ANY CANDIDATE WHO BEGINS
HIS CAMPAIGN BY SAYING HE DOESN'T KNOW
ENOUGH ABOUT NATIONAL DEFENSE TO TALK ABOUT
IT AND THEN,  IN THE HEAT OF BATTLE,
SUDDENLY TRIES TO MAKE IT THE CENTRAL ISSUE

CAN HARDLY EXPECT THE AMERICAN PEOPLE TO

TAKE HIM SERIOUSLYe



e
N
FOR: MR. HARTMAN
FROM: STU SPENCER
November 21, 1975
/\igao"}--_
L%



FACT SHEET

Keeping the size of the California state government constant

TAXES DURING

Fiscal
Year

1966-67
1967-68
1968-69
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
1973-74

Local Taxes State Taxes Local Taxes

REAGAN ¥

Total State
&

(in billions) (in billions) (in billions)

$4.3
4.7
5.2
57
6.6
7.3

8.0
8.4

$3.8
4.7
5.2
54
5.6
6.6
7.2
7.6

$8.1

9.4
10.4
11,1
2.2
13.9
15.2
16.0

Source: Board of Equalization

Total
Per capita
Tax Load
(in doliars)

$426.26

484.66
529.56
556.49

" 605.29
652.98
739.82

768.44 -

T
o
o

1S

Adjusted
for
Inflation
(in dollars)

$426.26
466.92
489.88
489.01
508.65

RUDGET GROWTH UNDER REAGAN

(in billions)

Fiscal
Year
1066-67
1567-68
1968-69
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
197374
1074-75

State
Operations
$2.2

.

)

&

N
2.6
2.9
3.4
3.5

W NN
»

% of
Total
48.0
45.06
43.9
42.8
39.2
39.3
904
35.6

34.5

Local o ol
Assistance  Total
$2.4 52.0
20 54.4
S 56.1
2.6 57.2
4.0 60.8
4.1 60.7
4.5 60.6
6.2 6.4
6.7 65.5

Source: Department of Finance

Total
Budget
$4.6
5.0
5.1
6.3
6.6,
5
T4
0.6
10.2
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NEVADA : :

W ~
%lm et Stutes Sroate

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510
Fellow American

The Reagan for President Campaign
difficult situation.

s going very well, but faces a very

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

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

Alreaady they have amassed hundreds of thousands of dollars for thelr
primary battles, and there is no doubt that thanks fo the Rockefeller influence
they can raise literally millions mor

Ronald Heagan has received a very warm reception fo his speeches acro

the couniry and I can fell you as a loyal supporter that in the very near {uture I
will explain to the nation why he is runiing for President.
% ' :

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

He has no "sugar-daddies” bank
7 {3

rolling his campaign, but must count upor
the loyal support of thousands of Americans such as yourself

Due to the distortions of the biased news commentators, Ronald Reagan
ust have hundreds of thousands, even millions of dollars for TV time so that
ha may speak cin*e:ctiy to the American people. ’

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

4 oy

--reducing the number of individuals on welfare rolls by 400, 000,
while at the same time those truly needy individuals recewed a
270

increase in benefits!

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

-~keeping the size of the California state government constant

~--originating and signing a ma

G
; o >
2 H R ol =
ssive tax relief bill which resuited - ~
in a $378 million saving to California's property owners and a &
$10 million saving to renters.

As provided in federal legislation, Citizens for Reagan may accep! individual contributions up o 51,000 (for example, a husband ang v
wnn!awr or

$1,00G0) prior 10 a nom lﬁ"’uﬂg convention; tus may be repeated following the convenion, However, we are nol able to accep! either (&) &
o demen s nfties in Waakinaton. 0.0,

{9) any indwidual persenal Saninbubions ovar $1,000. A copy of our repont will be filed with the Federal Election Commission



Bonald Reagan can and wiil provide the leadership this nation needs so
desperately, but he must have your support today!

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

campaign stalfs, printing, advertising, ete.

Ronald Reagan needs your dollars today!

The Reagan Campaign is truly a campaign of the people. It will take a

"total comrnitment and the tireless efforts and personal sacrifice of thousands

and thousands of Americans if we are to be successiul in electing Ronald
Reagan as President of the United States.

Send your contribution to Ronald Reagan today...$20, $50, $100; or as
muchAas 31,000 is needed immediately!

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

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

Please send whatever you possibly can. . .foday!

Sincerely,

‘ Paul Laxalt, Chairman
Citizens for Reagan °*

PL/‘zme

P.S. Send the enclosed post card or your personal letter to Ronald Reagan
-letting him kunow you support his Presidential campaign and please
"~ ‘return your contribution in the enclosed envelope today. Thank you.
x { . u

3 .
S
¥

S

Alsoiistely no taspaywes’ funds have boen used in the preparation oF this corespondancs.,

v



FACT SHEET

REAGAN RECORD IN CALIFORNIA

WELFARE

Statenents:

a Welfare rolls reduced by 400,000

b} Welfare rolls reduced by 24% per yeaxr

¢} $1 billion in taxes saved over two years

d) Significantly decreased fraud and overpayment

~ The Reagan plan was not fully enacted.

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

. or by BEW.

- The remainder had little actual effect on the
reduction of costs or of the caseload, which
were curbed for other reasons, generally
related to upswing in the national economy.

~ Actual costs were not lowered in the 1 1/2
years immediately following the act. The
Reagan plan, in fact, generated new welfare
costs of $100 million. :

~ The raw number of AFDC recipients (although
not the number of eligible families) did
shrink somewhat, but not nearly to the
extent claimed by Reagan. ‘

Discussion:

The welfare cost savings and the reduction in case-~
loads are significantly misstated and generally did

not exist at all. They are based upon projecting

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

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




.2)

3)

4)

5)

‘Further, they take credit for reduced caseload and

They project the heavy migration prem197l
trends of the 1960's which had sxgn1:1~

~cantly slowed in 1971.

They project birthrate trends signifi cantly
above the actual trends following 1971.

They project rising pre~197l trend in
caseload which was due to legal challenges
to the State programs which caused the
percent of eligibles who participated in .
the program to rise from 56% in 1967 to
nearly 100% in 1971. In short, this trend

‘had sdturated and stopped in 1971, but was

projected anyway.

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

savings which resulted from factors unrelated to
the California legislation. These factors
included:

1)

2)

3]

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

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

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

¢) a decline in migration rate of the
unemploved into the State.

an extension of Unemuloyﬂeﬁt Insurance benefit
from 26 weeks to 39 weeks which immediately
decreased the number of anemployed entganr
welfare.

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




CHART 1

UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE

California :
unemployment Total AFDC New AFDC-U
rate applications applications

1967 =BT : 144,648 33,136

1968 5.4 162,475 34,408

1969 5.2 211,313 46,851

1970 T2 319,187 97,302

1971 8.8 285,537 87,737 Reagan welfare

: e plan instituted

1972 7.6 252,767 66,361

1973 7.0 248,973 56,341

\
' CHART 2
UNEMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE IN 1971

Month Unemployment rate - AFDC-U caseload
January 9.0 66,000
February 8.6 67,000

March 9.0 12 ;000

April 9.2 68,000

May 9.3 65,000

June 9.1 62,000

July 8.8 58,000

August 8.9 56,000
September 8.7 54,000
October 8.5 52,000
November 8.0 50,000
December 8l 51,000



TR

TAX RELIEY AND BUDGET SURPLUS

Statements:

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

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

Facts:

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

b) The "tax relief" which reduced property
taxes $488 million was not "relief"” and was
in no way the result of sound management of

he State. The property tax relief was:
allowed or offset by: 1) a Federal General

Revenue sharing surplus; 2) a major increase in

the State sales tax; 3) a strong business
-c¢limate. In short the "relief" was offset
by other Federal and State tax revenues and
did not "relieve" the taxpayer.

Discussion:

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

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

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

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



The three major tax increases were:

o

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

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

1972 =~ $682 million ($650 million went
to property tax relief)

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

Significant tax increases occurred in the areas of:

o 0 0 0 0 0 ©

income taxes

capital gains taxes

bank and corporation taxes
inheritance taxes

sales taxes

cigarette taxes

liquor' taxes

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



SIZE OF GOVERNMENT IN CALIFORNIA

Statement:

The size of the California State Government was
kept constant.

Fact:

During the eight years of the Reagan administration,
the size of the California State Budget increased
from $4.6 billion to S10.2 billion. Tn shor€,
Reagan more than doubled the size of the State

~government during his administration. This represented

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

Discussion:

Supporters of the Reagan administration point out
that during his eight years expenditures for State

operations only rose from $2.2 billion to $3.5 billion

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

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



QUESTION:

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

ANSWER:

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

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

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

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



QUESTION:

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

ANSWER:

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

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

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

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

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

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



QUESTION:

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

ANSWER:

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

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