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10960 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90024 
For information call: 
Michael K. Deaver 
213/477-8231 

EMBARGOED TILL 
12:00 Noon (PST) 
Friday, January 12, 1979 

ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE RONALD REAGAN 
"World Challenges, 1979" Seminar 

Pepperdine University, Malibu, California 
January 12, 1979 

With increasing frequency we have read and heard of the 

concern of our friends and allies about what to them appear to 

be the on-again, off-again policy contradictions of the United 

States, especially in matters of collective security, NATO and 

disarmament. Considering this rising chorus of criticism of our 

country corning from leaders in Western Europe especially, I felt 

it was time to learn about these concerns at first hand; to have 

candid discussions with political leaders both in and out of 

government, with business leaders and with some of our own 

officials and scholars abroad. 

My recent trip took me to London, Paris, Bonn, Berlin and 

Munich. In all, I had some 20 meetings and they covered virtually 

every topic that might concern our allies. But, all these 

discussions brought us back to the underlying concerns which we 

share with Europe; how can the peace be maintained and how can 

we strengthen the bonds that unite us not only in search of a 

common defense, but that also link our economies in a web of 

interdependence? 

The essential ingredients of any successful strategy 

designed to promote peace and to deter aggression include political, 

economic, military and psychological measures. 
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Too often we focus on the purely military aspects when we 

consider our own national security, and while we must always be 

certain that our guard is up and that we have a strong, viable 

deterrent force poised against any potential · agressors, this 

alone will not meet the requirements of the 1980s. 

On this trip I had the opportunity to hold extensive 

discussions with leaders from governmen~ and business who are 

concerned with the trade negotiations that are now in the final 

stages in Geneva. All of Europe (and, I might add, Japan too) 

hopes ·for a successful conclusion to the Multilateral Trade 

Negotiations. But, many are concerned that -- should those talks 

fail -- the world could slide backward into protectionism, perhaps 

even touching off an explosive and devastating trade war. 

We are the world's largest and most important market for 

finished products, and our recent staggering trade deficits 

now running on the the order of $30 billion annually -- attest 

to this fact. 

We also sell to the world -- airplanes, computers, machinery 

.and all forms of technology. Even more important, it can be said 

that we help feed the world, blessed as we are with the conditions 

that provide abundance and the ever-growing productivity of our 

farmers. 
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It is vital for the maintenance of good relations with our 

allies particularly those in Europe and Japan -- that the free 

flow of goods not be impeded by the beggar-thy-neighbor policies 

of protectionism. 

My clear impression is that most of our friends abroad are 

convinced that their security and well-being will suffer if 

economic warfare should break out. Without a doubt, the NATO 

Alliance would be put to a supreme political test because it is 

inevitable that economic matters will have an unfortunate and 

perhaps devastating -- impact on our military security. 

So, it is clear that Europe (and Japan ) are apprehensive 

about United States policy on trade and economic matters. They 

fear most of all a faltering, divided America that continues to 

spend more than it takes in, whose currency remains under attack 

and whose broad credibility is undermined. 

Our friends are concerned that w~ may take the first steps 

to erect damaging barriers to trade and commerce, and they are 

preoccupied _with the long-range consequences of such actions. 

While we have always prided ourselves on being resourceful 

and imaginative "Yankee Traders", we are being out-competed and 

out-sold throughout the world, and even sometimes here at home. 

The truth of the matter is that we really do not need to 

export to live well and to prosper, while Europe and Japan musto 

They depend on access to markets abroad, and if those markets are 

choked off -- for whatever reason -- unemployment and economic 

crisis will result. Such developments can be contagious, and the 

industrialized world could not long endure a sustained economic 

conflict. 

MORE--.MORE 



Generally, it seems to me, we are recognizing the importance 

of world trade to our own economy and to our prosperity. As the 

U.S. dollar has steadily weakened and depreciated against other 

currencies, one consolation is that our exports become 

increasingly competitive abroad. It's expected that we can remain 

competitive as costs of production rise in other countries. But 

we'll have to work hard to maintain our share of markets, because 

other countries are now able to match us technologically, and there's 

no mistaking that they really know how. to sell their products. I 

followed a fellow in traffic the other day who had a bumper sticker 

on his pickup truck -- "BUY AMERICAN". He was driving a Toyota. 

In Europe recently, and earlier while in Japan, I encountered 

repeated criticism of U.S. business for not trying hard enough to 

sell its products in new markets, and for not adapting its products 

to the special needs of other countries. This may be true in certain 

instances, but I have also spoken with American businessmen who have 

tried hard, and who have been met with arbitrary obstructions, 

restrictive government practices and complicated barriers to their 

products. 

But an equally important reason why the Yankee Trader has a 

hard time functioning is because his own government is one of the 

few in the world that has a basically adversary relationship with 

its nation's business community. Our government penalizes Americans 

working abroad by unfair income tax policies. Regulation upon regulatio ~ 

drives up the price of our products, making them less competitive. 

In most parts of the world, the Yankee Trader has been overtaken 

by the French, German and Japanese Trader because the Yankee Trader 

carries a burden of unnecessary government regulations and punitive 

taxes. One of our largest automobile companies employs 20,.000 full-
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time employees to comply with government required paper work. This 

must be typical of others also. 

While I am for free trade, I also vigorously support fair 

trade and equal treatment. Our own state of California, with a 

gross product that ranks it among the top industrialized nations of 

the world, finds itself frustrated when trying to market its 

agricultural products in some industrialized nations -- and 

specifically in Western Europe and Japan. Citrus, rice, beef and 

other high-quality competitive products are among the best in the 

world, yet they cannot enter other countries under conditions that 

permit them to be sold competitively to the foreign consumer. 

It is easy to understand that nati ons wish to protect their 

key industries -- and especially the politically sensitive ones. 

We have lived ·with this before, and we'll have to live with it in 

the future. There will always be exceptions to the rule of free 

trade. But we cannot tolerate gross discrimination against U.S. 

products abroad and still allow others virtually unrestricted access 

to our own markets. We must therefore make it repeatedly clear that 

reciprocity will be the governing feature of our policies. That 

seems to have been the basic thrust of the negotiating posture of 

the United States in Geneva over the past two Administrat_ions. 

And that's why we all must hope that the industrialized 

world can come to agreement on the terms of i n ternational trade. 

It cannot be a partisan matter, nor can it be handled in a narrow, 

parochial manner. If we cannot succeed in reaching a workable 

MORE--MORE 
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agreement, everyone will suffer, and the impact on those who can 

afford it least -- the billions who live in the underdeveloped 

countries will be the most severe of all. 

Much of the dismay, criticism and dissatisfaction which we 

encounter seems to add up to an uneasy feeling that the American 

people have lost their national will. I think that this is not 

quite accurate. I travel about these United States a great deal 

and I sense, instead, a strong grassroots desire to reaffirm 

American leadership. Certainly at the- polls the voters told us 

last month that they are sick and tired of government's excesses. 

In this context, I can tell you that I was frankly amazed at the 
. I 

fascination that British and Europeans alike have with Proposition 13 

and the wave of tax revolt that is sweeping the United States. 

While I had gone to Europe to ask questions of others, I found that 

business and government leaders were eager to learn of the 

implications of this movement for them and for their future. As 

you can imagine, I wasn't bashful about discussing it. 

I'd like to turn now to a subject of great concern to all 

of us, and one which is certainly on the minds of our European 

allies the military security of the West. 

If you've visited Western Europe or Japan recently_ and 

paid a hotel bill, eaten a meal or done some shopping, your sense 

of insecurity will have been awakened. The dramatic drop in the 

value of the dollar has a sobering effect -- matched only by an 

equally dramatic decline in confidence in the United States. 

Our national security and the performance of our economy 

are inseparably linked and meeting with leaders in Europe and Asia 

has convinced me that the world wants desperately a stable, confident, 

predictable America. 

MORE--MORE 
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We may feel from time to time that our friends abroad are 

altogether too critical of us, and we may resent that criticism. 

But, what they do know and appreciate is that the United States 

serves as the guarantor of the peace; that we provide the umbrella 

of security for them and for ourselves; and that our capabilities 

and our resolve are absolutely fundamental to their future. 

Some 16 years ago, during the Cuban Missile Crisis, the 

United States enjoyed an enormous strategic advantage over the 

Soviet Union -- about eight to one in our favor. That clear-cut 

superiority, coupled with our determination to remove Soviet 

intermediate range missiles from our doorstep, enabled us to achieve 

a satisfactory outcome. 

Since that time, the Soviet Union, vowing never again to be 

caught in a position of such inferiority embarked upon a no-holds

barred effort to catch up with us. By systematically outspending 

us in absolute terms, and by the steady development and deployment 

of an awesome array of weapons systems aimed at us, at Europe and 

at Asia, the Soviets have largely achieved their objectives. 

While there remains a dispute as to where they will go 

from here, there is no dispute about two fundamental points: 

(1) What the Soviets are doing in terms of 

weapons development exceeds by far any 

legitimate needs they may have for self

defense; and 

(2) If present trends continue, the United States 

will be assigned a role of permanent military 

inferiority vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. 

MORE--MORE 
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The presence of tremendous Soviet military might on their 

borders has produced mixed reactions among Europeans, but all seem 

to share a sense of uneasiness over the implications for Europe's 

future. At the risk of oversimplification, I'd like to try to 

characterize the main streams of opinion as I found them. 

One unmistakable current of opinion holds that recognition 

of the Soviet juggernaut is but a fact of life, and that the best 

one can do is to accommodate to such a reality, hoping that the 

Soviets will -- once they have achieved what they consider to be 

strategic equality with the West -- begin to devote more of their 

resources to domestic needs, thus reducing the chance of eventual 

conflict. 

Another bloc of opinion recognizes Soviet might, fears that 

it will reach new levels and urges arms control agreements and 

increased trade as a means to moderate and constrain Soviet ambitions. 

A third school of thought believes that the Russians are 

pursuing a program to achieve clear-cut military superiority over 

the West. Once this is accomplished they will intimidate, 

"Finlandize", and ultimately neutralize Western Europe. Those 

holding this view believe the most effective response by the West 

is a reinvigoration of NATO and an explicit military deployment 

program designed to counter the Soviet threat. They do not exclude 

the possibility of reaching meaningful arms control agreements, but 

argue that such agreements must be balanced and must contain mutual 

advantages; they argue that a one-sided arms control agreement would 

be worthless. 

This range of opinion, running from what I would characterize 

as "accomodationist" to realist, dominates European discussions 

MORE--MORE 
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about East-West relations and national security. Much of Europe 

remembers World War II, but the younger generations have only vague 

or second-hand recollections of it. Europe has recovered -

prosperity is everywhere -- and people are primarily concerned about 

the quality of life, their work and their families. 

But they must also deal with the reality of Soviet - tanks 

just three hours' drive from West Germany's capital of Bonn; with 

the threat of the Soviet SS-20 missiles being deployed in increasing 

numbers and with a range to reach every city in Europe; and with the 

Soviet Backfire bomber, which has a capability of delivering nuclear 

weapons to any point on the continent. 

And, Europe is very much aware that those tanks, SS-20 

missiles and Backfire bombers are not covered by the SALT II 

agreement now -being negotiated. 

We do have the capability to neutralize this growing Soviet 

advantage, and in ways which will not only demonstrate our 

determination not to fall behind, but which will also result in 

a more secure Europe. European realists recognize this, and urge 

that the United States retain, at a minimum, its bargaining 

advantages in the cruise missile and neutron weapons. 

But there are differences of opinion in Europe concerning 

how to achieve national objectives and Europeans will have to 

resolve those differences. We are not in a position (nor do we 

wish) to impose our will upon our allies. Our role must be to 

lead within NATO and to show ourselves as a determined and capable 

leader. 

MORE--MORE 
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Thus, the first requisite for peace in Europe must be a 

genuine partnership -- and that means common goals must be agreed 

upon, effective measures must be designed to achieve those goals 

and the alliance must work harmoniously. 

Anything less will weaken the alliance structure and place 
.,,. 

our security at risk. That is unacceptable to Americans. 

We must be certain that we do not send out conflicting 

signals. It is imperative that we stop our "on-again, off-again" 

contradictory policy declarations. 

The present administration, for example, first promised to 

increase our NATO expenditures by three percent in real terms and 

then let it be known that the commitment might not be honored 

because of the demands of inflation. Then, faced with massive 

opposition from Europe and from those who are not afraid 

to speak out on the issue, it retreated by floating 

the rumor that it would honor the three percent commitment, but 

that the rest of the defense budget would be subject to substantial 

cuts. One really knows where the Administration stands. 

Inflation, the administration claims, is the culprit; it 

might properly have pointed the finger at itself, because there 

is but one cause of inflation, and that is government itself. 

In the final analysis, then, we return to some common sense 

precepts to guide our affairs of state. This is not to say that 

the world is not complex and that its problems are basically simple; 

everyone knows that is not so. 

But because such matters appear very complex and muddled 

does not mean that the solutions to them must be equally complex. 

Just as the American soldier stationed in Germany sees the value 
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of his dollars erode as the level of confidence in his country 

declines, so also our national security -- and with it the world's 

depends on our ability to deter war, but then to fight and win any 

war not successfully deterred. Most Americans have no difficulty 

in perceiving that in order to achieve a sound national security 

we must be strong. 

To deter war we and our allies must remain united and we 

must display a willingness to recognize the challenges which confront 

us. Those challenges are real; and while we may differ with one 

another here in America or abroad concerning how to meet them, we 

recognize that sound actions and responsible leadership are at the 

heart of the matter. 

There may never come a day when we will see eye-to-eye on 

every affair of state, but we have a s upreme duty to ensure that 

we are well informed about the challenges to our security, and an 

equally important duty to fight for sound, responsible measures 

that will ensure our survival and our growth -- in conditions of 

freedom and dignity. 

We are, it seems, a nation in transition. Polls show a 

majority of Americans wanting some kind of arms control agreement 

to ensure peace, while at the same time expressing concern about 

our falling behind the Soviets. That is not as contradictory as 

it at first may seem if we see it in terms of a transition from 

what might be called national self-hatred, stemming from the 

Victna~ war, to the beginnings of restoration of self-co~fidcncc. 

And, we must have confidence in ourselves as a people before our 

allies in Europe and elsewhere will regain confidence in us as 

a nation. 

MORE--MORE 

• 



i 2--12--12 

But something has happened since that trip to Europe which 

makes regaining our self confidence dependent on regaining our 

moral bearings and our sense of rightness about things. 

I Over the course of the last four weeks, the extent of the 

damage to the credibility and image of the United States caused 

by the Carter Administration's hasty and ill-timed recognition 

of the People's Republic of China is becoming clear. 

In characterizing this sudden act as a betrayal of a long

time friend and ally, the Republic of China, I join the company 

of millions of Americans who place great value on loyalty, 

dependability and candor, especially with respect to one's solemn 

commitments. And even most of those who support the basic intent 

of the Carter move have recognized that our allies on Taiwan have 

been dealt a shabby, needless blow. - It need not have been this way. I firmly believe the 

President could have achieved the twin objectives of extending 

the hand of friendship to the people of the mainland of China, 

on the one hand, and upholding our commitments to our ally on 

Taiwan, on the other. 

We all acknowledge that under our Constitution the President 

is empowered to extend or withdraw diplomatic recognition with 

respect to other nations. This will not be the first time that 

a President of the United States has made a damaging, erroneous 

or poorly-timed choice and it is up to horn to bear the full 

consequences of his decision. 

The Carter action may result in great damage to the 17 

million people of Taiwan who wish to remain free from Communist 

domination. But this does not mean that we cannot limit the impact 
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of that damage. In fact, the air becomes clear for a full-scale 

debate about our national priorities and our will to uphold with 

·dignity and honor our position of leadership in the free world. 

My travels abroad in the past year -- to Asia, the Middle 

East and Europe -- and my communications from friends in all parts 

of the world have convinced me that the rest of the world 

desperately wants the United States restored to its rightful 

position of leadership. 

The 96th Congress convenes next week and it has a long 

agenda of important items before it: a huge budget deficit, 

consideration of a complex trade agreement, a controversial SALT 

agreement, cruel inflation and a huge government apparatus with 

an insatiable appetite for money and power. But the issue of how 

we limit or even undo the damage which this Adminis~ration has 

wreaked upon the people of Taiwan may well turn out to be the litmus 

test of where the United States goes from here. 

And, while no responsible leader would seek to turn the 

clock back 10 or 20 years when attempting to deal with the real 

world of the 1980's, I think I can safely say that the fundamental 

decency of the American people will be reflected by the actions 

of their elected Congressional representatives as they enact clear 

and concrete measures to assure Taiwan's safety and continued 

prosperity in conditions of freedom and independence -- based on 

the incontrovertible right of self-determination. 

If this Administration were really serious in its concern 

for human rights, it would not have consigned Taiwan's 17 million 

people to the rule of Communism -- now or eventually. And, while 

the Administration bleats about human rights in moralistic and 
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r ighly slective manner, it 

~ ple's Republic of China 

totally ignores the dungeon which the 

has become. 

We are not blind to the stirrings and the changes taking 

place on the Chinese mainland. As leadership has changed, so 

have policies. But a single swallow does not make a full-blooming 

spring, and pious assurances of a Chinese intention to resolve 

peacefully what is now called the "reunification" of Taiwan cannot 

be allowed to blind us to the reality that Communism is a system 

which provides for no future political change. 

Still less can we afford to make policy on the assumption 

that one man on the Chinese mainland -- whose leadership, political 

support and longevity may be ephemeral -- will be in charge for 

the next decade. The dynamics of the past year in China have 

demonstrated that making predictions about events is, at best, 

a risky business. Only last week, in fact, that man Teng 

Hsiao-ping -- who a few weeks ago claimed the matter of Taiwan 

could wait a thousand years, said, "So far as I am personally 

concerned, my hope is that this goal can be reached this year. 

As far as my health is concerned, I can hope to live for about 

10 years and that's too long for the Taiwan question." 

If we do not now reaffirm our commitment to Taiwan's safety 

and security in an unmistakable declaration of intent -- then 

what is to stop this Administration from unilaterally dissolving 

all our security treaties, including even the NATO treaty? In 

the light of Mr. Carter's apparent claim that he has the power 

to · unilaterally abrogate treaties, the wisdom of testing in the 

courts his attempt to break our Taiwan mutual defense treaty is 

very clear. We await the outcome of that court test. 

MORE--MORE 

• 



.. 
5--15--15 

Bear in mind that the issue here is not greater friendship 

with the people of the mainland of China, and it is not one of 

_attempting to wrest from the office of the Presidency what by law 

is its prerogative. 

The issue is our policy toward Taiwan and the methods by 

which we discharge our responsibilities and keep our word. This 

is what troubles the American people and troubles our friends 

abroad. Have we become totally unreliable and capricious? Are 

we so completely disorganized, so bereft of strategic vision and 

the qualities of leadership, so lacking in common decency and 

morality, so motivated by the dictates of the moment that we can, 

in an instant and by the stroke of a pen, put 17 million people 

over the side and escape the consequences? 

Along with millions of Americans -- Republicans, Democrats, 

independents; liberals, moderates, conservatives; working men 

and women, small businessman and big businessmen; Hawks, Doves 

and Neutralists -- I again call upon this Administration to face 

up to the responsibilities which are America's to shoulder. I 

call for a detailed program of specific guarantees to our friends 

and allies on Taiwan; a long-range program with clear and 

unmistakable language; one which will earn and retain the support 

of the American people and which will help to restore the trust 

and confidence of the world in an America which once again conducts 

itself in accordance with its own high ideals. 

Since this Administration seems to have such difficulty 

in formulating specific programs, perhaps we can be of assistance 

by pointing to three principles which, at a minimum, must be 

incorporated in a specific program: 
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1) A basis must be found for the continuation of government

to-government relations between the United States and Taiwan; 

unspecified "private" contacts are not adequate; 

,-- 2) Legislation must be enacted which specifically provides 

for the future sale of defensive arms and materiel to Taiwan. For 

this reason alone, it is essential to maintain government-to

government relations. Weapons sales cannot be left to "private" 

arrangements; 

3) Congress must take legislative steps which provide a 

sound basis for the continuation of the 59 other treaties and 

agreements which regulate our day-to-day business with Taiwan. 

As for the 900 million people of the Chinese mainland 

said to make up a quarter of the population of this globe -- we 

can say to them we seek friendship, commerce and other mutually 

acceptable goals with you. We hope that the bonds of common interest 

will grow, and we will continue to hope that your system of 

government will evolve to provide you with the means of making 

political choices which will result in your determining your own 

destiny. 

We wish to .live in peace with you, and we shall not interfere 

in your affairs if you do not intervene in ours. We can help you 

to modernize and update your economy, and we will do so, consistent 

with our national security objectives. 

But, when it comes to those 17 million people en Taiwan, 

we emphatically state that so long as they wish to retain their 

independence in the world; so long as they declare their unwillingness 
(fVl~J-J (A.__·._) 

to be either "liberated" by you or unilaterally "reunited" with 

you -- then, so long will they also have the specific and clear 

support of the United States of America. 

# # # 
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Washington, D.C. 
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The other day I came across a story that sums up my views 

on the effect some poli·tical action committees have had. 

A young reporter was interviewing a renowned and venerable 

Senator. The Senator, sensing the reporter was ill at ease, said: 

"Son, you are probably wondering why I am considered powerful and 

am listened to in Washington. I have a principle of conduct I 

always follow. Never kick a friend in the rear end to placate 

an enemy." 

I heartily recommend that as a policy for business PACs. 

PACs are supposed to provide a means by which free enterprise 

principles can be supported through financial aid to those 

candidates who uphold those principles. 

PACs should support candidates who understand and are 

willing to fight for the kinds of policies that strengthen our 

economic system. 

Too many business PACs have not been doing that. 

After the 1976 elections, National Journal reporter 

Michael Malbin examined the financial reports of political action 

committees. He found that "most business money went to incumbents 

of both parties. In fact, Democrats received about half of the 

more than $7 million disbursed by the 675 political action 

committees operating in 1976." 

MORE--MORE 
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That same magazine, in November of last year, reported that 

"only 53% of corporate PAC money went to Republican Congressional 

candidates in 1978." 

Later figures may well change that percentage, but not by 

enough to alter the fact that the Republican party, which 

historically has supported principles and policies leading to 

more jobs, business growth and economic expansion has not been 

receiving the kind of financial support from corporate PACs that 

its record deserves. 
L___., 

Why does half of the business PAC money go to candidates who 

may not be friends of business? 

"Business is making an investment" is one reason sometimes 

given. Others are, "Business gives money to powerful and 

influential incumbents because they control committees and sub

committees that business depends on. Business has to cover its 

flanks. You can't be too careful." 

Well, there are times when you can be too careful, when 

prudence must give way to courage. 

Please don't misunderstand. I am all for the right and 

the duty of business PACs to operate in what they recognize as 

their own self-interest. There is nothing wrong with self-interest. 

But, when PACs support those whose philosophy and whose 

voting history is diametrically opposed to our free market system 

they are acting not in self-interest -- but out of selfish interest. 

Perhaps you can keep the alligator happy by feeding him. 

It might even seem that you are acting in self-interest. But, the 

best you can hope for is that he'll eat you last. 

MORE--MORE 
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Legitimate self-interest takes into account not only what 

form a Congressional committee has now, but what form it should 

have. 

Legitimate self-interest not only looks at what legislation 

may be on the subcommittee agenda next session, but what the 

future of this country is going to look like. 

If candidates who vote for inflationary policies, increased 

regulation and government growth receive PAC money from 

corporations, these PACs are not acting o u t of self-interest, but 

out of fear and fantasy: fear of o ffending the powerful and 

fantasy that throwing money to a politica l foe might make him a 

political friend. 

In politics as well as life, ac tions undert a ke n out of 

fear or fantasy eventually l ead to disas t e r or d i s il l usionment 

or both. 

In this last election a Democratic incumbe n t convinced some 

business PACs to support him becau se h e was on a s ubcommittee of 

importance to them. They did , h e wo n -- a n d then h e switched 

committees! 

I hope that business does not be l iev e that the setbacks 

suffered by Big Labor in t he l ast Congress offer any excuse for 

dancing around the Maypo l e. Whatever else may be said about 

labor's bosses, they are not politically unsophisticated. They 

can and will adapt their ways and me ans to the new mood of the 

country. 

Indeed, I'd go as far as to say that any businessman who 

looks at Congress and legislation and policy and thinks only in 

terms of the ancient labor-business fights is out of step with 

the times. 

MORE--MORE 
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At the risk of sounding heretical to some of you let me 

say that labor is not the biggest enemy business faces. The 

biggest enemies of American business abroad are the nations 

with the capabilities and the will to destroy the American 

system. The biggest enemy of American business at home is the 

fact that our government today has an adversary relationship 

with American business and there is a lack of will among business 

leaders to do what must be done to strengthen the American 

economy, to stop the growth of government and to use the political 

system to fight for freedom not just for one company or one 

industry but for the free enterprise system itself, for our nation, 

for our children, for the future. 

"Never kick a friend in the rear end to placate an enemy" 

whether that friend is Taiwan or the local Republican candidate 

running against an entrenched Democratic anti-business committee 

chairman. The gain you think you've made will be an illusion. 

Business PACs must support the friends of freedom in political 

life or they will soon find they have neither friends nor freedom. 

# # # 
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Review of S.I. Hayakawa's 
Through the Communication Barrier: 
On Speaking, Listening and Understanding 

Harper & Row. 165 pp. $*.95 

When, a decade ago. S.I. Hayakawa leaped upon the radical 

demonstators' sound truck at San Francisco State university 

to yank out the microphone wires , h e knew what he was doing. 

He was communicating. 

Hayakawa, the quiet semantic s professor-turned-university

president had observed that college adrninistators who tried 

to reason with student strikers simply got more demands for 

their pains; those who stood their ground found the strikes 

melting away. The day he pulled the wire s "Samurai" (my 

nickname for him in those turbulent day s ) wore a bright tarn 

o'shanter (a trademark of his ) . It wa s an effective non-verbal 

communications s ymbol . It told the mob of demonstrators plenty 

about his self-confid~nce . 

The microphone incident was the beginning of the end of 

the San Francisco State strik e and it ma y h a v e been, at least 

indirectly, the beginning of the end of the entire anarchic 

student strike movement across the country. It was also the 

beginning of a public career that ultimately carried Hayakawa 

to the United States Senate. 

In his new book Through the Communication Barrier: Speaking, 

Listening and Understanding Hayakawa lets us in on the secrets . of 

his unique ability to communicate. No, this is not a now-it-can-

more--·more 
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be-told book. Rather, it is a series of short essays written 

over the last 10 years that add up to an effective testament 

of Hayakawa's philosophy that a better understanding of our 

reactions and those of others to language would lead to many 

fewer misunderstandings in the world. 

Warmth and love of his fellow humans flows through the 

pages of Hayakawa's book. His essays on children could serve 

as a useful guide to civilized child-rearing for any young 

parent. He notes that "many of our problems with our children 

are created by our unrealistic expectations of them." He 

calls small children "recent immigrants in our midst." Parents 

often get angry with children not becuase they are not minding 

but because the children don't understand what is being told 

them. He says," ••• the fact that one always sees things in terms 

of his own evaluation, and that the child is doing the same, 

makes for a more flexible and adaptable and more effective 

approach to the problems that parents ~are constantly having 

to solve." 

That this advice is applicable to adult situations is 

demonstrated throughout the book. He is fond of saying that . 

"the map is not the territory", that the words we hear or say 

do not necessarily reflect the reality to be conveyed~ In 

fact, they may mask it. He quotes his mentor, Alfred Korzybski, 

as saying that "communications is the fundamental survival 

mechanism of the human class of life." All the more reason, 

Hayakawa believes, for each of us to study how it works and to 

learn to use it with care. He describes his field of general 

semantics as "not simply a matter of studying lang.uage, but 

. more--more 
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of studying one's self and one's own reactions. The student 

ot general semantics tries .•• constantly to be observant and open 

to experience. One doesn't have to be. a student of general semantics 

to acquire this attitude. Some people manage to retain a lot of 

good sense in spite of their education. But most of us, befuddled 

by ideologies, dogmas and conventional wisdom, need general 

.semant·ics, or something like it, to escape the· tyranny of words." 

A sampling of the titles of the essays in Through the 

Communication Barrier· is a sample of the wide scope of Hayakawa's 

study: "Father Knows Best--Sometimes", "Courtesy", "Sex is Not a 

Spectator Sport", "The Inequality of Men and Women", "What's 

Wrong with Japanes e Men", "The Threat of Clarity", "Television as 

a Cause of Social Revolution" , "Racial Pride vs. Racial Obsession". 

There is so much common sense and good humor throughout this 

book that it is hard to pick a favorite essay, though "Our S_on 

Mark", about the Hayakawa's mentally retarded son, sticks out 

as one of the most sensitive and loving documents I have read 

in a very long time. Through their own self-education as parents 

of a retarded boy, the Hayakawas (and their other children) have 

helped Mark reach a happy and full potential and, not so incidentally, 

they have helped the now widespread effort to bring treatment of 

the mentally retarded out of the dark ages. 

In "Mr. Hayakawa Goes to Washington", the newly-elected 

senator recounts his first days on Capitol Hill. Unaffected, as 

always, Hayakawa describes one of his committee assignments. 

"I have the greatest difficulty balancing my - own checkbook, and 

.my wife handles our investments. Putting me on the Budget 

committee when I don't understand money at all seemed to me 

more--more 
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appallingly irresponsible on the part of the United States Senate." 

He goes on to show, however, that a general semanticist can hold . 

his own very well in that free-spending atmosphere. In fact, one 

reads this essay wishing there were quite a few more like him 

there. 

Considered unorthodox by most politicians, Hayakawa confounds 

them with his unself-consciousness and his disarming good humor. 

These characteristics were evident in his 1976 campaign 

against then-incumbent Senator John Tunney. Tunney, who had 

impeccable New Frontier/Great Society liberal credentials, kept 

complaining that Hayakawa wasn't talking about "the issues". 

Tunney, in his campaign appearances, would go through a litany 

of bills and programs he had sponsored (with many statistics to 

back up his case), attempting to prove that he cared deepl~~-as ~~ 

he no doubt did--about the disadvantaged in our society. Hayakawa, 

on the other hand, chatted with his audiences about what it is 

like to be a parent~ a child growing up; about the stresses and 

strains of relationships between people; about people's hopes 

and dreams. In short, his talks were exercises in general semantics. 

At the non-verbal level · he was communicating his concern for .other 

people. It worked. Poor John Tunney, who couldn't understand why 

people didn't appreciate his credentials, was left scratching his 

head. 

Hayakawa's closing essay relates a lecture his father gave him 

many years ago about the role 6f businessmen as social revolutionaries. 

It has a lot to do with his outlook today. His father showed him 

how the imitation patent-leather shoes he sold the Central American 

peasant would--in their own way-cont~ibute to profound social 

more--more 
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change. You'll have to read the essay for details, but Senator 

Hayakawa ends with these lines: "We (Americans) are people of 

plenty. We have become so through our energy, our inventiveness, 

our encouragement of initiative. Yet with the prevailing political 

philosophy of rewarding the unsuccessful and punishing the creators 

of our national abundance, there is no guarantee that we shall 

continue to be people of plenty. Washington is full of power-

hungry mandarins and bureaucrats who distrust abundance, which 

gives people freedom, and who love eearcity and "Zero growth" 

which give them power to assign, allocate and control. If 

they ever win out, heaven help us." 

And that is why, at age 70, Mr. Hayakawa went to Washington 

to beat the mandarins with common sense. 

### 
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· When President Carter was inaugurated he was frank to 

admit he faced two minor crises -- inflation and energy. 

And now we have instead two major disasters -- inflation 

and energy. 

This is an historic moment and this moment can be ours. 

The people are now demanding what we have always believed. 

More than a hundred years ago a delegate to the first 

Republican convention said, "We are bound together by 

voluntary support of a great cause. It is the cause which 

unites us and holds our party together." 

I know I have said this before, but I repeat we are not 

a narrow band of idealogues -- nor are we a party providing 

privileges to certain special interest groups. We are the 

party of the people--· the people of main street and the 

farm -- the people who make this system work, who ask nothing 

of freedom but freedom itself. 

We don't want a balanced budget just for the sake of a 

balanced budget. It is something we must have. We must have 

it if our country is to be prosperous and stable. Indeed, we 

must have it if the free world is going to be prosperous and 

stable. 

MORE--MORP.--MOR"R 
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We hear talk about an era of limits. The only limit we 

should have is a limit on government's power and government's 

cost. We should not have a no-growth policy in our free 

market system. 

There is no limit to what man can do if government will 

get out of the way and let him do it. 

Talk of a limit on energy or limits on production or 

limits on our standard of living are negative nonsense. 

We can be as great and as strong and as prosperous as 

government will let us be. Government is the only barrier. 

It is time we broke down the barrier by placing a limit 

what government can do and spend. 

What constitutes the common good should be determined 

not by government but by the people. What is good for the 

individual should be determined by the individual, not by 

government. 

We do not need masters determining those things for us; 

we need a government of servants making it possible for us to 

do those things for ourselves._ 

During the. long dark days when Washington's men were 

freezing at Valley Forge, Tom Paine told his fellow citizens, 

"We have it in our power to begin the world over again''.. We 

in this party have that power. We can restore that dream which 

became the shining hope of all the world. Let that be the 

cause which unites us. Let us begin our world over again. 

# # # # 
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REAGAN RESPONSES TO DON YOUNG QUESTIONNAIRE, April 1979 

ENERGY 

1. Do you believe America should strive for energy independence? 

A. Yes and the sooner the better. 

2. Do you believe we should explore and develop our Outer 
Continental Shelf for oil? 

A. Immediately. 

3. Do you believe we should pursue the use of nuclear energy? 

A. I believe it offers our greatest hope in at least the 
next 2 or 3 decades. 

LAND 

1. Were you in favor of expanding the Redwood National Park in 
California? 

A. No! California has done a remarkable job of protecting the 
truly great old trees -- the Cathedral like groves. The U. S. park 
addition is not up to state park quality. 

2. Do you support the Administration's proposal called RARE II, 
which creates wilderness within the National Forest System? 

A. There may be some areas that justify classification as wilderness 
areasbut I'm very concerned that RARE II may be just another 
excuse for hoarding Federal lands. 

3. Legislation was introduced in this Congress to put nearly 
one-third of Alaska into the wilderness systems. Do you agree? 

A. No. 

4. Do you agree that the Federal government should own land? 

A. I accept the principal of National Parks and even of 
unusual beauty spots which warrant being classified as wilderness. 
At the same time however I would like to study the question of 
state control of much of what is now Federally owned. The ~otigiaal 
concept of our Federation of Sovereign states was that as territories 
became states, Federal land would be turned over to them. 
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YOUNG QUESTIONNAIRE, page 2 

ENVIRONMENT 

1. Do you agree the construction of the Tellico Dam should be 
terminated to save the snail darter? 

A. There are some 70 species of "darters" and if the case for 
construction of the dam is sound it should not be terminated. 

2. Do you agree with retaining strict auto emission controls 
established in 1970? 

A. Common sense should prevail. Some areas such as Los Angeles have L. 

problems of geography and climate which make air pollution a serious 
problem, but what is necessary for L. A. might be overkill in 
Montana or Alaska. 

3. Do you believe the needs of humans should be given equal 
consideration to those of wildlife, land and trees? 

A. Of course. We are ecology too and environmental extremists should 
not be allowed to make snail darters and the Furbish Lousewart etc. an 
excuse for reducing our standard of living. 
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I believe controlled develooment can be compatible 
with our concern for the environment. That is easy to say, 
however. It seems as though the only time we learn how 
a leader truly feels about an issue is when that person 
has to make a decision, whether it is a vote or an executive 
order. My decisions undoubtedly have been more to the 
pro-development side than pro-wilderness. 

I firmly believe there is enough land, rich in beauty 
and not rich in resources, to provide us with adequate 
preserves of wilderness. Throughout the debate on Federal 
lands, the leaders of the environmental groups have insisted 
on high resource lands. They have done this when other 
lands, just as scenic or just as unique, are available. 
If we agreed to their wishes, we would be forever dependent 
on foreign countries for energy and minerals. 

I have tried to briefly explain the issue and how I 
stand on it. The entire issue of domestic resources and 
should we develop them, is certainly worthy of considerable 
discussion in the Presidential race. Frankly, I am 
looking for a Presidential candidate who is willing to 
openly discuss this before the national media and therefore 
the voters. 

In order to ascertain how you feel on the issue of 
natural resources versus wilderness and if you will be 
willing to make it an issue in the next election, I have 
enclosed a questionnaire I hope you will fill out. If 
you prefer to make a definitive statement instead, that 
would be just as good. 

Thank you-· for your consideration. 

Si rely, 

DON 
Congressman fo 1 Alaska · 

Enclosure \ 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

ENERGY 

1. Do you believe America should strive 
for energy independence? 

Yes No 

Comments : --:-./-- 1 "''---'~ _-;:__;'¼ ,U•--:::rv-S--.-, c..i~_ /: .. ~'-- , 

2. Do you believe we should explore and 
develop our Outer Continental Shelf 
for oil? 

Comments: ~ ,1,._,,.....,__,.._'--_::::::._ __ ( 

3. Do you believe we should pursue 
t he use of nuclear energy ? 

LAND 

1. 

_ Comm~nts: \ ✓"--~.,..;;_ _,_, a,q~~'--'~ ~ 1~(~'--.::t::~~ 

_...,·>·-3'-\"l..!c._ ._,.,_,...,__ c_-' _.,~__r- --~~ .. ~'-C ~ ..::--,,_ 3 ~~----=-~ 

Were yo u in favor of expanding the 
Redwood National Park in California? 

Undeci de d 

Comments: )/ _ ( -
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2. Do you s upport the Administration's ,.....,:,::_ "i· i. . . ~>=::... b~ ~~ _ 
propos al cal l e d RARE II, which creates 
wilderness within the National Forest 
System? 

Comments: -~~~ ... "........;_j _··..._-...._ ~ ~1..,--:_ I,,.,: '--'-\ ~...:::~ 
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3. Legislation was introduced in this 
Congress to put nearly one-third of 
Alaska into the wilderness systems: 
Do you agree? 

Comments: , · 

4. Do you agree that the Federal 
government should own land ? 

Comments: 

._.._,.., 
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ENVIRONMENT 

1. Do you agree the construction of 

2 • 

the Tellico Dam should be terminated 
to save the snail darter? 

Comments : l✓~~s --:....-..!..._ 

- - ' - ~ f...._.::.._.._;. {~.:....:-'-- c.:..~·,L......__~-"\,'\, _,... ...__._,_ ,._~~\,,\,,,........_ 
~ , " _ -.,: ' __, v~..r..J~-.., .. 

Do you agree with retaining strict 
auto emission controls established 
in 1970. 

7 

Yes No Undecided 
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Balancing . the Buolget 
' . ,: . ~ . 

Would Cool Inflation 
Former . California Gov. Ronald Reagan con

s1:nted to an in-depth interview with Charleston 
Daily Mail editors during his ~isit here · last 
Thursday morning. No questions were barred. 
Interviewing him were Editor William P. 
Cheshire, Associate Editor Robert P. ]l,Jellace, 
Contributing Editor J.D. Maurice, and Richard 
Grimes, .chief of the Daily Mail Capitol Bureau. 

CHESHIRE: Governor, inevitably the 
question of your age comes up. What do 
you lwY to those who say that against 
Teddy Kennedy; for example, you 
'°ouJJ be at a political disad\·antage? 

REAGAN: Well, I assure everyone 
that I feel fine . And I do. I really 
bann'l found that out there with the 
people it's an issue at all. It never 
seems to be brought up by the people 
ind I've been all over the country, and 
continue to go all over the country. 
spealung to both partisan and non-par
tisan groups. I once said - · last April. 
you know, I was in Asia. and I told 
I.hem that over there they thought I was 
lOO)'OUng. 

MELUCE: Governor. with that res
pect to your age. what do you see that 
commends your candidacy to young 
peop~~ I notice that as I io around 
these political ·meetings. Democratic 
and Republican. there aren't many 
young people today. What appeal do 
you make to young people? . 

RE..\GAN: Well. I've spoken on a 
number of campuses. In fact, two on 
this trip. and having been a veteran of . 
the .. Roaring '60s" when I was gover
nqr. and l couldn't get within stone's 
thft>• of the campus without getting hit 
by a stone. l myself am surprised in 
what the reaction is today. But I\•e 
been very well received on the campus
es. and usually rather than making a 
spcecb and then just oat being able to 
deter.rune whether the kids are being . 
polite or ...,-hetber they agree or not. I 
open up a question and a:iswer. 

~: MELLACE: Well. is there some spe
cial appeal that you try to make to 
young people to get them to support 
you? 

REAGAN: I say basically the same 
things that I say to anyone .else, and I 
find that they want what rm talking 
aboul They are conscious that govern
ment hcU become a very heavy burden 
on the b.cks of all of us. and they react 
very well to proposals to try and re
duce U:iis power and return it to levels 
of government closer to the people. I 
think some of the young people are 
conscious of the fact of all this exces
sive regulation by government, they 
haven't escaped that. There :ire 34 
committees of Congres3 and 79 sub
committees overseeing the 439 laws 
that apply now to higher education. and 
it's interfering with hiring and firing 
and promotions, with even plant · coo
struction. fiscal construction of tht col
lege plant and even g'!tting down in the 
curriculum and studies. And I think, if 
anything, we've got an appeal now oa 
the Republican side to young people, 
because ii ever there's an age when you . 
do want to ge't out from under the 
ruling band, that's the age. · l 

r CHE.SHIRE: Do you favor a constitu
tional convention to amend the Consti-

1 tution so as to require a balanced budg
t et? 

REAGAN: I would hope that we 
wouldn't have to have the constitutional 

. convention. I can't rule it out for the 
reasons that some people do because 
they express;! think. a lack of confid
ence in the American people. It is in 
our Constitution, but what I'm hoping is 
that the threat of this convention will 
force Congress to finally bring this / 
matter out on the floor themselves. / 
There have been 35 measures advocat
ing an end to deficit spending introd
uced and buried in committee, and ! 
maybe this will. finally get them to put / 
at least one of those out on the floor fa~ 
debate. I would rather. see it done by 
Congress. 

GR[\lE& Is it realistic to think that 
a pres ident in this day and age can 
actually get through the bureaucracy in 
Washington? 

REAGAN: It certainly is not going to 
be easy, but again I cite my own record 
because l faced something of this same 
situation in Cali fornia and we did a 
pretty good job. One of the first things , 
we did - and I think it is an effective 
thing and would be at the federal level 
- we put a freeze on the hiring of 
replaC1!ments for those who left govern• 
ment service, who retired, who died, 
who took other jobs. There may be 
some agencies that are undermanned. I 
doubt it. bu~ we know there are many _ 
that are overmanned. 

MELLACE: Governor. do you see a 
Brvwn-Reagan race as a political reaU
t~ in this country? 

REAGAN: Well. I'm not a fan or' 
Jerry Brown's. and I would hope that 
the people would understand and see 
him better and more realistically -
that apparently some of them do now 
- before it ever came to that. But I 
don·t think there·s any question but that 
he's going to challenge the presidenL 

(/C/f//r: . . 
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CHESHIRE: V.llat kind of go\·emor 

lo you think he's been in California? 

REAGAN: He talks one j<:,b. but he 
foes not do what be talks. I think the 
>usiness climate in California has de
:eriorated under him to v.here Califor
lia is no longer a desirable place for 
:iusiness and industry. This Sohio thing 
irith the pipeline is another example. 
Dow Chemical was in there, spent mil• 
lions of dollars and stiU had 65 permits 
to go and finally threw up their hands 
ind left. He seems to have gone out of 
llis way to appoint people who are hos
Lile to the business community. Some
times be makes speeches that I think I 
WTote. but they're not carried out One 
of his appointees to an economic devel
opment commission is Tom Hayden, 
who has formed openly a national or
ganization to do away with privately 
owned business. 

CHESHffiE: Among the possible De
mocratic candidates, which one would 
you prefer to run against? 

REAGA.'i: Well. I think anyone in our 
party would have to prefer to run 
against . the incumbent. Now, I k.now 
that dislodging an incumbent is not · 
easy. I found that oul But at the same 
time you run against the ncord of the 
incumbent. U the other party replaces 
bim with another candidate, all that 
ammunition is taken away because they 
ca.a st.Ind up and say, '.iell, we feel the 
same way, that's why. we changed le.d
en. -CRl)IES: Who do vou think will be • 
the big names in the· 1980 flepublican 
convention. besides yourself? 

REAGAl'-1: Well, 1 think the names 
I.hat are being t.tlked about right now: 
Balter. Crane has already entered. Dole 
and Bush. I don·t know how far Lowell 
Weicker will go. John Connally. There 
are a few others that are still to!ing 
with the idea like Congressman Ander• ! 
soa. l don't know whether they will get 
in or not. But I think the names have_ 
been pretty much in the press that you, 

anv such evidence, and the very next I trying to hold down the spread of arma-
day the two reporters who had put that ments and doesn't want us to be lhe 
story together publicly stated that they arms merchant, his withdrawing of mil-
had not talked to any of our people, itary aid or even selling arms to all ied 
that we were not the source. i i n_ations that n_eed it desperately is 

MA URICE: In your judgment.. wha~ --~Jong. and I thrnk th~t we are ~anger-
would you think distinguishes you politi~ ously be_hind th_e Soviet Umon in bo~h 
cally the most and to your best advan• conventional weapons and strategic 
tage from all of the rivals we've been weapons. ---., 
ta lking about for the Republican coo- CHESHIRE: What is your feeling of 
vention? Carter's actions in the Middle East? 

REAGAN: Well, one thing is a very REAGAN: Here I think we have to 
unique experience as governor of Cali- support what he is trying to . do and 
fornia. CaWornia. if it were a nation, hope this treaty that has been accom-
would be the sevcnth~ranking economic plished will bear fruit. I know that 
power in ~e world. It's the biggest there are horrendous obstacles still re- : 
st.ate in the Union. We faced all the maining, and this is a very tenuous 
problems that we face nationally. We're thing that has been accomplished, but 
the biggest farm state in the Union. At this is one where I say, yes, I support I 
the same time we're quite an industrial · that · ~ 
state. We have all the urban problems, GRIMES: You feel that we fumbled \ 
the big city problems that you have to by not supporting the shah, too, don't 1· 

face anyplace else. We were - this you? 
would be a plus also - we were bank- REAGA."11: Yes. I do, and I think the 
rupt wllen w~ started, spending a lot support that was needed was no more 
more as a state than we were taking in. tha~ moral support. I happen to have _J 

Welfare. We were the welfare capital some access to information ·on that. I 
of the world. Sixteen percent of the had been a visitor there in April, met 
people on welfare in the United States with the shah and was very ·.well ac
were drawing it in California, and we quair.ted with some people very close 
were increas ing the caseload 40.000 to the scene. Those who were there 
people a month. We reversed that and during all those horrendous days told 
made it an $8.000-a-month decrease me that our ad\·ice to the shah during 
with our welfare reforms. The only the beginnings of that uprising was coo
thing we didn' t have was a foreign poli- trary to the advice he was getting from 
cy. not being a nati<m. We riot only put his own people about actions that could 
it in the red. our bonds returned to a have been taken and probably headed 
triple A rating. We gave back to the that off. Ours were appeasing measures 
people in tax rebates - tax cuts and so that were being acn sed. He had been 
forth - $~.i billion. such an ally of the i :it ted States he just 

CHESHIRE: Governor, you men
tioned foreign policy. Among the criti
cisms of the Carter administration for
eign policy is that we have vacillated 
around the world and. in consequence, 
have seen the deterioration in such 
places as Afghanistan and Iran. What is 
your general assessment of Carter's 
foreign policy'? · 

could not bel ieve the Un ited States 
would !el him down, and he took the 

, wrong advice. 

' ' CHESHIRE: What do you make of the 
president's energy policy and its pro
posal to tax so-called windfall profits? 

can expect to see making a try. : REAGAN: You sa id iL I thick it· is 
CHESHIRE: Several weeks ago Con-\ vacillating. I don't think they·ve ever 

gressman {Philip} Crane was subjer.t~ looked at the world scene with any 
to some rather unsavory charges in the; concerted feel ing of stra tegica lly where 
.Manchester Ur.ion Leader, and he re-l our interests lie. I thi ck that we 've 
)>_lied that some of your people had fed '. angered our friends and appeased our 
this information 'to the_ newspaper➔ ~enemies. I disagree with this action in 
Have you made any attempt to d1SCOver. China, not because I disagree with re<>
. ·that is the case'? Tu. you have any! pening relations with the ma inland 
reason to suppose that il is the case? j ( Chinese, but_ I think that we could have 

REAGAN: I think he's taking away • 
with one hand at least a partial remedy i 
that he was offering with the other. To 

1 
me it's just inconceivable that for six l 
years - it just doesn't start with him ! 
- for six years since the embargo we 
have done nothing to i(lcrease produc
tion of our own sources of energy. We 
have let ourselves become totally de
pendent in a very dangerous world on 

REAGA."-i: I know that it is not t.hJ I had everyt~ing we've gotten . and not 
case. I called liM immediately. Bei ~trayed Taiwan. They were the supp~
ause Phil and I ha.ve known each othec r cants. They needed us. Because hes 

and been friendly for a long time and I . 
called him and I said, Phil, you know ~ 

ouldn't hold .sti'.1 for that If you have 
.any evidence whatsoever, any shred of 
evidence. that someone in my entour
age has done that I want to know it 

ause they 'll be out immediately, and 
e (Crane] admitted that he didn't have 

an outside supply. I think the answer is I J 
for the government to get out of the 
way of the energy industry and tum it '. 
loose in the marketplace. Not a phased · · 
decontrol. Bite. the bullet and decontrol · ··· 
now. And don 't take away the incentive,:~ · .. 
by way of taxation. The idea of decon-_j 
trol is to let the marketplace offer in
centives that will lead to more seeon-

. dary reclaiming of oil that"s still in the 
ground in the old oil wells, discovery of 

_ne't\ w11rces of energy. the going ahead 
with gasification and the mllillg of al
cohol out of coal 



: Here vou sit in the -very center of 
w~t is the greatest energy supply that 
we have in the world. and ,o years ago 
Gennanv ran its entire war rn.1chine on 
oil products made of coal. The govern
ment has been sticking its nose into the 
energy industry. and they tell me 
they're thinking of putting identifying 
jerseys on the miners so you can tell 
them apart from the inspectors in t.be 
mioes. 

MELLACE: Governor, what single 
thing do you think a president could do 
to cool inflation? The most important • 
single thing be could do? · 

REAGAN: Balance the budget. The 
government is responsible for inflation. 
When government spends more than it 
t.akes in and runs up a debt of this kind. 
it's got only two ways to go. It goes out 
and competes in the private capital 
market to borrow capital that could be 
used for increasing productivity in this 
country, which then forces up interest 
rates. But the second thing is, it can·t 
get all it needs from borrowing. It turns 
on the printing presses. 

MEI.LACE: How can you relate that 
to a woman voter wbo·s out there in the 
supermarket trying to keep her family 
in food? How's she going to relate to 
your statement to b..lance the budget? 

REAGAN: Well, I know it is bard. It's 
hard because the people of this country 
believe a lot of political and economic 
mythology that's been created largely 
by political demagoguery. You go don 
OD \,he street and ask the average, well
informed person how be feels about 
taxing business more, and nioe out of 
10 of th1:_m will say, yes, I go along with 

- lhaL Then you have to try · and explain 
to them that business· doesn·t pay taxes. 
All those t.axes are in the price of the 
product The same old joker ends up 
down here paying the freight And I've 
tried it on campuses with college kids, 
.and you can see the look of disbelief 
until I've gotten down to one sunple 
example. And you can see the light 
dawn and they get it immediately. 

Fifty pereeot of the price of a loaf of 
bread is made up of 131 accumulated 
taxes, beginning with the property tax 

· on the farm where the wheat was 
raised. If he can·t get enough for his 
wheat to pay that tax. it's in the price, 
too. 

MELLACE: So how do you handle a -
question from them about a 25 percent 
corporate profit? 

REAGA.'li: The increase? 

Pt1ELLACE:Yes. 

REAGAN: Twenty-six percent? The 
funny thing is when that was seasonally 
adjusted - there again . that's what 
contributes to the mythology. The 26 
percent increase, when it was adjusted 
seasonally. went down to a 9.6 percent. 
But that does not mean higher prices. 
An increase in pro:its can mean recov
ery from a very bad period. a:id we·:'e 
been in a declining period. Profit as a 
percentage of gross national product 
has been going down steadily, for 15 
years. 

MELLACE: Not oil profits. 

REAGAN: What? 

MELLACE: Not oil profits. 

REAGAN: The funny thing is the oil 
industry knew a surge because of the 
increase in the prices, but the oil indus
try had been hit harder and had been in 
a period of lower profits than average 
industry in America. and today its prof
it rate is less than the average for all of 
Amencan industry. This increase could 
.result from the inflated va lue of inven
tory that was bought at one price but is 
now sold at the new. higher prices. It 
doesn·t mean that the actual profit has 
now swelled to some kind of a runaway 

j-thing. Actually. corporation profits in 
i ~':1erica are not as high was they were 
i ID 66. 
L-

CHESHIRE: Go\·ernor. as a practical 
matter ho._ would you calculate the 
odds on balancing the budget? Getting 
Congress to ba lance the budget. 

RE..\GAS: I think the odds are pretty 
· good because I le.1rned one thing ~,th 
regard to legislatures. When the people 
speak in· a certain voice, Congress lis
tens. It isn't necessary to make them 
see t.he light You have to make them 
feel the he.1t, and right now the Ameri
can people are in a mood of making 
them feel the heal Ccmmon situs pick
eting. We were so sure that the House 
of Representatives bad been bought, 
that common situs was going to pass. 
that they were trying to round up 40 
votes in the Senate to stop it by a 
filibuster. And I was furnishing some 
info:mation to some of them that I'd 
collec_ted in my own writings and col
umns and so forth. And when it was 
defeated in the House, I asked them 
what happened, and they said, "We 
beard from the folks back home."' 

MAURICE: In recent years it has 
been the strategy of both major parties 
to find and occupy the middle of the 
political road, thus forcing its rivals 
onto the berm. Given this practice, or 
this trend, what in your judgmen, is the 
basic principal which still differentiates 
the Republicans from the Derr .... : ,-'ats? 

.3 

. RE..\G..\:'\: No matter how muc:h the 
'Drmocrats talk . almost inevttably the 
fir.;t thing candidates would tell me -
the Republican candidates - was that 
thev were h.s,·ing a hard time sounding 
as ·Republican as their opponents. I . 
think that the basic difference between 
them - the two parties - is that the 
D<'mocratic Part,. at the leadership lev
el still believes in centralized authority 
in Washington. still believes in regulat
ing the economy · by use of the tax 
s,·stem. bv these excess regulations and 
so forth . ·1 believe that the Republican 
Party. honestly and sincerely, believei. 
in not only reducing t!iat but in a return 
to the states and local communities of 

· authorit,• and autonomv which has been 
. seized by that federal government. 

I think there is a note of fiscal res
ponsibility. I call to your attention the 

· measures that have been introduced by 
Republicans. It _ is Republicans. who 

•. have tried to change or ehminate the 
~ minimum wage law. which is creating 

youthful uncmplo~·ment tn our country. 
which has eliminated thousands and 
thousands of Jobs. I think the Republi
can tax policies that they have advocat
l'd dre totally different from the Demo
crats· tax policies. The Democratic tax 
policy 1s still populist and is still based 
on the people who aren·t really paying 
lhr tax burden at all. 

As a matter or fact. J was a Demo
cral - i\ew Deal Drmocrat - and I 
would suggest today that the Republi
can Pan~- shoul:l run on the 1932 De
mocrattc platform. This was the iirst 
time I voted. Thev swore that thev 
l'"OUld cut the federal go,·ernmcnl by 25 
percent tn cost. they would eliminate 
unnecessary bureaus and agencies. and 
lhey would return to the states and 
local communities the a·utonomy that 
had been seized unjustlv bv the federal 
government. The Democr.ats wouldn·t 
be caught dead with that platform to
day. and of course they never imple
mented it. 

CJIESHIRE: Thank you very· much. 
governor. 
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EXCLUSIVE INTERVIEW 

HOW STRONG THE CONSERVATIVE WAVE? 
Are we seeing a growing publ ic demand for more fiscal responsibility? Ronald 
Reagan, whom many see as the champion of Republican conservatism, says 
yes. The demand, he says, is being fueled by governmental irresponsibility, 

wh ich ties the hands of business and consumer alike. 

California has set fire to the rest of the nation 
with its Prop. 13 move against government 
spending, says Ronald Reagan, former gover
nor for the state and one of the leading Repub
/ica n candidates for the 1980 presidential 
election. In this interview with CB's editor, 
Michael Harris, Reagan talks about the cur
rent inflation crisis, California's poor business 
climate and what might be done to tum things 
around. 
Q. Do you think we're heading for a recession? 
A. Yes . But I'm hoping it will be a light one . I 
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think the earlier it comes, the lighter it will be. 
However, I think the longer we wait, the closer 
we come to the risk of the roof really falling in. 
Q. It seems like most economists have been very 
iffy about when a recession might hit. We're now 
looking to the fall of this year or early 1980. 
A. I would think that, politically, this administra
tion would want to get it over with, in the hope 
that it could boast of rising economic indicators 
as the '80 election approaches . 
Q. Do you think that President Carter will be 
able to do that? 
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''We're 
probably the 
only 
industrial 
nation ioday 
whose 
government 
has ·a hostile 
relationship 
with 
business!' 

A. I don't know. But what worries me the most Now the gov~rn;;,ent's doing that and calling 
is how we try to come out of it, whether or not them quarters . 
we try to come out of it for political purposes, as Q. It's almost impossible to find pre-1966 
we've done in the past. We artificially stimulated quarters anymore . All the silver quarters have 
the economy to get ready for the '68 election. been pulled out of circulation. 
And in '70 we had a recession·. Then there was A. Well , the theory proved right, didn't it? 
stimulation again to make sure that didn't hap- Gresham's Law. Bad money has driven out the 
pen in the '72 election year. The result was that good . 
in '74 we had a recession , only this time it was · Q. Do you think that most Americans are 
twice as bad , unemployment twice as great , in- . becoming adjusted to an inflation economy, that 
flation twice as great. The same thing took place they're now resigned to 7 percent, 8 percent or 
yet again , getting ready for the '76 election . even 9 percent a year? 
What makes us think that the same pattern won't A. Oh no . I think inflation is the No . 1 issue in 
follow? people's minds . We see so many families today 

But how many times can we do that and arti- where the wife as well as the husband must 
ficially buy our way out of it with deficit spend- work. They're trying to maintain a. standard of 
ing? Until we have an economic bellyac.ne th... living and educate their children . Each one of 
won't stop? We seem to think that these are just those families is probably earning more dollars 
business cycles that come and g·o. The world has than they did before . They're in a position where 
never been in as sustained a period of inflation as they used to think that if they earned that much 
it is in right now. income , they would really have the good life. 
Q. What do you think government's role should But now they're finding that , because of infla
be in a situation like this? Should it be total tion , they're really falling behind in their standard 
hands-off? Should it be stimulating the economy of living. 
somewhat? You know, the one ·factor that is not com
A. Let's look at the '74 recession to see what puted in the cost-of-living index is the cost of 
West Germany and Japan did as compared to government, and that is going up faster than 
the United States . Both those countries worked anything else . So the government tells us that 
their way out of it; they did not buy their way out real wages have actually stayed ahead of infla
as we did . And their recovery was better. We tion. Well, in the 10 years between 1967 and 
know that they've both had a much more solid 1977 , real wages did stay ahead of inflation-by 
economy, in a sense , than we've had. It just two-and-a-half dollars a week before taxes. But 
seems to me that a great many of our troubles not only did that not take into account the in
are· based on interference in the marketplace by crease in taxes , but people , by keeping up with 
government . We have the combination of over- the cost of living, moved into higher tax brackets 
regulation with repressive tax policies on and fourid themselves paying a penalty for stay
business and industry . We're probably the only ing even with costs . 
industrial nation today whose government has a Q. There are a lot of people attending invest
hostile , adverse relationship with the business ment conferences on gold and silver these days . 
community. People are also showing an interest in buying 
Q. So , you're suggesting that governmental things which will increase in value . What does 
policy has been too active in its relationship with that tell you about the thinking in this country 
our economy, that it's fueling our fiscal prob- right now? 
!ems. How would you cut back the federal role? A. I suppose it's a kind of instinct people have . 
A. You've got to end the government's artificial Q. Do you think that there's a gold fever that 
stimulation such as its overprinting of money . might bring back a gold standard? 
The figures I have show that we've gone from A. I don't know how you would get back to a 
$63 billion in ci,culation in 1940 to $806 billion gold standard or any sort of value-backing of the 
in 1977. There's been nowhere near that kind of currency . But I do know this . In the history of the 
increase in the goods and services behind that world, no nation has ever survived fiat money , 
currency increase. So obviously the value of our which is what we have today. I asked one very 
money has gone down. prominent economist how we might get back to 

When I was a kid, I lived on a street that had a a gold standard . He said that now that Amer
streetcar line . We kids used to think it was funny icans can own gold and even make contracts 
to take a penny, put it on the tracks, wait for the and business deals in gold, we might be able to 
car to go by and then go out and get this big flat approximate it. The first person I know of who 
piece of copper that was the shape of a quarter . did that was a rock star who recently went to 
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Europe on a tour and arranged for her income 
from that tour to be paid in gold . 
Q. How would you rate California's business 
climate? 
A. Lousy! . 
Q. Not if you listen to Gov . Brown. 
A. The governor can talk all he wants to, now 
that he's a free enterpriser. Sometimes I think I 
left some of my old speeches in the desk. But he 
can't hide the fact of his appointees . When you 
appoint a Tom Hayden to an economic develop
ment commission, and Tom Hayden has formed 
a national organization that is aimed at the 
destruction of corporate business, you have to 
figure that his idea of what kind of economic 
development we should have is not exactly go
ing to be the free marketplace. 

It's also true of his appointees to the Public 
Utilities Commission . Few people in this state 
realize that California's utilities , once solid as a 
rock, are in deep trouble. They're in deep trou
ble in the money market because the rest of the 
cou11try knows that they've been so restricted in 
development, in growth, in ability to expand to 
meet our growing needs here in California , to 
keep paGe. They know all that does not exactly 
make their bonds triple A. And they know that 
we're due for some problems. If something 

doesn't change , there may be some brown
outs-restrictions of power-in a few years. 
Q. And yet the business climate is supposed to 
be improving over what it was . 
A. Sometimes you wonder whether that's just 
the result of inflation. You know, inflation can 
seem like a warm bath when more money is 
coming in , particularly when it's coming in on in
ventory that you bought at a lower price. But if 
you look beyond when that inventory is gone 
and you have to replace it at the new higher 
price , you know that you're only having a little 
temporary splurge . 
Q. I'm curious about your thinking on the Sohio 
controversy, where that oil company threw up its 
hands and said that it would kill plans for a 
California pipeline-storage facility because of the 
tangle of red tape. Do you think that it's the 
same type of situation Dow Chemical faced a 
few years ago? The same red-tape tangle that 
was supposedly cleaned up by Brown? 
A. Yes. There are two things that create this red 
tape, that I thiryk are related to what I call en
vironmental extremes . I think we're all en
vironmentalists. Lord, nobody remembers this, 
but I was the first one to ~ ~ governor. You 
remember back a few years ago the hi°ghway 
commission was so arrogant that it could just 
bulldoze through anything . At that time the 
governor said he couldn't overrule the commis
sion . 1 remember one time they put a highway 
right through a redwood grove . And when the 
!'.'eople objected, the governor just said, "Well, 
w1:. 'll pla11t more redwoods. " · 

Early in my administration , 1 said ·that any 
state agency that is going to build facilities, 
highways, etc ., should look at these things. It 
wouldn't be too hard to bend a highway around 
points of historic interest or whatever . We got 
that, and we implemented that. The result was 
·that California , for highway building, won nine 
out of 13 national environmental awards during 
one year. 

But now what faces business, what faced Dow 
and what faced · Sohio is extremes . Dow 
Chemical had something like 65 permits still to 
go after it had already spent millions of dollars. 
But what I call environmental extremists have 
found that, even when a company gets a permit, 
they can challenge in court and hold up a project 
for months ·and months . :rhe company never 
knows until the end if it will get final approval. So 
I feel that something should be worked out 
within the system. Lord, most states are out with 
teams soliciting California industry to · move to 
their state. 
Q. That attitude was part of Brown's Era of 

"Few people 
realize that 
California's 
public 
utilities are 
in deep 
trouble, and 
we're due 
for some 
problems." 
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"History 
shows there 
never has 
been a 
society that 
survived 
government. 
taking more 
than a third 
of people's 
earnings. We 
are at 
almost half." 

Limits philosophy, and his feeling that California 
was such a desirable state to be in that 
Sacramento didn't have to advertise. 
A. Yes , but it .doesn't work that way. For exam
ple, our inflated real estate values are such that 
they present problems. You'd find it very In
teresting to see what corporations offer as 
bonuses to get people out here. It's just like buy
ing top athletes to get executives to come to 
California. 
Q. It has been a problem to recruiting? 
A. Yes , because a man who's living in a com
fortable home that is at his level of success finds 
that if he comes to California he's got to drop 
about a fourth in the quality of home. 
Q. What do you think of the Prop . 13 fever that 
swept out of California into the rest e,~ the · -
tion? Is it just a passing fad? 
A. Not at all. I just wish that the fever had started 
in 1973 when we designed Prop . 1, because 
now there are about 30 states that have some
thing similar. In Washington , some of the people 
who are trying to bring about a percentage 
limitation on spending or taxing are the same 
ones who helped , -:; put together Prop . 1. 
Q. So your problem was timing . 

. A. I think we were just ahead of our time . But it 
seems to me it's a very logical thing . I can't help 
but believe that in this computerized age of ours 
we could determin~ what optimum percentage 
of private-sector earnings could be devoted to 
government and then fix by law that percentage 
as government's share , just the way we budget 
e·verything else . And there's no question that to
day government is a drag on the economy. 
· The classical economists , back at the tum of 

the century, often said that the hard times, the 
lean times , came when government would drift 
above a certain level of taking the people's 
money. In 1930, the governments of this coun
try-federal, state and local-only took a dime 
out of every dollar earned . And only a third of 
that was the federal government's share . History 
shows that there never has been a society that 
survived government taking more than a third of 
the people's earnings . We are at almost half. 
Q. Do you think that anything you did while 
governor helped to seed the Prop. 13 fever? 
A. Yes. Clear back in the 1966 campaign I felt 
that the one tax in California that was out of line 
was the property tax . I felt that the state was too 
dependent on it , and that people were being 
priced out of their homes, not by the tax rate, but 
by the fact that government was consistently 
upgrijding the valuation. For several years dur
ing my terms as governor, one of the most 
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A skirmish won in the battle to change tax 
structures, Reagan as governor signs a 1972 
schools finance bill accompanied by Assembly 
Speaker Bob Moretti. 

frustrating things was trying to persuade the 
Legislature to do something about the property 
tax . The real problem , of course , was the total 
spending of government. What I worry about 
with Prop . 13 is the illicit surplus that the state 
has , because our tax policy profits from inflation. 
Every time you get a penny more to keep up 
with the cost of living, Ca,ifornia gets added 
revenue, too . 
Q. So you think there's more work to be done . 
A. Prop . 13 was really aimed at not only restrict
ing the property tax , but at forcing local govern
ment to come down a level in its spending as 
well . But it hasn 't worked out that way. Local 
government was bailed out, and you could al
most see them assuming that each year the state 
will have a surplus and do that for them. Now, 
first of all , the state should be giving back those 
surpluses to the people . We did it for eight years 
when I was governor. 
Q. California has been giving the tax surplus to 
the various counties and cities . Was that a 
necessary move to help cushion the shock of 
Prop. 13? Or should the state have ignored local 
government? 
A. No, I think that the state should have made it 
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plain that it would use the surplus as a one-time 
thing while local government readjusted its 
spending. But that was never made plain . The 
state just bailed them out. And now we find that 
local government is waiting for the next bail-out. 
San Francisco , of recent years, has not been 
managed in a way to make it a model city. It just 
automatically raised license fees and other taxes 
and said, "Here we go in the same old way ." 
Q. So the issue of cutting back government and 
trimming taxes is not going to end . The issue of 
inflation , big government's tax bite, will be a 
force in upcoming politics? 
A. Yes , because the real purpose behind Prop . 
13 was to focus people's attention on the ex
travagances that have grown in government. 
Government , as an institution, has a built-in 
tendency to grow. as does business . Every once 
in a while business has to take a look at the 
overhead that's just kind of accumulated and 
say , "Whoops! Wait a minute here!" They have a 
legitimate reason for it because they're bound in 
by profits , and when overhead begins to eat too 
much into returns, they have to be concerned . 
But government doesn't have that . Government 
just sends the bill to the people by raising taxes. 
Q. What do you think that business should do to 
fight governmental red tape? 
A. Well, for one thing , stop supporting legis
lators that by their voting record are obviously 
hostile to business. And I mean that seriously . 
You 'd be amazed at how businesses spread their 
money around to someone because he is an in
cumbent or on the committee that has to do with 
their business·, so that's where they contribute. 
Q. Are you seeing a shift among business 
leader: vho for so long were Democratic backers 
and now, seemingly all of a sudden, are chang
ing their positions? 
A. Yes . I've just criticized business and industry, 
but this whole climate has moved in on them to 
where they've begun to realize that the fight is 
theirs. 
Q. What do you think of the economic power of 
California's neighbor , Mexico, and its prospect 
for huge oil development? 
A. I've always felt that we've ·never-with Latin 
America in general and Mexico in particu
lar-done much. We've talked and used lots of 
slogans and good-neighbor policies, but we, ~ave 
never really worked out the kind of partnership 
that we see, for example, in the Common 
Market. I think something like that is long over
due with our two· closest neighbors, Mexico and 
Canada, recognizing that they have things that 
we need, but they also have problems. We need 
to look at how we can work out a situation where 

we can be of help to them in their problems. 
Mexico's biggest problem is 40 percent 
unemployment. We can do far better. Look at 
government interference . 

Seven private utility companies made a deal 
with Mexico to buy natural gas , and Mexico was 
ready to build a pipeline up to the border to bring 
the natural gas to the United States . Theh our 
government just said to the Mexican govern
ment , "You can't sell it to us ." But I have a sug
gestion for Mexico . As long as we've been so 
foolish about this , and Mexico needs the jobs, 

-why doesn't Mexico bring the gas up close to the 
border , build power plants and sell us the elec
tricity? 
Q. The Pacific Basin is terribly important to 
California's trade. It looks like the Peopkf s 
Republic of China could be a new major source 
for goods. But do you think that China is the 
economic plum many people are saying it is? 
A. I think it's highly overrated . It think that 
mainland China is going to buy a number of 
goods-once . In other words , they're going to 
buy the means of production . But we are looking 
at a billion people . What are they going to buy 
with? If we think they're gi:·.,q to suddenly start 
riding American bicycles or motorcycles or 
automobiles , or listen to radios or watch televi
sion sets , what do we think they're going to buy 
them with? They don't have the income or 
money . 

And incidentally, that brings us to a whole 
other problem which I'm not equipped to dis-

ss. Wl-iat's going to happen to us in the next 
few years when the debts begin to come due? 
With the great indebtedness of the Third World 
countries and the Soviet Union to our biggest 
banks, is it soing to have to be our government 
that rescues t~e banks if and when those coun
tries default on their notes? 

· Q. What about Carter's oil deregulation plan 
-was it enough in your view? 
A. No. It not only wasn't enough , it shouldn't 
even have been phased . Secondly , he took it 
away with the oth!:!r hand with that ridiculous tax 
idea. The idea is to turn industry loose in the 
marketplace and let the incentives of the market 
encourage them to secondary recovery of oil in 
the wells that we already have-old oil. There's 
more left in the wells we've already pumped 
than we've taken out and used so far . Let's en
courage them to that , to new exploration. 
Q. So you think government policy is out of 
balance . 
A. Why should we be giving over $16 a barrel to 
an OPEC producer, but feel that it would be 
obscene to give to an American company? ■ 

"Why do we 
pay OPEC 
producers 
over $16 a 
barrel for 
oil, but feel 
it's obscene 
to pay it to 
American 
companies?" 
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•'~ . ~Washington Letter, , cnnrsn~N scrnNcE MnNrTnn 

.1 ~. __ R~agan s one-term thoughts 
7/23/79 

(, By G~df·r~y Sperling Jr.) clrction car:paign his opponent s would likrly 
· !!SC, or try lo use. the age issue ngai nst him . ·-- --~ -~-·· ·- - -··· 

Atlanta I Q:_ Your commitment then Is basically for 
the first four years? There have been rumors that Ronald Rea

gan will lry lo dilute his age problem hy an
nouncing, al some point, that If elected he will 

A: You arc elected for that . If a second 
term comes along and lhat"s whal lhc prorlc 
want , that's anolhrr- thing. ror those four only serve for four years. 

In an Interview l\lr. Reagan 
comments which Indicate he Is 
this possibility. 

d l
ycars they arc cntillrd to have a pn•sidcnl who ma e some 1 , 1 . 

t rt I I s gm ng lo Io, or attemrt 10 do, everything he enc an ng said he would 110 :ind do II starting rrom the 

Asked for his views on the "essential cle
ment " a president should possess, the fonnrr 
California governor edged away from lhc ques
tion , almost as If looking for a way to talk 
about the one-term possibility. 

" I think what Is necdrd In that job Is some• 
one who will decide from the first day In offi ce 
to do what has lo be clone - wilhout put.ling his 
attention on the nex t election four years down 
the road ." lie paused, :1dtling lhou1;hHully : 

"Mnybe this Is what has led so many p1•oplc 
to suggest a single term. They have lhe feel
ing, or arc aware, that presidents have spent 
their first four years making Judgments lhal 
arc kind or based on the voling constituency. 

"I don't believe a president should do that. " 
Mr. Reagan, if elected president. would be 

approaching his mld-70s by the lime a second 
term came along. lie Is aware that In the 1980 

first day. · 

C~ . You would be content then with just four 
years'! · 

A: I( that's what the P"Ople wanted aflrr the 
•nd of It, I would be content. 

No, Mr. He;igan Isn't closing the door lo a 
second l(•rrn . Nol yet. nut he certainly Is posl
tlon111g hhnsrlf In a way where he could later 
(a) commit himself to just one term or (b) 
pledge that he would not automatically run for 
a St'fond l(•nn but would instead reevaluate his 
Jl('rsonal si tuation al the time. 

C
Q: Can you do rnour,h in four years? 

A: Well , you c·an do an awful lot lo turn 
hlngs around. 

Mr. lleagan looks amazingly young - deeply 
tanned, trim, and ham-muscled. lie had just 
made a morning srwech and had showered and 
changed to lnrormal wear. Ills sport coat was 

. \ 

raw silk - bont• white, contrasting with a dark
bhw. oprn-neckcd shirt. Somehow he always 
glvt's th1• impression that he Is just -off a llolly
wood set. 

Q. Why would anyone want lo be presi
dent ? 

A: Well (smiling at first , then becoming 
serious again), I think there arc undou~ledly 
some people who set their career In politics 
and so It Is a professional type or thing with 
tilern : that gelling to be president Is the lop of 
the ladder in politics. And maybe some want ii 
ror the position Itself and all the things that go 
with It. I don't have either feeling. 

Q: Whal. thrn, Is your motivation? 
A: Well, I believe that if you rind yourself 

In the position where you believe there are 
things that need lo be done and circumstances 
have placed you in a position where maybe you 
will be able lo do them - well, then, you may 
get hungry to sec if you can't take a crack al 
them . 

Q: llave you made up your mind whclhrr 
you arc hungry enough? 

A: I'm hungry enough. 

Mr. SJ>erling is chief of the J\foriitor·s 
Wa.~l1ingtrm lmrea11. 
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RONAlD REAGAN 

July 27, 1979 

The Hooorable Henry J. Hyde 
1203 I£mgworth House Office Building 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Heru:y: 

I want :you to kn:Jw that I have long admired your courage, detennination arrl 
articulate charrpionship of the vital cause of the unborn child in Anerica 
today. I realize there is a great difference of opinion regarding the subject 
of al::crtion. Peopl~ on ooth sides of this issue have very sincere, strongly 
held views. 

I personally -believe that interrupting a pregnancy is the .taking of a hunan 
life arrl can only be justified in self-defense - that is, if the m:,ther's 
c,..m life is in danger. 

In 1976 the Republican Party platfonn protested the J anuary 22, 1973 Suprare 
Court decision which overrulerl the historic rol e of the states in legislating 
in the areas a:mcerning al:ortion arrl took <May virtually every protection 
previously accorded the unl::XJrn. Later decisions have intru:led into the 
family structure through their denial of the parents' obligations and right 
to guide their minor children. The platform callerl for a continuance of the 
public di_alogue on al::orti.on, arrl expressed Su;:>FOrt of the efforts of tmse 
wh::> seek enact:rrent .of a constitutional c:nerrlrrent to restore protection of 
the right to life for unborn children. 

· I fully a:mcui: with our platform. 

But the process of aterrling the Constitution is lengthy arrl difficult. As 
in other cases where I favor additions to our Constitution - to llinit ferleral 
sperrling, and to balance the federal bu:iget - my preference v.0uld be to first 
use the legislative process. If that fails, I v.0uld rope that Congress itself 
would prop:)se the arerdinent arrl serrl it to the states for ratification. As a 
last reoort I 51.JPfOrt the right of the people of the United States to call a 
constitutional convention for the specific purµ:,se of proposing an amemrreilt. 

In the neantime, I am opp:)S€d to using federal tax rroney to pay for al:ortions 
in cases where the life of the rrother is in n:, danger. 

v:· 
~ RCNAIDRF.AGAN 

M:A, EM,,. JS, IDH 
10960 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD. LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90024 
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er' homes; convert industries to more-efficient uses of energy 

0 

While Jimmy Carter scrambles to build a consensus 
around his latest energy plan, other announced and poten· 
tial rivals for the Presidency have their own ideas on how to 
handle the nation's fuel shortage. 
. The complex program that Carter announced in mid-July 
iould: Put a cap on imports, stimulate synthetic-fuels de
velopment, give rebates for insulating and solarizing homes, 
spur utilities to switch from oil to other fuels, expand mass 

· transit, tax oil cbmpanies' windfall profits and help low-in• 
come people hit by soaring fuel prices. 

Are there better ways to lick the energy shortage? 
U.S.Newa & World Report went to nine Republicans and 

Democrats who are active or potential candidates for Presi
dent in 1980. Their answers-

Ronald Reagan 
Republican of California 

The real problem is that we 
have been looking for scape
goats when we should have 
been looking for oil. A reason-

' able return on investment is 
needed if we are to stimulate 
exploration and fully develop " 
our domestic sources. 

I favor decontrol of oil i• 
prices with some provision for ~ 
plowing back windfall profits . 
into new oil and gas exploration and the development of al
ternative energy sources. Decontrol, along with an end to 
the crazy-quilt government-allocation system, is the surest 
way to cure our shortage. 

One way we can reduce consumption of expensive for
eign oil is to learn to barter, as the Japanese do. The Japa
nese have no oil of their own, but they also have no supply 
problems. Let's look at the latest Russian purchase of our 
grain: The Russians need our grain in large amounts on a 
more OT less continuous basis. Why not insist they pay us for 
it in Russian oil? 

And we should have confidence in the future. Oil geolo
gists tell us that it is their belief there is as much oil and gas 
yet to be found here in America as has already bee'1 found. 

Senator 
Edward M. Kennedy 
Democrat of Massachusetts 

President Carter has set 
some ambitious energy goals 
that, in general, I support. But 
I think we can meet those 
goals through a program that 

. embraces four central points: 
I. Create a major energy

efficiency program to pro
mote insulation of private 

22 

and involve all Americans in the drive to reduce imports. 
2. Support oil-exploration efforts in other areas of the 

world outside the Organization of Petroleum Exporting 
Countries. Major new discoveries in Mexico have been 
made in recent years, and, hopefully, exploration in South 
America and other areas would develop other sourc!es. 

3. Stimulate competition among alternative energy 
sources. This can be done through the free-enterprise sys
tem, with incentives from government. 

4. Provide adequate additional protection for the mil
lions of low and middle-income people and small businesses 
that have been hit the hardest by the astronomical increase 
in energy costs. 

John B. Connally · 
Republican of Texas 

For the remainder of this 
century we have to depend 
upon three basic sources for 
energy: Petroleum, coal and 
nuclear. 

Specifically, we shouid: 
Mine and burn more coal; en
courage oil and gas explora
tion and open up more of the 
publicly owned lands for ex
ploration; cut through federal 
red tape to speed development of the nuclear reactors now 
under construction, and create with Canada and Mexico a 
North American common market for energy. 

At the same time we must reduce consumption, and 
there is no painless way to do it. Immediate decontrol of oil 
prices would be the quickest way because prices would 
rise-at least in the short term. Americans were insulated 
by price controls from the bard reality that the era of cheap 
oil is over. 

Raising taxes on gasoline is another way to push up costs 
and discourage consumption. Rationing would be still an
other approach. Other steps could be taken, particularly in 
transportation. Train and bus commuter lines must be 
beefed up and measures taken to encourage their use. 

Senator Robert Dole 
Republican of Kansas 

We need a massive national 
program to develop alterna
tive fuels that can substitute 
for and eventually displace 
imported oil. To promote this, 
we need to remove road
blocks and delays that hinder 
the growth of the infant syn
thetic-fuels industry. 

I support a properly struc
tured windfall-profits tax that 
encourages new supplies and meets the expectations of the 
consumer. _ .. 
t A tax designed to compel new oil and gas exploration and 
development is in the best interest of the country. 

Government must learn how to work efficiently and in 
tandem with private industry. Controlling the price of do
mestically produced oil in the early 1970s was a costly mis
take that started this nation on its present precarious pre
dicament. Americans far prefer having energy available at 
a higher price than enduring the present government-in
duced shortage. 

U.S.NEWS & WORLD REPORT, Aug. 20, 1979 
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Representative 
John B. Anderson 
Republican of Illinois 
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To meet a goal of restricting 
oil imports, we must initially 
consume less as we try ulti
mately t_o produce more. We 
need an energy mobilization 
board. empowered for at least 
five years, to coordinate this 
vast effort. The board primar
ily would be an operational 
m~m guided by nation
al policies handed down by the President and Congress. 

An energy policy should include: Abolishing the fuel-allo
cation system, which isn ·t working, and discouraging un
necessary oil consumption by imposing a significantly high
er federal gasoline tax-possibly coupled with an equal 
reduction of state sales taxes or Social Security payroll taxes. 

Revenues from the windfall-profits tax should go to an 
energy trust fund to aid low-income families, expand mass 
transit, provide tax credits for solar heating and cooling in-

• stallations and stimulate alternative-energy research. 
The fund could help start a new synthetic fuels industry 

and expand government demonstration plants to extract oil 
from coal, shale and tar sands. And we should aim toward a 
goal of requiring refiners to use a feedstock of at least 10 
percent synthetic fuels by the end of the next decade. 

Senator 
Howttrd H. Baker, Jr. 
Republican of Tennessee 

All Americans will have to 
sacrifice to meet this crisis-
including the oil companies. I 
favor a tax on excess profits 
with a plowback provision to 
insure that some of these addi
tional revenues go into ex
panded production. 

Price controls have encour
aged consumption and dis
couraged production, when our policy should be just the 
opposite. Some of the President's latest proposals will en
courage energy conservation, but I don't want the Ameri
can people to be satisfied with the allocation of a perma
nent shortage. Production is the key to energy security and 
economic progress. 

Representative 
Philip M. Crane 
Republican of Illinois 

Americans would have 
plenty of fuel if they were al
lowed to tap their own vast re
sources. Government-imposed 
oil-price controls have robbed 
U.S. oil producers of the capi
tal and incentive to find and 
develop oil and gas resources 
at home. Until we produce en
ergy at capacity, we will be at 
the mercy of OPEC. The federal government is to blame. 

• 

And I do not think oil companies make too much profit. 
By whatever standard, oil-company profits are less than the 
national average for private businesses. The budget for the 

U.S.NEWS & WORLD REPORT. Aug. 20. 1979 

Department of Energy-more than 10.5 billion dollars a 
year-far exceeds the profits of the top 10 oil companies. 

The notion that we can cut necessary consumption with-. 
out plunging the nation into poverty is fallacious. We can
not save our way out of the energy shortage; we must pro
duce our way out. Among other things, we must build more 
nuclear plants to generate electricity and develop our 
abundant fossil fuels. 

Fuel shortages penalize the poor and the disadvantaged 
most severely by halting the growth of our economy. No 
new jobs or opportuniti~s are created in an energy-poor 
economy. Abundant energy is necessary -in order to build 
and fuel new plants and businesses. 

George Bush 
Republican of Texas 

Oil products should be free 
of price controls. Today, gaso
line, propane and butane are 
still covered by controls, and 
the disastrous attempt to po
lice hundreds of thousands of 
individual businessmen selling 
these products is apparent 
both in wide price differences 
and in long lines at the gas 
pump. 
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The key to insuring fairness in oil-company profits is to 
insure competition at all levels: Exploration, refining, distri
bution and sales. Most public attention is focused on the 
profits of the major oil companies. However, 80 percent of 
all new oil is discovered and 75 percent of new wells are 
drilled by small independent oil companies. 

Government, through regulation, has had the greatest 
role in creating energy shortages. 

To increase energy supplies, we need to substitute coal 
for oil in electric-utility plants and, with proper safeguards, 
increase our output of nuclear-powered electricity. 

Governor Jerry Brown 
Democrat of California 

We need to get more in
volved in developing solar en
ergy. I'm convinced solar en
ergy will play an even larger 
role in our technological cul
ture in the next 50 years. 
Much depends upon the abili
ty and willingness of govern
ment and industry to develop 
alternative energy sources 
such as solar, geothermal, 
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wind and coal gasification. We should once and for all tell 
the nuclear industry: "Forget about nuclear reactors. If you 
haven't started-if you haven't put them on· the drawing 
board-you're not going to get them:· 

With the experience of Three Mile Island, the misstate
ments by the nuclear industry, the unexpected rise in costs, 
the lowering of demand for electricity, we must consider 
the alternatives. 

I also believe we should have an economic common mar
ket among Mexico, Canada and tl;ie United States. Togeth
er, this economic community has more power than any oth
er comparable piece of geography on this planet. It has the 
resources-the oil, gas, coal, land, weather and close prox
imity-to create the most powerful economic unit the 
world has ever known. · 0 
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A-4-Sat., Sept. 22 , 1979 EVENING OUTLOOK 

Reaoan criticizes 
"""" 

CINCIT\NATI (UPI ) - Former Cal- · 
ifornia Gov. Ronald Reagan berated 
President Carter for implying to the 
American people that inflation has 
ended "the good days" and called for a 
tax cut to help the economy. 

"The good days aren't over," Reagan, 
a Republican presidential hopeful. de
clared Fridav. 

"It's ridiculous for the Carter admin
istration to make a spe-ech to the people 
of the L"nited S:ates a:id tel. t~em tl:ey 
were respo siJle fo r inflarior.. that they 
must stop bu)-ing things . that the good 
davs are over and we must now come 
down to a sharing of scarcities," Re
agan said at a news conference before 
addressing l.C(() people at a $25-a-pl.ate 
fund-rais ing luncheon. 

"The good days aren't over. The trou
ble is - the difference is - it's the 
government that's responsible for infla-
tion. • 

"People don't cause inflation. Wages 
and prices don ·t cause inflation. Infla
tion is caused wheri tr.e fe<leral go\·ern
ment is spending at a rate above its 
revenues and taking a high percentage 
of the people's earnings." 

Reagan complained that federal , 
state and local governments currently 

"are taking 44 cents out of every dollar 
earned. HEW spends roughly $3 to de
liver $1 to a needy person. That 's· a 
rather high administrative overhead for 
a charitable organization. 

"The governm~nt must ~ke ste~sJ 
that will help busmess and mdustry m 
this country increase its productivity," 
he added. 

' 'I believe that the Reoublican posi-7 
ti0. !:as b€€n ri2ht for these last several 
·.-ear~ - that an ei'"ecuve. across-the- I 
board tax cut for boch business and the I 
individual will stimulate the economy to / 
the ;xiint that even the government will 
get additional revenues because our pnr 
(!1 ct"\·i:·· w?il increase and Lliere -.nil be 
an incentive for peop-le to work. 

" .-\nd we're not just speaking the
oreuca y. In every major across-the- / 
board tax cut in this centur;. that has 
been the result. ·· -J 

Asked how much of a tax cut he advo-
ca te<l . Reaean said . " I happen to be one7 
who thinks -that the Kemp-Roth bill sug
gested a very logical cut. It wJs goi_ng to j 
be put in over a three-year penoa and \ 
would total about a 30 percent cut / 
across-the-board. I think it makes a lot 
of ~nse.·• 

Reagan also said he was against:: 
wage-and-price guidelines because. "I 
oppose what they lead to, which are . 
mandatory wage-and-price controls. To _ 1 

suggest that wages and prices are the 
cause of inflation is like suggesting you _-

1
,_ 

can cure a fever by breaking the ther
mometer." 

And. as for the imp;ict on his cam
paign of a possible Demccratic ·presi
dential fight between Carter and Sen. 
Edward Kenne<ly , Reagan just ~ughe<l 
and said. "I think it would give any Re-·. 
publican campaign great pleasure. ·• 
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Book Review 

' st to airobi': CC's Shift To r icalism 
In the 31 years since.the World Coun

cil of Churches was founded in Am
sterdam , the organization has gone 
fro m being a sort of "voice of con
science'' urging Christians to apply 
their principles to political problems to 
an ind iscriminate supporter of Marxist 
terrorists. 

What happened? 
Etnc5t W . Lefever , in an impressive 

new book titled Amsterdam to Nairobi: 
The,World Council of Churches and the 
Third World, traces the radical change 
in the WCC' s composition and method 

"Amsterdam to Nairobi: The World 
Council of Churches and the 
Third World" 

By Ernest W. Lefever 
Ethics and Public Pollci_ Center 
Goorgotown UnlversltyL, 
1211 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Suite 509 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
114 pages, $5 (paperback) 

$10 (cloth) 

of operation. Initially the group was 
comprised of 152 member churches, 
mostly from North America and West
ern Europe. 

"Today," says Dr. Lefever, "its 

By RONALD REAGAN 

porations and even 'imperialist' Chris
tian missionary efforts." 
· When you combine Third World 
paranoia with what London 's Institute 
for the Study of Conflict · calls the 
"Western churches' obsession with 
guilt of the individual for the sins of 
society," you get such things as last 
year's WCC grants to the Rhodesian 
guerrilla terrorists (who were murder
ing, among others, Chri sti an mission
aries), to SWAPO (Southwest Africa 
P eoples Organization), the e:lternally 
based Marxist guerrilla outfit that is 
trying to seize control of Namibia, and 
you get support for the Marxist regime 
in Angola. 

These grants created a firestorm 
of disapproval from Christians in 
many lands. Three members (In
cluding the Salvation Army) with
drew from the wee and others 

curtailed their contributions. 

Dr. Lefever concludes that "on the 
long road from the Amsterdam 
Assembly to the Nairobi Assembly, the 
WCC has moved from a largely West
ern democratic concept of political 
responsibility to a more radical ideol
ogy that. . . embraced the cqncept and 
practice of 'liberation theology' 
[which] bears a striking resemblance to 
Marxism." 

What is to be done about the ex
cesses of the World Council of 
Churches? 

Prof. Lefever makes several specific 
and thoughtful recommendations. For 
example, "The WCC. should sharpen 
its understanding of the different but 
complementary functions of church, 
state and citizen. It should speak to so-

ciety by making broad moral judg
ments against gross evils like genocide, 
not by giving specific policy advice bet
ter left to individual Christians and 
other citizens with responsibility for 
political and economic decisions." 

All of Lefever's recommendations 
are reasonable; however, if those who 
dominate the WCC today were reason
able, they would not be sending money 
to terrorists who kill civilians and 
missionaries. 

For now, it seems to me, the best 
opport u nity for reforming t h is 
radically minded organization which 
has so distorted the teachings of Christ 
is for individual ,hurch-goers to ma ke 
sure that none of the financial support 
they give their own church goes to the 
WCC where"it may end up as a bullet in 
a terrorist's gun. 

J<ing Fearurts Syndicate 

FEC's Big Labor Slant Dcfe_ats Its rv11ission 

It is becoming increasingly obvious 
that the Federal Election Commission, 
that powerful bureaucracy charged 
with supervising all federal elections, 
'-- - ,._ ,. _ _. •'- - - -- - - •! .... 1 •--• _.,.,,.,....,,J, , fn 

By VICTOR LASKY 

the FEC is not at all coy in its attach
ment to Big Labor. 

That attachment is not too difficult. 
to understand since . FEC kingpin 

The National Right to Work Com
mittee then supported a suit against the 
FEC, charging dereliction of duty. 

In April 1979, a federal judge ruled 
that th,- 12ioht to Worlc Committee was 
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Author Lefever's new book on the 
World Counclf of Churches traces th• 
rise of the Influence of tho Third 
World on the organization. 

center of gravity, like that of the U.N . 
General Assembly, has shifted to the 
Third World." 

Between WCC assemblies (Amster
dam was the first; Nairobi-in 1975-
the latest) decisions are made by the 
135-member Central Committee, in 
which Third World and Marxist state 
representatives outnumber those of the 
West. 

According to Lefever, "In recent 
years the term 'Third World' has taken 
on an ideological meaning that focuses 
on grievances against the West. From 
this perspective, Third World people 
still suffer from past W~stern colonial 

. control and are also being oppressed by 
'neo-colonialism,' trans-national cor-

administer election l.1ws faidy anJ 1111-

partially. 

Throughout the 1976 and 1978 cam
paigns, the FEC was the shield and 
buckler of organized labor and the 
Carter campaign committee. It pro
tected them from serious prosecution 
for violations of federal election laws 
and was also an avenging sword, ready 
for use against Big Labor's and the 
Administration's political foes. 

In short, the commission- sup
posedly the . watchdog a1ealnst 
abuses or an "Imperial" presi
dency and the Intrigue or powerful 
special Interest groups- has be
come the lup dog or the Carter 
presidency and IJlg Labor. 

When it was disclosed, for example, 
that Carter's campaign committee had 
illegally spent $50,000 in federal 

· matching funds for the 1976 election, 
the FEC simply ordered the committee 
to repay the money- with_no penalty 
assessed. 

When the Carter people were caught 
red-handed comingling campaign funds 
with private accounts during the 1976 
primaries, the FEC assessed a mere 
$1,950 penalty. And when the Ken
tucky United Labor Committee for 
Carter- Mondale put on a join&. rally 
with the Carter campaign-a clear vio
lation of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act-the FEC saw fit to fine 
Carter's campaign a paltry $250, even 
though the labor group had been found 
in violation many times before. 

While its bias toward the Carter 
campaign remains somewhat discreet, 
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·1 ho111a~ H.u 1,, t- pl-lll JlJ >-:a,., <1:, <1 I up 
staff lawyer to Big Labor. 

From 1948 to 1955, he was associate 
general counsel for the CIO. In 1955, 
he became associate general counsel 
for the AFL- CIO. In that role, he was 
considered Big Labor's " specialist" in 
combatting right-to-work legislation. 

When Harris recently came up for 
reappointment, union spokesmen were 
quick to remind Jimmy Carter that he 
occupied "labor's seat" on the FEC. 
And the President certainly needed no 
coaxing to confirm the appointment. 

I larris, in turn, has rewarded his 
AFL- CIO buddies by making sure the 
FEC has consistently "stonewalled" 
complaints against Big Labor until 
literally forced to act. A typical case of 
FEC bias was the dogged attempt by 
the National Right to Work Committee 
to overcome FEC resistance and have 
the AFL- CIO prosecuted for gross 
violations of federal statutes during the 
1978 campaign. 

Last November, the Right to Work 
Committee filed a series of complaints 
with the FEC alleging 67 candidates 
with election law violations. The com
plaints contained evidence showing 
that each of the candidates had ac
cepted contributions well over the 
$5,000 legal limit from the AFL-CIO 
and its member unions. 

The FEC perfunctorily dismissed the 
complaints, observing that the union 
conglomerate enjoys a "special status" 
that makes it "automatically exempt" 
from the limitations that govern the 
rest of society. 

corrcl-l Iii argu1n,. d1at 1I 111~ p, ill11.::al 
action committees of the AFL-CIO are 
under single control (as they most as
suredly are), they must be con&idered a 
single unit for FEC purposes. The 
judge also dismissed the FEC's argu
ment that Big Labor was entitled to 
some "special status" as wholly "with
out merit." The FEC had acted "con
trary to law," the judge maintained. 

A more glaring example of FEC 
favoritism was provided by the Right 
to Work Committee's action against 
the National Education· Association. 
Here, the NEA was in open violation 
of federal law (in this case, the use of 
compulsory dues for partisan pur
poses) for two full years. Yet, not until 
the Right to Work Committee obtained 
a court order compelling the FEC to 
enforce the statutes did the agency 
finally prosecute the NEA. 

The National Right to Work 
Committee has paid dearly for its 
exposures of the three-headed Cer
berus or Big Labor, Its political 
allies and the FEC. 
In March 1978, for example, the 

FEC demanded that the committee 
turn over its list of some two million 
past and present members. But the 
committee said no, arguing that publi
cizing the membership list would ex
pose individuals to a full range of union 
coercion, blacklists and even terror. 

In September 1978, a federal judge 
ruled that the FEC demand constituted 
an invasion of privacy. 

Which gives you some idea of what 
kind of people are currently adminis
tering federal election laws. 

NortA AmtrlcaN Ntw,pap~ AlllaMt 
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Reagan f or President 
October 11, 1979 

It is important that we conserve energy in the United States, 
but that alone will not end our dependence on foreign oil . The only 
way we're going to break the OPEC hammerlock on our foreign policy 
is to begin exploring and developing n ew domestic sources of oil. 

The answer is for the government to get out .of the way of the 
energy industry and turn it lose in the marketplace. Not a phased 
decontrol. Bite the bullet and decontrol now. And don't take away 
the incentive by way of taxation. 

--RONALD REAGAN 

(statement distilled from preiJ'ious speeches and interviews) 
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SALT and the Search for Peace 

EXCERPTS FROM REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE RONALD REAGAN 
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Town and Country Hotel 
San Diego, California 

Saturday, September 15, 1·97 9 

Over the past 15 years we have permitted the Soviet Union 

to deprive us of our_ nuclear advantage while at the same time 

it increased its superiority in conventional forces. Our once 

unrivaled advantage in naval strength is melting away, our fleet 

is shrinking- almost as fast as theirs is -growing. 

Of what value can our commitments be if we are inferior 

both in nuclear and conventional forces? How do we support our 

friends and defend our vital interests in the Middle East? How 

do we protect our own freedom? And how in Heaven's name did 

we get in this perilous situation? 

The wrong turn came 15 years ago when our own military 

resources were sucked into the war in Vietnam and our strategic 

defense budgets began to shrink year after year. We were entranced 

by the notion that if we pounded our swords into plowshares the 

Soviets would do likewise. They did exactly the opposite. While 

we made actual reductions in our strategic programs, they made 

massive investments in th~irs. 

Oh, they talked about arms control,and see..~ed to hold out 

the promise of real progress. But somehow, progress was always 

just around the corner; just another American concession or two 

by us away from realization. 
MORE--MORE--?-lORE 
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Reagan Speech 
September 15, 1979 

Our own Republican administrations should have reversed 

these policy assumptions. They should not have overstated what 

the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks could do for us. In 1972 

we presented SALT I as a "turning point in the arms race" ·, and 

began o~r reliance on.what is called the "SALT Process", which 

included the doctrine of "Mutual Assured Destruction". At the 

same time, the Soviets began their exploitation of our naive 

desire to believe. 

Toward the end of the last Republican administration the 

national mood had changed. There was repudiation of the defeatism 

of the Democrat-controlled Congress. We began a recovery of 

. our military strength. The B-1 bomber was scheduled for production, 

the new MX missile was to be accelerated, the decline in our 

navy was to be reversed and many other urgent programs were set 

in motion. 

All of these were reassuring to the American people. With 

the promise - of long range defense progra.~s to provide for our 

security we went forward with the SALT II_ negotiations. But 

then came a new administration. The B-1 bomber was cancelled 

witho6t any quid pro quo, the MX was slowed down, the cruise 

missile delayed, the Navy's ship building program cut back and, 

under the heat of a Soviet propaganda attack, Mr. Carter halted 

development of a weapon that could have neutralized Russia's 

massive conventional superiority on the NATO front. 

The Russians are now spending three times as much as we 

do on strategic arms and are increasing that by four to five 

percent a year. We are barely keeping pace with inflation. While 

Mr. Carter maintains that his defense programs for America are 

MORE--MORE--MORE 
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Reagan Speech 
September 15, 1979 

adequate, simple arithmetic tells us that the gap in military 

strength between us and the Soviets can only grow wider if we 

continue on our present course. The administration deceives 

the American people when it tells us the new SALT II agreement 

will put a brake on the arms race, save money and be adequately 

verifiable. SALT II is not Strategic Arms Limitation, · it is 

St~ategic Arms Buildup, with the Soviets adding a minimum of 

3,000 nuclear warheads to their inventory and the U.S. embarking 

on a $35 billion catchup which won't be achieved until 1990, 

if then. 

The SALT treaty now before the Senate should not continue 

to monopolize our attention nor must it become the cause of a 

divisive political struggle. This is no time for Americans to 

quarrel among themselves. Our task is to restore the security 

of the U.S. and we should make it emphatically known to the Soviets 

and -- more importantly -- to the nations of the free world that 

we intend to do just that. At the same time, let us assure the 

Soviet Union we will join in any arms limitation agreement that 

legitimately reduces nuclear armaments to the point that neither 

country represents a threat to the other. 

To suggest, as the administration has, that any shortcomings 

in this SALT II agreement can be rectified in continuing talks 

leading to a SALT III agreement is an exercise in futility • . It 

1
makes no sense at all to ratify a Strategic Arms Limitatio~ treaty 

/ that does not limit arms on either side but vastly increases 

tht!In while at the same time we are told we'll enter into negotiations 

for a third such treaty that will make everything alright. 

MORE--MORfr--MORE 
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Reagan Speech 
September 15, 1979 

I believe the Senate should declare that this treaty, fatally 

flawed as it is, should be shelved and the negotiators should 

go back to the table and come up with a treaty which fairly and 

genuinely reduces the number of strategic nuclear weapons. And 

then the Senate should.make up its mind on our policy on national 

security: Where are we going in the decade ahead? What are 

.our obligations as leader of the free world and are we capable 

of meeting those obligations? 

I respect the thinking of those senators and others who 

have suggested that the treaty, despite its weaknesses, could 

be approved as part of a "package" that would substantially 

strengthen our defense programs. But, I believe such a package 

deal would soon unrave~ and bring about the very dissension and 

confusion it was supposed to avoid. For one thing, it would 

send the_ wrong signal to the American people: it would create 

the impression that we are moving both up and down at the same 

time, and it would deceive more people than it would convince. 

I I I 
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September 19, 1979 

Registration, the Draft and the Volunteer Army 

by Ronald Reagan 

The question of the dra£t really entails thr'ee 

different proposals: universal national service, military 

draft, and registration. 

I am strongly opposed to universal service, which 

rests on the assumption that people belong to the state. 

· Though voluntary service should be encouraged, the role 

for determining who shall have what values and who shall 

do what work, when, where, and how, in our society, rests 

with the people themselves 

institutions, and teachers 

~hildren, parents, religious 

and not the government. The 

individual should not be reduced to the level of a statistic 

to be manipulated by . social engineers. 

Moreover, I am opposed to a military draft in peacetime. 

The issue is a basic philosophical one. Only in a national 

emergency does the nation have a legitimate claim to the 

mandatory s~rvice of its young people . for the military. 

Another issue is a more practical one -- is the 

volunteer army working? I believe it is. Test scores and 

statistics show no significant decline in the quality of 
-

today's soldiers, and when I visited some of the troops in 

Germany last winter, I found them to be as well-informed -

probably better -- on current events than most civilian audiences 

pack home. -Their morale was also surprisingly good. 

MORE--MORE--MO: 
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Registration, the Draft and the Volunteer Army 

By Ronald Reagan 

In addition, the volunteer army ended 1978 some 2,000 

member over strength, due to the fact that more soldiers 

stayed in than had been predicted. When a volunteer 

organization's dropout rate declines, it must be doing 

something right. 

A more serious worry is the state of the reserves and 

the National Guard, most of whose units are below strength. 

Yet the problem here is that the reserves and National Guard 

have not been made sufficiently attractive to young people. 

The solution, of course, is to make such service more 

attractive. 

Finally, I oppose the institution of a stand-by 

registration system. First, the word "registration" to 

young people is code for "draft", and idea that evokes 

painful memo~ies of Vietnam for many and ari idea that has 

always , seemed alien in a democratic society during peacetime. 

Second, stand-by registration would not greatly speed 

mobilization in time of an emergency. - One defense manpower 

specialist I talked with said that registration would perhaps 

reduce mobilization . time slightly, from 110 to 90 days -- but 

at a great cost. It makes more sense to _;put those millions 

of dollars into program improvements- and promotion to make 

the reserves more attractive to volunteers. 

Voluntary support and participation has been the 

hallmark of greatness of our nation. We can continue to 
I 

rely upon it in the future. 

i t i 
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