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Foreword
George P. Shultz



In 1974, I took up residence in California after serving as secretary of the treasury and, before that, as director of the Office of Management and Budget and as secretary of labor in President Nixon’s cabinet. That fall, I got a phone call from Governor Ronald Reagan. He invited me to Sacramento for lunch, and I was glad to accept.


We sat around the lunch table for about three hours as I received the most intensive grilling about how the federal government worked that I had ever undergone. Governor Reagan wanted to know how the budget was put together, how the budget director worked on the process, what role cabinet members played, when and how the president weighed in, and what kind of alternative arrangements might work.


I mentioned one procedure I had used with President Nixon, presenting ten or so issues for him to decide, with the notion that these decisions and his thinking on them would give me the basis for handling other issues of comparable size in a way that he wanted. I told Governor Reagan that our approach with difficult cabinet members was always to give them an audience with the president. They could complain about what they regarded as my take on an issue, though in reality it was the president’s. I suggested that after the cabinet member’s presentation, he might admonish me for being overly generous and cut the terms back. That word would get around, I said, and would save him a lot of trouble. I don’t know if President Reagan ever employed such a technique, but I was fascinated by his reaction. He saw the budget process as a process of negotiation as well as presidential decision.


I came away from this grilling on all manner of operational aspects of how the federal government worked with a clear impression: this man doesn’t want just to be president; he wants to do the job, and he’s thinking actively about how you go about making the presidency operate effectively. A year later, he launched his first full-scale presidential campaign.


As I worked later with candidate Reagan in 1980, particularly as chairman of his economic policy group, I saw first-hand his approach to a wide variety of issues. He clearly went about them more in terms of presidential policy than of campaign fodder. This realization that he had an agenda and a desire to put it into operation was one of the reasons that inspired me to put in so much effort on his behalf.


I also reflected on the negotiating aspects of our budget discussion. I could see from that discussion that Ronald Reagan liked negotiations, thought about the negotiating process, had practiced the art as president of the Screen Actors Guild, and enjoyed it. Later on, as I worked with him as secretary of state, this insight helped me to understand his objectives and how he wanted to go about achieving his goals. There were many people in the administration who wanted strength but did not want Ronald Reagan to use that strength as a basis for negotiation. I knew he was confident in his ability as a negotiator and was more than ready to stand in with the Soviet leaders. As it turned out, he did a masterful job of negotiating, and I was honored to help him do it.


This book of Ronald Reagan’s radio addresses from the late 1970s is fascinating in many ways, but one theme emerges from placing the essays in chronological order. The essays, like my budget discussions with him, show how consciously Ronald Reagan was preparing himself for the presidency. He developed his ideas, he honed his way of expressing those ideas, and he worked on the mechanics of how you go about being an effective president—a president who turns ideas into reality.


Reagan’s long-standing way of working is also apparent in this book. As is shown in Reagan: A Life in Letters, President Reagan often wrote letters and enclosed checks to those in need. He behaved similarly in his pre-presidential years; in some of his radio essays, Reagan informed his listeners about needy individuals and organizations. He used his radio program as a national platform to promote issues and causes that he felt deserved special assistance. In the radio essays, you see as much of Reagan’s heart as his mind.


Historians who review the Reagan administration with all its dramatic changes in domestic, economic, national security, and foreign policy will be well advised to look carefully at this book and its earlier sister publications. They will see a fine mind at work, a gift of expression, the evolution of Reagan’s thinking, and the conceptual underpinning of his presidency. Historians will be joined by a broad readership, and all will benefit from reading these informative and revealing essays. So dig in!





[image: image]Introduction


Ronald Reagan’s rise to national political prominence began on October 27, 1964, when he gave a televised campaign speech on behalf of Senator Barry Goldwater (R-Arizona), the Republican nominee for president. Speculation about Reagan running for president began following what became known as “the speech.” During the next decade, Reagan’s national political profile grew—and so did speculation about a presidential bid. On November 8, 1966, Reagan defeated Edmund “Pat” Brown, the two-term incumbent, for the governorship of California by a million-vote margin. In 1968, he became a “favorite son” candidate for the Republican nomination for president, briefly challenging Richard Nixon at the convention in Miami Beach, Florida. On November 3, 1970, he was reelected California’s governor by defeating Assemblyman Jesse Unruh by a half-million votes. In 1972, he actively campaigned on behalf of President Richard Nixon’s reelection effort. When he stepped down as governor of California in January 1975, Reagan was a seasoned political figure who was widely considered to be a future Republican presidential nominee.


It soon became clear from Reagan’s actions that he was determined to run for president of the United States. As the popular ex-governor of California, he could have moved on to the private sector, giving speeches, serving on corporate boards, perhaps even making a movie or two—and making lots of money. He didn’t. President Gerald Ford offered him the prestigious post of ambassador to Great Britain; he turned it down. He could have gone to Washington and served in President Ford’s cabinet as secretary of commerce or transportation. He said no to the president.1


Instead Reagan followed a different path—a path that eventually led to victory, to becoming the 40th president of the United States.


Reagan faced a daunting gauntlet as he took his first steps along that path in 1975. The country had just gone through the trials of the Watergate political scandal. In January a bleak national poll was announced to Republican state chairs meeting in Chicago. It showed that “only 18 percent of the American people identified themselves as Republicans.”2 President Nixon was forced to resign on August 9, 1974. Democrats made substantial gains in the November 5, 1974, elections in both houses of Congress and in state legislatures.


On February 6, 1975, Reagan had his 64th birthday, one year short of when many people retire. While he had a growing band of supporters, many thought he was too old and had misgivings about his health and endurance. They doubted he could survive the long run for the presidency, to say nothing of governing for four—and perhaps eight—years.


Many thought he was far too conservative, a Neanderthal throwback, even more so than Barry Goldwater, whom Lyndon Johnson had defeated by a landslide just ten years earlier. He had no major financial support and his full-time staff was only half a dozen or so. Moreover, few politicians were in his corner—only one U.S. senator, Paul Laxalt of Nevada, and a couple of members of Congress.


Finally, and most important, Reagan faced the prospect of running against an incumbent president—a Republican one. It is tough enough to run against an incumbent president of another party, but it is nigh impossible to take out one of your own in a primary fight. In Republican circles, running against a president of your own party was “just not done.”


But Reagan ran.


It was not supposed to happen this way. With Richard Nixon’s election to a second term in 1972, Reagan’s staff expected him to be running, if he chose to do so, for an open seat, not against an incumbent, let alone an incumbent of his own party. The field of candidates for the Republican nomination of 1976, they thought, might include Charles Percy, Republican senator from Illinois; John Connally from Texas, who had been Nixon’s secretary of the treasury; and Nelson Rockefeller, who resigned as governor of New York in December 1973 during his fourth term.3


But that was before Watergate. When Richard Nixon resigned in 1974 and Gerald Ford became president, he also became the leading contender for the 1976 nomination. Ford was vulnerable, however. He had been selected to replace vice president Spiro T. Agnew when Agnew resigned in 1973 over another scandal. Nixon’s first choice as a replacement for Agnew was John Connally, but the Congress objected. Thus, an unelected, second-choice vice president became the incumbent president.


Ford nominated Nelson Rockefeller to take the vacant vice presidency on August 20, 1974. It was a job Reagan probably thought should have gone to him. Reagan had told reporters that the executive experience of governors was often overlooked in selecting national leaders, and also stated that the new vice president should hold views consistent with the mandate of 1972, which he believed reflected the Republican Party’s conservative and even libertarian philosophical basis, “a belief in individual freedom and the reduction of government.”4 Rockefeller’s reputation as a member of the Eastern liberal establishment and left wing of the Republican party did not fit this description; his selection was viewed as an outrage by many conservatives.


Ford had never taken Reagan seriously, and Reagan had not even been on his final list of five candidates for the vice presidency.5 Ford eventually asked Rockefeller to withdraw from the ticket for the 1976 election given Rockefeller’s unpopularity within the party, but it was November 3, 1975, before Rockefeller made the announcement—well after the July 15, 1975, formation of Citizens for Reagan, which would become Reagan’s campaign committee, and barely before the formal announcement of Reagan’s candidacy on November 20. Ford’s support with the general public had fallen, furthermore, after he pardoned Nixon on September 8, 1974.


In 1974, as Reagan was preparing to leave the governorship, Walter Cronkite, the famous newscaster, offered him the opportunity to do two commentaries a week on the CBS Evening News. Reagan would be balanced by Eric Sevareid, who would also do two commentaries on other nights.6 Reagan’s staff was ecstatic. That would give Reagan roughly 40 percent of the nightly news viewing audience, to say nothing of how much money he might make.


True, Cronkite did offer him a large audience, but it was under Cronkite’s control. CBS television could have fired Reagan at will. They could have followed his commentary with a rebuttal or presented him as representing a far-out minority, the “other side.” He could only speak twice a week, and he had no control over the news that night which would set the stage for his talk.


Reagan said no to Cronkite’s offer. The answer he gave to Mike Deaver, a senior aide, was that “people will tire of me on television—they won’t tire of me on the radio.”7


That may not have been the real reason. Reagan was quietly intent on running for president. He needed a way to speak to the voters—millions of them. As he prepared for the 1980 campaign, he commented on how he had communicated with the public since he left the governorship in this February 5, 1979, letter:


I am trying to avoid declaring until as late as I can in the year for a number of reasons. 1.) I think it is too early and 2.) I lose some valuable forums the day I declare, among them 300 radio stations (5 days a week), 100 newspapers (twice a week), to say nothing of all the speaking engagements. But, I am going to be in this race—don’t quote me on that to the press, but you tell anyone who’s interested that you are sure I am going to do it.8


What Reagan wanted was control of a large megaphone, one with which he could speak daily to potential voters on what he wanted to talk about.


On behalf of radio producer Harry O’Connor, actor Efrem Zimbalist, Jr. asked his old friend Reagan if he would be interested in doing a radio commentary that O’Connor would produce and syndicate nationally.9 In October 1974, Peter Hannaford, assistant to the governor and director of public affairs, and Michael Deaver, an aide to the governor, presented Reagan with a comprehensive proposal that included O’Connor’s offer, a nationally syndicated newspaper program, and speaking engagements around the country. Reagan liked the proposal and agreed to do it under the management of their new firm, Deaver & Hannaford, Inc.


Two strategy documents dated November 4, 1974, provided an outline and guide for Reagan’s post-governorship activities, now two months away. “Testing the potential strength of a Presidential bid, without RR [Ronald Reagan] overtly stepping out of the ‘mashed potato circuit’ role he has described for himself” was discussed in “Ronald Reagan: Building a National Organization.” In “Ronald Reagan: A Program for the Future,” the upcoming nationally syndicated radio program and newspaper column as well as speaking engagements around the country were described as necessary components for Reagan to “maintain influence in the Republican Party; strengthen and consolidate leadership as the national conservative spokesman; and enhance [his] foreign affairs credibility.”10


By January 8, 1975, three days after he had turned over the governor’s mantle to Democrat Edmund G. “Jerry” Brown, Reagan had crafted his first set of radio commentaries. On that day, shortly before his first newpaper column would be published, he sat down in the recording studio and taped 13 commentaries.11 The first one for which a handwritten draft has been found was on inflation. Radio stations flocked to his commentary and soon he was broadcasting daily on more than 200 radio stations.12


Reagan’s broadcasts reached potential voters in virtually every nook and cranny of the United States. Occasionally the program was rejected regardless of its potential to attract advertisers. The KFI (Los Angeles) radio station manager wrote on December 4, 1974, “Thank you for sending the Ronald Reagan audition. We are not interested at this time.” And then he added by hand: “—even sponsored!”13 During his radio broadcasting career from 1975 to 1979, it is estimated that he spoke to between 20 and 30 million Americans a week.14


The personal campaign machine that Reagan built and ran from 1975 to 1979 was his pathway to the presidency. His speeches and columns were important and necessary, but his radio commentaries were the driving force. The radio program gave Reagan a national platform that no other politician had at the time.


Advertisers would occasionally withdraw sponsorship of Reagan’s radio program because listeners complained about Reagan’s views,15 and a handful of newspaper editors who contended that Reagan appeared too much like a presidential candidate canceled his column.16 As stipulated by the provision for equal opportunity by the Federal Communications Act, media outlets are to provide equal air time to qualified political candidates. On November 20, 1975, Reagan announced his intention to seek the Republican Party’s nomination for the presidency. He devoted the next nine months to his campaign, and guest commentators and then Senator Barry Goldwater temporarily took over the radio program.17


On August 19, 1976, Reagan accepted defeat by President Gerald Ford at the Republican convention in Kansas City in a close race for delegates. Less than two weeks after the convention, Reagan was again writing radio commentaries. One of them, “Shaping the World for 100 Years to Come,” was not only a statement of Reagan’s political philosophy and abhorrence of nuclear weapons, but also a window into how he wrote his commentaries; much of the commentary was a restatement of his extemporaneous speech at the Republican Convention. Although his commentaries would sometimes be a restatement of one of his newspaper columns, speeches, or congressional testimony,18 Reagan cast a wide net in looking for sources and subjects of his radio commentaries.


Reagan consistently read conservative magazines such as Alternative: An American Spectator, Commentary, Human Events, and National Review, and he often mentioned these sources in his commentaries. He quoted from many newspapers, including the Los Angeles Herald Examiner, The New York Times, and The Wall Street Journal, and government documents such as the Congressional Record. Reagan also relied upon books he was reading.


Reagan was a powerful speaker. He wrote legibly and had a soothing, captivating radio voice. But it wasn’t his penmanship or his voice that drove him up this path—it was the ideas about which he wrote and spoke.


The manuscripts from which this book is drawn were discovered by accident. Kiron Skinner was the first scholar since Edmund Morris to be granted access to the private papers of President Ronald Reagan. Skinner discovered the handwritten drafts of Reagan’s radio commentaries, letters, speeches, and other writings in 1996 and 1997 while doing extensive archival research in the private papers for her research on the end of the cold war.


Skinner along with Annelise Anderson and Martin Anderson undertook an analysis of the radio manuscripts, which yielded 1,027 commentaries. Six hundred and seventy three of the radio commentaries were written in Reagan’s hand. He wrote another nine that were not, as far as we know, broadcast.19


Some of the remaining 354 commentaries were written by Reagan, but his handwritten draft has not been found in the archives, is lost, or was discarded—and thus they are not attributed to Reagan. The rest were written by his staff, primarily Peter Hannaford, and edited by Reagan. A database of the radio commentaries developed by Annelise Anderson is produced here as an Appendix.


Of the commentaries we know he wrote, almost one-third were on foreign policy or national defense, although those that compared socialist and capitalist economies also had domestic implications. Reagan’s foreign policy essays dealt with issues ranging from apartheid in Southern Africa to the nuclear arms race and to the political efficacy of international organizations like the United Nations. He also reported on his trips abroad in radio segments.


More than two-thirds of the commentaries were explicitly on domestic issues, most often the economy—inflation, taxing and spending, unemployment, monetary policy, and excessive regulation. Energy and the environment were also frequent topics. Reagan also wrote about social security, Medicare and national health insurance, welfare, and education. He addressed issues such as illegal drugs and crime—and wrote a number of essays with religious or inspirational themes, about topics as diverse as John Wayne and the Bible. Reagan sometimes used his airtime to advocate causes he thought exemplified American values.


The five years leading up to 1980 were difficult years. The country was still dealing with the aftermath of the Vietnam war and Watergate. In foreign affairs the standard view was that the Soviet Union was an effective economic and military power, one with which the West would have to learn to live for a long time. In fact there was some doubt about whether the Western free-market democracies could compete effectively with centrally controlled systems that were less subject to the will of their constituents and could repress dissent. Many people thought the two systems would converge, becoming more like each other over time. The Soviet Union seemed to be intent on increasing its military might and expanding its sphere of influence in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. In the United States the activities of U.S. intelligence agencies were investigated, challenged, and restrained. The share of the U.S. economy devoted to national defense declined steadily from its Vietnam peak of 9.4 percent in 1968 to less than 5 percent in 1979, when Congress called a halt and declared that more resources needed to be devoted to defense.


The lack of confidence in the vitality of market economies was exacerbated by the difficulties of Great Britain and, later, the United States. The United States feared the “British disease”—high inflation and low economic growth, or stagflation. In the 1960s it had seemed possible to fine-tune the economy—to increase growth and employment at the cost of somewhat higher inflation. But this prescription seemed no longer to work in the 1970s. In addition, by the mid-1970s the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) dominated world oil markets and was able to curtail oil output and raise prices of crude oil; the increased cost of energy created additional problems for importing countries, especially in 1973 and again in 1979.


Taken as a whole, the essays Reagan wrote over this difficult five-year period were a powerful campaign weapon, allowing him to explain his views to tens of millions of potential voters. It is doubtful whether he could have become president without them. And when he did become president, the essays acted as his personal, handwritten policy platform for governing.


In early 1980, Reagan wrote:


I am surprised at times that there is so much lack of knowledge about my positions. For several years except when I was running in ’76 and now in the present campaign, I have had a five-day-a-week radio commentary on more than 300 stations nationwide. I took up virtually every subject mentionable and stated my views on those subjects, but I guess there were a lot of people who were not listening. Maybe, as the campaign goes on, there will be more awareness of where I stand on these various issues.20


The radio commentaries made it possible for Reagan to smoothly shift gears from running America’s largest state to demonstrating that he was capable of becoming its commander-in-chief.


On March 7, 1979, the Reagan for President Committee was announced. On October 25, Reagan taped his last set of commentaries. On November 13, he announced his intention to seek the Republican Party’s 1980 nomination for the presidency.


Two months before his victory on November 4, 1980, a television and radio trade magazine declared: “If Ronald Reagan reaches 1600 Pennsylvania Ave., he can figuratively give a low bow in the direction of Harry O’Connor who may be as much responsible for Reagan’s nomination—and if he is elected—his election as anyone.”21 Reagan had reached America long before he accepted the Republican Party’s nomination for the presidency on July 17, 1980, and before his November landslide.
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A Note on Editorial Methods



In producing a printed version of what Reagan wrote in his own hand, we have followed the same methods we did in Reagan, In His Own Hand.1 We show his own inserts in small italic capital letters when he used caps, in italics when he added in script rather than capitals. His deletions are shown with a single strike-over except where we could not read what he struck out. Unreadable strike-overs are shown with only a single “ [image: image]” symbol.


We have not corrected spelling or punctuation, nor have we expanded the abbreviations he often used. His placement of apostrophes in contractions, however, was as casual as the dotting of an i, and so we have located apostrophes (when he used them at all) in their conventional place.


Reagan’s marginal comments and instructions are indicated by the dagger (†) symbol and are printed at the end of the document on which they appear. Asterisks are used to indicate editors’ footnotes, and are at the bottom of the page. In the rare cases where editorial changes were made by someone other than Reagan or where we have inserted a word he left out, we present those edits in brackets.


The titles of the documents are the titles that Harry O’Connor of O’Connor Creative Services used in distributing them, rather than the even briefer identifiers Reagan used when he wrote them. The dates given are taping dates, each of which is the closest known date to the time of writing. The taping dates of course preceded the distribution date and can be estimated in those cases where it is unknown. Radio broadcasts were usually taped in batches of 15, although at first fewer were taped at a time. Sometimes Reagan would tape as many as 20 broadcasts, the additional ones held for distribution when he was traveling abroad or on vacation. The air dates can therefore be two to five weeks, sometimes more, after the taping date.


Reagan wrote his radio commentaries in two parts. First, he used a brief introduction or “teaser” to entice the radio audience to stay tuned to the station. He finished this part by saying “I’ll be right back.” Then, after radio commercials, he would read his essay for the day. Each of the commentaries ended with: “This is Ronald Reagan. Thanks for listening.”


Three different versions of most of the radio commentaries can be found in the archives. One is Reagan’s handwritten draft. The typed version of his draft prepared by his staff is also in the archives, sometimes including his own further editing for clarification or to shorten the length of the broadcast. The third version is the printed transcript of Reagan’s taping session prepared by O’Connor Creative Services for distribution to radio stations so that they could see what was on the tapes or vinyl records being sent to them. Stations also used these transcripts to respond to listeners’ requests for printed copies of the program. The O’Connor version does not include Reagan’s teaser or his sign-off.





Part One
 [image: image]
1975









Ronald Reagan concluded his two terms as governor of California successfully, with significant accomplishments on many fronts—welfare reform, the environment, health, education, and the budget. He had long since decided not to run for a third term. His arrangements for a daily radio address and weekly column were in place. His last day at the governor’s office was Friday, January 3, 1975; on January 6 his successor, Jerry Brown, was inaugurated. Reagan taped his first batch of 13 radio addresses on January 8, and they began airing on the 20th.


At the time, Americans were concerned about many issues. Richard Nixon had resigned the previous August, and on September 8 he was pardoned by President Gerald Ford. In the wake of Watergate and the pardon, Democrats made substantial gains in the November 5 elections in both houses of Congress and in governorships. An economic recession that had begun in late 1973 following the Arab oil embargo and the significant increase in crude oil prices had continued throughout 1974, and would not end until the second quarter of 1975. Unemployment averaged 8.5 percent during 1975. Inflation, coming from a longtime high of 12.2 percent in 1974, slowed to 6.9 percent in 1975 but remained a great concern. Taxes were not indexed for inflation, and thus people found themselves paying higher taxes on wage and salary increases that primarily compensated for inflation. Gerald Ford persuaded Alan Greenspan to stay on as chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers. The 1975 deficit was over $50 billion, a record at the time.


Among other events of 1975, Margaret Thatcher became the leader of the Conservative Party in Great Britain on February 11; Ford signed tax-cutting legislation on March 29; the Cambodian government surrendered to the communist Khmer Rouge on April 17; South Vietnam surrendered to communist North Vietnam with the fall of Saigon on April 30; the report of the commission on CIA activities within the United States, of which Reagan was a member, was made public on June 10; the Helsinki Accords on détente, cooperation, and security in Europe were signed by more than 30 nations on August 1; attempts were made to assassinate President Ford, on September 5 and September 22; OPEC raised oil prices by 10 percent on October 1; President Ford asked the U.S. Congress to approve aid to New York City on November 26; the military government in Chile that overthrew Marxist Salvador Allende in 1973 continued to try to rebuild Chile’s economy; and political transition in Southern Africa was under way.


In April, Reagan traveled to Western Europe. While in London, he gave a speech warning of the dangers of Soviet encroachment in Europe, and arguing that through Communist political victories in Portugal, the Soviet Union could undermine the southern flank of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. He met with Margaret Thatcher, beginning a warm relationship that would grow in the years to come. He wrote a radio address about the trip on his return titled “Peace” in which he argues that strength is the basis for peace: “Power is not only sufficient military strength but a sound economy, a reliable energy supply and credibility—the belief by any potential enemy that you will not choose surrender as the way to maintain peace.”1


On July 15, 1975, Citizens for Reagan was created, chaired by Senator Paul Laxalt, Reagan’s only supporter for the 1976 Republican presidential nomination in the Senate. Reagan informed the Federal Election Commission that if he chose to run for president, this organization would be his campaign committee.2 On November 20, 1975, Reagan announced formally that he would challenge President Gerald R. Ford for the nomination, and at that time suspended his radio broadcasts and newspaper columns.


Reagan’s radio talks in 1975 set the foundations of his first full-fledged presidential campaign, which began late in the year. As he would in the following years, he addresed many topics, including economic issues (regulation, inflation, taxes, spending, and unemployment); domestic policy (energy, the environment, and social welfare programs); foreign policy (chiefly but not solely anti-communism); and inspiring stories of individuals and groups.


During the year, Reagan wrote his most cogent statements about the cold war. In commentaries titled “Communism the Disease,” “Peace,” and the “Russian Wheat Deal,”3 he argued that the only way for the United States to guarantee peace and stability and prevent a global war was to maintain military strength and political and economic freedom. These things, he argued, would eventually erode the Soviet system because it was not durable enough to compete over the long run. The role of morality in foreign policy was at the core about how Reagan thought about the United States’ involvement with the world. He argued that although power and political necessity were key components of grand strategy, so too was principle; for a moral foreign policy was the United States’ distinguishing characteristic.4


Another dimension of Reagan’s thinking about defense and foreign policy in 1975 had to do with defining and protecting U.S. defense perimeters in the Western Hemisphere. By the end of year, he was being closely associated with his famous phrase: “We bought it, we paid for it, it is sovereign U.S. territory and we should keep it.”5 He was talking about the Panama Canal, an issue he would address far more in the coming years.


Of the 209 radio addresses taped in 1975, we have found Reagan’s drafts for 60. An internal staff listing suggests that he wrote others. In later years he wrote a much higher percentage of the commentaries.


[image: image]


A Cuba Documentary


February 14, 1975


Documentarys are supposed to be fact not fiction. I’ll be right back.


The very word documentary brings to mind the invokes an image of the research & a painstaking collection collecting of factual material and it’s for presentation. as a printed or (in this electronic age) a pictorial essay. The reader or viewer theoretically comes away with understanding & knowledge of the documented subject which he or she can rely upon as true. Those who read or see a documentary are entitled to believe they’ve been given an objective, thoroughly documented treatise on whatever the subject might be.


Not too long ago on this program I discussed Cuba and gave some requirements I thought should be met before Uncle Sam welcomed that unhappy island back into the family of American nation nations. Since then one Now that was an editorial—an expression of opinion with which you could agree or disagree. Since then one of our TV networks has presented (with a certain amount of fanfare) a quote, documentary, unquote & question mark. It was called “Cuba—The People.” Was it really a documentary The question raised I raise or was it an editorial effort—an expression of opinion or was it JUST PLAIN propaganda? And if the latter—why?


Basically the message was that soon Cuba will no longer be an “underdeveloped” country because thanks to the success of socialism. The question is—how how & when did Cuba become an underdeveloped country? Prior to Castro it is my understanding Cuba led all [image: image] her latin neighbors in standard of living, literacy and any number of other desirable indices. For example Cuba had more Drs. in proportion to pop.; more automobiles, higher per capita income, more TV broadcasting & ownership of TV sets, more newspaper circulation and even greater attendance at movies. In this latter movie going they were 2nd only to us in all the world., which means they were 2nd in the world.


[image: image] The so called documentary contained was of Cuba now & showed scenes of Cuban farmers plowing with oxen. I dont know how widespread that is but mechanized farming had reached a pretty high level back in Cuba B.C.—before Castro.


Let me read some lines from what has to be considered a real documentary—a report issued in May of 1962 by the Ec. Research Svc. Service of the U.S. Dept. of Agri. The report was entitled, “Agri. & Food Situation in Cuba.”—Remember this was in 1962. “In 1958 Cuba was self supporting in many foodstuffs such as meat, poultry, fish, eggs, milk, butter, & cheese, tubers, vegetables, coffee & fruits of which there was a great variety & abundance. In the season, oranges were sold in pushcarts, in Havana, peeled, iced & ready to eat—at 3, 4 or 5 for a nickel.”*


“Under communism, food ration cards were introduced before the 3rd year of the revolution expired. Oranges have become so scarce that they can only be purchased in pharmacies with a Dr’s. prescription.”


I dont know whether the makers of the documentary intended selling us socialism, as a or whether they were just set up by their Cuban hosts but there is no evidence today that Cuba is in any way as economically sound as it was before a truly objective documentary would have made it plain that the Cuba of today is not anywhere near as well off or economically sound as it was before Castro imposed communism on the people. Indeed there is every reason to believe Cuba would be in dire straits real trouble without a the sizeable subsidy it gets from the Soviet Union.


In this day when we are flooded with so many words on every subject—it behooves us to check some of those words out before we accept them as gospel. And that goes for me too my words too—make sure you’ve heard all the facts before you make up your mind. 


Farm Facts


February 14, 1975


Virtually eEvery hour of every day you are in contact with Agriculture. Almost everything starts on the a farm.—I’ll be right back.


Not too long ago I was a guest speaker in Las Vegas for one of our Nat. farm agriculture groups. I couldn’t help but think that some of the regular patrons of Las Vegas must have thought the farm visitors were a little out of place. Well I have news for them. A farmer of any kind is in a business that makes a crap table or roulette wheel look like a guaranteed annual inc.


Year in & year out the farmer bets the whole roll against weather, insects plagues, plant or animal diseases and a supply & demand system in which he’s has to fly flying blind. He has no way of knowing whether everyone else is raising the same crop he decided to put in or if he’ll have the mkt. to himself.


It can rain too early or too late or too much or too little & any one of those can make him a loser. Now Some years back one of our Sec’s. of Agri. was getting around the country soliciting hearing at 1st hand the farmers views. One fellow of them was giving him a rough time with his complaints. The Sec. took a hasty look at his breifing papers and said, “Well now wait a minute you didn’t have it too bad last year, you got 29 inches of rain.” The farmer said, “Yes—I remember the night it happened.”


A couple of years back when beef prices shot up the cattle growers took a lot of abuse they didn’t deserve. For one thing there had been virtually no increase in cattle beef prices at the grower level for more than a decade—there had been a sizeable hike in the price of feed; the stuff grain that puts on that final finishing growth in the feed lot. And it takes about 4½ lbs. for of grain to make 1 lb. of meat. Arithmatic is a very exact science and when the grain price per lb. is higher than beef per lb. how do you work come out on that 4½ to 1 ratio of feed to meat? Then just to make sure top things off in that year of high priced meat we had winter storms on the western plains that killed thousands of animals. In One storm alone the toll was $100 mil. worth. That was also the year the workers in the packing houses struck for higher pay. The housewife was angry about the high price of meat—but was she mad at the right people.


March 24 has been named Agriculture Day. It is hoped that farmers will understand their own position as consumers but that others will take the time to find out what agriculture means to all of us.


Almost It is true that Almost everything starts on a farm; the things we eat & wear but also chemicals, pharmaceuticals, cosmetics, soap & even ink. Less than 5% of us our people provide for 95% & have enough left over to export to other countries.


You’ve probably read about the disappearing family farm—replaced by the huge corp. farm. Well less than one tenth of 1% our of our 2.9 mil. farms are corporate. In these last few decades the Am. farmer has led America & the world in a technological revolution; that and his increase in productivity is the miracle of the 20th century. In just the last 10 years his production has gone up 20% while acreage farmed has gone down 6%. On One out of 4 acres the harvest is exported and without that our bal. of trade would be in a sorry state. One farmer grows food & fibre for 51 of his fellow citizens and 4 out of 10 non farm jobs are dependent on Agriculture.


Maybe on March 24th we should all decide—at least for the day—not to complain about the high price of food. 


In the next three commentaries Reagan explores a controversial plan for employee stock ownership in corporations.


First proposed by Louis Kelso in his 1958 book, The Capitalist Manifesto, the idea had attracted a small body of intense supporters, including Senators Russell Long and Hubert Humphrey. The theory was seductive; workers would gradually get to own much of the corporation stock and become wealthy. The implementation was more difficult. Critics raised questions about what would happen when employees had a choice between benefits and capital investment, and whether they would prefer higher salaries in the present to the possibility of larger salaries from long-term investment.


Reagan, after consultation with his growing group of economic advisers, quietly and quickly dropped any further mention of the scheme. While the Kelso plan never received the endorsement of most economists, elements of the idea survive. Today, close to 10 percent of employees work for companies that have an employee-ownership plan.


Tax Plan #1


February 14, 1975


Has capitalism used all the tools available to it in the worldwide struggle with socialism.


I’ll be right back.


The answer to the question I asked a moment ago is—no. capitalism hasn’t used all the its tools. and In fact it capitalism hasn’t used the best tool of all—which is capitalism itself.


A little Roughly 94% of the people in capitalist Am. derive their inc. from the capital ≠ make their living from wage or salary. Only 6% are true capitalists in the sense of deriving their living income from ownership of the means of production.


Now there is no question but that overall Of course both groups enjoy the highest standard of living the world has ever known. However And certainly far better than any socialist state has ever been able to deliver to it’s people. anything socialism has produced for its people. But why dont We We can win the argument once & for all by simply making more of our people capitalists.


More than 100 yrs. ago Abe Lincoln signed the homestead act making it possible for our people to own land.* That act set the pattern for of American capitalism. This was a revolutionary developement. Ownership of land by the ordinary citizen was in most of the world had had not been a universal thing-and most of the world possible for the ordinary citizen. Generally land was the property of the King and he doled it out to the aristocracy. The nobleman in the castle owned the land & the citizenry worked the the land it as tenants. O Thanks to our great expanse of virgin territory our homestead act offered ≠ many land reforms where property had been taken from one owner & redistributed to others. Here belonged to King or Emperor and thru him to the aristocracy favored aristocracy.


The homestead act set the pattern for American Capitalism. Today 53 mil. Americans ≠ own their own homes. Now we need an industrial homestead act, and it that isn’t impossible. to get. As a matter of fact any number of companies & corps. in Am. have tried in a variety of ways to spread ownership to their employees.


In S.F. a man named Kelso has evolved a plan that which a number of corps. have also already implemented. When a corp. needs to expand it usually does finances the expansion in one of two either by borrowing or by floating a new stock issue. Under the Kelso plan an employees trust is formed. When the company expands the trust borrows the money from a bank or lending inst. The trust then ≠ with which it buys. A company desiring to expand It sells a new stock issue to this employees trust. which The trust in turn borrows the money from a bank or lending inst. using the stock as collateral. Each individual emp owns winds up owning stock in the co. directly proportionate to his earnings salary or wage level. in the And of course Thus every emp and has a vested interest in the companys ability to prosper and increase earnings.


InOver the next 10 yrs. there will probably be $500 bil. worth of new investment. This It can be $500 bil. of for business & industrial expansion. It can be $500 bil. worth of corporate ownership in corporate Am. by corporate employees. This would lead to aAn ever increasing number of citizens who thus would have 2 sources of inc. Their a paycheck & their a share of the profits. Could there be a better ans. to the stupidity of Karl Marx than mils. of workers individually sharing in the ownership of the means of production?


Some years ago an exec. of the Ford motor co. was showing the late Walter Reuther (head of the auto workers U.) through the Ford assembly plant in Cleve. Ohio.** Pointing to the latest in automated machinery He said, “Walter you’ll have a hard time selling collecting union dues from those machines.” Walter said—“You’ll have a harder time selling them automobiles. to those machines.”


The obvious answer neither of them thought of was that owners of machines can buy automobiles.


Tomorrow I’ll tell you of another plan one we can have that would make give every voting registered voter in Am. a an actual share in the o of ownership in the industry of Am. & we can start right now if Cong. will simply pass a bill.—This is Ronald Reagan. Thanks for listening.


And we


And it’s possible to have that & the plan I’ve just described. All it takes is a bill by Cong.


This is R.R.—I’ll be back Thanks for listening. 


Tax Plan #2


February 14, 1975


† We are still a new country capable of doing new & innovative things. Cong. should remember that. I’ll be right back. Socialism makes promises only capitalism can keep. I’ll be right back.


Yesterday I told you about a of a plan used by some industrial corps. to make their emp’s. stockholders—part owners of the firm.


Today let me I want to tell you about another idea for making giving every registered voter in Am. ownership in the entire corporate bus. & industrial structure of Am. This is not a scatterbrained, utopian dream of never, never land. It is a well thought out, fully documented program called “The Nat. Dividend Plan” which has the endorsement of “many well known economists & pol. scientists.


Lionel D. Edie & Co. a research subsidiary of one of the great financial inst’s. Merrill,Lynch, Pierce PIERCE, Fenner & Smith did a feasability study and endorsed it. without qualifi Other endorsers include the Am. Enterprise Inst. the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the U.S. Jr. Ch. of, General Fed. of Womens Clubs, U.S. League of Savings & Loan Assns. & the Nat. Assn. of mgfrs.”


Curiously enough this very simple, easy to implement plan does not have to be an alternate to the plan I discussed yesterday. We can have both. of them.


Right now the corp. tax on profits is 48%, which means every stockholder-regardless of the size of inc. is in a 48% tax bracket. An elderly couple with their savings invested in stocks has 48% of their


The N.D.P proposes setting a limit of 50% on the corporation tax and eliminating the individ. inc. tax on dividends. which at present is a form of rather unfair double taxation. You’ll see the reason for this in a minute. The corp. tax would be collected by the govt. as at present but instead of govt. spending it on our behalf we’d get to spend it ourselves.


Incidentally this plan is not offered as a substitute or alternate for the plan I discussed yesterday whereby employees could acquire ownership in the companys they worked for. We can actually have both and let me repeat what I said yesterday; we wont be taking anything away from anybody nor will those who benefit have to dig into their present savings.


Right now the Inc. tax on corporation profits is 48%. The Nat. dividend plan* calls for setting a ceiling of 50%. Investors would be assured that the corp. tax would never go above 50%. This should encourage more investment particularly since the plan would also end the present unfair double tax. whereby Presently w We assess a pers. inc. tax against the individuals on the remainder of the profit when it’s divided up between the shareholders. This would be cancelled, you’ll see why in a minute.


The corp. tax would continue to be collected by govt. Instead However instead of govt. spending it in our behalf we’d get to spend it ourselves.


Very simply every citizen who until was registered to vote in the previous Fed. elec. would receive a pro rata share of the total corporation tax collected by govt. This means the registered voters of Am. would be receiving sharing in roughly half the profits of American industry.


Checks would be sent on a quarterly basis and it is estimated that when the prog. is fully implemented the payments to each individual would be from at leas $500 a yr. or upward from the fig. or more each yr.—TAX FREE. An elderly couple with on a pension or soc. security would be getting an additional $1000 a year as their share of our industrial prosperity. Registered 18 yr. olds would have $500 a yr. as a to help them with their ed. And all of us would have a personal stake in helping our ec. to expand and produce more. One little known statistic that shows how we could all help to increase this our annual dividend: a 1/10 of 1% incrs. in productivity output per man hour adds a Bil. $ to the G.N.P. A 2 or 3% incrs. would make us the worlds greatest producer.


This basically is the plan. Tomorrow I’ll give you more details including what we can do to make this make the Nat. Div. Plan a reality.


†2nd tax plan script. 


Tax Plan #3


February 14, 1975


† We can all own a piece of the action. It only takes an act of Cong.—I’ll be right back.


This is the third day I’ve been talking about capitalism and a couple of ideas that could make all of us capitalists.


When my old friend Cong. H.R. (Charlie Gross) of Iowa* retired last year he gave his colleagues a farewell valedictory address that ≠ challenged ≠ every one of them to start thinking about the next generation instead of the next election. For a quarter of a century he has been the conscience of the Cong. pleading constantly for statesmanship and responsibility from that parliamentary body. They Very seldom voted as he urged them to vote but in did they support him in overwhelming numbers but in their hearts every one of them had to know knew he was dead right and they were dead wrong.


In that final address he presented to his colleagues the a simple plan idea that could resolve in many most of our problems and make this Nat. once again the “Golden Hope of All Mankind.” The idea he presented was not his. It iswas the work of a great many distinguished scholars & men successful in industrial America. It is known as N.D.P..—“The Nat. Dividend Plan”—


As I told you Yesterday I told you it is simply was a plan whereby Govt. ≠ which is collecting in tax about ½ the profits of all our corps. would give that money directly back BACK DIRECTLY to the people. Each with each registered voter would get an equal share. getting sharing in the share of the benefits of free enterprise. I also told Now I’m sure yesterdays broadcast however MUST HAVE left wh you with a few questions. ≠ which I’ll try to answer them for you today. Let me see if I can give some additional facts & hopefully answer some of those questions.


First of all N.D.P. would will not cause great disruption or damage to the necessary functions of the Fed. govt. It would be phased into operation over a 5 yr. period—20% a year.


The PRESENT corporation tax accounts for about 15% of the govt’s. total tax Fed. revenue so the ≠ yr. each yr. for 5 yrs. the reduction in revenues would only be 3%. & for each year thereafter The same for each of the next 4 yrs.. would be ⅕ of that or about 3%. But the Fed. govt’s. ≠ revenues increase NOW NORMALLY ≠ FED. REVENUES, GROW BY about 9% a year just from normal growth of the E.C. ≠ so each year govt. revenues would still be getting more money than it had be greater than they were the year before. In other words So even though the govt. would be giving up back to the people that the corp. tax govt. would still be increasing have an increase in revenue every each year.


This dosen’t take into account the fact also the N.D.P. would stimulate the ec There would be more In addition to this normal growth rate in revenues there would be an additional stimulant because of the money freed for investment & more spending. and that always This not only stimulates more ec. activity in the pvt. sector, it also generates more tax revenues for govt. At the same time many govt. progs. could be reduced if not completely eliminated. Every family would be receiving tax free funds based on the number of registered voters in the family. This would eliminate the need for many supplemental aid grants programs and the burocracys that supervise them.


Most In the main Fed. spending does not create industry or generate production of goods which is the only true wealth of a Nat. On the other hand increased activity in the pvt. sector does. It has a multiplier effect. NDP. will involve distribution of earned $—$ the govt. is taking in taxes from pvt. indus. and theoretically spending in our behalf. The plan simply calls for letting each [image: image] spend share one of us instead spend his share of those $ the way each one of us chooses. I submit that we have to as individuals a better knowledge of our individual needs than govt. can possibly have.


Govt. still belongs to the people. Our congressmen know of this plan thanks to Cha former Cong. Gross. Now it is up to us to see that Cong. knows that we know of the plan. Our job is not so much to make Cong. see the light as it is but to feel the heat.


† 3rd on tax plan 


Unemployment #1


February 27, 1975


Is a worker with a particular skill really unemployed if somewhere in the land an employer has a job for such a worker?—This is I’ll be right back.


A while back I did some on these broadcasts I talked about unemployment* and the way the govt. counts or perhaps I should say mis counts the unemployed. My intention was not to underplay the desperate situation of a person willing to work, needing work and unable to find it. The point I was making was that the percentage fig. given to us (often in scare headlines) by the U.S. Bur. of labor statistics was inaccurate, misleading and of no help whatsoever to those looking for work or those looking for workers.


Job skills are not evenly


Demand for certain job skills are is not evenly distributed across our land. Unemployed workers in one area are matched by unfilled jobs in other areas. There is little or no communication between employers and vocational schools as to what which skills are in demand and which are in surplus.


An item appeared recently in a Nat. magazine telling of the shortage in Am. industry of skilled tradesmen in the metal working fields. The prediction was made that in 5 yrs. or less metal working companies will be forced to cut back operations because they’ll be unable to hire machinists, tool makers or die makers. One company operating in 6 states has a chronic problem right now. Most of their skilled emps. are age 60. or over. The youngest is 40. At al a half dozen locations they are in a constant search for personnelle. In one plant an opening for a toolmaker has gone unfilled for 2 yrs.


You and I as consumers are paying part of the price for this shortage in poor quality worksmanship because managers have to fill the gap with inadequately trained workers.


Now these aren’t menial jobs with no future. Tool making is creative with new challenges daily and is well paid. Good tool & die makers are earning up to $18,000 a yr. and many go into business for themselves where their earning power is unlimited.


And yet a survey in the field of vocational training in one state found recent graduates numbered 105 trained in cosmetology, 181 clerical—not tool & diemakers 0.


Thats only one field in this time of great unemployment. The Nat. Fed. of Independent Bus. which includes most of the nations of employers of those employing 500 or less workers of all types reports that more than ⅕ of its member firms have unfilled jobs and a ‧ of those have been unfilled for more than 6 mo’s. Half of the employer the businesses with job openings have been advertising in the papers and or using employment agencies. The pattern of labor shortage varies indicating as I said before that labor surplus & labor shortage is not evenly distributed. For example in the West & So. Central states including Texas have 32% of the businesses have job openings and 40% of these have been unfilled for 6 mos. or longer.


The article mentioned Calif. specifically as having fewer job openings and suggested suggested this reflects the tightening of welfare standards & closer supervision of unemp. benefits in Calif. Maybe that tells us something. One thing sure, it indicates that we need more information than just a misleading overall percentage fig. of how many people the labor dept. says are loo out of or between jobs. Why not a periodic census of job skills, and where they are which are in surplus, which are in short supply & where? 


Unemployment #2


February 27, 1975


Yesterday I was talking about unemployment and asked whether we should legit consider some one legitimately unemployed if there was a waiting market for his particular job skill in some other state. TOWN OR EVEN STATE: IN SOME OTHER STATE. In other words have we decided that workers no longer need to seek jobs if this means moving? If we are going to give the unemployment figure as the overall national total shouldn’t we also give the overall total of unfilled jobs? Well intentioned but ridiculous govt. regulations and some court decisions have just about established the rule that the had the effect of saying no one must leave home to find a job the job must be brought to the worker. If this had been true for the life of our country 200 yrs. ago we’d all still be living East of the Alleghenys.


During my last term as Gov. two skilled workers employed in another state by the same co. in another state decided they wanted to live in Calif. So They packed up their families and moved out here. to the same town. In fact to the same neighborhood. to live continuing as neighbors in the same town.


When They were unable to find jobs in their particular line of work so they applied for welfare. We had already instituted our very successful welfare reforms and, in keeping with the new procedures, got in touch with their former employer. He said that not only were their jobs still open if they’d come back but he had openings for 40 more with of their particular job skill. Forty two jobs waiting in one state and two who could handle those such work asking to be supported by their fellow citizens in another state. We refused them welfare.


But that didn’t end the story. They sued the state and a judge ruled that we had to give them welfare; that not to do so was a denial of their right to travel and to live where they wanted to. Now it’s true that one of our great freedoms is to be able to cross state lines and live wherever in Am. we choose. But can we force our neighbors to support us do we have a moral right to be supported by our fellow citizens simply because we want to live in a certain place. Even even though there is no work for us in that place?


I went to one of the lawyers on our staff and posed a hypothetical ease question. based on the judge’s decision. Pointing I pointed out that I would soon be leaving office & but that my line of work for most of my life had been motion picture acting. I asked if I could return to my home town in Ill. where there is no movie work for and w


My question was, in light of the judges decision could I choose to live in my home town in Ill. and would I be eligible for welfare as an unemployed motion picture actor although even though there is no such work available in that town? there? It was his opinion that this was exactly what the judges decision meant.


Now dont send me a care package, I’m not going to a former actor and I’ll continue to live in Calif. and motion picture acting is a closed chapter in my life. And I’m not leaving Calif. I just wanted to point out how much room there is for sense common sense


I just used this as an example of how far we’ve strayed from ordinary common sense in our social reforms. 


Price of Beef


February 27, 1975


A steer is not all steak. Ill be right back.


Now I’m sure we all know that a beef animal isn’t all steak. It consists of a variety of cuts some more tasty and desirable than others. But when I said a steer is not all steak—I had something else in mind. Actually that line is the title of an educational display by some fine young people in the 4H club over in Ariz.


Perhaps you aren’t aware th of the growing movement to attempt to shame us into not eating beef on the grounds that we are feeding several lbs. of grain to cattle for every each lb. of beef we get back & tThat grain, the argument goes, could be used to feed the world-wide famine victems.


Well as the exhibit sponsored by these farm youngsters can be summed up in the words of a man who deals in meat. He says, “there are 4 meat quarters in a beef animal. The 5th quarter is the by products.” In a lot of ways that 5th quarter has done more than the other 4 to enrich & even to lengthen our lives.


Before we take too seriously these sincere but ill informed people who see meat cattle as taking food from the hungry lets take a look at that 5th quarter we dont see in the meat market. Without it your tires might blow up in a mile and a half. One tire co. alone uses about 20 mil. lbs. of “stearic acid” a year. Stearic acid a by product of the beef animal is what keeps your tires cool. During last summers beef shortage this company had to cut back on production.


Here are some of the things that leave the packing house headed for company. Here are some other things you wont see on a steak house menu, products from the bones, horns & hoofs, glue, gelatin (including the edible kind used in ice cream) case hardening steel, refining sugar, processed bone meal used as animal feed & fertilizer to grow fo more grain for the hungry.


That’s only the beginning. There is neats-foot oil, plaster retarder, foaming fire extinguisher, paper boxes, sizing, wallpaper, sand paper, and emery cloth. Would you believe cosmetics, camera film, band aids, spray on adhesives, vitamins, violin strings, crotchet crochet-hooks, combs & tooth brush handles?


In the field of pharmaceuticals we truly get into the life saving field—Heparin which keeps the blood from coagulating during an operation. It’s also used in preventing blood clots. There are drugs enzymes used to aid babies digestion, epinephrine for asthma & allergies, Adrenal Cortex used in treating Addisons disease & to overcome shock. The list of really exotic medecines is too long to for this time slot but just as an example; we’ve known about diabetes since the 15th century. It took 400 years to find insulin and we found it in the pancreas of cattle. Today chemists feel they’ve only scratched the surface in developing useful things other than food from meat animals.


As for that grain were wasting—it is feed grain not eaten by humans and cattle only get that for about 100 days. Beef & Dairy cattle provide ⅔ of our protein and most of that comes from converting grass & brush on 40% of our land that would otherwise be waste because it couldn’t be converted to raising crops. In the meantime our farmers are exporting 75% of our wheat & 57% of our rice to that hungry world. Lets pat bossy on the back with gratitude. 


In this commentary, Reagan offers his views on relying upon Arab oil and the ongoing energy crisis and offers some solutions.


Oil Talk


March 12, 1975


Do we have to wait for Cong. to do something about the energy crisis? I’ll be right back.


If words could be burned as fuel Cong. would have the energy crisis solved & we’d be in the export business. They talk of rationing, gas tax to make it so expensive we’ll buy less and a variety of regulations & controls. None of which has produced a single drop of oil.


We know we must develop new sources of oil as well as other energy sources so as to become independent of the Arab oil cartel. So far no program to do this has emerged from the puzzle palaces along the Potomac. But Even if we started tomorrow it would be several years before these new fuels would be available.


In the meantime we are consuming about 17 mil. barrels of oil a day and importing about 2 mil. of that from the Arabs 2 mil. of which we import from the Arabs at a price that accounts for half the increase in the wholesale price index. Not only is part of our inflat due to this the Arab oil cartel but the deficit so is the multi bil. $ deficit in our balance of trade.


We know from experience that all the panaceas proposed by Cong.—rationing, controls and punitive taxes dont wont work in an economy as complex as ours. Any estimate of how much we’ll reduce our oil consumption by adding a tax to make it more expensive isn’t even a well educated guess. On top of that we’d better remember that govt. dosen’t tax to get the money it needs—govt. always needs the money it gets. That punitive gas tax would wind up being spent on increased govt. and when long after the energy crisis was over the tax would linger on.


Now if you are going to write a letter to your congressman tell him to get on with the long range problem; finding tax incentives to encourage the production of new fuel; review of regulations and restrictions which presently interfere with the search for oil & other fuels. But dont for heavens sake encourage him to do anything about the short range problem—at least not while Cong. is thinking the way it is now.


Why dont we do something about the problems ourselves? One of the dignitarys of the Oil cartel told an American businessman recently, “I dont understand you Americans. You talk of destroying your economy when it is obvious you waste enormous amounts of this God-given resource.” He was speaking of oil of course.


And he’s right. The Fed. energy office estimates we waste as much oil as all of Japan uses. Our per capita consumption is 6× that of the Japanese & double that of the Germans. We use ⅓ of the worlds total energy.


We can do something about that without any help from Cong. Let us cut the waste as we did last year when the Arabs were boycotting us. We can trim the fat without scratching a single muscle fibre in our industrial machine or without reducing our standard of living. If we just observe the 55 mile speed limit, cut out some unnecessary trips, double up with friends on an outing, a trip to the game or to a party combine errands into a single trip we can actually save 1 mil. barrels of oil a day. That is only 1/17th of our total consumption—surely 1 mile out of 17 isn’t impossible. But that 1/17th will improve our balance of trade by 4 bil. $.


Then at home we can add to the savings by being a little more careful of the lights, the thermostat and so forth. We can bring down the price of oil, and help our country & do it all by ourselves if we make up our minds to it & if we start talking it to our friends & neighbors about how easy it is. Who knows once we’ve succeeded—Cong. may even take the credit for it. 


Tiffany & Company


March 12, 1975


Jewelry isn’t made of pulp paper & printers ink—or is it? I’ll be right back.


Some titles & names have become come to be literally part of our language used able to describe some a current event, a happening, a place or thing. The name of a jeweler in America is one such. You’d have to be way back in the hinterlands to find someone who wouldn’t recognize the name Tiffany.The and immediately connect it with precious stones & fine jewelry.


It is often used in conversation to denote class or prestige—For example someone wanting to describe a the high quality of a thing or place as being of often refers to it as the the Tiffany of it’s kind.


Perhaps that’s why Tiffany & Co. of N.Y. caused something of a stir nationwide ripple the other day. They didn’t suddenly offer free diamonds or announce they were going into the hardware business. They just published an PUBLISHED AN advertisement* in Newspapers across the country. It didn’t even mention jewelry but in the days since it has appeared in editorials; been reprinted by other businesses; and who mailed it out to customers quoted in pamphlets & for all I know printed in the Congressional record. I sincerely hope so because that above all is where it should be read & heeded.


Just on the chance that some of you might have missed it in spite of all the stir it caused I thought I’d read it to you as sort of a public service. So here it is—an ad by Tiffany & Co. “Is inflation the real problem? No it is not. Inflation is simply the inevitable, final result of our follies. What then are the real causes of this national calamity? Here they are:


1. Spending exorbitant sums of taxpayers money unwisely by our govt.


2. Inhibiting the initiatives of the people with frustrating burocratic regulations.


3. Taxing savings & capital formation to death.


4. Govt. programs which have created critical shortages of essential materials & energy.


5. Giving away billions of $ to foreign govts.


6. Wasting untold money on foreign wars.


7. Tinkering with the ec. machinery with unsound panaceas.


8. Forsaking our religious heretage, not only in our schools, but everywhere; thus accentuating, not only crime, immorality, greed & selfishness.”


—End of ad. Printers ink on pulp paper but priceless pearls if we’ll take them to heart. [image: image] Tiffany From Tiffany 8 Tiffany jewels for free & in a Tiffany of an ad.


Maybe not as flashy as that met Govt. issue costume jewelry we’ve been getting but it they’ll wear better. 


Easy Voting


March 12, 1975


† How easy should it be to become a registered voter? I’ll be right back.


Over recent years & without our paying much attention we’ve been making it easier & easier to become a registered voter. And whether we know it or not we’ve been making it easier & easier for voting blocks to swing elections even though the block dosen’t represent a majority.


There is no question but that we should deplore the sizeable percentage of citizens who dont bother to register. bBut is it true a proven fact that their reason they for not registering is that the complicated process of registration? If so how do we explain the percentage (this last elec. the large percentage) of registered voters who dont vote even after they’ve taken the trouble to register.


The proponents of easier registration would have us believe the non-voters are panting to vote only they find registering to do so impossibly complicated complex & difficult. In Wash. & in many of our states (including my own) the drive goes on to permit registration by postcard, & to eliminate or greatly reduce residency requirements even to the point of allowing a citizen to register at the polling place on elec. day.


Shouldn’t we be even more concerned about making it easier to cheat and


Is it true that our low voter turnout is due to the bother of registering? If it is how come in some elections where the issues or the candidates have excited the citizenry the voters dont seem to have much trouble registering & voting in overwhelming numbers? Only 38% of the On the other hand only 38% turned out in the ’74 elec. & the majority of the 62% who stayed home gave every reason but registration difficulty as the reason for their defection.


If you dont mind a Calif. example let me tell give you an idea of what happens when you make it too easy. Out here we’ve had some court decisions plus the wording of the State Elections Code which have created something called “transient voting.” Technically it’s legal—morally it’s on a par with ballot box stuffing. The CALIF Legis. instead of correcting the language in the code is considering postcard registration & instant voters.


Very simply a voter is eligible simply by declaring his intention to live in a certain place. Wouldn’t you know that Berkeley has been the scene of what has to be the an experiment in mobile voting blocks. and some of the election results have been pretty upsetting to the legit more solid citizenry of that community.


In one election 2000 or more votes were cast in Berkeley than the total number of adult citizens in the city. In 1972 30 people voted from 1 address a SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING & 59 were registered to do so. at that address—a single family residence. That was in 1972. In 1973 6 people voted from that address even though the house had burned down 4 months before the elec. & the lot had been cleared of the debris. People with fixed abodes in 6 other Calif. cities & 2 in Pa. voted in Berkeleys elec. All it took was a statement 30 days in advance that they intended to vote live in Berkeley.


One man a former Mayor of Berkeley has led the drive that exposed the irregulatory hundreds of irregularities I’ve mentioned plus hundreds more of the kind I’ve mentioned. and is for He’s working to get changes in the state code to correct the situation. Meanwhile the Meanwhile the Calif. legis. leans toward making things worse not better. and Cong. is talking of postcard registration at the for Nat. elections.


Look at the potential for cheating, a John Doe can be registered in 3 or more counties &tThere is no cross checking between counties. He can be John Doe in Berkley & J. F. Doe in the next county all by saying he intends to live in both places.


How is it in your state? And does your Congressman want postcard registration?


This is R.R. Thanks for listening.


†Pete H. This is the result of a letter from your friend Mike Culbert 


Indochina #1


April 1975


Should baseball players be the only ones judged on their batting average? I’ll be right back.


We are being treated to a barrage of column & commentary ridiculing those who urge aid to S.V.N.* on the grounds because on the grounds that failure to support an ally will have a domino effect on other allies in other parts of the world. James Reston of the N.Y. Times a week before Easter discounted the domino theory as having no validity; that He says two small Asian nations could can have no bearing on the real international problems confronting us. He ended up by saying, describes the “the domino theory” [as] almost as obsolete as the game of dominoes itself.” **


It’s strange that so many members of the press who insist that every statement ever made by an officeholder be brought forth at the whenever they think he is guilty of inconsistency have never thought of making the record public where their own pontifications are concerned. These men & women write with GREAT authority on any & all subjects but seldom if ever do and their opinions influence and unfortunately they influence public thinking to a great degree. BUT Would their influence be so great if like ballplayers their updated batting average was published with their columns & editorials?


In recent years some of the best known, of, the ones who solemnly tell us after a President speak to us Those familiar voices we hear telling us with assurance after a Presidential address what it was he we really said, heard; have those who told us how Castro was no communist, Ho Chi Minh was another George Washington and Mau Tse Tung & the Red Chinese were just agrarian reformers never remind us of how often their pronouncements were wrong.


Let me give you a collection of statements on one specific happening. I wont identify the individuals but assure you they are the well reorganized voices of all 3 TV networks. FOR EXAMPLE A few years ago Pres. Nixon made the hard decision to mine Haiphong harbor & stop the flow of ammuntion from Russia to the No. Vietnamese.*** He made the decision on the very eve of the summit meeting in Moscow. All arrangements had been made and I’m sure great names of the communications media for the trip & most of the better known news analysts who had already accompanied him to Peking were all packed for the trip to Russia.


His announcement of the action he planned against an enemy who had been killing American fighting men for several years stunned these media well known men & brought forth FROM THEM a flood of scornful criticism.


Here are some of the lines ERIC SEVAREID: “I would suspect that the summit will not come off”—that was the mildest although it was delivered with an arched eyebrow. Another said CHARLES COLLINGWOOD “Certainly the Moscow summit meeting from which so much had been expected is now in jeopardy.” Commentator no. 3 said MARVIN KALB: “One casualty of the Presidents mining & blockade may well be his upcoming summit to Moscow. Those who began packing & dreaming of caviar are beginning to unpack & are returning to dry cereal.” That was cuter than the bare announcement by a 4th OF JOHN CHANCELLOR—: “The summit is in jeopardy today.” Then there was the horrified RICHARD VALERIANI[’s] SHOCKED question “How can they receive him now.” The line TED KOPPEL REPLIED: “I dont see how he can go.” & EDWARD STEVENS SAID, “The Presidents announcment will be pretty hard for them to swallow. It practically killed the prospects of a summit.”


So spoke the great modern day informers & interpreters, most of whom then dutifully accompanied the Pres. to Moscow a few days later to report on the very successful summit which all agreed did much to lessen world tensions. To my knowledge none have ever acknowledged that he was THE PRES. HAD BEEN right & they were wrong nor have they given him credit to the mining & the bombing of Hanoi for finally bringing an end to our participation in the war & the freeing of our prisoners.


And just as a postscript Ironically enough at the very time they were calling the Moscow trip off—the Russians were so afraid he the Pres. wouldn’t come to Moscow that Henry Kissinger had to rush over & assure them he’d be there at their invitation was already in Moscow to calm their fears and assure them he would really be there.


Tomorrow I’ll get back to the domino theory & whether it’s real or imaginary. This is RR Thanks for listening. 


In 1975, there were over 11 million people on welfare.*


Welfare Program #1


April 1975


It’s time to write your congressman again—I’ll be right back.


Eight Demo. congressmen & fifty four Repub’s. have joined together to in introducing a welfare reform program** that could save the taxpayers almost $2 Bil.—1.87 Bil. according to conservative estimates. It will—if passed—probably save more. We learned in our own w.f. reforms in Calif. that our real savings were far greater than our estimates. What is even more important these reforms will also benefit the truly, deserving needy who must have our help. In Calif. in addition to saving the taxpayers a Bil. $ we were able to incrs. the grants to the needy by 43%.


When we reformed W.F. in Calif. and halted an increase in caseload that was adding 40,000 people a month to the WF rolls, we did so by changes in our state regulations and local administrative rules. This was enough to bring about a reduction in the WF change the 40,000 a month increase in the caseload that averaging 8000 a month. to an 8000 a month reduction. That reversed the trend & brought about an 8000 per month reduction in the rolls. But We could not however change the multitudinous Fed. regulations imposed on us by the dept. of H. E. W. in Wash. Those reg’s. offer (if reformed) an even greater potential for savings.


The plan being offered to Cong. is in effect an extension of the Calif. plan but one in which theseose Fed. regulations will also be reformed. One major change will require able bodied mothers on the “Aid to dependent children program” to work at IN RETURN FOR W. F. GRANTS AT public or community work projects halftime—80 hrs. a month. As one congressman put it “They get something—they give something.”


Now there will be terrific oposition to this—charges of slave labor and that welfare mothers should be in the home with their children. Let me answer that latter charge 1st. Among the present working women in Am. are 40% of all the Am. mothers of children under 18 yrs. of age & are working & ⅓ of these have children under age 6. As for pub. work projects being slave labor we were allowed to conduct an experiment in 35 Calif counties wherein able bodied welfare recipients had to report for such work. In one year we funneled 57,000 people from WF thru these work projects into prvt. enterprise jobs In 1969 the House Ways & Means committee did a study in 11 cities and came to the conclusion that an increasing number of WF recipients were people who had been induced by social workers to quit jobs and opt for WF instead. In 8 yrs. the percentage of WF mothers who had never worked had been cut almost in half.


It is hight high time for WF reform at the Nat. level & reform is not a new idea. In 1935 F.D.R. signed the Soc. Sec. Act and announced: “We can now see the end of pub. assistance in Am.” In 1962 J.F.K. signed a W.F. Reform bill* which he said would cost more to start with but which would eventually reduce the rolls by training people for useful work by stressing “self support & simplyfying W.F. Admin.” In 1964 L.B.J. signed the Ec. Opp. Act (the Pov. Prog.) & said, “The days of the dole in our country are numbered.”


In the meantime an exec. in H.E.W.** instructed was telling the professionals in the dept. “To think BIG & plan big.” And they did. While 3 Presidents were making statements they sincerely believed were true and our Nat. pop. was increasing 11%, Aid to dependent children was increasing increased 216% & the overall WF caseload more than doubled while it’s cost quadrupled.


The time has come to write your Congressman in support of WF reform. I’ll tell you some more about W.F. tomorrow.


This is R.R. Thanks for listening. 


Welfare Program #3


April 1975


Should our judgement of welfare be based only on whether it raises the standard of living for recipients or should we also consider what it does to the character of the people who participate? I’ll be right back.


For the last 2 days I’ve been talking about welfare and the need to correct some of the COSTLY CUMBERSOME burocratic nonsense that has made taken it costly, cumbersome and far afield from it’s original purpose. Today I’d like to touch on another troublesome facet, what it may be doing to the spirit & character of our people.


Before I get into this and kKnowing how easy it is to be attacked as heartless & unfeeling let me state a few facts about my own position. First of all I believe in our responsibility to help those who for whatever reason are unable to provide for themselves & their families. Right now I frankly I believe we could do more for the truly needy but we’re if we weren’t spread too thin because we’re also providing for the truly greedy.


Milton Friedman the noted economist once said “when you start paying people to be poor you wind up with an awful lot of poor people.” From my own experience I am convinced that most welfare recipients are unhappy being on WF and would much rather be self sustaining & self respecting. I’m also sure however that encouraged by some in professional welfarists they can many lose that their desire to leave welfare and begin accepting it as a way of life—indeed a career in itself. When this can happen—then we are destroying human beings not salvaging them.


There is now a Nat. Welfare Rights Org. It is a kind of an organization dedicated to increasing demanding what it claims are the rights of its members, namely to have a voice in saying how much of a workers earnings should must be shared with them. A few years ago a Mrs. Beulah Sanders representing this org. before the House Ways & Means Comm. In her testimony she said, “Everyone in this country has a right to share the wealth. The money has gone into the pockets of the middle class & if we dont get our share we’re going to disrupt this state, this country & this Capitol.”


Fed. officials have habitually said fraud was in WF was less than 1%. But Dr. Richard Nathan while deputy under Sec. of H.E.W. said “Our prob. is we cant even detect fraud.” Former Congressman Bill Scherle of Iowa *once told his colleagues; “Take the cap of the strongest, wealthiest, most freedom loving country in Hist. Give it an unemp. rate of only 2% but 1 out of 5 citz. of that cap. are on W.F. yet thought tThe median inc. is $10,500. Still Yet Fed. aid per cap. is 6× as much as it is for the citz. of Iowa. Then set up a fed. funded consumer complaint dept. in a model city project & what is the number one complaint of these deprived people? Jobs, housing—crime?—Their color TV sets dont work properly.”


In 1968 C.O.R.E (Com. on Racial Equality) told us why ref we should be supporting the present move in Cong. to reform W.F. They said: “Hand outs are demeaning. They do violence to a man, strip him of his dignity & breed in him a hatred of the total syst. Poor men want the same as the rest of us. They want to be independent, they want jobs & control over their own destiny.” “W.F.” they said, “is no answer. We want the seek to harness the creative energy of the pvt. enterprise to achieve a solution to Am’s. crisis. We look to American independence of spirit to recog. opportunity, & to take advantage of it. It has happened in the past—it can happen again. This is R.R. Thanks for listening. 


On January 27, 1973, the United States, North Vietnam, South Vietnam, and the Viet Cong signed the Paris Peace Accords. A cease-fire and peaceful negotiations toward reunification were included in the terms of the agreement. Yet two years later, as Reagan records the commentary below, the Paris agreements are falling apart and the United States is completing its withdrawal as the country falls to the North.


Vietnam


April 1975


The lights are going out in S.E. Asia & soon a great silence will settle over the land. It wont just be the silence that follows when the fighting stops.


The other day the “Wall street Journal” carried an editorial bluntly pointing out that certain anti war voices are being heard warning against “recriminations” if & when Saigon falls. Then very bluntly the editorial suggested the warnings were self-serving. They were aimed at “closing down the debate…. before history makes it painfully clear that whatever the mistakes in V.N. our presence there was rooted in serious purposes.”


A debate has already begun about whether the communist forces in V.N. will or will not eliminate great numbers of people if & when th Saigon falls.


Those who have been most vocal against the helping the S. Vietnamese in their fight to remain free pooh, pooh the idea and call it scare talk. Some of them I’m sure are aware they wont have to eat their words that wWith a surrender will come a lowering of a curtain around the entire Nat. area. We’ll hear only what the conquerors want us to hear. There will of course be escapees, or correspondents who’ll wait until they are safely out before telling us of atrocities they’ve witnessed. But like with the great slaughter in Red China there will be a reluctance on the part of many to believe these stories. Its easier not to believe them. And so the debate will never be resolved. The only losers will be the human beings who will be executed behind the curtain of silence.


Sometimes it seems the Europeans are more realistic about these things. They are already getting the word. A diplomatic report in to France puts puts the figure at 3600 already put to death in one town alone in the central highlands when it was taken by the communists a few weeks ago. Who were executed & why?—Well the usual types the conquerors will already have earmarked when they arrive—S.V.N. civil servants, former employees of Am. companies or of our military.


Why should this surprise anyone? In the library of the Hoover Inst. at Stanford U. you can see the Gestapo book listing by name the 10,000 Englishmen who were to be executed when the Nazis invaded England in W.W.II. Di Th Dictators have a very practical idea—eliminate anyone who has the potential to be a leader & who therefore could make trouble. And above all strike terror to the hearts of the rest.


Other reports received in Europe—In Rome the Jesuit society has been notified the Vietnamese Catholic bishop of Fa Lat has been executed. Why? He was a bishop wasn’t he? The refugees add to the mounting horror with stories of wholesale slaughter of local police & govt. officials. They report that captured soldiers are tied together in bunde bundlls bundles & killed with a single grenade.


The London Daily Telegraph carries similar dispatches and adds “a minimum fig. of a million executions in the whole of S.V.N. if the communists take over does not seem far fetched and it could be much higher.” Lets see, a million in a country of 19 mil. To give you an idea of what that means—if it were our own country that would be the same as executing between 11 & 12 mil. Americans.


The horror mounts according to in the dispatches to European capitols. To discourage the people from fleeing the communist advance one report tells of Viet Cong driving Molotov Russian built trucks at high speed over & through crowds of refugees. Others were shelled by artillery.


One of Britains leading experts on V.N. P.J. Honey has written: “No matter how the U.S. Congress may rationalize, no matter how Communist apologists in the free world may argue, no matter what conciliatory promises Hanoi or Liberation radio stations may broadcast, a Communist victory in S.V.N. will result in killings on a Vast scale.”


We still have 1300 men [image: image] listed as missing in action over there. That was one of the cease fire terms violated by Hanoi. They had promised we coul to help help us


This is R R. I’ll be right back


Thanks for listening. 


Government Computers


May 1975


†To err is human—it takes a govt. computer to really louse things up.—I’ll be right back.


A New Jersey newspaper recently reported a story that bears repeating. It begins with a familiar scene. A mother in law—wife woman and her daughter in law having a mid morning cup of coffee at the kitchen table. The womans husband leaving to go down to the store for a few groceries. He’s retired on a $642 a month inc. as the result of serious injuries he has suffered, in addition to which he has the curse of the coal miner, black lung disease.


Just after his departure the mail arrives. Mother opens a letter from the Soc. Security Admin. and as the news According to the news story it was a good thing she was sitting down. Her daughter in law saw the her alarm and asked “Whats the matter mMa?” Her mother said, “Its Soc. Sec.—they want Pops death certificate. They got him dead.” “Dont tell him” his daughter in law he’ll die of a heart attack,” the daughter said.


Up to here the story gets a laugh—but not for long. That $642 monthly check has dropped been reduced to $281. YOU SEE The declaration by Soc. Security that the head of the household had passed away wipes out the disability benefits to which he is legally entitled. After all a dead man can hardly be eligible for disability payments.


The very much alive deceased and his wife—(widow according to Soc. Sec.) have patiently been making periodic trips to & phone calls to the S.S. Admin. offices in Perth Amboy N.J. trying to refute as Mark Twain once did the report of his death which he described as “somewhat premature.”*


The officials according to the news story are sympathetic, courteous and a little bit embarrassed. They appear also to be unable to solve the problem. Heaven forbid they should tell a computer it’s goofed. The head of the Perth Amboy office refused to discuss the matter with the press. He said, “regulation number one forbade such a discussion.” He did say however that admin. officials in Baltimore had been notified of the mistake and that every effort hadwas being made to restore the victem to the ranks of the living. So far they haven’t suggested a trip to the Shrine of Lourdes.


One hap bright note—the familys financial plight has been eased a little. Soc. Security sent them a check for $710 to cover the cost of the funeral.


This is R.R. Thanks for listening.


†(From The News Tribune of Woodbridge N.J.) Story of Stewart Busch.) 


Adoption


May 1975


One of the arguments for abortion is that it prevents the birth of unwanted children. Who says they are unwanted? Ill be right back.


During my last 2 yrs. as Gov. I did a weekly one hour T.V. question & answer program. with The questionsing were from a no. was done by highschool students—a different group each week picked chosen by the dept. of ed. The program was entirely unrehearsed. I had no hint of what the questions would be and only met each class a few min’s. before the taping began. The program was aired on the ed. network & made available to our 1100 Calif. school districts for closed circuit class room use.


For me I have to say it was exciting & most enjoyable to meet these young people and to discover what concerned them about govt. & current issues. Several times we the subject got around to abortion and why the Gov. of Calif. opposed abortion on demand.


One day a pretty, fresh faced young lady, intelligent & sincerely concerned asked me if abortion wasn’t preferable to making a young girl unmarried girl have a baby she didn’t want & which would therefore grow up unloved & probably turn out to be a criminal. I gave an answer which apparently she hadn’t considered. I told her there were literally mils. of people in this country who wanted but could not have children and who had waited eagerly sometimes for years to adopt the baby she had described; that such a child would not be unloved—very much the opposite was true.


There were always some raised hands & unanswered questions when after the cameras were turned off and I always tried to stay around to answer them even though we were no longer on the air. This day another equally attractive, wholesome girl had her hand half raised. I called on her but she didn’t have a question. Instead she said “I am adopted. I think a great deal of my par folks & I think they feel the same about me.” And then she added this unforgettable line—“I’m glad no one killed me.”


I’ve just finished reading about the young mother in Columbus Ohio who is dying of cancer. H She has three handsome, lovely children Sheri age 12 Joey who is 10 & another daughter Amber 6. There is no question about the love in this family. The mother made her situation known through the press. She wants someone who will love take her children—keep them together & most of all love them.


The story I’ve just been reading quotes a spokeswoman for the hospital where the 32 yr. old mother is a patient dying. She says: “This is the 1st time anything like this has ever happened. We were totally unprepared.” They have had to call in volunteers to handle the flood of mail from couples who want to take in her children. They are not unwanted nor will they be unloved.


God Bless America—This is R.R. Thanks for listening. 


In early 1975 the federal debt reached $500 billion, almost 19 percent of GDP.


George Meany and Economics


May 1975


George Meany* talking economics reminds me of the fellow who drowned trying to wade across a river whose average depth he’d been told averaged was 3 ft. I’ll be right back.


I knew Geo. Meany some years back when I was an officer of a Union myself. And I like him. He’s been in my home on one or two occasions. But I found myself resenting very much his tirade to a Congressional committee which was presented on the television news just before the middle of May.


Briefly the point he made loudly & angrily was that one problem & one alone “unemployment” must be dealtt dealt with as if it had no connection with the entire ec. situation. He demanded a greater deficit— [image: image]$100 Bil, if need be, to create jobs., and added that if the Pres. & Cong. had acted during W.W.II. the way they’re acting now we’d have lost the war. Several times he repeated this country can afford such a deficit. He went on to say a big rich country like ours can afford to go in debt.


Well now He said aA big rich country like ours can afford to go in hock,—nNow & then—just as a solid citizen with a few assets like a pd. up home, some insurance & a good guaranteed position with a good inc. reasonably good, safe inc. can borrow to tide himself over a bad time say for hospital bills or a temporary layoff. finance his the kids college ed. meet the unusual or unexpected SUCH AS HOSPITAL EXPENSE OR MAYBE OR JUST TO SEE THE KIDS THRU COLLEGE. But what if we’re talking about a not so solid citizen character who already has a double mortgage on his home the house, owes installments on the furniture & his the car, has borrowed up to the limit on his insurance and is only working part time? How much can he borrow?


Even the economist so beloved of the liberals, Lord Maynard Keynes *said Govt. should run deficits in bad times to stimulate the ec. but—& it’s a much ignored but by those who claim to be Keynsian economists—he said in good times Govt. should accumulate surpluses & reduce the debt.


We have too many people in high place—like Geo. Meany who only read half of Keynes.


Franklin Delano Roosevelt said: “A govt. like a family can in time of emergency go into debt but if it continues to do this SPEND MORE THAN ITS INC in good times & bad—like a family it will as a a govt. like a family will go bankrupt.” (UNQUOTE) Well We have been going into debt in good times & bad Certainly a Nat. must borrow to see itself through an emergency like W.W.II. But we’ve kept on borrowing until Now our Nat. debt is greater than the combined debt of all the other Nat’s. of the world. put together & yet we’re still lending these others countries money. We’re not a country suddenly faced with an ec. recession emergency debating whether or not we should temporarily go into debt until times get better. to raise a short term loan. The interest on our debt we already have is 10× bigger than our whole Nat. budget was when we 1st started down this path. running deficits on an annual basis. We’ve just heard


The N.Y. st. confess it must default on $800 mil worth of bonds & N.Y. city whose bud is 2nd only to that of the Fed. govt. is asking Uncle Sam to bail it out for $1½ Bil. a j just to meet it’s payroll.


Yes we have unemployment and I’ve told you before how I feel about a person who wants to work & cant find a job. Few if any situations seem as tragic & desperate to me. But Geo. Meany if should know that govt. policies, yes & cands. for office that he has supported for several decades now he himself has supported & still supports are responsible for this countries insolvency, and therefore The inflation and the unemployment that inflation brings.


He wants a bigger deficit?


Here’s what inflati the present deficit means to the working people Mr. Meany represents; first of course is the confiscation by govt. of capital which should be available the Fed. govt. is confiscating taking most of the available money which should be used to finance plant expansion, replacement of machinery etc. to increase production (which reduces inflation) and provides jobs. But it becomes more personal—those things we want to buy on the instalment plan for instance, the treasury dept. has already told the banks & lending institutions how much of their cap. must be earmarked for funding the government’s deficit. This means one your good credit rating wont matter much, it will become harder & harder to buy things with lower down with the usual down payment & easy instalments. And those instalments will come (when they do) at if you can get them will include higher & higher interest rates. A bigger deficit means higher inflation, means a deeper recession, means more unemp. and there’ll be George asking next time for a $200 Bil deficit.


This is R.R.


Sometimes I think the AFL-CIO economic advisors are the kind of economists who have a Phi Beta Kappa key on one end of their watch chains & no watch on the other.—This is RR—


In 1975 federal, state, and local government expenditures were 31.1 percent of GDP. State and local governments spent 9.1 percent of GDP from their own sources. Spending in 1976 was virtually identical. Inflation in consumer prices for 1975 was 8.5 percent.


Congress vs. Local Government


May 1975


Sometimes maybe you think I’m too critical of govt.—I worry about that too. But then govt. comes over the hill with another zany.—I’ll be right back.


Every time I soften up a bit and think maybe I should spend these few minutes giving helpful hints on gardening or how to keep your dog from jumping putting his paws on your new white suit, govt. comes up with a new one that stiffens my back. (Incidentally you can cure your dog of leaning on you putting his paws on your white suit by stepping on his hind feet when he rears stands up—not hard mind you. Just a little)


Here is a news item that should make all of us perk up. The Joint Ec. Committee of Cong. says a study of 48 states and 140 local govt’s. reveals that loc. & st. governments are retrenching and cutting back spending by something in the neighborhood of $8 Bil. a year—and that’s a nice neighborhood.


With govt’s., Fed. St. & local, taking virtually half of every $ earned in the U.S. this news of reduced govt. spending should be cause for dancing in the streets. But that’s not the way the Congressional comm. see’s it. They are downright unhappy, and that should scare all of us for what it reveals about governments thinking.


The Comm. says for local this action by loc. govt. will remove $8 Bil. in overall purchasing power from the economy at a time when the Fed. govt. is attempting to pump up the sagging economy by increased Fed. spending.


Increased Fed. spending is the cause of inflation, inflation is the cause of the sagging economy and what makes them think that $8 bil. left in the hands of those who earned it wont be more wisely spent than if it is spent by burocracy? The truth is money spent by govt. does not have the multiplier effect of money spent in the private sector. Indeed govt. spending is a drag on the economy and slows ec. recovery.


The Congressman who chairs the comm. says: “We must find some method for stabilizing state & local govt. budgets actions so that we can have all levels of govt. working together”—and he went on to say explain that he meant working together to solve the ec. problems.


It’s time we all realize that govt. is not the ans. to our EC. prob. govt. is the problem—and this kind of ridiculous thinking makes that very clear.


St. & loc. govt’s. do almost as much spending as the Fed. govt. and between them are responsible for about ⅓ of the G.N.P. I submit that is a percentage which a free enterprise system cannot long tolerate and remain free.


If you dont mind a personal recollection—every time we produced a surplus in Calif’s. state govt. during these past 8 yrs. we gave it back to the taxpayers in the form of a one-time rebate or bonus. Usually we did this by way of the st. inc. tax. for example a $250 mil. surplus allowed us to tell the taxpayers to fig. their inc. tax and then only pay 80% of it, putting the other 20% back in their pockets.


The last such surplus rebate was by way of both the sal inc. & the sales tax and it amounted to $850 mil. The We had great resistance from the majority in the legis. who shared evidently the same phil. as this joint Cong. comm. One st. Sen. said he considered giving this money back to the taxpayers an “unnecessary expenditure of pub.” funds.” That one takes a makes you shake your head a little.


All told During the 8 yrs. we returned to the people more than $5 Bil. The reason I tell this is because until 8 yrs. ago Califs. rate of increase inflation was consistently higher than the nat. average. For the six of the last seven years it was lower. This is R.R.


Do you really need govt. telling you how your money should be spent—let alone spending it for you? This is R.R.—


Consumer prices increased 12.1 percent in 1974 and another 7.0 percent in 1975.*


Inflation as Tax


June 1975


Riddle—When is a tax not a tax?—Ans. When it’s inflation.


I’ll be right back


I know it’s a cliché and we’ve all heard it & said it ourselves, that inflation is the cruelest kind of tax—hitting those the hardest who can least afford it. I wonder though if we really understand that inflation is in fact a tax INCREASE—, a way govt. can raise more revenue without increasing raising the tax rates. What could be dearer to the heart of a spendthrift pol. than to be able to get money for his pet schemes without being accused of raising taxes?


Lets take capital gains. to begin with. This is the profit you make if something you bought a while back has become more valuable and you sell it for more than you paid for it. This can be a farm, a home, a lot you were going to build on and didn’t, that old car that suddenly became valuable to a collector, etc. and of course stock you bought. etc.


But what if the increased sale price is only because the dollar has declined in value? you receive is only an increase in the number of dollars but they dont buy as much as they did? If you sell your home for twice what it cost, but all homes are worth twice what they originally cost only because the present dollar today only buys what 50¢ bought a few years ago, then you haven’t made any profit. on the deal. But the tax collector says you have. If you paid $20,000 and sell for $40,000 he says you’ve made $20,000 profit upon which you must pay a tax even though $40,000 today will only buy what $20,000 bought at the time of purchase. Govt. takes it’s share & you actually lose money on the deal.


The answer is very simple, but not too many politicians are going to suggest it. The profit of sales price should be computed in constant dollars—meaning the dollars should be valued at the same purchasing power now compared to their purchasing power when you first acquired the asset.


Let’s turn to your paycheck because here the is where the govt. really profits from inflation. We have a “progressive” inc. tax. As your inc. increases you find the govt. takes a higher percentage, say, of the second several thousand dollars you earn than of the first. But now you get a raise to simply to keep even with inflation—the increased cost of living. You are not better off than you were. You can only STILL afford to buy the same things in the same amount that only what you could before the raise. because the price of those things has gone up. But that raise increase in the number of $ put you into a new higher tax bracket. The govt. increases the actual percent it takes from each of those $ dollars TAKES A GREATER SHARE OF THOSE NEW $ and suddenly in spite of the raise you cant buy as much as you were able to buy befo the year before. YOU FIND YOU HAVN’T KEPT UP WITH INFLATION. AFTER TAXES YOU ARE WORSE OFF THAN YOU WERE BEFORE THE RAISE. NINE TIMES OUT OF TEN THOUGH YOU BLAME HIGH PRICES, NOT YOUR TAXES.


Fiscal liberals hail this as a way to finance the expanded social programs so dear to their hearts.


Here is an example—the THE average $10,000 a year man of a few years ago today earns $15,000. a year—only to keep even with. He has actually kept ahead of inflation by something in the That’s an increase greater than the increase in the cost of living. He should be better off Not by much but some—until he figures and he is until he figures his inc. tax. Then he learns he is [image: image] SEVERAL HUNDRED $ a year poorer than he was when he earned the 10. before he earned the added $5000.


There is a There is an answer—a very simple one. It has been proposed to the Sen. by Sen. James Buckley of N.Y. to a thunderous silence on the part of most of his colleagues. It is called indexing of the progressive inc. tax brackets. Adjust the brackets in time of inflation to reflect the depreciated value of the $ so that you dont pay a penalty for merely keeping up with the cost of living. You dont move up in the surtax brackets until you actually have increased your purchasing power.


Cong. is very busy talking tax reform. Start those cards & letters. Tell your representative & your Senators this should be part of that reform. If govt. had to feel the same pain we do from inflation; If govt. couldn’t make an extra profit in inflation they’d do something to stop inflation. This is R.R.—


Lets take an example:—the man who earned $10,000 a yr. in 1966 has earns (if he is the average) $15,000 today. That $5000 increase is a little more than the increased cost of living. Actually $3800 of his raise is eaten up by inflation. Still he is $1200 better off than he was in 1966—but not after taxes. At $15,000 you are he is in a higher surtax bracket. The govt. takes the $1200 plus $159 more making him $159 worse off than he was in 1966.


There is an answer—a very simple one, a proposal by Sen. James Buckley of N.Y.* which has been greeted with thunderous silence by his liberal colleagues. He proposes what is called indexing the progressive tax brackets so as to reflect the lowered value purchasing power of the $. In other words you dont move up into an increased a higher tax bracket unless only if your increased inc. only to the extent that your increased inc. exceeds the increase in the cost of living.


In the example I just gave that $10,000 a year man would stay stay in the same tax bracket for $13,800 of his for $3800 of his $5000 raise and would only pay an increased rate on the $1200 if that moved him into a new bracket.


Cong. is very busy talking tax reform. This is a time to start those cards & letters. If govt. suffered the same pain from inflat. we do instead of making a profit on it they’d do something about it.


This is RR.—


Cost Overruns


June 1975


In the eyes of some, money wasted by the military costs more is more expensive than waste by other govt. agencies.—I’ll be right back.


In Wash. there is a govt. agency which truly is a friend of the peo taxpayer; The G.A.O.—short for General Accounting Office. G.A.O.’s function is to look for needless waste and to shed light in dark corners of new where live cost overruns and other extravagances. A cost overrun is some very simply the name given to the cost of any undertaking that was is supposed to cost X number of $ and winds up costing 2 or 3 times X number of $.


The theory is that once needless or extravagance has been exposed Cong. will in righteous indignation ride forth to smite those the guilty & defend the taxpayer. And sometimes some congressmen do but only when the extravagance is laid at the door of Nat. defense. Oh there are conscientious members of Cong. who have striven strive valiantly to curb the excesses of govt. spending but their words somehow are ignored by their colleagues & considered un-newsworthy by much of the press.


G.A.O. has no trouble getting attention when it reports on cost overruns in the acquisition of tanks and planes & other weaponry produced by quote—the industrial military complex—unquote. But a recent report by G.A.O. has been greeted with nationwide silence on the part of those who usually are most vocal about other reports.


It’s possible this is due to the fact that this latest report astonishingly reveals that 269 recent govt. construction projects have ripped off the taxpayers by about $57 bil. and most of the extravagance was in non-mil. projects. What is even more surprising in spite of the fact that—¾ of the audited projects were mil. but 80% of the cost overruns 46 of the $57 Bil. were in the ¼ of non mil. projects. that was not military.


The projects were originally approved as costing $76 Bil. but they finished up costing $133 bil. and according to the audit this was not due to inflat. The cost was hiked by changes and add ons. The average incrs. was 75% but sSome ended up costing 10X the original estimate.


I know figs. & STATISTICS are hard to absorb in a single hearing—particularly [image: image] for those of you who are listening & driving at the same time. So let me try to sum it up. The Audit covered 269 projects—210 were mil. 59 non mil. The extravagant overruns for the 59 non mil. averaged 15X as much per project for a total accounting for 46 of the $57 Bil. in extra cost. That’s more than enough to bal. the bud. It’s also enough to make you wonder why Cong. is so quiet.—This is R.R. Thanks for listening. 


Business Profits, Myths & Realities


June 1975


If we knew as much about


According to the latest poll higher ed. should have invite some resident representatives of the business world as to the visiting professors campus for a spell.—I’ll be right back.


Another poll has revealed that among college & U. students the approval rate for business & industry rate is about as high as it is for pickpockets & childmolesters. In fact the only group with a lower opinion of business than students is the faculty. And that makes it pretty difficult to be tactful about what I’m going to say next; namely, that the poll also reveals this low opinion is based on a considerable lack of knowledge about business & industry.


Just as one example, the great majority of students (and a greater majority of faculty) estimate business profits generally at 45%. Now it isn’t hard to find the truth about that one and the truth is business profits in America average [image: image] 5%—just 1/9 of what higher education’s estimate. Some may go 10 or 11%, but others go to zero—in fact each year 4 out of 10 businesses each year show no profit or even a loss. each year. At any rate the average, as I said, is 5%.


Frankly we cant afford this kind lack of understanding—(particularly in the halls of academia) because w We’re talking about the busin a system which determines the way of life for all of us, and that very much includes those in higher education.


But let me “have at you” with some facts & figures and, just so you wont think I’m hand picking a set up, I’ll use the industry that is presently pPublic eEnemy nNumber oOne in the anti-business world—oil. The halls of cong. ring with cries of “windfall” profits, conniving to and proposals to curb them—with taxes of course.*


Here are some figures from a study of about 30 representative oil companies including some of the biggest names on the public enemies list. Last year this gross revenue was up 77% from over the previous year. So was their operating cost. Their net rate of profit was just 7%. Even so net profits were up 89% which gave them a 7% profit rate to a figure of 7% but taxes were up 89%. Ninety three % of total revenues cents out of each revenue dollar went for cost of operation & taxes—oh yes—taxes were up 89%, almost double what they were the year before. Incidentally, that doesn’t include another $32 Bil they collect for govt. in sales taxes, excise taxes & lease bonuses, making govt. a $72 Bil winner in the oil business, by of ½X as much as the total is in company profits. It’s interesting to note that in all the long inflation level that’s take that took place between 1952 & 1972 crude oil only went up 21%. In just the last half of those 20 yrs. the cost of oil field machinery, casing & pipe lines went up 33%.


Last year our 30 companies invested $6 Bil. more than they earned in trying to find new oil, expanding & modernizing refineries etc. and 60% of that was spent here in America. You see When Cong. gets around to really dealing with looking at the energy problem which right now they are pretending will go away if they dont look at it they’ll have to recognize how much drilling exploring it takes to find oil. Only about 1 out of 40 wells drilled contains


Out of all the exploratory wells drilled in the U.S. only about 1 out of of 40 contains enough oil to justify commercial development. But that’s another subject.


Well so much for oil—back to the original subject which is the lack of understanding.


We’re using the oil industry as an example of the lack of understanding that prevails about business and how that can lead to govt. policies aimed at business which will have a shotgun effect on all of us. The truth is business profits in the U.S., while showing an overall increase for the year, were beginning to go down as [image: image] the year went on & may will very likely show a lo drop for 1975. and tThat means a lack of tot capital for expansion to provide jobs and to keep us competitive in the world mkt. The whole subject might be an interesting research project for higher education. This is RR—


Law and Order


June 1975


I once appeared in a movie called “Law & Order.” * If it were being made today the title would probably be changed. I’ll be right back.


Not too long ago any discussion of crime & it’s rapid rate of increase would find the term “law & order” used as a matter of course. Those who feel the courts have been too lenient and that permissiveness has played a part in crimes increase would use the term to describe what should be restored.


I played in a movie some years ago called “Law & Order.” It wasn’t a very good movie as some of you who stay up for the late show have probably discovered. But it was a story of a town marshall who was totally dedicated to preserving law & order hence the title.


The phrase is perfectly respectable (at least it always has been). We are a nation of laws—proud that we place our faith in the law rather than in men. And of course our civilization is built upon the ability of humans to live together in an orderly society.


In the last few years however the phrase has become unfashionable. Those who have made it so began looking askance at any who used the words. Their arched eyebrows were a reaction to what they had determined was an expression of bigotry. & racial prejudice. If pressed for an explanation they would inform you that “law & order” was a were code la words for that really really meant you really were advocating a call for racial discrimination.


By coincidence those who made the decision to outlaw this simple phrase are usually the against our penal system, against capital punishment and believe that society not the criminal is to blame for crime.


Well in the 1st place I think this inference of bigotry is in itself bigoted. Not only does it impugn (without proof) the character of people for using an appropriate phrase to describe what is all too lacking today; but it casts a slur on an entire racial group. Are they not implying that our fellow citizens who happen to be black are so given to crime that calling a call for law & order is aut automatically a call for a curb on the Negro community?


The truth is Negros in America are victems of crime far out of proportion to their numbers. They are roughly ten or twelve percent of our pop. but more than half of all the murder victems are black.


If “law & order” is a code word for racism then explain away the survey done by American U. in the Nations capitol. It seems that the Negro residents of the Dist. of Columbia are calling for law & order far more than their white neighbors. 74% of them want sterner action against criminals. With whites it was only 61%. 82% of blacks compared to only 62% of whites want think tougher parole policies would cut down crime. On the death penalty there was a closer ratio. It was believed to be an effective deterrent by 56% of blacks & 54% of whites.


Our Negro friends are well aware that criminals are color blind. They practise no discrimination in th plying their despiciable trade.


Law & Order isn’t a code word to them nNegros—it’s a cry for help and we’d better join in. This is RR—


UNICEF


July 1975


The Am. people are the most charitable and generous people in the world—maybe that’s why once in awhile we get taken for a ride.—I’ll be right back.


Col. Robt. D. Heine Jr.* has just had had a story published (a story I might add that appears to be fully documented) that indicating that advantage has been taken of American generosity.


The Col. asks if you were aware last fall Halloween when you gave trick or treat money on Halloween for UNICEF—(the United Nations Childrens emergency fund) that you were helping the communist takeover of S. VN? I’m sure the answer from all of us would have to be—“no we didn’t know that.”


We’re not only a generous people—we’re darned ingenious at thinking up new & different ways to raise money for good causes. Usually the idea is to make giving easier and a mite less painful. In that framework it seemed logical and pretty cute to have our children sally forth on Halloween with cannisters to collect money for other less fortunate children in other parts of the world.


The kids were successful. They collected $13,649,433 for Indochina alone—that is for the children of Indochina. It broke down to 61% for the communist enemy & 39% for S.VN. $6,313,130 went to Hanoi and almost $2 mil. more through Hanoi to the Viet Cong. I didn’t really know the V.C. guerrila fighters had their children with them.


Now before you say it let me say it first; children dont start wars and cant be responsible for what their national leaders do; and yes the enemys children innocent of any wrongdoing should be helped not penalized if they are among the hungry & deprived of the world. So my remarks are not aimed at the fact that the lions share of our money wound up in enemy hands.


No—the Col. had more info. about what our the results of our generosity. In S.VN. we were in a position to check and make sure our benefactions [image: image] by way of the United Nations did go to the children. There our money bought food & medicine largely. Not so in N.VN. No monitoring Not was permitted to see that the supplies shipped in thru Haiphong & dropped off at Hanoi actually reached the children. A UNICEF spokesman is quoted as saying, “Unicef has no way to make sure the supplies to the communists got to children. They were dropped off at the airports & docks and we assume they were used as we intended.” That would have been something to see—the children of Hanoi happily running trucks, bulldozers, heavy engineer construction equipment & construction tools & materials. Word of honor that was what Hanoi said it needed for the children of N.VN. Believe it or not they justified their choice by claiming it would be used to rebuild schools which naturally were the main targets of American bombers.


The Viet Cong being in the field got mainly food, clothing & hard to get drugs & medicines. Incidentally the VietCong even by their own estimates are only 15% or less of the pop. of S.VN. they received 2½ × as much proportionately in proportion to their numbers as did the rest of the S. Vietnamese.


Well I guess we should remember the name of the game was trick or treat. We got tricked & they got the treat.


I think next Halloween—we shouldn’t be home. 


Socialized Medicine II


July 1975


Yesterday I promised to talk some more about the campaign to give us socialized medicine.—I’ll be right back.


It’s funny what (or would be if it weren’t so serious) how far a little propoganda can go. A nat. poll was taken a little while back on the subject of health care. More than ¾ of those polled stated flat out that “yes there was a health care crisis in America. But then the pollsters got down to specifics. with their questions. They asked for personal examples such as “Do you have ready access to medical care?” “Are you satisfied with your Dr?” “Do you have any trouble delay in getting medical attention when you need it?” etc. etc. To these specific questions about 90% or better answered no—they themselves had no problems.


In other words they’d read & heard so much about a crisis in the health field they took it for granted that one existed. bBut when their own situation was questioned there was no crisis. It only existed for some one else but they didn’t really know who. It it was. Again it’s that mysterious “they” we’re always hearing about.


One of the arguments used to support the claim that we need is govt. medicine is comparison of infant mortality figures. A favorite comparison to is the U.S. rate & the rate in Sweden.* Unfortunately they never tell us that no two countries are the same in their determining infant mortality. In America we register every birth and count base the rate on stillborn children up to as well as all who die in their first year. Sweden by contrast doesn’t require a report of birth until after 5 years.


Nevertheless the Sen. from Mass.** I referred to yesterday who is off has been preaching govt. medicine for years charges us with having a progressive rate of deterioration. That isn’t quite the case. In 20 years infant mortality in the U.S. has declined by 33%. Obviously we are improving not deteriorating. That is also evident from the figs. at the other end of the line. Our life span at the beginning of the century was 49 yrs. toda today it is 70.


If we want to continue comparing our system with Sweden there are long waiting lists there for all kinds of hospitalization. In Stockholm alone 4000—1800 of them for surgery. Minor operations have a waiting time of more than 6 months. As for costs when Sweden converted rom vol. health insurance to govt. provided coverage it only took 12 yrs. for the total cost to increase to 9X what it had been.


The same story can be told with regard to Eng. More than 40% of the hospitals are over 100 yrs. old. Only 3 new hospitals have been built in Eng. since 1948. A woman having a baby will not have it in a hospital nor will a Dr. be in attendance. She will have it at home helped by a mid-wife unless it is her first or her Dr. claims she has a problem posing considerable risk.


The question we should ask is, who besides some politicians & some believers in more govt. is really asking for socialized medicine?


This Just as a side issue—call it another example of burocracy the dept. of Health, Ed. & Welfare is now screening inspecting our hospitals. In one relatively new hospital they demanded that plastic bag liners in waste paper baskets be removed. If they caught fire they might develope dangerous toxic fumes.


O.S.H.A.—the occ.* safety & health agency had just been there & they ordered the hosp. to put in the bags to save the emps. from the risk of contamination in emptying the waste baskets.—This is RR.—


Community Work Experience Program


July 1975


Can welfare reform be permanent until unless & until it takes place at the top level in Wash.—I’ll be right back.


Four years & a few months ago as most of you know Calif. launched a program ** of welfare reform that was spectacularly successful. Actually reform was a must because we had were the welfare capital of the world. Of all the people in Am. receiving W.F. 16% were getting it in Calif. and the case load was increasing by 40,000 people a month.


Almost from the moment the reforms were instituted we this was reversed. The 40,000 a month increase became an average decrease of 8000 a month until by last Jan. we had almost 400,000 fewer recipients than we’d had when the reforms started. This saved the taxpayers about $2 Bil. but equally important it enabled us to increase grants to those with real need by 43%.


Now the Calif. welfare rolls are increasing and of course the recession is given as the reason. I dont deny that ec. conditions and increased unemp. have resulted in some change [and] we knew also that eventually we’d bottom out as we elimi[nated] the cheaters from the rolls. But I firmly believe that what we are seeing in Calif. is bur the welfare burocracy just simply returning to its old evil ways now that those who created the reforms are no longer riding herd on them.


Case in point. Part of our reform was a community work project requiring able bodied welfare recipients to work 80 hrs. a month at useful community tasks in return for their welfare grants. Those who opposed our reforms to begin with called this slave labor. H.E.W. in Wash. only allowed us to do this in 35 counties—mostly the rural ones as an experiment.


Now the legislature & admin. in Sac.*** have cancelled the program. They infer it was unsuccessful & quote some of the welfare burocracy to substantiate the inference. For example they speak of the few thousand work assignments that were filled and while indicating an unknown (but smaller) number left the welfare rolls rather than work. Frankly I challenge their claims and suspect it is only the first step in a return to the same old way of doing business which treat threatened to bankrupt the state.


In my last year in office we funneled 57,000 people WF recipients thru this program into regular jobs. Many of them never served an hour in a work project but when they reported our job agents as we called them were able to get them jobs in the private sector. In addition thousands refused to report and were automatically dropped from welfare & never heard from again which is some kind of indication they had been on the rolls fraudulently & thus couldn’t report without getting caught.


But lets look at the human side. Here are some reports we received. (I’ll leave the names blank)—Blank was unable to get reg. employment due to his appearance & general work attitude. He reported & worked satisfactorily at a community job—was placed with a pvt. furniture repair shop & is now off WF.


Blank no. 2—53 yrs. old—2nd grade ed. 2 yrs. on welfare was put to work as helper to a school custodian—in 8 weeks he was hired permanently as a grounds man beginning at $495 a mo.


Blank no. 3—She had some accounting skills but was unable to find a job. Her assignment was to help the county auditor. After working 60 hrs. she was hired on a permanent basis as an account clerk. That


Thats just a sample. Here is a letter from a local govt. official; “Except for a very few, all of the WF recipients have been good workers eager to earn their wf. grants. We now have 3 as permanent employees. I strongly feel the prog. is worthwhile not only to us but to the WF recipient & hope it will be continued.” We have a stack of these letters containing such lines as—“To do away with this prog. would be an injustice to these people.” “People aren’t naturally lazy they just have to be properly motivated.” & “Retain this program.”


Well it hasn’t been retained * because the welfare burocracy did dosen’t want it—after all what would they do if all their clients went to work & became self supporting? This is RR—Thanks—


The North Vietnamese Army’s final offensive in the spring of 1975 included taking over cities such as Da Nang and Hue. When this radio essay was written, a refugee crisis was under way in Vietnam as thousands of people fled the fallen towns.


Phu Quoc


July 1975


Did we tie up all the loose ends of our rescue operation in Indo China? There is a tragic chance we didn’t.—I’ll be right back.


Way back During the Eisenhower years when the French left Indochina and the the Geneva Accords set up 2 nations of N. & S. VN. There was during one the Eisenhower years a migration


Let me set the stage by reviewing a little history. The war in VN. went on for so long it’s possible some of us have forgotten the prelude to that war.


Indochina was French Indochina until during the 1950’s when the colonial period ended and a settlement meeting of Nations including our own created N. & S. VN. as 2 separate & independent Nations. N.V.N. was already under communist rules with Ho Chi Minh the unelected dictator. S.VN. had to start from scratch.


Part of the settlement called for the people of both countries to have for a certain period of time the right to move & live in whichever of the 2 countries they chose. This A specified time period was set It turned out to be a one way move. Few if any chose to go North but an estimated 1½ mil. went South. This resulted in the 1st of the many communist violations of the terms of the agreement. Long before the set period was up Ho Chi Minhs soldiers set up barricades at the dividing line & refused to allow any the north to south migration to continue. He probably suspected that if he didn’t he’d have a lot of empty real estate on his hands.


Many of those who moved south did so for religious reasons. an They knew there would be no freedom of religion under Ho Chi Minh. A number of Catholic Priests led their whole entire congregations across the border. Now the border is gone and apparently the flight to freedom has begun again.


About 50 miles off the coast of S.VN. Lies the island of Phu Quoc. When Hue & Da Nang fell many of those same congregations moved to the island of Phu Quoc some 40 or 50 miles off the mainland. In fact some were carried there by American ships. It is believed there are about 42,000 refugees [on] the island including hundreds of nuns and a thousands of orphans.


The refugees have weapons but only a limited supply of food & ammunition. They proposed to resist—or perhaps I should be talking in the past tense. By this time it’s possible the communists have taken the island. There is no way to know their fate as of now. We do know the communist conquerors have seized the airstrips making rescue by air impossible but some are escaping in sampans under cover of night. A Swedish freighter reported picking up 52 survivors at sea a few weeks ago. You see their only chance is to head out to sea in their small boats and hope. It’s also possible they might just wait for them to starve. At any rate we know they were alright as of the latter part of May. We know that because the our ships & naval vessels received radio messages were received calling pleading desperately for ships to pick them up help to come to their rescue them. We know also that So. Korea, Taiwan, Chile & Canada have agreed to accept them as immigrants.


[on] the island including hundreds of nuns & 1000 orphans.


The refugees have weapons but only a limited supply of food & ammunition. It is reasonable to assume they will try to hide out if possible in the islands hills & mountains for as long until they are overtaken by the enemey or by starvation.


The communist conquerors have landed & seized & control the airstrips making rescue by air impossible but some are escaping in small boats & sampans under cover of night. Of course this means heading out to sea with only the hope of intercepting a passing ship or dying at sea instead of on the island. One recent pickup of 52 people was recently reported from by a Swedish Freighter.


We know that So. Korea, Taiwan, Chile & Canada have agreed to accept them as immigrants. We also know that our own ships & naval vessels at least for a time have been receiving radio messages pleading desperately for someone to come to thieeir rescue.


The press has reported that a briefing Ron Nessen * in a White house press briefing on May 21st said with regard to Phu Quoc that “the evacuation of refugees from V.N. and their territorial waters is over.” One wonders


I wonder how many if any if the rad anguished radio cries for help are still being heard by our radio operators or is there only silence now; the kind of silence we heard in Oct. 1956 when the Hungarian Freedom Fighters went off the air in Budapest.


Russian soldiers were battering down the doors as we heard the mass cry “People of the world—Help us! People of Europe whom we once defended against the attacks of Asiatic barbarians listen now to the alarm bells ring—People of the civilized world, in the name of liberty and solidarity we are asking you to help. The shadows grow darker. -Listen to our cry. God be with you & with us.” Then came the silence.


I wonder if we’re hearing only silence from Phu Quoc. Or is that the faint sound of alarm bells.


This is R R—Thanks for listening. 


Pollution #1


August 1975


Memory is far from infallible and when it comes to the “good old days” it leaves out a lot of the not so good. I’ll be right back.


Not so long ago I found myself in an a discussion of concerning the state of the world with some young people including my own children. Strangely enough it wasn’t old Dad who was nostalgic about the good old days & pessimistic sour about todays world. No, it was the “now” generation who were pessimistic about where we are & where we’re going. They almost seemed resentful toward me because I’d known that other world of yesterday when life was simple & good with joy on every hand.


Before I knew it my memory machine was functioning the way it’s supposed to on a psychiatrists couch, dredging up particulars not just the rosy nostalgia that comes to mind when you hear an old song. Now dont get me wrong my memories are pretty happy and I enjoy closing my eyes now & then for a re-run or two. But I also find life exciting & good today, in truth better in most respects.


I looked at these young people and wanted them to feel good about the world they’ve inherited. They’d already covered such things as present day pollution, our grasping materialism & the commercial rip off in modern day merchandising. So For a little while they heard of about the old nightly chore of banking the coal furnace—put (shoveling ashes on the furnace fire to keep the coals alive through the nite). tThe earling cold early morning cold journey to the basement to shake the grate &, uncover the coals embers & shovel in coal & the dressing in the shivering cold while you waited for the house to warm. As for their worry about air pollution—they were reminded that in that earlier time every chimney in town was belchinged black coal smoke & soot from every day from Fall til summer.


Having been born in a small country town I could also tell them of that nite time walk thru the snow to that little wooden building out back of the house—a journey repeated in the morning. Summer brought the flies incubated in those outhouses of which there was one for every home & store & public bldg.


I went on about the apple barrel in the cellar, the ice box, the lack of fresh vegetables in win winter etc. But let me go back a century or more so this wont just be a personalized trip down memory lane.


Dr. John J. McKetta chairman of the Nat. Air Quality Commission has published written an essay* which does much to set the record straight on pollution & related subjects. In passing he gives some a capsule description of the really good old days about 150 yrs. ago.


“For one thing,” he says, “life was short. Life expectancy for males was 38 yrs.” It was a hard 38 yrs. too for the work week was 72 hours. For women it was even worse, their household chores ran to about a 98 hr. week. They scrubbed floors by hand, made clothes the same way, brought in firewood, cooked in heavy iron pots & fought off insects without pesticides.


There were no fresh vegetables except in their season of ripening so vitamen deficiency diseases were common. Epidemics were an annual occurrence & usually claimed the life of someone in the family. If we think water pollution is ba a problem now—it was deadly then. One typhoid epidemic in Phil. caused by polluted water carried off ⅕ of the population.


It was a time when most people never traveled more than 20 miles from their birthplace, never heard an orchestra, or saw a play. As Dr. McKetta says “Perhaps the simple life was not so simple.”


Because we’ve all been treated to so much mis-information about pollution I’m going to give you some more of the facts the Dr. has collected in the next couple of days. I think you’ll be surprised & relieved because he says & proves that we are not on the brink of ecological disaster. This is R. R. Thanks—


Pollution #2


August 1975


Is murderous man responsible for all the endangered species—those birds & animals who are seemingly slated for extinction? Ill be right back.


I dont think any of us can hear of an endangered species of bird wildlife without feeling regret and a certain sense of guilt that mankind has brought this about. We may Most of us will never actually see a tiger in the his jungle home or an elephant in the wilds of Africa but we’ve the knowledge that we enjoy just knowing they are there.


Right now there are plenty of people working very hard to preserve the remaining few of whatever species is on the endangered list and I’m all for them. There are also many who are not going to rest until they have saddled all of mankind with a great guilt complex as the for being the murderer of all sorts of innocent creatures of field & stream.


Yesterday I gave you some info. collected by the chairman of the Nat. Air Quality Commission. in the course of his work on that commission. Well it seems their his studies work with the commission took him into the area of disappearing animal species. His conclusion was that while man it is possible that man may hasten (in some instances) the disappearance of some species he really has very little to do with it & cannot be held responsible.


About 50 species are expected to disappear during this century—just as 50 species disappeared in the last century & the one before that & the one before that and so on back for 3 bil. years during which time 100 mil. species of plant & animal life have become extinct with & man having had nothing to do with it.


We’re really relative newcomers on earth and obviously had couldn’t have played a part in the disappearance of mils. of creatures that existed before we did even arrived here. In fact the commission chairman points out that we’ve failed to eliminate a single species of insect that in spite of the fact our all out war against certain undesirable ones insects over countless years. we’ve failed to eliminate a single species. And that brought him to another bit of surprising knowledge.


We may have jumped the gun on in eliminating DDT and other chlorinated compounds which supposedly were endangering endanger mankind & eliminating as well as some bird species by thinning their eggshells. It seems the experiments which led to this action were conducted in a manner that led to no positive conclusions.


I recall when I was Gov. we had a a Prof. in our great agricultural U. at Davis Calif. who used to lecture against doing away with DDT and would dramatized his lecture by swallowing a spoon full of pure DDT. Last I knew he was still hale & hearty.


Now we learn that on balance the desirable attributes of DDT may vastly outweigh its harmful effects. For starters there is Dr. Borlaug* the who won a Nobel prize for developing a new strain of wheat that can double food production per acre. That’s quite something in a world threatened by famine.


He says if DDT is banned by the U.S. his life work is wasted. He has dedicated his life to finding better methods of feeding the worlds starving people. Without DDT & other important chemicals he says “that goal is unattainable.”


According to the World Health Org. DDT has had a miraculous effect impact on arresting insect borne diseases & increasing yield from grain fields once ravaged by insects. Malaria deaths dropped to 4 FROM 4 MIL. A YEAR TO 1 MIL. because of DDT. and sSimilar declines were shown in encephalitis & yellow fever. It is estimated that 100 mil. people are who whou would have died of these diseases are alive today. Incidentally recent tests have indicated the thinning eggshells could have been caused by mercury compounds rather than DDT. To TOMORROW WE’LL GET DOWN TO THE DRs. FINDINGS ON AIR POLLUTION. IT MIGHT SURPRISE SOME OF OUR DOOM & GLOOM CRIERS.
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