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FROM FAX: (215) 964-8688
EAX TRANSMITTAL
DATE: September 29, 1992

TO: James A. Baker, I1I
Chief of Staff to the President

FROM: Walter H. Annenberg

NUMBER OF PAGES: 2  (including this page)

[F PROBLEM WITH TRANSMISSION, CALL: (215) 241-9396

MESSAGE:

The following item appeared on my Associated Prass printer this morning and you may not as
yet have caught up with this disclosure.
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! POLITICAL NEWS !
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FORMER CAMPAIGN MANAGER SAYS PEROT TRIED TO KEEP HIM QUIET

— e e

—
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— ——

- (WASHIMGTON) -— ROSS PEROT'S FORMER CAMPRIGN MANARGER SAYS THE
TEXAS (B) BILLIOMNAIRE OFFERED HIM MONEY TO KEEFR HIS MOUTH SHUT

UNTIL RFTER THE ELECTION.

ED ROLLINS TELLS C~R-8 THAT WHEN HE QUIT THE CAMPRIGN, PEROT
QFFERED TO PRAY MIS SALARY THROUGH THE END QF THE YEAR IF HE

WOULDN'T SAY ANYTHING REOUT THE EXFERIENCE.
oBvIOuSLY,

WROTE-A COLUMN IN YESTERDRY?S " 'NEW YDRK TIMES!'!

AN ESD TRIP -— THRT HME?'S JUST TRYING TQ GET ATTENTION. HE SRID
PERDT DIDN'T HAVE THE COURABE TO STRY IN THE PRESIDENTIAL RACE.
-~

AP~NP-09-29-328 OI02EDT |

THE VETERAN POLITICAL ORPERATIVE DIDN'T ACCERT. HE

SAYING PEROT IS ON
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WASHINGTON
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Date Sept. 23, 1992

Karen Jackson

Hello - it's been years |

JOAN C. DeCAIN
Director of Corr

for Mrs. Bush
2nd Floor Eas
Room 190 OE

¥ For Your Information

[ For Your Action

[] For Your Files

[ As Requested

[0 For Your Comments and Suggestions

[J Let’s Discuss

[0 Please Return

The attached copy letter was given to
Mrs. Bush in CT last week. I am for-
warding in case the original has not
reached your office.



GERSTEN & GERSTEN
ATTORNEYS AT LAW '
234 PEARL STREET L -
HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06103-2182 &~

MAURICE R.GERSTEN ) TELEPHONE
AAROW L. GERSTEN . - ) (203) 522-0173
PHILIP X. MEISTER -

THOMAS D. JACOBS - FAX

HEIL A. MCPHAIL . (203) 247-0051
KAREN 5. GERSTEN .

September 17, 1992

Honorable James A. Baker, IIL
Chief of Staff to the President
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

"Harmony Network '92"
Dear Mr., Baker:

I would like to have you consider a very simple idea which could be highly
productive for the campaign in the final weeks, especially so in the closely
contested areas.

The President is very well known for his short, friendly personal letters.
They are cherished. I know people who have them.

If people currently residing in the D.C. area were appointed - at least omne
from each state and several from a large state - to supervise careful and
accurate names and addresses for a Presidental letter expressing his per-
sonal appreclation for past endeavors during his years of public service
coupled with a call for participation in the campaign up to the very day of
election, the impact could be powerful.

The White House stationery would be impressive reaching perhaps a half million

participating devotees. The individuals I have in mind can cover every con-
ceivable group such as town committees, precinct workers, Republican organ-

b// izations, womens clubs, mens clubs, state legislators, senators, registrars,
elected officials, poll attendants and others, including corresponding re-
tirees who may be in a position to help.

The impact of the letter will surely motivate the recipient and enrich the
campalign in its last stages. ' -

Very sincereiy yours, - L T

Qi Jéiaﬂtht;f“f‘?f . -
"Maurice R. Gersten - ) -
MRG:egs

Enclosure
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 26, 1991

R

Dear Maurice:

Just a guick note to say that it was great
to see you on the 20th and that I saw your
letter with the copy of Dad's note. As
always, I appreciate your thoughtfulness
and your steadfast support.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,

Mr. Maurice R. Gersten
234 Pearl Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103-2182
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
234 PEARL STREET
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Nan Pulsifer

c¢/o Louise Johnson
Box I6 |

Spruce Head, Me 04859
James A. Baker TII

The White House ‘

I600 Pennsvlvania Ave

Washington D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Baker,

We've not yet begun to fully recognise the meaning
of the Vietnam War in our nation. Perhaps this is
an opportunity. To have seen the Gulf War as a
redemption of our ultimate role in Vietnam was a
self-deception of appalling proportions. It was

a superficial assuagement of a profound and painful
confusion in the American peonpnle.

The issues underlying-that-war need to be re-examined,

analyzed without drama or judgement...a few significant
numbers, perhaps - a certain cool clarity, justice for

all concerned.

Then, let's take a look at the generation who went
to war (or didn't) and those who sent them (or
subsequently pardonned their exodus to Canada) and
why .

FPlease, don't wave the flag which was so cruelly
distorted in that war.

Thank you

Sincerely,

/gﬁ?i2,¢7 /%ﬁziffz%jkéfi’

Nan Pulsifer

ccs Jim Lehrer, The MacNeil Lehrer News Hour
9/17/92



Nan Pulsifer

¢/o Louise Johnson

04859

Box I6
Spruce Head, Me
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James E. Baker III

The White House

I600 Pennslyvania Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20500
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Osborne Fremd
818 Tete L'Ours Dr.
Mandeville, LA 70448

Mr. James Baker September 15, 1992
Chief of Staff

The White House

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Baker:

I am a retired executive from the chemical and oil
industries. I have been active in Republican Party
politics in Pennsylvania prior to moving to Mande-
ville, LA two years ago. I am very much interested
in seeing President Bush reelected.

Of course, I know that Clinton graduated from Yale
University and then won a Rhodes Scholarship at
Oxford. Furthermore, everyone knows that Clinton
came from a very modest background and while he

had a scholarship at Yale, he must have had to

take out a student loan from commercial or govern-
mental sources. It would be very interesting to
determine if he actually had a governmental student
loan and when and if he ever repaid same.

I wish you every success in the promulgation of your
plans in the relection of President Bush.

Very truly yours,

[ W{L me 7‘& M Q |

Osborne Fremd
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Mr. James Baker
Chief of Staff
The White House
Washington, D. C.
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Atlas International @

Airceraft Corporation i

265 Meridian, Suite 6
San Jose, California 95126, U.S.A.
Phone (408) 977-1998

7| sept. 24, 1992

Mr. James Baker III
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Baker:

Sir, the following is a short script for a TV commercial that I think
would be very effective in the President's re-election campaign.

No doubt you've seen the TV shots of Bill Clinton playing the saxophone
on the Arsenio Hall show, participating in group "sings" and doing other
crowd pleasing thing to show, I suppose, that he's a regular guy.

The TV spots I envisage would begin with a few seconds of Clinton
playing the saxophone on the Arsenio Hall show, singing along with
groups, etc., then a mature sounding voice would say: " Yes, Bill is a
fun guy. But the trouble with him is that he's only got one solution to
all our problems; new or bigger government programs for each one.

"Well, there really is no free lunch. EVERY government program costs
money, and that money doesn't grow on trees. Every penny for them will
come from you, the taxpayer. Can you afford more taxes now? Do you need
more government regulation in your life or business?

"All over the world, from Sweden to Russia to Poland to Africa to India,
China and Vietnam, to Mexico and Argentina, people are throwing out the
all-intrusive, socialist governments that have brought them economic
blight, poverty and ruin - the kind of Big Brother government that Bill
Clinton wants to give you.

"Let's stay in the column of progress! This Nov., vote for President
Bush - the candidate who will work for less, not more, taxes; a smaller,
not larger, government; and the stimulation, through tax reductions, of
the mighty economic engine that made this country the richest in
history."

Best wishes, Brent White, Pres.

Copies to Margaret Tutwiler, Janet Mullins, Robert Zoellick, Dennis Ross
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Tort Song Tragedy

* The following editorial contains
araphic political foolege. Parenial guid-
ance is suggesied.

The media barely noticed when the
Senate killed a product-liability re-
form bill last week. But the story of
how it died deserves to be told.

Qur story begins the day after La-
bor Day, with reform supporters be-
lieving they have the votes to win. Sen-
ater Howetl Heflin, a former Alabama
trial lawyer, then declares in the Sen-
ate Democratic Caucus that “Jews, la-
bor unlons and trial lawyers™ are the

.Democratic Party's three most impor-

tant financial supporters. The Sena-
tors cannot afford to let the trial law-
yers down by passing a bill they op-
pose, he tells his colleagues.

. (Mr. Heflin tells us: "The weekly
Democratic Party Caucus is closed to
the press and Members are pledged to
keep confidential discussions that take
place there. . . . In no way did political
contributions 'inflzence my vote.” Of
course not.)

Senate Majority Leader George
Mitchell agrees and proceeds tolead a
filibuster that means the bill requires
60 votes to pass. Yet supporters still
appear to have the votes, as several
dissenting Democrats argue that a
single, national standard for product
liability would bring sanity to a run-
away legal system. Joe Lieberman, a
pro-growih Democrat from Connecti-
cut, poinis oul that Abbott Labs has
dropped plans to test an anti-AIDS
drug because of liability concerns. The
gallery senses an upset victory.

Enter Goliath, a.k.a., Thomas
"Tommy" Boggs, Beltway maestro for
the Association of Trial Lawyers of
America. Mr. Boggs is walking proof
that Democrats and trial lawyers are
jolned at the hip. He is a partner in the
same Beltway law firm as Democratic
Party chairman Ron Brown — Patton,
Boggs & Blow — and is known for his
contacts and fund-raising. He is the
son of the late Congressional power-
house, Hale Boggs, and his sister is
Cokie Roberts, the liberal ABC-TV
commentator.

From 1987 to 1992, Mr, Boggs him-
self donated $108,937 to a variety of
Democratie candidates, according to
Federal Election Comtnission records.
(Beltway lawyering is .lucrative.)
More important, Mr. Boggs’s dona-

tions usually trigger a cascade of other
political giving from trial lawyers,
their spouses and even children — a
terrific way to end run the $1,000
spending limit on individval dona-
tions. Mr. Boggs's wife, Barbara, has
given $34,900 to candidates, including
$1,000 each to such tort-reform oppo-
nents as Sepators Howard Metzen-
baum and Fritz Hollings.

So on the day of the Senate vote,

Mr. Boggs strikes a powerful pose as |
he parks himself in a room just off the -|

Senate floor. There he huddles with*

other antl-reformers who include such [
self-styled consumerists as Pamela } -
Gilbert of Ralph Nader's coalition.'|.
(Ms. Gitbert refuses to disclese if trial |

lawyers finance her organization.)

The Boggs anti-reform lobby is in:

touch with Senators and thelr aides.
The vote {0 end the filibuster com- -
mences and it's a cliffhanger. Tort

Song Tommy and Senator Mitchell: |
still need to turn one more vote, Mr.~
Mitchell is seen approaching Clai- |

borne Pell, who declines, then John.
Glenf, who shakes his head no. The
Majority Leader then talks to Ne-
braska’s Bob Kerrey.

In a rare Senate procedural gam- -
bit, Mr. Kerrey agrees to "‘pair” his
voté with an absent Senator, meaning:

it isn't formally recorded. Mr. Kerrey-|
tells us he agreed to pair so the Senate: |

could move beyond the contentious de-

bate and “we could get something 3

done this year.” In any event, the-
gambit denies supporters the 60th vote
they need to end the filibuster. The re-
form effort dies.

Reform supporters are nunetheless
elated they came so close after years -

of not even being atlowed a vote, and | ¢

they. vow to try again next year. Bu:]‘
Mr. Boggs is working, too. The trial-*
lawyer network is pouring millions
into Bill Clinton's campaign in the ex-'
pectation that a President Clinton
would ¢bediently veto any pmducLha_
bility reform.

As for the Senate, the trial-lawyers' |
number one target is Wisconsin Re-
publican Bob Kasten, 2 product liabil- ;
ity reform leader. They're pounng|
contributions into his Democratic op-+
ponent, Russ Feingold. And some peo- |
ple still wonder why Americans are:
fed up with Washington.

i
-

L3

5

1







Wertpn J. JuteER, Esa.
[Zol AN. WESTEEM AVE .

# To¢
|_A€E FoeresTt it. GooHT



UNITED FRONT FOR DEMOCRACY
AND HUMAN RIGHTS IN BURMA

15113 Joshua Tree Road
North Potomac, Maryland 20878
Telephone: 301-279-9031
Fax: 301-762-5768

The Honorable
Mr James Baker
Chief of Staff
The White House
Washington D.C. 20500

September 24, 1992

Dear Mr. Baker:

You will note from the above letter-head that | have been representing
The United Front for Democracy and Human Rights in Burma since the SLORC
took over the Burma Administration illegally and misruled Burma until today.
Since you are, as the former Secretary of State, well-aware of the situation
prevailing in present day Burma, | shall refrain from the current situation
in Burma. As you will notice from the accompanying letter addressed to the
resident of the United States, | am writing the letter as an individual US
citizen, and not as the Chairman of the Unbited Front.  Although the letter
is formally addressed to the President, it is however meant for you and your
staff. I know that you and your staff are extremely busy, and so, I
conclude this letter with my best wishes for a very succesful campaign.

Yours sincerely

u.Bod‘f\mma/;

(U BA THAUNG)



U BA THAUNG
15113 Joshua Tree Road
North Potomac, Maryland 20878
Telephone: 301-279-9031
Fax: 301-762-5768

The Honorable
President George Bush
The White House
Washington DC 20500
September 24, 1992

Dear Mr. President:

Having chosen freedom in this country, | became a United States citizen. It was
the time when President John F Kennedy was the most prominent world leader. Then,
| registered as a Democrat, but 1 have chosen to vote for President Ronald Reagan
in 1980 and 1984, and for you, Mr. President, in 1988.

Knowing that you are fighting for re-election and, because of the prevailing
economic conditions, there are predictions that it may turn out to be a very close
election. I feel therefore that I should contribute my ideas to_your re-election
campaign. The ideas that I am going to state below might have been - already
incorporated or deliberated by your campaign staff'- most able leaders such as your
Chief of Staff and his colleagues. But, I feel however that it is my duty to contribute
whatever 1 can, to your re-election campaign because I have great faith in your
experiences and what you can accomplish during your second term when you do not
have to worry about a re-election. And, this very fact should be, again and again,
emphasized in your campaign speeches, saying that, as a second-term President, you
will be only doing whatever is good for the country and the American people. You can
even add that you will also be doing not only for this country, but also for the World.
This is the first theme that came to my mind.

The second theme, I feel, Mr. President, should (despite what some people might be
criticizing), be to re-state and stress your ideas of a New World Order and a Global



Economy. You, Mr. President, and, your predecessor, President Reagan, are the two

US Presidents, who can rightfully claim the undeniable credit for the tearing down of
the Berlin Wall and the aftermath, the demise of Communism. Just as President
Reagan was responsible for starting the process of rebuilding the US military strength
and the saving of the Caribbean by going to the rescue of Grenada, you yourself have
followed this process by accomplishing the rescue of such countries as Afghanistan,
Panama and the Persian Gulf from notorious and ruthless military dictators. Some
Americans may say that you care more about foreign policy and foreign aid. But, all
knowledgeable people realize that, today, neither the United States, nor any other
country in the world can stand by itself. That is true for the economy too. Right now,
economies falter around the World. Not only the United States, but also, Europe,
Japan and North America, three other major centers of the industrialized world are
affected. Figures released by the IMF (International Monetary Fund) during the past
two weeks show how poorly the global economy is performing. Unemployment in
countries like France, Canada and Italy is at double-digit levels in 1992. The United
States is comparatively much better off. That is not taking cover for the stalled
American economy, but it is a clear indication why the recovery in this country has
been slow. You, Mr. President have the experience - not to say of your experience as
Permanent Representative to the United Nations, and as Ambassador to China - you
already have 12 solid years’ experience in dealing with foreign leaders and complex
international affairs, as a Vice-President, and as a President.

Compared to you, Mr. Clinton, not only has he no track record, especially in
international affairs, he has also no idea of how he would act to exert global political
and economic leadership. Now, from the military point of view, there is no doubt that
the United States is the only superpower left in the World. But, in the economic field,

Japan and Germany happened to be two other superpowers or economic giants, who
are now claiming permanent membership status in the United Nations Security
Council, along with existing permanent members, China, Britain, France and Russia.
That claim, I am sure, will have to be favorably decided in the near future. In your
statement to the United Nations General Assembly on Monday, September 21, you
have endorsed an expanded peace-keeping role for the United Nations as part of your
vision for the post-Cold War New World Order. That not only shows your ability to
deal quickly and decisively with international affairs such as peace-keeping and
humanitarian activities, but also justifies your far-sighted actions to maintain the
defence capability required of the United States to upkeep its military strength as a

3




superpower. There is no doubt that Communism has fallen by the roadside. But, the
dangers faced by the free nations of the World are not yet over. There is China, still
very much Communist as well as a military giant, with formidable nuclear weapons
and IBMs. The ex-Soviet Union countries also have a large number of nuclear
weapons, and they have been selling some of them to China and Iran, and China has
been turning around, selling such weapons to Syria, Iran and other countries. The
democratic and economic reforms in the ex-Soviet Union countries are in a very
elementary stage and it is therefore too early to say that the hard-line Communists in
those countries are no longer a military threat. While we can say that the world is now
comparatively safer than before, we must nevertheless prepare ourselves to safeguard
our grandchildren from the dangers of a possible nuclear war, however remote
possibility may be. But, if some of the new democracies failed in their continuing
struggle to maintain their freedom and democracy combined with market economy,
the dangers of a nuclear war are real. This is one area where you, Mr. President, has
a definite edge over your opponent, and your policy to maintain the United States as
a military superpower is realistic and you are on the right track.

To avoid going into great length, permit me to abridge the expression of my
thoughts. Asit appears tome, in the forthcoming elections, the most significant topics
are:

DOMESTIC INTERNATIONAL

1. THE ECONOMY (Side by side with) DEFENCE, FREE TRADE AND
GLOBAL ECONOMY

2.CRIME  (Inter-related with) DRUGS - Domestic & International

Action

3. HEALTH (Elderly Care, AIDsetc.) DOMESTIC /INTERNATIONAL
ACTION

4. EDUCATION (International Link) INTERNATIONAL CO-
OPERATION

5. ENVIRONMENT (International Link) INTERNATIONAL CO-
OPERATION

Forthe ECONOMY, I suggest that you should consider a proposal by you for the

4




creation of a National Economic Council (NEC) to serve the Presidency, parallel to
and asimportiant asthe National Security Council (with the possibility ofa bi-partisan
membership to be appointed by the President). This was once advocated by Senator
Richard G Lugar, and this proposal of a NEC will be a great election highlight and a
sure vote-catching theme. This, I sincerely believe, will give a great impetus for a
strong economy, and will encourage those who are now depressed by the current slow
economic recovery. This should be in addition to other economic measures already
undertaken by you for speedy economic recovery both within the United States, as well
as an international measure preparing for a global economy. The latter is what you
have already started in the form of a new free-trade agreement with Canada and
Mexico, and the need for international co-operation that you have already outlined to
the G-7 representatives who came to the IMF Conference.

I feel that I need not and should not add to what you and your economic experts
have already done. However, I wish to suggest one significant point. That you, Mr.
President, should be more specific in your proposal to cut taxes. AsIhave specialized
in the tax area, I have a feeling that the majority of the voters especially the middle-
income group, will be interested to know your concrete proposal how their heavy share
of the income tax burden will be considerably lowered. Another aspect should be to
compare the double-digit interest rates prevailing at the time President Reagan took
over the administration from President Carter, and make specific mention about the
Seven Fat Years asexplained by The Wall Street Journal Editor Mr. Robert L. Bartley,
the 1980 Pulitzer Prize-Winning Editorial Writer, and the author of "The Seven Fat
Years (1983-1989)." Attached herewith is a copy of THE BUCK STOPS HERE, a
forum appearing in MODERN MATURITY, an AARP publication of October-
November, 1992, which I found to be very useful and interesting. Just like Mr. Bartley,
I feel that, you, Mr. President, should be more forthright and candid with the mistake
you made in departing from your pledge of "no new taxes” b accepting a budget deal
with the Democratic Congress in the midst of The Gulf War preparations - at a time
of national emergency posed by a Hitler-type military dictator menacing world peace.
I agree with Mr. Bartley also that you should give up defending the compromises
Congress forced upon you in your quest for lowering the budget deficit. It may be
better to call for a new and different Congress that can work with you effectively for
a New World Order and a Global Economy with the United States as an economic
superpower, which will lead the world to a speedy recovery from the present
worldwide depression. It may be relevant to say that what America needs now is not

5




a new, unqualified President, but a new and reformed Congress which can work
together with an experienced President for turning the tide on economic and other
problems that we are facing now. To emphasize your achievements as a President who
has worked with other International leaders, I feel (as I watched recently the video
tape of the Victory Parade) that the American people should be given another chance
to witness the parade of victorious soldiers and a team of capable and proven leaders
such as Secretaries Baker and Cheney, National Security Adviser Snowcroft, Chief of
Armed Forces General Collins Powell, Gulf War Commander General Schwarzkopf,
and a proud Commander-in-Chief, who led the United States to a resonnding victory.
Showing glimpses of the Victory Parade in the Campaign Ads will certainly impress the
voters who will trust and vote for a proven leader.

Iam not going to touch upon any details regarding other topics described above.
But, I wish to emphasize that these topics should be dealt with, one by one with as
much as possible detailed plans to be executed during your second term. Secretaries
in your cabinet together with others who are directly involved in various fields should
be used to educate the voters. I wish to conclude my letter by placing great emphasize
the importance of the votes of "women," elderlies,” and those representing millions of
minorities, not only the Afro-Americans, but also, other minorities, such as the
Hispanics, Asians, and even the native Indians. Leaders of these minorities should be
approached by various staff members, not only by the Secretaries in charge of these
affairs, but also by representatives of various ethnic minorities.

Yours sincerely

(U Ba Thaung)
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-\ political spectrum. Here they speal
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T}’zere Is no hope
for liberals
if they seek
only to imitate
conservatives ’

Bj John Kenneth
Galbraith

24

e are well advised every
once in a while to step back
from the public clamor of

the time and assess the effects of the
great social movements that truly
shape our lives and our politics. They
have little to do with political ideolo-
gy and commitment in their usual
shape or form. They go far beyond
such trivial matters. I have particular-
ly in mind the role of government as
it is influenced, and indeed con-
trolled, by forces that ultimately con-
trol commonplace political attitudes
and advocacy.

The role of government is, in fact,
shaped by the increasing urbaniza-
tion, increasing living standards,
increasing economic complexity, and
increasing ethnic and racial admixture
of modern life. In comparison, ex-
pressed political beliefs and prefer-
ences are insignificant. A politician
can accommodate to the controlling
social forces. He can seem to resist
them, but in resistance he is only a
minor force. I recur for a moment to
personal history.

I was born and spent my early

The author is the Paul M. Warburg
Professor of Economics Emeritus at
Harvard University and author of
The Culture of Contentment (Hough-
ton Mifflin, 1992).

years on a farm in southwestern
Ontario, a hundred miles down the
north shore of Lake Erie from
Detroit. It was, as it remains, a spa- |
cious countryside with long, straight
roads serving modestly prosperous
farmsteads. The roads were impor-
tant, for, along with the schools, they |
were the only serious intrusion of
government on the community. In all
my youth I never once saw a police
officer in our neighborhood. A near- |
by village had a constable; he was |'
thought to be without useful employ-
ment. The schools were taken some- |
what seriously, but not by all. A cer-
tain undercurrent of feeling regarded |
them at most with doubt. A farmer, it
was said, was best served by a strong
back and a weak mind.

In the distant purlieus of Toronto
and Ottawa laws were debated and
adopted. We told ourselves that we
should, in a general way, be informed
about them, but we did not suppose
that they had any noticeable effect on
us. We were economically and social-
ly sufficient; governent, those roads
and schools apart, was not necessary
to our lives.

The different role of government
as between that time and situation and
the urban community of today is
more than evident; it could not be
more starkly so.
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ended on November 9, 1989.

The breaching of the Berlin
Wall drew down the curtain on a try-
ing and bloody epoch: two world
wars, the Great Depression and the
Cold War, with regional wars and
nuclear missiles constantly targeted
on the cities of the world.

The Cold War victory was not
merely a military and political mile-
stone, but also a decisive battle in a
contest of economic ideas. It was
once possible to believe that central
economic planning—epitomized by
“scientific socialism”—produced
faster economic growth. Nikita
Khrushchev boasted, “We will bury
you.” Before 1989 it was possible to
believe that market economies and
planned economies would “converge”
into something resembling, say, Olof
Palme’s Sweden.

Instead, at Berlin Communism was
buried. The Soviet empire is trying to
converge into the capitalist main-
stream. Swedish voters have turned
out Palme’s long-dominant and ever-
so-democratic Socialists, Even India

! I Vhe era into which we were born

The author is editor of The Wall
Street Journal, 1980% Pulitzer Prize-
winning editorial writer, and author
of The Seven Fat Years (The Free
Press, 1992).
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has cast aside its socialist mentors.
Successful “socialists,” such as Felipe
Gonzdlez Mérquez in Spain, follow
policies that look like capitalism.

As Americans go to the polls in
1992 they would be wise to under-
stand this historic sweep. As recently
as 1982 it still seemed Communism
might be the winning side. The West-
ern world was sunk in the deepest
economic contraction since the Great
Depression, experiencing a bewilder-
ing “stagflation”—stagnant growth
and double-digit inflation all at once.
President Jimmy Carter had talked
of “malaise” in the U.S., and across

.the Atlantic politicians addressed

“Eurosclerosis.”

In seven short years the tide had
completely reversed, by the most con-
servative policies in recent memory:
a strong defense, of course, but
backed by sound money, incentive-
directed tax cuts and deregulation of
markets. When President Ronald
Reagan and Federal Reserve chair-
man Paul Volcker finally got their
policies put fully into place in 1983, it
proved the start of the longest peace-
time economic expansion in memory.
Over seven fat years the economy
expanded by a third in inflation-
adjusted terms, real disposable
income per capita grew by nearly a
fifth, and more than 18 million new

renowned experts at opposite ends of the
out on the nation’s economic future

‘Tl'ze conservative
economic agenda
is far from
exhausted by the

success of the
1980s’

By Robert L. Bartley
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In that removed farming
community the young
looked after the old, who, more than
incidentally, had a tendency by
today’s standards to die rather young.
Even Social Security, though it would
bave been very nice, was not as now
absolutely essential.

Much of the modern role of gov-
ernment comes from the conflict and
complexity of people living in close
and sometimes tense association.
Some comes from the broad improve-
ment in living standards—more pol-
lution and more trash to be carried
away. Some follows from the ethnic
and racial admixture and the resulting
tension. In my rural Ontario there
were only the Scotch (as we called
ourselves) and the English.

Some government role comes from
the uncertainty of modern industrial
performance and the consequent
unemployment and personal econom-
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ic deprivation. Unemployment was
unknown in that Ontario countryside;
I never heard mention of it as a youth.
Nor on our largely self-sufficient
farms did we know much about reces-
sion. That was something suffered by
people in the towns and cities.

Here are the overriding social
forces of our time. They are so for
liberals and conservatives alike. The
only difference in attitude, speaking
as a liberal, is this: We accept and
respond to change. Conservatives, by
their nature and faith, are hauled
reluctantly abreast of the times. Some
are said to come only kicking and
screaming into the present.

In the end, it is the liberals who
save the conservatives, It was old-age
security, unemployment compensa-
tion, regulation of the work hours of
women and children, tolerance of
labor organization, welfare relief for
the helpless poor, public housing and
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stabilizing action on the business
cycle that made modern, highly
urbanized capitalism reasonably
secure. Without these protective and
mellowing steps it would not have
survived. And the process of ensuring
its survival continues. It will be the
major issue in the election this
autumn. The election will center on
whether and how we accommodate to
the times.

There is first—and here one has
only a slight sense of novelty—the
socially dangerous situation in our
central cities. After Los Angeles that
danger is beyond doubt. The only
debate is over what should be done.
Liberals, or those properly so called,
accept that there must be strong, affir-
mative government action. Needed is
employment opportunity—jobs and
therewith escape from poverty. These
private enterprise has not provided;
neither oratory nor enterprise zones

B

jobs were created. This was
the basis for the historic
victory of 1989.

Since the fat years ended we’ve
been mired, depending on what dates
are finally set, in a longish recession
or a disappointing recovery. But the
entrepreneurial growth of 1983-1990
did not end by accident; it was ground
down by a series of policy initiatives.

In August 1989 Congress sought
to “solve” the crisis in the Savings
and Loan industry with something
called the Financial Institutions
Reform, Recovery and Enforcement
Act, FIRREA was directed at a real
enough crisis, but its overreaction
started a credit crunch drying up
financing, especially for new busi-
nesses. A few months later Congress
defeated the Bush Administration’s
attempt to cut the capital-gains tax,
which had passed the Democratic
House. In the end 51 Senators voted
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against 4 filibuster Senate Majority
Leader George Mitchell mounted to
stop it. But Mitchell won, and today
the U.S. has the sharpest tax on capi-
tal gains in the world.

The next year negotiations on a
budget deal led President Bush to
renounce his pledge of “no new
taxes.” In the midst of Gulf War
preparations, the President accepted a
budget deal that increased taxes with
recession already gathering. _

Efforts to achieve cleaner air and
help disabled Americans, also, im-
posed unuecessarily large regulatory
costs on businesses and thus con-
sumers. Our economy is sluggish
today not because of the mistakes of
the boom years, but because since
1989 national economic policy swung
incentives to disincentives.

Yet somehow the years of prosper-
ity are depicted as a “decade of
greed.” America is seen as “declin-

ing” just as the Soviet Union col-
lapsed. We have sunk into our current
mood of pessimism. Our supposed
predicament can be divided roughly
into three general headings: the
deficit, the distribution of incomes,
and Japan. No society has ever been
without problems. But by the stan- .
dards of history, our economic prob-
lems scarcely seem overwhelming,
The deficit is a real problem,
which in prudence needs to be dealt
with over time. But it is not the key-
stone of economic policy. From as far
back as 1952, federal government
revenues have bounced within a band
of 17 to 20 percent of Gross Domes-
tic Product, by which we now mea-
sure the economy’s production. In
1991 revenues stood at 18.7 percent
while government outlays soared to
23.5 percent and promise to go higher
under the impact of the recession and
the S&L bailout. The problem is not
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nor even prayer can provide
the necessary work. People
must be employed building better
housing, improving municipal ser-
vices, improving the schools, provid-
ing better recreational facilities and
mending our decayed infrastructure of
roads, bridges, airports and much
else. Only public intervention and imi-
tiative—and money—will get
results. Similarly as regards medical
care, education, drug rehabilitation
and an adequate, well-trained and
socially responsible police force.
None of this will be accomplished
perfectly. Constant effort to improve
the efficiency of public-sector ser-
vices must also be prominent in the
liberal program—we want a civil ser-
vice deserving of our praise and
pride. But the basic fact must be
faced: In the poverty- and violence-
ridden centers of our great cities little
will be achieved except by govern-
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ment action. Liberals want the peace
and tranquillity there that conserva-
tives will also enjoy; they do not rel-
ish the even higher costs of isolating
these zones of violence, having the
rest of the modern urban community
erect private defenses to protect itself
from the consequences of poverty,
hopelessness and despair. They do not
seek personal peace by escape to
what for many is the barren serenity
of the suburbs.

There are many other tasks that
modern economic life imposes on the
state and that the modern liberal
accepts. The judgment here is essen-
tially pragmatic.

Where the market economy works,
it should be allowed to work; the mar-
ket is a predominant fact in modern
economic life. But where public
action is inescapable or serviceably
benign, it must be accepted.

One comes now to one of the

prime facts of our time. The pragmat-
ic attitude of the modern liberal
toward public function and expendi-
ture involves a lower level of govern-
ment outlay than the public functions
that enjoy the most devout and
assertive of conservative support. The
latter are defense, the rescue of failed
financial institutions and the costs of
government budget policy.

Defense, even now that the Cold
‘War has ended and the Soviet state
itself has been dissolved, still receives
the strongest conservative backing.
The residue of anti-Communist para-
noia, bureaucratic power, local politi-
cal and economic interest, place con-
servatives in both the Executive and
Legislative branches in solid support
of large defense expenditure. Nor
does any reliable conservative speak
out against the S&L and bank
bailouts. (As ever in the United
States, socialism comes when failed

“irresponsible” tax cuts, but
government spending.

Even .at that, federal debt held by
the public stood at 47.8 percent of
GDP in 1991 compared with 113 per-
cent in 1946 and a low of 24.5 per-
cent in 1974. It will surely exceed 50
percent in 1992, but history shows
this is not an unmanageable figure in
a growing economy. And of course,
some part of the money borrowed
during the 1980s was spent protecting
the future. If we borrowed 113 per-
cent of Gross National Product to win
World War II, what was it worth to
leave our grandchildren free of the
Cold War and its threat of a general
nuclear exchange?

The critics of income distribution,
mostly intellectuals whose ideas were
left behind in the 1989 capitalist vic-
tory, have tried to persuade us that the
American economy produces too
many millionaires. The huge exagger-
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ations finally got to be too much for
some of the experts. The Urban Insti-
tute, a think tank usually regarded as
in the liberal camp, put out a study
complaining that the general public
“has been led to believe the poor were
literally getting poorer over the last
decade or two, and that the incomes
of the rich were skyrocketing, This is
simply not true.”

The Urban Institute’s study
focused on a sample of people in the
lowest-income families m 1977, and
measured their position in 1986.
Those who had been in the bottom 20
percent in the first year increased
their incomes by 77 percent, while
those who started in the top 20 per-
cent increased their incomes by only
5 percent. Central planning tends to
keep people where they “pelong™; a
fluid market society lets them rise.

Meanwhile, Japarn’s economic
Jandscape is showing threatening fis-

sures with a revolving-door series of
prime ministers and a chronic slump
in stock prices. The Japanese citizen-
1y is demanding a bigger share of the
pie, recognizing for example that it
Tives in a Third World housing stock.
Japanese stock prices have fallen by
more than half since the beginning of
1990. Real estate prices have also
imploded, particularly in Tokyo.
These declines in asset values have
undermined Japanese banks’ capital
base, threatening a further downward
spiral and certainly cutting off the
cheap capital that fueled its myth.

For all the talk of Japan, the poor
or the deficit, in short, there is little
reason to abandon the policies that
worked. The trick is to retumn to them.
Where are we today, and what
remains to be done?

Thanks to a conservative Federal
Reserve Board, inflation remains gen-
erally under control; the Fed should
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business executives deplane at Wash-
ington’s National Airport or Dulles
and seek government support. They
are the true socialists in our time.)
And past conservative budget policy
has made interest payments on the
national debt a dominant factor in
total federal expenditure.

Taken together, the defense spend-
ing, the bailout costs and the interest
charges far exceed the compassionate
outlays liberals have urged on behalf
of our cities or to mitigate the effects
of our present and enduring recession.
Let no one be in doubt: the truly big
spenders in our time are the rock-
bound conservatives. Liberals are a
pale fiscal imitation by comparison.
But we do not duck our responsibili-
ties. This brings me to the matter of
taxes.

Any action to improve the situation
in our central cities, or more broadly
the position of the poor, or to rescue

our educational system, or to extend
unemployment compensation and
take serious steps to provide job
opportunities in recession, or to
improve public health care, will cost
money. Broadly speaking, those most
in need of this help are those least
able to pay for it through their taxes.
It is those least in need of public
action and support who are best able
to pay—and who see themselves as
most threatened by taxation. It is this
community of the fortunate that has
dominated American fiscal policy in
the Reagan-Bush years; its forthright
and quite plausible purpose was to
reduce public support to the poor,
reduce taxes on itself, and advance
strongly those public functions, most
notably defense, that served or
seemed to serve its own interest,

A certain economic justification
was contrived in support of this line
of policy. In the modern ecoriomy, it

was held in the 1980s, the rich needed
the incentive of greater return, the
poor needed the spur of 'their own
poverty. Only in the 1990s, with deep
and durable recession in the economy
and violence and the threat of vio-
lence in the cities, have these rational-
izations sunk into some measure of
disrepute.

The answer from liberals should be
clear. That it does not accord with
current political cliché should not
keep it from being voiced. Some of
our social costs can be paid for by the
transfer of funds from the conserva-
tive-favored military establishment,
There is a rewarding leverage here:
What is relatively small expenditure
for exotic weaponry or the SDI is
large when transferred to social pro-
grams, The cost of a single Sea-Wolf
submarine or B-2 bomber is large in
meeting social needs in the Bronx,
the devastated areas of Los Angeles
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continue to concentrate on sound
money. We can hope that as it stabi-
lizes the value of the dollar it will also
 stabilize the world financial system,
with stable exchange rates recogniz-
ing that the whole globe is now linked
into one economy.

Similarly, we need to resist above
all the temptation to believe we can
cut ourselves off from the world
through trade protection; as we
learned with the Smoot-Hawley Tariff
in the Great Depression, economic
isolationism will only make us poorer.

To boost production and create
jobs we need an incentive-targeted
fiscal policy.

We certainly should not let mar-
ginal tax rates—the rate on an extra
dollar of earnings—creep back
toward their former 70 percent ceil-
ing. Instead, we should police the tax
code looking for exceedingly high
rates, which can be removed without
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hurting government revenues much.

To start with a small example rele-
vant to many readers of this maga-
zine, we could free the market by
repealing the earnings test on Social
Security recipients. This is nothing
but a prohibitive tax on working after
age 65. Its repeal would free those
who want to work, and add produc-
tion and the ensuing tax receipts.

The tax on capital gains works
much the same way. This tax can now
reach over 100 percent of real profit,
since there is no adjustment for infla-
tion while the asset was held. A
reduction to world levels would be a
big incentive for entrepreneurial ven-
tures, would unlock capital now
frozen in old investments, and would
be unlikely to cost the government
much in the way of revenues.

Under present circumstances,
indeed, we should think about cutting
taxes not only on capital gains, but on

other returns to capital-—interest pay-
ments, for example. For in the
changed conditions of the 1990s the
economy will need a larger infusion
of capital. In any event, we've already
paid taxes on our savings once, when
they were earned as income. Why
should we tax them again if they’re
invested in the future rather than
spent on the needs of the moment?

It would also aid investment, of
course, if federal spending were
reduced and the deficit shrunk. This
requires a change in the culture of
Washington, with Congressmen get-
ting control first of their personal
bank accounts, then of the discre-
tionary parts of the federal budget.

Spending got out of control with
the Congressionally dominated bud-
get procedures of 1974, and reversing
this will require more Executive
authority and responsibility.

Once the government proves itself
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and other urban slums. Tak-

ing care of our poorest peo-
ple is very cost-efficient compared
with support to the military-industrial
complex.

But there should be no doubt: Sta-
ble, civilized life in the modermn high-
ly urbanized economy does not come
cheap. European countries have rec-
ognized this with, among other

things, resort to the value-added tax.
To some extent our states, through
sales taxes, have preempted this
source of revenue.

Given, however, the fairly frivolous
character of much of our consumer
expenditure —that which can be for-
gone at the margin without pain—
there are opportunities here.

There should, hewever, be no hesi-

“Mydad had a
heart attack last
week. But he’s

© 1992 Lifeline

going to be okay.
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.carries charity much too far. (Need-

minded liberals who seek political

tation whatever in resto’rlng a greater
measure of progressivity in the top
brackets of the income tax. Reduction
here was one of the more egregious
acts of the Reagan years—as indeed
some conservatives now recognize. It
helped to concentrate an unparalleled
share of personal income in the upper
10, and indeed in the upper 1 percent
of the population. William Howard
Taft, founding parent of the income
tax and an impeccably committed
Republican, must be turning sadly in
his tomb.

At a minimum, the comfortably
affluent should pay for a greater share ]
of the bank bailouts, as, indeed,
should the banks themselvés. The res-
cue by the average middle-income cit-,
izen of the affluent bank deposﬂ:ori
who has a thoughtfully dispersed col-
lection of $100,000 insured deposits

less to say, also, there must be regula-
tion, high conservative doctrine to the
contrary, to see that the S&L and
banking scandals are not repeated.)
There are, [ readily concede, weak-

shelter at any mention of taxes, even
taxes on the greatly rich.

Alas, there is no alternative; we
must let them go.

There is no hope for liberals if they
seek only to imitate conservatives,
and no function either. Only by bring-|
ing those now without income and
voice irito the electoral process do we
have any hope 'of winning. In the

+ election this fall I'm far from certam!

that this effort will be made, A strong
bid by the Democrats for the under-
class—more generally for the haif. of
the adult population that does not
deem it worthwhile to vote—would
frighten some traditional Democrats
and even some mentally vulnerable
liberals as well. Here is Mr. Bush’s
great advantage.

~ Much as he suffers from the con-
tinuing recession, oratory as a substi-
tute for action, defective syntax and

the presence of Mr. Quayle, he still

has one thing going for him. That is
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prudent on what it can con-

trol, it will be in a much
better position to deal with the “man-
dated expenses” that loom so large in
the federal budget. But in the “grand
bargain” of raising taxes while cutting
Social Security, Medicare benefits
and government pensions, what I see
is a grand excuse for doing nothing.

At the same time, however, the
government cannot afford to assume
more responsibility for medical care.
Medicare preciudes doctors from
accepting more than price-control
limits from anyone over 63, even
those willing and able to pay; this
forces medical institutions to shift
costs to the working population, Try-
ng to extend this already unsustain-
able system is a sure route to disaster
in terms of the federal budget dnd,
over time, health care for the elderly.

A conservative economic policy
would look for deregulation to reduce
drains on the economy. The most
obvious today is a parasitic tort law
system. Vice President Dan Quayle
has aptly suggested that American
legal jurisdictions adopt the world-
standard rule that in lawsuits losers
pay court costs. This would end the
present big-stakes lottery and drasti-
cally reduce the costs of litigation,
insurance and products generally.

To improve our economic perfor-
mance, we need especially to improve
our educational system, vital in an
information-driven, globally linked
economy. In recent years.schools have
subordinated edncational goals to a
vain pursuit of racial balance, to
asbestos removal, to an egalitarian
philosophy that forbids grouping stu-
dents by ability level or even behav-
ior. We’ve somehow arrived at a point
where prayer in the schools is bad
while condoms in the schools is good.
There may be no solution short of
vouchers to allow parents the freedom
to pick among schools; the conserva-
tive idea of school choice is gathering
steam around the nation.

At this point, of course, conserva-
tive economics tends to blend with
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conservative social policy. Surely it
would help the schools, and help our

economic performance, if we could

inculcate stronger family values, if
only by being willing to talk about
them in the face of ridicule, as Vice
President Quayle also did.

Crime, similarly, is a huge drain on
the economy. The most likely key to
reducing it lies in reform of a juvenile

=

justice system that currently ensures
that potential criminals are not disci-
plined until they reach an incorrigible
age. In this and other ways the con-
servative agenda depends on'the con-
tinued appointment of conservative
judges and Supreme Court Justices.
The conservative economic agen-
da, in short, is far from exhausted by
the success of the 1980s. There is
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the rule laid down by Presi-
dent Harry Truman:

If the American people have to
choose between a real conservative
and an imitation conservative, they
will always choose the real thing.

Governor Clinton has, indeed,
come up with a substantial pro-
gram—*“Putting People First: A
National Economic Strategy for
America” It promises solid action
against unemployment and reces-
sion, notably a substantial employ-
ment program centered around the
repair of our decaying infrastruc-
ture and a strong plan for improving
and increasing the low-income hous-
ing stock in the central cities. And
it promises vigorous federal action
to improve education, to widen edu-
cational opportunity and to extend
and make access to good health care
more generally available. His pro-
gram is intelligently alert to the
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terrible—and dangerous—situation
in the central cities.

Mr., Clinton’s proposal is, also, in
the context of full fiscal responsibili-
ty. It would be paid for by higher
taxes on the until-now greatly favored
rich by well-planned shifts in spend-
ing from defense and, perhaps more
dubiously, by cuts in other federal
expenditure.

It is not a perfect program; I would
move more aggressively to support
state and local governments and their
services. Here cuts in much-needed
expenditure and the extensive and
anguished discussion they have pro-
voked have done much and continue
to do much to make the recession
both more painful and more severe.

Still, Mr. Clinton has taken a long
step in the right direction. Mr. Bush
at this writing has not proposed any-
thing of similar need and good sense.
Nor, we may be sure, will he. The

President operates broadly on the
principle that God is a good Republi-
can and will provide. Cutting the cap-
ital-gains tax and persuading Mr.
Greenspan to lower interest rates a lit-
tle more will make everything better.
Never was hope more removed from
reality. The reduction in the capital-
gains tax would rejoice principally
those who are rich in past gains on
their securities. The economic effect
would be negligible.

Movements in short-term rates of
interest have been shown to bave little
effect on long-term borrowing costs.
The market has discounted such
action as an election ploy.

Mr. Bush is really out of step with
the great social and economic
changes that shape and, in the end,
control the needed public action.

Mr. Clinton is not the perfect
prospect but he is, nonetheless, dis-
tinctly the best one. i

o

plenty of work left to do,
and the modern conserva-
tives have ideas.

Where in the 1992 campaign,
though, do you find this agenda?
None of the candidates is wholly sat-
isfactory, though Vice President
Quayle shows signs of hope.

President Bush displays an unfor-
tunate habit of defending the compro-
mises Congress has forced him into,
but his Administration lies generally
in the conservative tradition.

Governor Clinton has actually been
relatively conservative compared with
recent candidates from his party, sup-
porting free trade, and avoiding the
anti-business agenda sometimes
advanced by Democratic-leaning
labor unions. Still, a Clinton Admin-
istration economic policy would
move, however slightly, toward plan-
ning and away from the market prin-
ciples that won in 1989.
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Yet voters should remember that in
many ways the Congress matters even
more than the Presidency. If we elect
a new Congress attuned to the world’s
march toward free markets, it will
pull any potential President in that
direction.

Think of how the present Bush
Administration would have looked
with a different Congress.

Also voters should remember that
no one President is likely to reform
Washington overnight; for this we
need an institutional change. Here
another conservative reform idea, to
limit Congressional terms to 12 years,
is also gathering steam. At least until
this year, when retirements proliferate
in the wake of manifest voter dissatis-
faction, election to Congress has
seemed a lifetime appointment. More
Congressional turnover would curb
entrenched interests, return the gov-
ernment to the people, and produce a

Congress much more attuned to the
battle of ideas.

That is a battle modemn conserva-
tives are more than willing to fight.
Witk the fall of the Berlim Wall the
day of the state is passing, the day of
a global marketplace rising. With
today’s technological promise, we
could forge a new Belle Epogue.

In the face of today’s historic chal-
lenge, American liberalism has devel-
oped cranky pessimism, sometimes
covered with a campaign-time veneer
of hope. Except for its military suc-
cess in Irag, the Bush Administration
has been strangely passive. What the
country needs, and what the historic
moment demands, is a dose of the
kind of can-do conservatism we
forged in the dark hours of
1979-1982. What voters should be
looking for in 1992 is most of all the
old American optimism, the frue
American spirit. [
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7050 Milwood Avenue Apt 28
Canoga Park, C_lifornia 91303
September 15, 1992

Chief-of-Staff Jim Baker
WHITE HOUSE
Washington, D.C, 20500-0001

Dear Mr. Baker

Attached is a copy of a letter whicH I have written and mailed to
the Editors of The Christian Science Monitor in Boston.

Perhaps the contents of the letter may have some elements of interest

to you in relation to the current campaign for the re-election
of President Bush to the White House,

Sincerely Z i
Ld é 14% ag&

Harry Dartford

Encl: 3
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Harpy Dartford
7050 Milwood Ave #28
Canoga Park, California 91303
September 15, 19062
"Readers Write"
The Editors
The Christian Science Monitor
One Norway Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02115

The end of the Cold War and the end of the hot war of World War Ii have many

similarities, "and many differences, that if understood, would be very constructive
in helping the electorate find their way in and out of the maze of political

rhetoric of 1692.

It is hard for those who have come into maturity after World War II to envision

our nation in any other terms than total preparedness for war, since that is the

way it has been during most of our life-times, Can you imagine then, our country

in total unpreparedness, with an army of only 10C,000 men? Newspapers and other media
blasting armaments as the cause of war; and high school students writing

essays in English and history classes denouncing arnies and ahy preparedness,

Tt is no wonder then, that Witler and Herohito looked upon the Tnited States as
filled with powder-puffweaklings; and secretly consniredste invade and split

our nation betwen them, Japan struck first at Peral Yarbor where they destroved
most of the ships in The T1.S, Vavy, What immediately followed that infamous incident
was most astonishing. Teen-ages, grilled and drilled all their life in the evils
of war, guns, and zrmies; flooded the offices of The 11.5. Armed Forces Recruiting
Offices across- our country, What's additionally remarkable is, that the ninimum
draft age was the age of 20,

These teenage volunteers, mnany of whom disregarded their mother‘s plea to delay
joining up until graduating from high school, were heard to vow vehmately without
exception, "I will do whatever it takes to whip the Japs (or Puns) whatever it takes
to do so, what ever the cost.” {Huns was a popluar name for the Germans),

And the costs were heartlessly enormous. It soon became comman word-of-nouth
knowledge throughout the Armed Forces in all theaters of the War, that those
being sent to the Pacific against the Japs, were going on "a cne-way trip
to tthe meat-chopper'™.

1+ was hell with its most horrendous ordeals, Young and old, white and black,
rich and poor; all were re-measured IPone comman demoninator; the encounter with
the Prince of Hell, And few were the survivors. Those who''gave their last full
measure of devotion", along with the few who did survive, deserve our full
measure of honor and gratitude.

President Bush, at age 17, was one of those teenage volunteers. He of his own
free will chose to go on that "one-way trip to ‘the meat-chopper'. He flew
58 combat missions in his Navy fighter-airplane in infernos of fierce battles
against the ememy and kamikazi counter-attacks. He was one of the fortune few
that survived.
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Any ivory-towered commentator and political cartoonist who characterizes

such a man as this, as a whimp or "a powder-puffed rich boy out of touch with
ordinary people",---ought to go take a look into the jaws of a meat-chopper;---
then, perhaps, they would reassess their skewed notions.

In recent months his opponents and distractors have attempted to characterize
George Bush as a whimper, a sick person with bad health, one who has become
incoherent in speech and memory, one who has no further gut or desire to be
president;=-~-an attempted character assasination with a beastly intinct of
“if you can't beat him, kill himy"--w---- (mentally, that is).

In the face of all of this attempted character assasination by his opponents,
who can fanlt George Bush for repeating his teen-age war-time vow in his 1992
campaign, "I'1l do whatever it takes to whip ‘'em, and win,"

The fall of communism in eastern Europe and Russia, and the accompanying end
of the Cold War; 1left in the wake of the atmosphere a feeling remarkably similar
to that feelinr which ensued at the end of World War IIl.

However, there are two glaringly bright differences that stand out in connection
with the end of these two Wars:

First: :In the wike of World Wai II and its end; the absence of thousands of
husbands, boyfriends, sons, brothers, friends, and neighbors who never returned home;
plus thousands and thousands more who were maimed, blinded, without arms, legs.,

and other cruel handicaps who did return home,

In contrast: 1In the wake of the end of the Cold War: not a single one of any

of these casulalties, ’

Second: The lackadaisical attitude about arms and preparedness for defence

by our people at the out-break of World War II, with the result that it invited
the Japanese and Germans to join together in an alliance to invade and divide

the United States between thermn. This invasion scheme was at first delayed temp-
orarily by the Battle of Britain of the Atlantic side; and by the Victory at Sea
of the Battle of Midway on the Pacific side. The delay gave the mobilized unified
citizens at home working 24 hours a day and 7 days a week enough breathing

time to eventually build an arsenal so vast and nighty, that it supplied enough
tanks, guns, ships, and airplanes in all theaters of war (Pacific, Btitain,

Norph Africa, Europe, and Russia): enabling all fronts to start pushing the enemy
back and finally lead to their collapse.

In contrast: To the program of preparedness and readiness for any war in our
Tife-time. And most notably after 1980 was the tough and steadfast modernization
and build-up of capability by the Reagon presidency. This led.. to the collapse
of communism without a single shot being fired.

Anyone who claims that all the events of the past few years that culminated in the
freedom of eastern Europe, the tearing down of the Berlin wall, and the dramtic
fall of communisim in and of the Soviet Unionj;---were routine happenings and not

due to any actions, first, of the Reagan presidentcy and next, of the Bush
presidency,----such claims reaching the listener's ears:=- be very wary of distfscting
political rhetoric. Again, anyone who claims that all of the successful and

brillian foreign paticy decisions and actions of both the Reagan presidency

and the Bush presidency have nothing to do with domestic well-being and prosperity

at home; should likewise be listened to very warily.
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Have these disparaginc detractors failed to learn anvthing from their predecessors i
the failed "suns and butter" foreign policy of the Veitnam War in the Lyndon
Johnsen presidency? Also, the failed Middle Last foreign policies of ©0ilj of their
predecessors in both the Lyndon Johnscn presidency and the Jimmy Carter presidency?
That these failed foreign policies unleashed a devastating double diget hyper-
inflation across America, which in turn wrecked our electronic manufacturing
business, and caused it to disappear to Japanese competition. And in addition,
alnmost destroyed our autonobile, machine toel, and steel mak%ing industries, also.
And if that wasn't bad enouch, this double diget hyper-infaltion caused the price
of housing to skyroket so high that the ordinary wage earner in America is priced
out of the market for Mome ownership~-the American dreamout of his reach,

Note carefully, that before this devastating double dicet hyper-inflation, no
country on earth,--not even Japan,--could compete with the United States in
electronic, autorobiles, machine tools, steel making; because of the high
productivity of the American worker and comptitive low prices, Tapan was

still merely a third rate manufacturing and financial conmpetitor in the world,

3ut the double-diget hyper-inflation becamne a windfall for the Japanese; they
adroitly moved cunickly out-marketing all other foreign competitors and captured

the lions share of the American market. With this sudden increase of high volune
sales particularly in the automobile and electronics products, the Jananese
accurmlated larze increases of capital surplus, This surplus captial was skillfully
1utili==d to develon and capture a lions share of the market for many other products
and industries. That is how it became today's number one Ssuperpower in manufactu-
ing and financing. The outcone of the Johnson-Carter hyper double diret inflation,

If given the truthful facts, instead of the deflecting political rhetoric,
Americans will realize and cope with the problems that present themslves with
the larce scale that occur when wars cone to an end. This was true at the
end of World “ar IT. And it is true with the present dislocations at the end
of the Cold War. However, there is a glaring difference between the end of
World jar II and the end of the Cold War in this regard; specifically, at
the end of this Cold War:=z== 2ll of our fathers and mothers, boyfriends and
girlfriends, brothers and sisters,friends and neichbors are withont a single
casualty safe a2t hone, sound and intact, whole of body and mind, vicorous in
health and spirit. This is one of the rich legacies of both the Teagan presidency,
and the 3ush presidency.

Such a brillant and woderful outcome of the end of the Cold War, deserves and
calls for a standing ovation and "a well done good and faithful servant”,
continue thou Mr. President 3ush with four more years of service to our
country in the White House,

Sincercly = .
%.57 Fary

Harry Dartford

Conies to:
President George Bush

Chief-of-Staff Jim Baker
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W The Democratic
nominee and his
party insist that
government must
do more -
because there
are still unmet
needs. By this
criterion, we will
never stop until
government
spending is 100
percent of GNP,

Big Government, Children’s Rights‘

by far between George Bush and Bill

Clinton and the parties they head
involves the desired scope of government
action. Spending by all levels of government
has been climbing steadily, not just in abso-
lute dollar terms but also as a percentage of
GNP It's now 40 percent.

Government's growth is evident, too, in
areas where it doesn't tax and spend directly
but rather imposes costs on the private
sector — for example, mandating benefits
employers must provide or imposing regula-
tions that increase the cost of doing busi-
ness.

What response does this progression call
for? That's easily the most important do-
mestic issue of our time,

The president and his party argue that
ways must be found to stop the expansion of
the state in order to maintain a sufficient
sphere for individual choice and action.
Though their leadership in promoting this
result may be faulted, their underlying judg-
ment is, I think, the right one. ,

The Democratic nominee and his party
insist, however, that government must do
more — because there are still unmet needs
and persisting social problems. By this crite-
rion, we will never stop until government
spending is 100 percent of GNP

In one sense, the present argument be-
tween Mr. Bush and Mr. Clinton is only the
latest manifestation of a very old partisan
divide, one that goes back at least to the
Great Depression. But in another sense the
current split is strikingly different from that
of Franklin Roosevelt's time.

Roosevelt called for a bigger role for the
state at a time when, here in the United
States, it was still very small, and the coun-
try faced problems which state action was

I N domestic policy the biggest difference

well suited to address. In contrast, the
Democrats’ present argument that govern-
ment should do more comes after 60 years
of steady, sweeping growth. And it comes at
a time when the bloated, bureaucratic state
is widely seen to be at least as problem-
causing as problem-solving.

I am not reflexively condemning govern-

"mental action. The two political leaders in

US history I most revere, George Washing-

‘ton and Abraham Lincoln, were nationalists

who used government expansively to, in
Herbert Croly's words, “make the nation
more a nation.” But all of my work as a polit-
ical scientist leaves me con-
vinced that the continued,
promiscuous growth of the state
poses a monumental threat to
the nation’s health and vitality,

But the current Democratic
leadership seems determined to
extend government’s reach
wherever prevailing conditions
are not perfect — which is, of
course, everywhere. K

Hillary Clinton plays a very
active role in her husband’s
presidential campaign, and her record as a
“children’s rights” activist certainly merits
close examination.

But much of the Republicans’ assault on
that record misses the point when it focuses
on what she has said or written about the
family as such. The problem jsn't that she
“wants children to be able to sue their par-
ents,” but that for her “children’s rights" is
an ingenious vehicle for dramatically
extending government’s reach,

In this regard, two articles that Hillary
Clinton wrote in the 1970s, “Children Under
the Law” (1973) and “Children’s Rights: A
Legal Perspective” (1979), are instructive,

EM:EERETT

She argues that a great many interests which
children have should be transformed —
through court decisions and legislation —
into legally enforceable rights. In the 1979
article, she acknowledged that “even among
persons in the children’s rights movement,
there is a concern that extending rights to
children against their parents is too difficult
to control,” and she states that “in all but the
most extreme cases such questions should
be resolved by the families...."”

But what are those “extreme cases” de-
manding new forms of government action?
They are, Mrs. Clinton writes: “Decisions
about motherhood and abor-
tion, schooling, cosmetic
surgery, treatment of venereal
disease, or employment, and
others where the child’s future
should not be made unilaterally
by parents.”

There may be a few areas of

family life that can’t be swept
under one of these categories —
but not many where a deter-
mined lawyer wouldn't try,
i ' Children ecouldn’t them-
selves, in most cases, initiate action on
behalf of the sweeping new legal rights
Hillary Clinton argues should be estab-
lished. So it would be necessary to set up
new governmental bureaucracies to see that
these rights are not violated and to investi-
gate allegations that they have been.

Once again, then, we have a Democrat
proposing something that is at its core a call
for a major new expansion, direct and indi-
rect, of the scope of government.

B Everelt Carll Ladd is executive direc-
tor of the Roper Center for Public Opin-
ion Research, University of Connecticut.
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B A growing reluctance of the hation's bankers I;o lend money
to people who need to borrow. In part, this is due tg new, punitive

L
HOW Washln ton federal banking regulations that threaten bank directors (and
g ' their families) with personal responsibility if loans £o sour and
the bank is impaired, even in the absence of personal culpahility.

At th time, ional disparities i ] t ha
Can Create New Jobs vt e 0 o ot i enplomet v

LYING time from New York to Houston is only a little over sion. Tygy have unemployment rates of 8.5 percent, 2 point over |
F three hours. Yet judged by the rhetoric from the Democraijc the naticnal average. The big states gained 170,000 jobs thus far |'

and Republican conventions, the two cities conld be o sep- In the recovery. The 40 smaller states have an unemployment rate
arate planets, of 6.6'1?ercent. Jobs in these states rose 830,900. _

Jobs are the obvious, overriding issue in the election. Forall | , Politically, the 10 big states are crucial. California, Texas, New
the hoopla, however, the parties have not come to grips with the York, Florida, Pennsylvania, Hilinois, Ohio, Michigan, New Jersey,
basic structural problems that caused the great American job and North Qarohna account for about 55 percent of the voting
machine to stall in the past three years. age populatagn. Their electoral-vote total is Jjust shy of that |

Proposals to roll out the public-works pork barrel won'tdothe | °| Tequired to win the election. . . |
trick. Long-term job growth has been concentrated in services | .|  The nation must address the limits W its growth. Federal |,
since World War IL It will remain there, Pouring money into a | - h-ealﬂ'l,, safety, and environmental regulation is absurdly ineffi-
bankrupt system of public education would have little effect. Real | . :::;fal:'tg’edas Robex:t Crandall of the Brookings Institution has

il rose fourfold since the 1950s, but student per. _ _ _
. ?(;lrmtlaysa nc%e;g)tggo:a‘:i?l. ourfold since the Os, bu ent per The principal result of this approach was a drop in profitability
) The United States added 18 million new workers in the 1980s, of US corporations over the last decade to levels far below the
The service sector added 17.8 million jobs and the government 2 norm of the last half century . ) '
million, while jobs in mining, manufacturing, and construction Clearly the decline in profitability has undercut the incentive

d. § the job machine ground to virtual halt 1990, for business investment. The substandard level of investment has
drolggz bus?ndiys:s fo‘i'f]t?aﬁg;l providglomoc:-e than 80 percelrrl; of the depfi‘fed_ US w‘?ﬂfe‘:s of the tools they need to maintain their stan-
new jobs in the private sector in the 1980s. For practical pur- da.rtg o%léwng. This is the root cause of the slow-motion syndrome

i i : In the US economy.

E{f,i,“;f;d bﬁﬁfﬁwﬂaﬂﬁ,’; ;‘f::mst“}fj ‘ Many factors contribute to the national malaise. Slow growth
this collapse. In no particular order of = which saddles families at the bottom of the income scale with
importance, these include: i @ disproportionate load — has Played the critical role. By taxing

W A sharp increase in capital-gains tax f investment rather than consumption to fund health, safety, and
rates in 1986. To no one's surprise, this {| environmental regulation, the US has saddled its economy with
cut deeply into the incentive for entre-
preneurs to invest in risky new ventures.
4s Housing Secretary Jack Kemp says,
employers are an essential ingredient of
employment.

i| @n onerous burden. Unless the nation rids itself of these invest-
£ . ment disincentives, stagnation will continuze.
[é

W H. Erich Heinemann is chief economist of Ladenburg, |
Thalmann & Co., investment bankers in New York. I
|

WA massive long-term escalation in s o3 !
federal mandates for sp ending for health, 2 A

safety, and environmental purposes. Such mandates add up to e
| Several hundred billion dollars in implicit federal taxes on corpo- '
| rate income. When effective corporate tax rates went up, rates of
return fell, As a result, net investment Plunged as a share of net
national product.
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Chief-of=-Staff James Baker
WHITE HOUSE
Washington D.C. 205000-0001
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. » MAINTENANGE o COMMERGIAL
i o LEABING AND

i ® FINANCING oINDUSTRIAL

' @« AENTALS '
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BRUMMELL CONSTRUCTION

B43% S.€. 17th AVENUE

Septembar 29,1892 PORTLANDO, OREGON 97202
Telephone: 233-43841

Economist Jensen
NBC Nows
NeaW York, NY.

Your report of 5-28-92 Is not a factual statement of fact on economic
- parcentages.
1: The 71 per cent growth you average 1s the Vietnam War Inflation, the

77-81 Inflation, all caused by war and the Nuclear hulld up to force the
tear down of the Berlin Wall.

. Your comparisons of peace since tha Berlin Wall at 33 par cent growth
wes blacked out.

2. What you are saying ls that the American people want & War economy,
not pasce. .

3. Bush Is not an economist, but with assisted leadarship he has brought
peace to Russia and the Middle East at B 2.3 per cent growth.

4. To compara this In your percentages ysu hava to go back to 1937, then
it shows a positive 2,3 per cent growth since the Berlin Wali fell. Very

good in peacetime.

 Get your comparisons correct bafore mis-Informing the Amerigcan Public.
¢ '
o e V.
c

:}a V. Brummel!

cc/ FAX-Jim Baker, White House, Wash. DG,
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September 23, 1992 i~

\

To: Hon. James A. Baker III

For:

DEBATE No. 1

or
DEBATE No. 2

The President
Fellow Americans!
Can you risk placing your trust and hope
for the future safety and welfare of our coun-
try, the preservation and life of our children,
and World Peace, in the hands of an inexperienced

fellowman, a draft evader when we are at war, and

an indulger inJQUeiiziiébye‘practice?

7 5
”Pefgecutea“and Prosecuted"
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U.S. Government ) éeptember 19, 1992

The White House ‘\J > Anchorage, Alaska
REShoglaty Dl PJ gl_ Bohdan J. Szejner
P.0. Box 101962

Anchorage, AK 99510
The Honorable Secretary of State, James Baker (907) 279-8708

Dear Mr. Baker:

As a concerned citizen, I have often given advice to national leaders, how to make
this country better. Being poor, I cannot contribute much to the repayemnt of our
national debt, but I strongly believe that ideas are often more important than mo-
ney. Since you have been recently put in charge of convincing the American people
thet you care more about this country than the Democratic opposition, here is what
you have to agree with, to convince me!

My comment today is about the family values, since I have just advised Sen. Ted

Stevens on the debt.
Ever since this Nation was founded, the liberal-atheist elements - the so-cal-
led cultural elites - have been using the pretext of church and state separation,

to search out and destroy the Biblical family models, which - as you know - rest on

In recent decades, this onslaught on the traditional Judeo-Christian family mo-
del has been greatly intensified by the radical feminists and liberal lawyers who
- like Hilary Clinton - fiercely oppose patriarchy and the commandment to combat
foolishness and crime with the rod!

The most recent example of this trend is the decision of Allegheny County Juve-
nile Court Judge Eugene B. Strassburger III, who - besides forbidding the former Pit-
tsburgh Steelers player Mel Blount to discipline his children as the church teaches
- stated that "Apparently Blount didn’t grow up under a system of no corporal punish-
ment and it’s difficult for him to adjust to that."

The house divided against itself cannot stand! Rather than conspiring to kill
the traditional family model, the State should work with the Churches, hand in hand,
to instill in the American people a sense of values and civility!

Only a quick return to the time-tested family wvalues can save America from the
liberal-feministie moral dissolution! Patriarchy and corporal punishment are those

! i 1
values! The rest is anarchy and social death! Sincerely,

—

7_7_.==7=-:ﬁ=¢-7£4’ - ; A ————

Bohdan Juan Szejner
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EQUIPMENT
CORPORATION

i043 Fariin Avenue St Louis, Missouri 683115 (314) 385-5178  FAX# (314) 385-3254

September 22, 1992

Mr. Robert c, Zoelljck
Deputy Chief of Staff
White House
Washingten, bc 20500

Dear Bob,

I have been trying .to make a fow suggestions regarding economic
{esues which I believe to be ¢ritical for President Bush to win re- [
election. The ene iszaue { believe to be so critical that if pot
eddreesed the election will ba logt! Unfortunately ! do not have
access to anyone who will listen to me,

I eajoyed your comnents on the John McLaughlin show of Sunday
Septembor 20, 1992.. From the depth of Understanding you pPortrayed
on economic issues , | feel certain that you will be receptive to
mny suggestions. Each of these issues must be addressed by Georre
, ' in campsign speeches on a continuing basis.

1} U.8. Recession
Clinton and the Beneral zlectorate attribute oyr recession to
miomanagenent by the &dministration. on the contrary=-- after
40 years of the Cold War with heavy defense expenditures, s
major recession would have taken place regardiess of who wag
President, George Bush needs to point this out! Winning of
the Cold war removed the threagt from all our lives of nuciear
holocaust but there was a price to Pey. It caysed a world-wide
recession. Europe ig affected {UK. unemployument is 10%) as wel)
a8 the entire worid. &m surprized that the impact of
changing from & war-time footing to g peace time sconony did
not have a more severe effect. If you subtract the
unemployment caugaed by displacement in the defense industry gnd
the military from the predent 7.6%, we would be close to the
¢ore unemployment %, The defense industry enjoyed an above-
average pay scale which partially explains the reduction in the
Present average hourly wage rate.

The last Democrat president coupled with 8 Democrat Congress
Produced;

13% infTlation

21% interest rate

10% unemployment

2) Taxation of Small Buginess X
This meazage is riot getting through to your sudience, Rather
than Bush just daying that he doesn't want to add a tax to
small business or over regulate them, he must explain why. The
reason is that small businesg is responsible for the majority
of jobs in the ceountry. Clinton’s plan "tax the rich" would
fall chiefly on smail business. | am a CFO of & asmall] business
and undarstand thia.

battary service equipman|, hazardcus location lighting, indusirial air kandling equipment
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3} Exports

Most votera are not aware that the #1 exporter in the world is
good old USA (over $400 billion). Foreign competition has
forced us to improve aur fndustries and we are now competitive
in world trade. OQur firms are now lean and mean, ‘Compared to
us Europe will not be competitive (60% union and heavy
managerial layers), Approval of the NAFTA is essentizl for
competition with the BEC and the Peacific Rim.

4) Deficit

More dialogue must be devoted ta this issve. It g uppermogt
in voters minds.

Bob I'm sure with your access to the President you can make him
aware that if he doesn’t explain tRe rgason for the recesajon
(Winning the cCold War), he will gy 1y losé the election.
California wasg heavily dependsnt on defense (now 10X unemployment ),

I have many additional suggestions if anyone is interested. In
dddition to my Pogition a8 CFO, I algo teach part—time in the
Graduate School of Buginess at 5t, Louis Univergity and I have many
thoughts regarding our Sconomy. My telephcne is:
Office (314) 385-5178 Extension 249

Home  (314) 532-7682

Sincerely,

314-385-5179
Ext, 248

DONALD J. GRAVLIN
Cortratier

ARSQCIATER BRUIPMENT CORPORATICN
5043 Faréin Ave. §t. Louls, M0 83115 Fax ©314.985-3254

i
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September 16, 1992
Schedule Proposal /M@é% %‘(‘
To: James A. Baker, III ?ﬁéiééﬂ N b#nla
From: Robert Teeter ? //7 §.30 LM
Regquaest: Leading economists supporting President’s Agenda and
signatories to the letter critical of the Clinton Economic Plan

meat with the President afternoon of Monday, September 21 in New
York following the UNGA speech.

Purpose: Focus media attention on the criticism of the Clinton
Economic Plan by leading economists and present a positive
assessment of the President’s Economic Agenda focusing on the
contrasting approaches of each Candidate.

Background: Nearly 100 leading economists have signad onto a
statement critical of the Clinton Economic Plan, Note that not all
of these economists arae full supporters of the President’s Agenda.
They may disagree on some aspscts of the Administration’s economic
pelicy, howaver, on one thing they all agree - the Clinton plan
will result in economic disaster. A full page advertisement will
appear on Monday 9/21 in USA Today with the full statement and
names of the nearly 100 economists,

For the purpose of Hondayia proposed meeting we will include
economists that BOTH support the President’s Agenda and are
critical of the Clinton Plan,

The meeting will serve to undercut the view that Clinton’s plan has
wide support ameong trained economists and highlight the oredibility
and substance of the Prasident’s Agenda.

Date and Time: September 21, 1992, Monday Afternoon

Duration: 30 to 45 minutes

Location: New York -« Meeting Room in the President’s hotel.

Participants: President, Michael Boskin, John Taylor, formaer CEA
membar, and 6 to 12 leading aconomists

Media: Open for Photos, economists will have press availability
aftar meeting with statement.

1030 15¢h St. NW, Washington, DC 20005
Paid for by Bush-Quayle 92 Genersl Commicree, Inc.
Printed on Recycled Paper
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September 21, 1992

Mr. James Baker N\"‘\)

Mr. Charles Black
Mr. Ron Kaufman:

LDear Birs:

Thought the enclosed would be food for thought for vour
campaign.

’;;;‘;?F;E, dealing with wocrcing the women voters...is almost
with divine intent...as printed...for the BEST way to win as
many waomen voters as possible is throuwgh DIVORCE reform.

If you fear Tosing male votes for bringing "it" out of the
closet with the same courage as the Department of Consumer
Affairs did in New York, such can be esased by also stating
that the present systems," ignore the needs of poor meni men
of average incomes, often wind wup paying comparatively more
than rich meni and rich men wind up paving way, way too much
tor Tegal servicesi and ALL Americans wind up paying with
their tax dollars, for very poor systems in dealing with
family legal matters.etc...”

The second editorial, puts forth the name of the Clinton
financial advisor...wheo happens to from R.I.... and who is
s0 far off in left field that it isn’t funny....may be
something te bring out, that Clinton policies being
formulated by a man who bankrupted a once major, going
concern.

Again, I suggest you re-consider my "Gift of Psace" Family
Law FLAN, for a starting base for changing how the RIBHTS of
the American Family, in ail! of its forms, are being used and
abused by our Nation’s own legal system...which you are
committed to reforming.

Also, such a plan, gives the Bush campaign more credibility
in re "specitic programs". 8Such a plan, also, has great
possiblities for gaining an entire host of professional
endorsements and so torth...in re protecting the rights, and
the health of the American Family, in all of its
variations...amd also many endorsements from children’s
organizations and so forth...yet, you had better get going
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“Y Bush wooing women voters

Tells N.J. audience
jobs create equality
better than mandates

The New York Times

BASKING RIDGE, N.J. — Facing
a significant gap in support between
men and women in the latest opin-
fon poll, President Bush took his top
female aides in tow, lined his speak-
er's dais end-to-end with women

REPUBLICANS

said were favored by his opponent,
Gov. Bill Clinton.

“The first order of business,” he
conceded early, “is to admit that
there is still unfinished business™ on
the agenda of women’s concerns.

- “Women work as hard as men
and still earn less, and that’s not ac-
ceptable,” he said. “And most work-
ing women_do more than equal

and cast himself yesterday asafem-  work on the job and at home, and
inist, free-market style. that's not acceptable either. And
Speaking to several hundred em- many women are trying to do it all
ployees at AT&T corporate head- alone.”
quarters in central New Jersey, Mr But Mr. Bush maintained that
Bush argued that his economic pm- laws that mandate sexual equality
grams offer women and families or confer social benefits, like family
more equality and opportunity thian  leave in emergencies, were in fact
+_the “government mandates” that he counterproductive because they
PR
S T

cost businesses money, forced lay-
offs and slowed the economy. Bet-
ter, he said, to help the economy
create more jobs and to give women
more opportunities to advance in
those jobs.

If such an indirect argument
seemed unlikely to appeal to women
who feel shortchanged by the mar-
ketplace, one presidential -amide
brought along to brief reporters,
Constance Horner, put it more suc-
cinctly. “It doesn’'t do a pregnant
woman any good to take leave from
her job if some other member of the
family doesn't have a job because of

it,” she said.

The President’s message was
warmly applauded by the AT&T
employees in this overwhelmingly
Republican, upper-income region,
but it. was not clear how well i
would be received in the working
~class regions where Mr, Bush m
‘needs women'’s votes.

A poll of 1,504 registered voters R DI U

published yesterday by The Wall
Street Journal and NBC News indi-
cated that male voters are evenly
split between Mr. Bush and Clinton.
But among women, Mr. Bush trailed

‘by 18 points, 54- percent to 36;

percent. And among working wom-
en, the gap was cavernous: 58

percent to 34 percent. r

SIMPLE DIVORCE

$175

LEGAL CLINIC 728-6060
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Tall in the saddle

A close shave for George Bush

HEAR HILLARY CLINTON discuss:
ing how her work will dovetail with
that of her husband's Cabinet. I see
that the Little Rock smart set is already
pricing Georgetown row houses, (“Eight
hundred thousand dollars! For three bed-

rooms? Gosh!") And I think of 1988, All-
the important indicators point to a nar-

row, close-fought Republican victory in
: the 1992 presidential election,
Here'swhy:
® Cherchez largenl: As always,

economic issues will determine the -

course of the election, The big question

in 1992 is not whether we are better off

now than we were four years ago — we
aren’t — but whether-we are likely to be
better off four years from now.

. The key issue is taxes. Although aq la
carte taxation is acceptable to some sub-
urbanltes — my city could raise my tax-

€8, to improve my children's. schoglSforiy,

Fivt i

r-example — broader;
anathema, as voters in Callfornia, Mary-
land, Massachusetts and everywhere
else have shown. At the end of the day,
who is more likely to raise your taxes —
the Republicans or the Democrats?

The Bemocrats say, in effect: We
couldn't mess up the economy any worse

than It Is already. Oh _yeah? Perhaps .

Cliriton econopic gurd” Ira Magaziner
will do for The Umfeﬁ Elﬁﬁm he did

for now-bankrypt WP T.2
® Mud sticks: To some people more
than others, wouldn’t you agree, Bill?
Tuesday, Nov, 3? I'm washing my
halr, The conventional wisdom is right.
Voter turnout will be very, very low be-

—r—-d LR |

ALEX BEAM

cause the partles are working overtime

* just to persuade the falthful to show up

at the polls, never mind about wooing
marginals or first-time voters. It's a cry-
ing shame, because this is an important
contest between two competing views
of governance, piving the lie to the
gloomsters who moan about the absence
of real choice In mainstream party .poli-
tics. Low turnout will favor the Republi-
® Am not! Are too! If and when de-
bates take place, they will not benefit
Clinton. Bush will appear old, somewhat
vague, but if Clinton hectors him too ag-
gressively, he will lose points with elder-
ly voters, Young people won't be watch-
will

‘gly bllge on Fox Television,s_

Baker will also Insist on a format
guaranteeing that the ‘‘character” (i.e.,
adultery and draft) questions will be
asked. These questions are winners for
Bush because: A) he took his prep school
degree straight to Navy flight school and

B) he strenuoisly denles being unfaithful,

to his wife, while Clinton defends his
“zone of privacy,” f.e., his obvious guilt.

® October surprise: A punchy, pug- .

nacious Dan Quayle will out-debate the
sincere but verbose Al Gore, -

® October Non-Surprise: Look for
some serious presidential big-footing in
either Yugoslavia or Iraq. Call it oppor-

- ~

1 :Baker will make sure the net-
tax«schemes are s iwork broadcasts alr. a]ongside

‘my liberally inclined mother:

tunism, call it responsihle forelgn-policy
stewardship — or call it the lead story
on the evening news. Foreign policy is
the Tomahawk almed at Clinton’s Achil-
les’ heel; he waxes wimpy while contin-
ually endorsing Bush's foreign adven-
tures in the name of “bipartisanship,”
whatever that is. Earth to Bill: the 26
American citizens who remember Sen.
Arthur Vandenberg also recall that he
was a Republican.

® Street fightin® men: Clinton's
slime-monger, James Carville, spent the
summer mud-wrestling with embarrass-
Ing fax specialist Mary Matalin. It turns
out that Ms. Matalin has a big brother
who weighs 500 pounds and chews iron
bars for breakfast. Mr. Carville, meet
Mr. Baker.

® Caveat City: Health. One more
spike on the EKG and it's 'bye, 'bye Bu-

- shie. He's no FDR; nobody wants an in-

some lig -

.valid as president. Much ;essMr Quayle.,

* ®'Life’1"Unfair:"The ‘Clldton: strate’
gists are right about one thing: People
who meet the gritty, articulate and char-
ismatic Arkanasa governor in person are
likely to vote for him. That's why the
press swoened durlng the New Hamp-
shire primary; he was the pick of the lit-
ter, paws down.

Unfortunately, most Americans will
judge Clinton from a brief television
glimpse, and will wonder, along with
uwny
can’t he do something about his hair?"

Alex Beam is a columnist for The
Boston Globe.
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; Dworce Lawyers Criticized

/-/-" PAY 5/13 /? 3.

By Consumer A ffairs Chief

By JAMES BARRON

Describing horror stories that
make Arnic Becker, the slcazy di-
vorce lawyer on television's “L.A.
Law" look like a nice guy, the New
York City Department of Consumer
Alfairs yesterday judged the state's
divorce system guilty of being “an
expensive and costly failure."

Mark Green, the Commissioner of
Consumer Affairs, said the system
often works against people whom it is
supposed 1o protect, particularly
women, because their husbands often
control family finances. A result, Mr.
Green said, is that the “divorce law-
yer system either impoverishes wom-
en clients or prices them out of a
divorce."

The report, which he said was
based on 107 interviews with lawyers
and judges, lambasted lawyers for

. foreclosing on clients' houses, gar-

nisheeing their wages and attaching
their Individual Retirement Accounts
— all in the name of collecting fees.

Comparing other cases in the re-
port Lo a with a movie thal tried to
poke fun at a bitterly contested di-
vorce, Mr. Green said that “if not
‘War of the Roses,” with its murder-
ous end,” too many divorce cases
involved “at least a war of attrition,”
with one spouse trying to spend as-
sets on lawyers’ fees instead of split-
ting them in a settlement.

Lawyers Not Thrilled

Word of Mr. Green's report had
lawyers jumping (o their feet and
virtually shouting their objections.

Peter Bienstock, a Manhattan di-
vorce lawyer who used to head the
consumer frauds bureau in the State
Autorney General's office, said the
report “threatens to unfairly paint all
matrimonial lawyers with a very
broad brush."”

“There arc matrimonial lawyers
who do engage in many of the prac-
tices that have been complained
about,” he said, “but it's a much
more complicated problem” involv-
ing how to represent a woman who
may be financially disadvantaged
from the moment that the divorce
papers arc filed. He said a state law
that lets courts award the disadvan-
taged spouse money for fees is not
used often enough.

In a state that has had a no-fault
divorce law for more than a decade,
some lawyers said the fault actually
lay not with the other spouse but with
the other spouse’s lawyer,

“Many, many women will come
forward and say their lawyers were

wonderful,”” said Harriet Newman
Cohen, another
lawyer.

the part of the husband for stonewall-
ing and not handing over material
that was needed. But those women

will say, ‘1t wasn’'t my lawyer; it was | %

»oan

my husband's lawyer.

The chairwoman of the matrimo- |
nial lawyers committee of the City |!

Bar Association, Sandra Jacobson,

declined 1o discuss the report after
saying, “'I've already shouted at too |i
Ann Ormsby, |

many people about it.”
a spokeswoman for the bar associa-
tion, said the group would send it o
*““the appropriale committees for re-
view' when a copy came in.

Jurisdiction Questioned

Some lawyers questioned whether
Mr. Green has jurisdiction over law-
yers, who, unlike retailers, have
court-supervised disciplinary com-
mittees and gricvance procedures.
Mr. Green said his authority for the

Finding fault in a
state with a no-fault
divorce law.

yearlong study of divorce law came
from a case in which the consumer
agency took action against a Manhat-
tan divorce lawyer for deceptive ad-
vertising, and won $206,000 in fines.
He said the agency could thus look
into lawyers who engage in a “pat-
tern of deceptive practices.”

But Mr. Bienstock said: “They're
not talking about false advertising
here. There's no discussion of adver-
tising practices” in the report.

The report describes a variety of
lawyers’ practices that Mr. Green
said compounded (ension at an emo-
tionally vulnerable time. In one case
that Mr. Green singled out for criti-
cism, a lawyer pocketed a $15,000
retainer, even though the couple rec-
onciled within two weeks and Mr.
Green said the lawyer had done virtu-
ally no work on the case.

Mr. Green said lawyers can get
away with abuses because grievance
commitiees were “‘secretive, under-
funded and overwhelmed" with com-
plaints. He said that in 1990 only 26 of
2,000 complaints filed against law-
yers in Brooklyn, Queens and Staten
Island led 10 public sanctions.

Manhattan divorce
“They might complain that |
fees got higher because of conduct on |
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City Report Raps
Divorce Lawyers

By Nina Bernstein
STAFF WRITER

New York — A controversial report on
abuses by divorce lawvers, to be issued
later this week by the city’s Department of
Consumer Affairs. is sending shock waves
of anger through the matrimon:al bar.

Though thev haven't yet seen the re-
pori. based on a yearlong investuigation of
client complaints from fee-gouging to sex-
ual coereion, leading divorce lawvers are
accusing Consumer Affairs Commission-
er Mark Green of overstepping his agen-
ov's authonity and tarring the whole pro-
fession with the misdeeds of a few. But
the women activists who enlisted Green'’s
help last vear hail the investigation as a
breakthrough that should be followed by
consumer agencies across the state.

“We feel we're well within our jurisdic-
tien,” said department spokeswoman Lin-
da Sachs. She confirmed that results of the
investigation will be released Thursday,
but declined to discuss the findings.

A closed meeting last week at the New
York City Bar Association turned into a
shouting match when two representatives
of the department tried to raise consumer
concerns with about 30 divorce lawvers,
according to several participants.

“The Consumer Affairs department,
thev're supposed to deal with meat and
plumbers — they're not competent to
deal with lawyers,” said Hal Meyerson, a
Manhattan divorce lawver who, like
many at the meeting, complained that
bar associations were not consulted dur-
ing the writing of the report.

To the Women's Coalition for Family
Justice, the group that approached Green
a vear ago with personal horror sturies of
abuses by divoree lawyers, such reactions
exemplify the arrogance and scif-protec-
tiveness of the legal community.

“If vou investigate Gotti, do vou invite
all the members of the Mafia family to
have input?’ asked Monica Getz, a
founder of the coalition, whose divorce
from the late jazz musician Stan Getz took
more than a decade to litigate .and con-
sumed more than $1 million in legal fees.

The coalition, and a similar group on
Long Island called Long Island Litigation
Advocates for Women, cite case after case
of women impoverished by legal fees in a
divorce system that they say forces the
spouse with less money — usually the
wife — to choose between capitulation
and economic ruin.

In one Manhattan case turned over to
Green by the coalition, a prominent di-
vorce lawyer took over from another at-
tornev a woman's pending divoree with-
out @ written retainer agreement, saying
he wouldn't charge her. He attempted to
solicit $10.000 from her husband — who
reported the offer — for getting her to
settle for less than she was due. When the
woman resisted the settlement he pro-
posed. the lawyer demanded imnicdiate
pavment for his services: $32,000 for less
than six weeks of work. Then he drapped
her case. according to the woman.

Virginia Lupoli, a Suffolk County attor-
nev whose own divorce experience
prompted her to found the Long Island
group, said it is common for divorce law-
vers to obtain liens on family homes. forc-
ing foreclosure, to collect their fees. ‘A
woman's fought for three, four, five years,
the divorce is finally over, and she finds
she still doesn’t have the house because
the lawyer takes it,” Lupoli said.

Sanford Dranoff, past president of the
American Academy of Matrimonial Law-
yers, defended the practice of taking a
mortgage or a lien on a family home as
security for legal fees.

He characterized the Green inquiry as
a cheap shot that unfairly singled out di-
vorce lawyers from better-paid practition-
ers and ignored statutes that leave the
regulation of lawyers to the courts.

But records show that the appellate
court’s disciplinary committees dismiss
95 percent of all complaints against law-
vers. And even when they do take action,
critics say, it's often late and lax.

Critics say the underlying problem is the
state’s 1980 Equitable Property Distribu-
tion Law. which according to several stud-
ies has resulted in a dramatic decline in
alimonies or ma'm!.enance awm-ds without
any corresponding increase in property
awards. Meanwhile, many observers
agree, the law has dram.ahmlly increased
the amount and cost of litigation required
to find. assess and divide marital assets.

“The lawyers began to realize that, in
essence, they had a pipeline to the oil
wells of middle-class accumulation,” said
Lillian Kozak, who lobbied against the
1980 law as an ofTicer for the National
Organization for Women. “Now we’re at
the point any little matrimonial attorney
is making $250 an hour. There are wom-
en reporting $100,000 legal fees, and they
are coming out with nothing .




The Steep Wages
Of Divorce

OMEN AND Diyorge; Lawyers, Ethics, Fees
W and Fairness" issued last week from the
New York City Department of Consumer

Aflairs, . P

Commissioner Mark Green was found Friday
cheerfully enduring the outrage of his fellow lawyers
at the impudence of his department's disclosure of
the cheats that can await the already vuinerable wife
and mother who shops unwary in the unregulated
market of the matrimonial bar.

“They tell me,” he said, “that we should focus un
the abuses of butchers and television repairmen. Am
[ to tuke it that, if a lawyer cheats & consumer, he is
abuve the law?”

Still, such appears to be the settled opinion of the
chief judge of the Court of Appeals, whose response to
Green's strictures was Lo usk, “Does Consumer Af-
fuirs now become the umbrella agency to govern all
corduct within the legal and judicial field? | don't
think it sheuld.”

The properest reply is Lhat somuebody should. By no
tneuiis the least conspicr ous element of the Consurm-
er Aflairs Department's report is how gently it has
trespussed. This catalogue of transgressions beyond
ethical precept condemns the sin and declines to
name the sinner in every instance but one.

The exception is Joel R. Brandes, “former chuair-
man of the Bar Association’s Matrimonial Law Com-
mittee and co-author of a six-volume treatise’’ on his
specialty, Brandes assumed a wife’s brief for a
$15,000 retainer and then refused to roturn a dollur
when the couple reconciled before he could bill more
than four hours’ work on her case. Last July a Nassau
County Supreme Court Justice ordered Brandes to
pay up and cease to claim a fee “grossly excessive and
shocking to the court's conacience,”

““Women in Divorce™ seldom cites an offense with-
out certifying the otherwise unidentified offender’s
professional mﬁga The standards requisite for earn-
ing this compliment are presumably embodied in
Sanford Dranoff, president of the New York Chapter
of the American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers,

Last year the American Academy made a pass at
the purification of its skirts by drafting a set of ethical
guidelines defined as “The Bounds of Advocacy.” It
fell t Dranoff to instruct his New York colleagues in
their new creed,

The gospel of “The Bounds of Advocacy” according
to Dranoff was, “You cun’t be kicked out of the Acad-
emy if you don't follow this.” But then his concept of
advocacy seems to run more to leaps than to bounds;
and on Friday he was pressing to seize the house of
his defeuted client, the furmer Mrs, Stan Getz, for
voupsyment of fees wiih mwre ohvious ardor for her
further undoing than he had ever displayed in her
cuuBy,

The traffickers: in matrimonial litigation have
found their richest rewards in the New York Equita-
ble Distribution (EPD) law, whose original design
was to ensure a fair share of the family property for
the divorcing or divorced wife. -

"Before ; 1880," EPD's cffective date, 'a
contested divorce case would maybe add up to
$6,000 in total fees for both sides,” Court Referee
Steve Lielamnn told the Consumers Affairs ro-

searchers. “T} same case today would run
uo,oop.m,.r . . O T
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Divorce Lawyers Often Sho;tgmﬁr;ge,_
Overcharge Women Clients, Study Finds

By ELLeN JuaN PoLLuck
Staff Reporter of 'Tie WALL STUELT JUUKNAL

Women are getting a raw deal from
their divorce lawyers, according to a year-
long study of the financiyl lmipact of di-
vorce litigation,

The report, which is being sharply criti-
cized by suime divoree lawyers, concluded
thal woinen are often gouged for legal fees
and “denied a fghting chance for their
rightful share of marital assets." It also
tound thut the high cost of litigation often
prevents widdle-cluss couples from going
to court o resolve their disputes, leading
Lo settlements that they miay consider un-
salisfactory.

Unlike many other investigations of the
tinancial efiects of divorce, the study,
sponsored by New York City's Department
of Cunsumer Affairs, focuses on the eco-

©noiie relationships between divorce law-
yers and their clients. Academics and con-
sulnier advecales say the problems in New
York—wlicre the price of a contested di-
vorce is typically $50,00~are mirrored
vlsewliere in the country,
“Weukest Hand'

“The adversarial system makes mone y
fur luwyers and doesn't solve problens,”
says Leigh Hauter, field director for
HALT, a legal advocacy group. “'Diverce
brings iure people to HALT than alimost
unything.”

Woien are “dealt the weikest hand”
Ly the divorce process, suys Mark Green,
New York City's cunsumer aflairs comuis-
sioner. “1Us o war of atteition where the
luser s the une whose assels liave been ex-
huusted. Usually, that's the woman,™"

- Stugled out ior eriticism i the report is
the way divoree lawyers bill thelr elients.
The lawyers “demand huge sums” on the
eve of trial or a settlement, pressure cli-
vuls into premature settlements if (hey
fear the nioney will run out and pad their
Lills, uceording to the report.

Bul suwe of the “patterns of financial
ubuse’ taghlighted in the report are legal
i some states or full through the cracks of
lawyers® ethical codes. And ey are rou-
Lnely used by lawyers who fear they won't
be puid fur their services,

Many divorce luwyers requice clients (o
pay a non-refundable, up-from retainer.
The report criticizes divorce lawyers for
often retusing (o return the money If they
end up doing little or no work, ,
Giving Up Security

1t also attacks sume divoree lawyers'
practice of placing a lien or mortgage on a
client’s homwe to ensure that the legal fee is
puid. Women are also manipulated into
premnaturely turning over other kinds of se-
curity ou legal fees, according to the re-
port. They sign over control of settlement
awirds—even before they are negotiated—
and sign other documents that make It

easier fur lawyers to go to court 1o obtaiw

legal fees,

The report also faults divorce lawyers
fur holding onto a client's case file and per
sunal documents if fees huven't been paid,
This so-called “retalning lien" often pre-
vents clients mired in fee disputes from
retiuning a new la ;

nial bur, Kenneth Kemper, a New York di-
vorce lawyer, says that the study “violates
basic fairness" and that Mr. Green is try-
Ing to make “political hay."

Mr. Green says his office interviewed -
107 lawyers, clients, judges and scholurs
for the study, and that its critics simply
don't “like our ‘conclusions.”

In the report, the department of con-
sumer affairs suggests solutions that would
have to be approved by the appellute divi-
sions of New York's slate Supreme Court
Or courts in other states that regulate Jaw-
yers. The report recommends that lawyers
be required to provide clients with written,
ilemized retainer agreements, and that the
documents be filed with the state agency
churged with court administration. 1t also
recommends mandatory arbitration of fee
dispules and prohibitions of “'coercive tac-
tes that force clients to waive (heir right
Lo dispute the fee." Conunissioner Green
hus also said he will issue his own con-
sunier bill of rights for divorce clients.

And the report, as well as many divorce
lawyers, points out that judges could make
things easier for woinen by requiring their
liusbunds Lo turn over mouey to pay their
legal fees. Lynn Hecht Schiafran, a lawyer
for the NOW Legal Defense aad Education
Fund, says judges often full 1 provide for
any or adequate legal fees during the
course of a case, though Wiy are emn-
powered to do so.

She adds that some good mateimonial
luwyers “are just saying flatly that thiey
won't represent women anyniore,"

Stephen Gillers, a professor at New
Yurk University School of Luw wlio was in-
(erviewed by the researchers, says that too
often divoree lawyers nuke unfair -
Wands at points in the divorce process
where the client “really has no optiv.”
e Where I see tie abuse,” he continues,

. s when requests are nade fue sipnitica,;
SCCULILY al particularly valnerable e
ol the way 1o the courthouse or when -
Swering puapers are due on g temporary
support mwtion and for the first titne the
lawyer says, “You're nto me for $15,0u0,
and before [ do these Papers, 1 want your
Jewelry,” or your basspurt, or whatever.”

Muarsha B. Elser, president of (e

American Academy of Matrimonial Lay-

yers, says Lier Chicago-bused organization

"recognizes the problems that women iy

seneral have in the legal system," but she
urgues that lawyers “have every right to
be puid fur the services they perform."

Soine lawyers belieye attorneys should
be permiitted to place a mortgage on a ch-
cut's home or take otlier forms of security:,
"It may be the only way that a particular
Wollkih=or the disenfranchised Party —can
kel eltective Fepresentation," says Raoyl

Felder, a New York matrimonial lawyer,

who nevertlieless §dys he is uncomfortable
with the practice,

“It's naive to Sdy (o lawyers that
(they're | not entitled (o d security interest
i fees," suys Donn C. Fullenweider, a
Houston divoree lawyer. “It's the same as
Saying to a bank, you're not entitled to a
sceuriey interest for your Joun." Like otner
divoree lawyers, e Says, “The majority of
lawyers | know in the field are extremely
responsible.” )

Some divorce lawyers, especially iy
New York, fault Commissioner Green for
Issuing the report without sufficient fnput
fricn miethers of the argintzed matrime-,
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HE GREAT

AMERICAN TAX FRAUD

s as if almost everyone in the nation was duped in a giant shell
game—but the deceit was perpetrated by our elected leg|s|ators.
Here's how you lost out over 15 years of tax “cuts,” and the vot-
ing records—for and against—of your Representative and

Senators. Keep them in mind on election day.

magine that a car salesman told you he
would cut $1.000 from the price of a car
in order to make the sale. If after you
signed the contract, you discovered
vour purchase price included not only the
$1.000 you thought vou were going to save
but an additional $150, what would you call
? “Fraud” would be one of the milder epi-
thets. But that’s a not-too-greatly exaggerat-
ed analogy for what the federal govern-
ment—your elected Senators and
Representatives, plus the executive
branch—did to the vast majority of taxpay-
ers during 15 vears of tax “cuts.”

Since 1977-78. the federal tax code has
been changed so radically that its structure is
essentially reversed from what it was
throughout the vears of unprecedented pros-
perity following World War II. Social

BY JOHN K. MANOS

Security has been “rescued” twice, each
time boosting the pavroll tax due from
emplovers and wage eamers: two suppiv-
side tax cuts have been enacted; and the
entire tax code underwent a massive restruc-
turing in 1986. The technical details of the
numerous tax-law revisions can get compli-

cated. but the bortom line is simple: Nine of

10 American families are paying more than
they would have if none of the changes had
taken place, and the federal government
would be collecting some S76 billion more
each year than it does now. Put another way.
if none of the changes enacted over the past
I5 years had taken place. the vast majority
of Americans—those between the poorest
fifth and the richest 5 percent—would be
paying lower federal taxes than they now
do. After |5 years of tax “cuts™ and

“reforms,” the inflation-adjusted take-home
pay of the great middle of the U.S. economy
is actually a little less than it was in 1977.

If you're in that middle (in the income
range between the bottom 20 percent and
the top 20 percent, meaning you earn
between about 520,000 to 548,000 annually
in 1992 dollars), the percentage of your
income that is paid to the federal zovemn-
ment has risen as a result of a decade and a
half of tax “cuts.” In constant 1992 dollars.
the lowest-carning 40 percent of the country
lost ground—they're eamning /ess in 1992
than they were in 1977, both pre- and after-
tax. In fact. the people at the bottom of the
scale (the poorest 20 percent of the popula-
tion) experienced a substantial decline in
inflation-adjusted income since 1977. In the
meantime. the wealthiest / percent—eam-
ing an average of $675.900 in 1992—saw
their inflation-adjusted pretax incomes rise
by 115 percent over the same period. The
aftertax incomes of those in the fortunate |
percent enjoved a /36 percent increase. Not
coincidentally, by 1989 the top 1 percent
ended up with a greater total net worth than
everyone in the “bottom™ 90 percent.
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In Who Will Tell The People (Simon &
Schuster. 1992), William Greider gives a
good explanation of what taxes really mean:
“Aside from sending people to war or to
prison. government’s ability to make people
involuntarily give over their money is its
strongest exercise of authority over private
citizens and their institutions.” On recent
evidence. it’s hard to think anything but that
this authority is being abused.

The Growth Of Inequality. Of course. every-
one has always complained about taxes—
it’s hard at times not to resent paying them.
What's different about the recent tax-code
changes is that the majority of Americans
now consider the way they are taxed unfair.
In the early post-World War Il years. a
Gallup Poll found that 85 percent of
Americans considered the progressive tax
code to be fair, In 1984, a Wall Streer
Journal survey discovered that 80 percent of
the people thought the precise opposite.
Why? Because the progressive taxation of
the posi-War vears—based on the idea that
those who eamed the most would pay the
highest tax rates—was scrapped in favor of

s the article points out, the tax-code
Acnanges that raised your taxes were the

result of bipartisan deceit—both sides of
the Congressional aisle participated in the “tax-
cut” bait-and-switch, and none of the major bills
would have passed without substantial support
from House Democrats. So a little history is in
order. Here, without an excess of technical detail,
is what the big changes were in the last decade
and a half: ’

* 1977: Social Security amendments. This
is where your tax increase actually began. in the
first Social Security “rescue” bill. Social Security
was designed as a “pay as you go” program, but
by 1977—in the face of rising inflation—it
looked as though the system would be bankrupt.
Set to begin in 1978, these amendments
increased the wage base for Social Security pay-
roll taxes. It also raised the tax rate for Social
Security's Old Age, Survivors, Disability and
Hospital Insurance (OASDHI) trust fund. In 1977,
this was set at 5.85 percent (due from both
employer and employee), and it was gradually
raised to 6.05 percent in 1978, 6.13 in 1979
and 1980, 6.65 in 1981, 6.7 for the 1982-84
period, 7.05 in 1985, 7.15 in the 1986-89 peri-
od, and 7.65 after that. In other words, it was set
to peak at 15.3 percent—the amount due from
the employer and employee combined.

The stated plan was to create a supposedly
sacrosanct Social Security surplus against the
future needs of retirees, when demographic
shifts would have caused too great a burden on
the smaller expected work force. In fact (and as
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what is essentially a regressive tax code. in
which the burden on the wealthiest
Americans has been drastically reduced and
the burden on evervone else increased.
Simply stated. the overriding goal of the
U.S. 1ax code was switched from achieving
equity 1o increasing returns on capital.

Except for the very wealthiest
Americans. none of the promised benefits of
the tax-law changes materialized. Cutting
the tax rates on the highest-eaming individu-
als and corporations was sold to the public
as a wav 1o increase tax revenues (incredi-
ble as that may sound in retrospect): tax rev-
enues promptly fell. The expected revenue
increases were supposed to balance the fed-
eral budget and eliminate the national debt:
deficits have been ever-larger. and the
national debt has more than quadrupled, to
S4 trillion. The high-end tax cuts were
promised 1o raise the level of investment in
new plant and equipment in the United
States: during the supply-side hevday.
investment in industrial buildings and equip-
ment declined.

In the process. the spoils of economic
expansion. which had been shared out at

"SEVEN MAJOR TAX:VOTES: THE HISTORY OF A 15-YEAR SHELL GAME

was the case with the second Social Security
“rescue” bill, in 1983), the money was/is used
for ongoing federal programs. It does a great job
of making the annual federal deficit a little smali-
er, but it does nothing to solve future retirees’
potential dilemma.

* 1978: 1978 Revenue Act. This was actu-
ally the turning point in the tax code. which may
disappoint those who want to blame everything
on Ronald Reagan. The 1978 Revenue Act was
the first supply-side tax cut, enacted by a
Democratic Congress over President Carter's bit-
ter objections. William Greider calls it the most
regressive tax bill since the 1920s (and it would
be outdone in 1981). A deciining national pro-
ductivity rate was seen at the time as a conse-
quence of the cost of capital. and this became
the philosophical underpinning for shifting the
goal of the U.S. tax code from achieving equity to
ennancing returns on investment.

The top capital-gains rate was reduced from
about 39 to 28 percent. and the top corporate
tax rate dropped two percentage points, from 48
to 46 percent. It also placed the business invest-
ment tax credit at 10 percent, when it had been
scheduled to drop to between 4 and 7 percent.

* 1981: Economic Recovery Tax Act.
President Reagan's big supply-side tax cut recti-
fied the "mistakes” of the 1978 bill—it didn’t go
far enough, in the opinion of ERTA backers—
greatly expanding corporate and real-estate tax
breaks. especially depreciation write-offs.
Companies were allowed to buy and sell tax
credits, and the real-estate provisions in particu-

what was basically an equal rate (if at
unequal levels) ever since the long post-
WWII growth period began. were no longer
distributed to all levels of the economy: A
giant income shift occurred, with more
money flowing to the top of the economic
ladder. In simple terms. from about 1948
through the first oil shock in 1973, the rich
got richer, but the poor got richer. too. Since
1978. only the rich have prospered as a
group—ao one else has gained ground.

In 1992, according to Washington.
D.C.-based Citizens for Tax Justice (CTJ),
the wealthiest | percent of the population
will enjoy a total pretax income of $678 bil-
lion: the next 4 percent will make an addi-
tional $600 billion. Taken together. the pre-
tax incomes of the top 20 percent of the
population will total $2.4 trillion, more than
all the people in the remaining 80 percent
combined.

In constant 1992 dollars. the inequity in
income growth over the past 15 vears is
even more dramatic. The nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office calculates that
the middle 20 percent—those who were
eaming an average of $34.505 in 1977 (in

lar created many new. tax-shelter opportunities.
Most corporate income taxes were expected o
be wiped out by ERTA, and, in fact, the act’s pro-
visions made it possible for profit-making com-
panies to actually enjoy a negative rate of tax:
Profits notwithstanding, some major corporations
received millions from the Treasury. There were
many individual rate cuts, as well. The top per-
sonal tax rate was reduced from 70 to 50 per-
cent, and the top capital-gains rate fell to 20 per-
cent. The top “marginal” rate of 70 percent on
uneamed income was abolished.

At the same time, nothing was done to offset
the infiation-driven "bracket creep” that moved
lower-income people into higher tax brackets.
and the scheduled increases in the Social
Security payroll tax that especially hit lower- and
middle-income families were feft unchanged.

This was presented as an across-the-board
tax cut with the specific goal of assisting capitai
formation. The theory was that tax cuts for the
wealthiest Americans and for corporations would
lead to greater investment in plant and equip-
ment, which would ultimately create a larger tax
base and hence greater tax revenues. In other
words, it was a repeat of Andrew Mellon's maxim
from the 1920s: "“The prosperity of the lower
and middle classes depends upon the good for-
tune and light taxes of the rich.”

» 1982: Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility

Act. This was the first reaction to the supply-side
changes of the preceding year, and while it was
packaged as a compromise, it was an effort to
scale back some of the excesses of ERTA. It nar-
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1992 dollars)—will eam $31.970 in 1992.
or 7 percent less than 15 years ago. After
taxes, the expected decline is 8 percent.
because of a higher effective tax rate for the
group. One fifth down, people eaming an
average of $20,090 in 1992 are 10 percent
behind their 1977 incomes, both pre- and
after-tax. At the bortom of the pyramid—ihe
20 percent of wage eamers making an aver-
age of $8.130 in 1992—the pretax decline
was 13 percent. And prior to 1986—when
the 1981 Economic Recovery Tax Act rate
hikes on the poor were stopped—the lowest
fifth of the population was losing ground at
a faster pace. It wasn't until 1990 that the
tax increases on the poor were actually
rolled back.

At the seme time. the tax-code revisions
duly voted into law by vour electea Senators
and Representatives in 1977, 1978 and espe-
cially 1981 enabled the incomes of those in
the top 1 percent to rise from $314.500
apiece in 1977 to an average of $675.900 in
1992 (using constant 1992 dollars). At the
same time, the portion of the nation’s total
income going to the wealthiest 20 percent
rose from 46.4 to 52.6 percent.

rowed some corpr}rate tax breaks (repealing the
provision allowing the purchase and sale of
excess tax credits), among other reforms. But it
Increased some excise taxes, and the gascline
tax was raised at the end of the year.

As Rabert Mcintyre, Directer of Citizens for
Tax Justice (CTJ) says, “Everything that's hap-
pened since 1981 has teen in reaction fo the
1981 bill," meaning that each of the tax-law

compromises gince then has been an effort to
undo the big supply-side incame shift. In this
context, the 1982 act was the first of several
attempts to restore equity to the tax code.
Mcintyre adds, “If the 1982 bill hadn't passed,
there would have been no corporate income tax.”

+ 1983: The second Social Securify “res-
cue.” This was the act that made a mockery of
any notion of a low- or moderate-income iax cut,
because it raised taxes by much morg than the
reduction of two years' earlier, In fact, in raising
the payrell tax by $200 billion, it was ane of the
largest tax increases in history. Yet it occurred
without controversy, which coutdn't be said of
1981's ERTA.

While it's hard to assign a "biggest sham”
rating to any of these changes, this bill is cartain-
iy a top contender. That's because this huge tax
increase was sold as insurance against the future
needs of retirees, when in fact it's being !noted to
pay for current programs. Mindful of this reality,
Senator Moynihan ([D-N.Y.) suggested in 1990
that the regrassive structure of Social Security be
scaled back to previous levels. This unleashed a
firestorm, and his proposal was killed.

[n the meantime. most recent proposals
for combating the uncontroiled federal
deficit involve “fair” taxation—excise taxes
that supposedly are shared by everyone. In
actual dollar terms that is true. Bur such
taxes are naturally regressive—equal dollars
become an ever larger percentage of lower
incomes. The same is true of Social Security
taxes because there’s an income ceiling. If
the same amount is taken from both a
$55.000 salary and a 5200,000 satary, who's
giving the larger percentage of total pay? In
fact. a famly of four has to enjoy a salary of
$60.000 or more before federal income
taxes are greater than the total amount (from
employer and emplovee) due to Social
Security. It can also be reasonably argued
that Social Security taxes hold your pay at a
lower level than it would otherwise be. since
the emplover matches vour contribution.
The employer thus has an incentive to
reduce your salary by that amount, to com-
pensate for the cutlay. If you are afraid the
Social Security coffers will be empty by the
time you retire (not an unreasonable fear.
since the "surpluses” of the past 15 years are

used for off-budger spending), that's money -

e
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Specifically, the 1983 rescue bill raised the
wage base against which Social Security faxes
are levied, and it accelerated the scheduled rate
hikes—to 7.51 percent in the 1988-89 period,
rather than 7.15 percent. At this point, mo one
below the top 10 percent was giving a smaller
percentage. of his or her paycheck to the federal
government than in 1977. The bill also mads
takable half oi the benefits paid out to the
wealthiest retirees. .

» 1986: 1985 Tax Reformt Act. This was a
gigantic restructuring of the tax code that had an
interesting consequence among the wealthiest 1
percent of the country, according to CTJ’s
Melntyre:  Half considered it the biggest tax cut
they'd ever had, and the other half thought they'd
teken i in the neck. The reason? The unhappy
half were in fax shelters. The 1986 Tax Reform
Act eliminated $500 billion in shelters over a
five-year period, repealing the investment tax
credit and the capital-gains exclusion and crack-
ing down on fake tax-shelter “losses.” At the
same time, the Act imposed an affernative mini-
mur fax that made sure wealthy individuals and
profitable companies would pay taxes.

The hiil reduced personal tax rates to 15 and
28 percent, with a "bubble” of 33 percent for the
“near-rich.” For the half of the lucky individuals
in the top 1 percent who were pleased, the drop
to 28 percent was a substantial tax cut. The
standard daduction and personai exemptions
were increased, as was the eamned-income tax
credit for low-income working families. At the
same time, the corporate tax rate was reduced to

stolen from your future.

Even an across-the-board tax cut—
which has never happened—is regressive.
because it naturally delivers the greatest
benefits to those who have the most. That's
essentially why a flat tax. for all of its appar-
ent equality, is actually unfair: As a per-
centage of total dollars earned each year. the
burden of a single tax rate falls most heavily
on those who are least able to pay it.

Black Is White; “Cut” Meuns facrease. But
what is most galling for anvone earning
between 520,000 and about $85.000 yearly
is a simple fact: Despite all the claims about
*across-the-board” tax cuts. your taxes
aren’t lower, Compared to 1977. all but the
poorest and very richest (top 5 percent)
Americans now pay a figher share of their
incomes in overall federal taxes.

If you're eaming about S20.000 in 1992,
your total federal taxes consume 1.2 percent
more of vour income now than in 1977. If
you're earning around S32.000. your total
taxes are just under | percent more of your
income each year. Anvone paid between
about 348.000 and 385.000 in 1992 is giv-

34 percent from 46 percent,

The botiom Yine of the 1986 Tax Reform Act
was this: Most families ware given a small fax
cut, and taxes were raised on those comorations
and wealthy individuals who had been legally
avoiding taxes since 1981. But the bill was
specifically designed to do nothing about the fed-
eral deficit or national debt—it was touted as
“revenue neutral,” meaning no new money would
be coming in. The public didnt buy it at the
time—a Roper Poll found 77 percent of
Americans believed the upper-income brackets
were already paying too litte—but it passed fair-
ly easily.

» 1890: Deficit-Reduction Act. This is the
one President Bush says he regrets, calling it his
biggest mistake. Simply, he agreed to raise
taxes, contradicting his “Read my lips” campaign
pledge. Of course, the reality is that total iederal
taxes for everyona but the richest Americans had
already been raised, so President Bush is refer-
fing mainly to the increases that hit the wealthi-
est taxpayers. Gasoline, cigarette, aleohol and
other excise taxes were raised, and a new top
personal bracket was created between 31 and
32 percent, up irom 28 percent. (The exception
was capital gains, an which the top rate is 28.8
percent} The individual minimum tax rate was
raised from 21 to 24 percent, and the wage base
for the 1.45 percent household-income portion of
the Sacial Security payroll tax was increased
from $53,400 to $125,000. Meanwhile, the
earned-incoma tax credit for "working-poor”
familias was once again increased.
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ing .2 percent more to the government now
than in 1977. Thanks to the 1990 relief for
the poor. the bottom 20 percent’s taxes are
haif a percentage point lower than in 1977.
For those in the 4 percentage points below
the very top, the tax cut compared to 1977
rates is only 1.2 percent. but at least they
received a cut. It’s only in the top | percent
that any truly meaningful tax cuts
occurred—itheirs fell 12.3 percent.

However, that 12.3 percent adds up to a
lot of money. CTJ calculates it to be an
average tax cut for everyone among the
super-rich of $83.457, which in tun adds up
to a 30 percent reduction in what they
would have owed in 1977 taxes. In fact.
when CTJ compared 1992 tax revenues
under 1977 law. adjusted “or inflation. the
overall tax break for the riciiest 1 percent of
the population adds up to almost $84 billion
the Treasury won't collect in 1992. The
other population segments that have actual-
ly seen tax cuts in the last 15 years—the
poorest 20 percent and the 4 percent below
the top—will respectively pay $800 million
and S7 billion less than thev would have
under 1977 law. according to CTJ. The tax
increases on everyone else produced a net
revenue increase of $16 billion. That means
Congress and the executive branch raised
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taxes on three of every four American fami-
lies and managed to collect some $76 billion
less in federal taxes in the process (the $92
billion in cuts for the fortunate few minus
the extra $16 billion from everyone else).

The impact of these selected (if huge)
tax cuts on the federal deficit and the nation-
al debt is staggening. The federal budget has
rarely been balanced by anvone (the last
time was 1969). but everv president prior to
1980 at least managed to make the total
deficit consume a smaller percentage of the
Gross National Product (GNP) during his
tenure. Not so in recent vears. and it's
entirely a result of the reversal in the tax
code. As a percentage of GNP. the federal
deficit has doubled: In fiscal 1977-78, it
was 2.8 percent of GNP: in fiscal 1992-93,
it’s 5.1 percent of GNP. CTJ calculates that
the total cost of the supplyv-side tax cuts for
the richest individuals and corporations
explains the entire increase. Even though
taxes on the middle classes were raised.
there has still been an ever-larger revenue
shortfall each year since the first supply-side
cut. The total result is an additional rrillion
dollars in debt. according to CTJ. Because
the shortages were covered by federal bor-
rowing, and because the tax cuts have had a
cumulative effect since 1978. CTJ estimates
the 1992 cost in additional interest payments
to be $81 billion. Add that to the $84 billion
tax cut (in 1992) for the 1op bracket. and we
have $164 billion extra that needs to be bor-
rowed in 1992. (CTJ published an excellent
discussion of the conseguences of the tax-
law changes and their impact on the deficit
and national debt. Inegualire & The Federal
Deficit. Contact Citizens for Tax Justice.
1311 L St.. NW, Washington. DC 20005:
202/626-3780.)

Paying More To Get Less. Not only have the
tax-code changes of the past 13 years
increased your taxes—unless. as has been
stressed enough. your income is in the top 5
or bottom 20 percent of the population—
you're getting less back from the govern-
ment. Since 1980, only three areas of gov-
ernment spending have seen increases
(excluding Social Security): defense, the
S&L fiasco. and interest on the national
debt. Spending on everyvthing else fell from
9.9 percent of GNP in 1980 to 7.4 percent—
a drop of $130 billion in 1990 dollars.
Midway through his aborted candidacy,
H. Ross Perot noted that our trillions in
national debt might be marginally accept-
able if our bridges and roads had been
improved with the money. if our streets
were crime-free. if our schools were the best
in the world. But since 1980, federal spend-
ing on justice and general government oper-
ations has fallen by 42 percent. Spending on

education and training has dropped by 40
percent. Spending on the environment and
natural resources has fallen by 39 percent:
on roads and transportation. spending fell 32
percent: on welfare and unemployment. it
fell 21 percent.

In total. a typical family now receives an
average of $1.260 /ess in federal programs
and services (again. excluding Social
Security), even though their taxes have gone
up. How could Congress ever have voted to
allow such a degree of unfaimess to become
institutionalized?

It all started in 1977, with an increase in
Social Security payroll taxes. Social
Security taxes are by their nature regressive,
since a middle manager currently earning
about $53.000 pays no less than the presi-
dent of his company, who might be paid $3
million. But the profound shift in the tax
code—away from equity and toward capital
formation. which naturally favors the rich—
began in 1978.

Jimmy Carter was the last U.S.
President to propose a progressive tax. In
late 1977. he asked for higher capital-gains
rates with lower individual rates. The
Democratic Congress slaughtered the pro-
posal on the floor of the House of
Representatives. Even though many people
these days want to blame the development
of tax inequity on President Reagan alone
(and to be sure. 19817s bill was inequitable
by design), the huge income shift upward
that began in 1978 was always bipartisan.
The business tax cuts of 1981 were pro-
posed by the Democratic leadership of the
House: it was House Democrats who first
proposed dropping the top tax rate (70 per-
cent) on unearned income. William Greider
points out that this last measure was
absolutely contrary to the people’s wishes—
even the wealthy believe unearned income
should be subject to a higher tax rate than
earned income.

Our tax code is by nature “redistribu-
tionalist.” When it was progressive. the
basic idea was that the wealthiest would pay
a greater share of their incomes to provide
governmental programs and services that
presumably benefit everyone. Thus, the
money from the top of the economic pyra-
mid was being redistributed downward in
the form of governmental services.

Since 1978-1981, the underlying philos-
ophy has been reversed—replaced by the
belief that the greatest spoils of economic
endeavor should remain in the hands of
those with the greatest financial stake in
their production. The idea, again. was that
lower taxes on wealthy people and corpora-
tions would create an investment-led eco-
nomic boom. and it was sold with the
ridiculous claim that such tax breaks would
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reduce the federal deficit. In practice, noth-
ing of the sort. occurred.

Voting Against The Middle. Members of
Congress and presidents have long cam-
paigned against governmental incentive pro-
grams that have perverse effects or that
make no rational economic sense. Most
often. their complainis are about social pro-
grams. But these same politicians whole-
heartedly endorsed creating nonsensical
supply-side loopholes in the tax law that led
to devastating economic distortions. With
the stated goals of increasing savings and
investment, the 1981 tax breaks for com-
mercial construction (specificaily, deprecia-
tion allowances) were so generous that a
half-empty building could still make.money.
This, of course. set the stage for the real-
estate bust of 1989-92. And, as if deter-
mined to make a bad bill worse. in (982
Congress voted to let commercial banks and
S&Ls invest in this crapshoot,

A study of the Congressional voting
records on tax issues since 1977 is certainly
revealing. particularly since so many of the
peopie listed in our table are up for reelec-
tion this vear. In fact. if space had allowed. a
review of measures that didn’t pass would
be equally revealing, since bills attempting
to reverse the shift in the tax burden from
the wealthy to the less-fortunate were
repeatedly defeated. We’ve concentrated
here on the laws that affected your take-
home pay, and their passage makes interest-

ing history (see the box on pages 68-69).

As you read it, some apparent contradic-
tions immediately emerge. Some members
of Congress who voted in favor of the first
supply-side tax cut (1978) voted against the
second in 1981. Those who believed the
great supply-side experiment would work
naturaily voted in favor of each bill: perhaps
some of those who changed stripes between
the bills recognized that the 1981 bill went
too far. As CTJ Director Robert Mclntyre
says, “There was no shortage of ideological
debate over the 1981 act. There just weren't
the votes [to defeatit].”.

Just as interesting is what happened
between 1981 and 1982. Throughout the
process. various members showed absolute
consistency, especially on the Republican
side. The most consistent voters opposed
each Social Security tax increase. voted in
favor of each supply-side cut. and voted
against each subsequent effort to limit the
1981 act’s measures. But many in Congress
voted in favor of both the 1981 and 1982
bills—meaning they helped pass the supply-
side experiment and then immediately
voted, in essence. to repeal parts of it. As
you review the voting records. you'll see
this occurring frequently among the
Congressional Demecrats.

There are three plausible explanations.
First, the Congressional [eaders (especially
Democrats in the House) who worked to
build the compromise bills that were voted
into law would naturally add their votes in

favor—they helped creae the laws. This is
certainly the case with House Democrats
such as Dan Rostenkowski (Ill.) and
Richard Gephardt (Mo.). Second, many
Representatives and Senators who voted in
favor of the 1981 bill may have belatedly
recognized that ERTA was essentially a
giveaway to the rich with little or nothing
for anyone else. And third, 1982 was an
election vear—everyone in the House had to
face the voters in November.

Well, they have to face the voters again
this vear, along with a third of the Senate.
As you check out the voting record of your
Representative and Senators in the tables
below. remember what really happened in
the past 5. years. as opposed to what you
were told would happen. You were
promised a tax cut and the elimination of the
federal deficit. What you got was a tax
increase and 2 national debt so huge that lit-
erally no one knows how great a4 burden it
will place on future generations. The consis-
tent American expectation, that each genera-
tion wouid be able to bequeath a better life
1o the generation {oilowing it, has been
replaced by an IOU. Who's going to pay it?
Based on 15-years evidence, and without a
substantial change of heart (or change of
membership) il Congress. the answer is
already in; You. your children and your
grandchildren will. 1)

John K. Manos is the Editor-in-Chief of CON-
SUMERS DIGEST nagazine.

HOW DID YOUR ELECTED LEGISLATORS VOTE?

your Senatars uad Representatives voted dver the past 15 yeors. The tables on this and the
Tollowing pages review the vating records of all the incumben? Senators and Representatives for

thi seven major tax bills covered in the eccompanying erticle—every Repsesentative listed is up for
re-electien, and ench Senatorial condidate who is running in 1992 is masked by o bullet (®). The fists
are argenized alphabeticelly by state, with Representatives listed by district and Senators/Senoze
candidates in olphabetica arder. Note that enly Congressicnal candidates {ond current Senaters) who
eld natienal office during the relevan vates ar incfuded; two stotes have no applicable coses. Since
many Senators and Senate condidates elso served in the House of Representatives, the refevant House
wotes are listed for the individuals concerned (see the separate notes for the Senate vating records).
The dates fisted for the vates ore; 1977=first Social Security poysoll-tax increase; 1978—1978

B ecovse the cnly ploce the ax code is geing to change is in [ong[es§,:‘juu ought ta knaw how

Revanue Ad, the first supply-side tax en; 1981—Ecenomic Recovery Tox Ad, the big supply-side
change, with huge-business/high-income tox cuts; 1982-—Tax Equity and Fiscol Respensibifity Tox Act,
the first cttempt to scale bock the excesses of the 1981 ERTA; 1983—second Social Secusity
payrafl-Sax increase; 1986— fax Reform Ad, massive tax-code restrocturing, lowered top toxes but
dlosed shelter foopholes and made sure wealthy individuals end profitable companies would pay 1axes;
1990—excise-tox increases, top-hrocket tox increases, and Social Security wuge-base rise.

The symbuls used throughout the tables cre as follows: Y=a "Yea™ vate, “paired for,” of
“gnoounced for;” N=g "Ro"” vote; "paired ggainst,” o “announted cgainst;” —=not in office;
?=was in office but did not vore or otherwise moke a position known. The source for these vating
tecords is The Congressianal Quarterdy,

THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Member/Party (District) ARKANSAS 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990 Pushoyn®{17) B Y Y Y 4 Y ¥
Rehinson/R (2) - — — — — W A lehmon/0 (1) — — — — Y W ¥

Thomas/R (20) - - ¥ ¥ W

ALABANA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1985 1990 CALIFORNIA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1984 1990 Golleghy/REZ) - — — — — — W
Caliaban/k {1} - - - - = 1 N Bosco, 0 {1) -~ = = = K N N Mooheod/R{Z) B Y Y R N K M
Broveder/D (3} - - = = = =1 Herger/% (2} - = = = —~ = Berlerson/0 (23) Y Y W ¥ Y v ¥
Bemlifd (4) KoY Y K Y Y W Matsui/D (3) B I I e Womon/O(2f Y H N Y N Y ¥
Fligpa/D {5) oY Y K oYY Fazia/0 (4} - - F ¥ ¥ N ¥ Bexman/ (26} - - - - X ¥ ¥
Erdreich /0 [8) - = = = Y ¥ ¥ Pelosif0 (5) - - = = = =¥ Dixon/D (28) - — K K ¥ W ¥
. Willer/D (7] LA B A B Hewkins/D (29) LA R I T S A |
ALASKA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1985 1990 Dellurms/D (8] YO8N K K N Y Y Motz (3) — — — & N Y ¥
Young/R oY Y K N N Stark/D {9) AN T T S B A Dreier/ (33) - =t A N K
Edwerds/D (10) LA T B S A Tares D (34) - - - - Y 1 ¥

ARIZONA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1985 19%0 Lantes/D (1) - = Y K N ¥ ¥ Lewis /R (35} - — Y K N K W
Rhodes/ (1) f o Y fr - - N Minea/0 (1) LA S I SR A A BrownyO (38) AAN B S S I A
Stump/R (3] f Y Y % W Y N Shoowoy/R{M) - -~ Y N H Y ¥ MeodessR (37) — — — = ¥ N N
R/R (4) R | Condit/D {15} - - = = = = A Doman/R {33) - - - ¥ = ¥ ¥
Talbe/R {3) e Famatta//D (15) oY Y 1T W oY ¥ Cox/R (40) - - - - = =
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FOR CONSUMERS DEGEST READERS :

Ifvou would like to know mere about the
products or services listed in this issue, we can
help. Just circle the numbers shown on the

attached card, of the products or services of
interest to you. Then mail the card now. There's
no charge or obligation.

1. American Republic Insurance Company.
Life Insurance Buyers' Services. 'How much
life insurance will $100 a month buy for the
next 10 years? (Regional edit. only) (P, 25)

2. The Cheney Co. (P.77)

3. CONSUMERS DIGEST computerized
discount automobile service. Call for
information 1-800-521-7257. Exi. TC17.
(P. 45)

4. CONSUMERS DIGEST special low
115% MasterCard offer. Call for
information 1-800-423-3273, Ext. CT17.

(P. 56)

5 CRUISES INC.- America’s Premier
Cruise Agency. -Save Time —Save Money..
We represent all ships. Our Maxi-Saver rates

are guaranteed unbeatable! Recommended 12, NordicTrack. Simulare downhill skiing,

by leading Trave! Writers and Consumer
Groups. Free Cruise Director. Call 1-800-
B854-0500. (P 3’)

6. DSA Financial Publishing. Where There’s
a Will. .. Heirs Pay. (P.59)

7. GEICO. (Regional edition only.) (P. 25)
8. HEAT-N-GLO Fireplace Products Inc.

. The King Size Co. Clothes for the

NordicTrack! Call today for an mwgoratmg,

high-tech Nordic Sport workout!
1-800445-2231 Eat. 47T12. (P. 55)

13. T. Rowe Price. Equity Incoms Fund -
A conservative stock fund that puts divided
income to work for you. For information/
prospectus with management fees, other
charges, expenses: 1-800-541-7885. (P. 35)

Free brochure on:energy-saving, built-in gas
or wocdbuming fireplaces. (P: 2)

9. Intemational Coins & Currency; Coinage 14, T. Rowe Price's Investing for Higher

for Fun and Profit catalog. (P.20) Yields - Free report helps you understand

your options for higher income. For

Tall, Big, and Extra Large Man. (P. 77) information/prospectus with management

fees, other charges, expenses: 1-800-541-7894,
1L NordicTrack. The original cross-country (P.21)

ski exerciser, provides the world’s best total-
body and cardiovascular workout. Free
brochure and video avaifable. (P.5)

15, Twenticth Century Investors. Find out more
about Twentieth Century’s family of no-load
mutual funds. Call 1-800-345-2021. (P. 3)

16. Velux-America, Inc.  Free brochure on
complete line of Velux roof windows, sky-
lights, sunscreening accessories and man-
ual/electric controls. (P. 3)

cross-country skiing and rowing with Nordic
Sport. It’s the newest idea in ﬁ:ncss from
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VERBONT
Smith/1 (ot}

YIRGINIA
Botemen/R {1}
Pidt/D (2
Blley/R (3}
Sisisky/D {4)
Payze/D (5)
orris/R (8)
Beuther/D (%)
Wolt/& {10}

Hotes: Ench person listed below who is running in the election this yees is marked with o bulla) () in
front of his or her nome. Vice President Don Quayle’s Senate voring retord is included for companison
with Democratic vice pagsidential condidate Albent Gore Jr. Senotor/candidare nomes are foomoted os

ALABAMA
defin/D
3 Shelby/0 *

ALASKA
& Murkowski/R
Stevens/R

ARIZORA
DaConcisi/D
® felan/R '

ARKANSAS
® Bumpers/D
Feyor/0

CALIFORNIA
® Boxer/D !

(0L0RADD
® Comphell/D?

CONKECTICUT
® D:dd/D
Lizberman/D

DELAWRRE
Biden/D
o0

FLORIDA
® Grohom/D
Modk/R

GEORGLA
® Fowles/D '
)

HAWRL
ShokafD !
® Inguye/D

IDAHD
(roig/R "
® Stollimgs/D 7

ILIKDIS
SianID !

TADUANA
{oars/R !
kogot/R

® Qooyla/R

owa
® Grossley/R *
Harkin/0 ?

KAKSAS
® Dola/R
Ioschom/R

KERTUCKY
® Ford/R
HeCannell/R

-

CONGRESSIONAL TAX-VOTE RECORDS: 1977-1990

1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990

- - - - = =Y

1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990

| S S T N I N |
| 0 T T I O I
I B T
=& | =1
Frmx | <= | =
Exmm | =< | =
E R e

1977 1978 1581 1982 1963 1986 1990
- - Y ¥ ? ¥ W
- - Y KB Y Y K

1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1786 19%0
- - ! ¥ ¥ Y N
Y Yy rxy r vy r y
1977 1978 1981 1962 1963 1986 1990
Y Y N ¥ N
- = = = Y ¥ K
1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Yy Y N N ¥ ¥ ¥
- - 1 K 7 Y X
1977 1978 1981 1962 1983 1986 1990
- - - = Y ¥ ¥
1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
- = = = = =
1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
- = K K Y ¥ X
oy ¥y ¥ 72 ¥ W
1977 1578 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
K Y Y K ¥ Y K
kKoY Y ¥y 7 ¥ i

1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1985 1990
- b = = = ="
- = = = Y X
1577 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Y Yy oY @Y ¥
Y Y K K OY X
1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Y Y Y ¥ o K ¥
Y f Y N ot 'y ¥
1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 19%0
- = Y % ? N N
- - - - - ¥ A
1977 1978 1961 1981 1923 1986 1990
Yy Y 7 ¥ - % W
1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
- - Y ¥ Y ¥ 3
I O S AR SR T
- - Y ¥ 1 Y =
1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
KoY Y Y r v K
(A S T A A
1977 1978 1981 1987 1983 1986 1990

1917 1978 1980 1962 1983 1986 1990
' A A T
S A

74 CONSUMERS DIGEST

WASHINGTON 1977 1978 1983 1582 1983 1985 1990
SwittfD (2 - - X Y ¥
Unsoeld/0 [3) - - - - - =
Faley/D 5} [ T T ST T
Dicks/D {¢) L S T T T {
HDemanfOl) ~ - - —~ — — ¥
Murison/R* N I 2 T
WEST VIRGIXIA 1977 1578 1981 1982 1983 1988 1950
Mellaban/D (1) I A T TR A T
Wse/0 (3) - - - - Y ¥ 7
RohellfD (4) Y Y Rt Y Yy

THE SENATE

LOUSIANA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Ofemz®' Y Y Y K ¥ ¥ ¥

Johnston/D ¥ Y i K ? T N
MANE 1977 1978 1987 1982 1983 1985 1990
{ohen/R ¥ KT oY Y Y v B
Mitchell /0 - - f KR ¥ Y ¥
MARYLAND 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 190
eMkikiD' K Y K N Y Y ¥
Satbanes/D ¥ ¥ Y ¥ 7 1
MASSACHUSERTS 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Lemnedy/D I T A |
Ley/B - - - - - Y A
MICKIGAN 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1985 1990
Lewin/D - = ¥ 0 Y K [
Kiegle/D Y Y K Y Y K
MINNESOTA 1977 1578 1931 1982 1983 1986 1990
Durenberges/R - - ¥y ¥ r ¥ u
HISSISSIPRL 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Cochoan/R - = Y Y ¥ r ¥
Lon/R ! KoY 1 Y ¥t
MISSOURI 1977 1978 1981 1982 1963 1986 1950
@ Bond /R - = = = = =¥
Boaforh/® - Y Y 1 Y Y T A
MOXTARA 1977- 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1950
Bowcws/0 } Y Y 7 " Y v i
Buens/R - = = = = -k
NEBRASKA 1977 1978 1981 1962 1983 1986 1590
Exonfi - - Y K K Y A
Kerey/D - - - - - - ¥
NEVADA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 19%0
® Reid/D ! e
Sryan/D - - - - - -
HEW HAMPSHIRE 1977 1976 1987 1982 1983 1986 1590
Smithy/R ? - - - = - Y W
NEW SERSEY 1977 1978 1981 1987 1983 1984 1950
Brodies/D - = K K f ¥ W
Lautznberg /D e B |

NEW MEXI(D 1977 1978 1981 1982 1981 1986 1990
Domenic /R Y Y Y Y Yy
Bingomen/D - - - - Y ¥ X
NEW YORK 1977 1978 1981 1962 1983 1986 1990
® Uamato/R - = Y ¥ ¥ Yt N
Moynthan/D A S T SR R {
NOXTH CAROLINA' 1977 1973 1981 1982 1983 1984 1590
Heims/R L A A A
® Sarfard/D - = = = = =\
HOXTH QAKOTA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1985 1990
Burdick/D ¥ vy Y K Y Y ¥
@ Dorgan/D ? - - Y Y ¥ ¥ ¥

WISCORSIN 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Aspin/0 1) Yy *» oy o ¥
Iostenmeier/0 () Y Y N ¥ Y Y Y
Gunderson/R (3] - - Y Y r Y ¥
Leaia/D {4) - = = . - Y ¥
PerifR (6} - == Y Y ¥ Y N
Dbey/D {7) T o N oYy Yy ¥
Roth/R (B) - - ! K ? ¥ N
Sonsenbeoer/R(H) — — Y K K W N
WYORIXG 1977 1978 1581 1982 1983 1986 1990
Thomas/R (ol - = = = = = %

follows: 1="Yonng record prior to 1990 from the House; 2= left House to run for Senate—voring
tecord frem the House; 3==voting record prior 1o 1986 From the House; 4 = voting record prior jo 1983
from the Howse: 5 ==vating: record pricr to 1981 from the House.

(] 1977 1973 1961 1982 1983 1985 1990
® Glemn/D Y Y Y K Y Y
Rexzenboum/D Y Y ? No? Y r
OKLAHOMA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1590
® bigkles /R - - Y Y 8 ¥ ¥
BamenfD - — Y 4 W Y ¥
OREGON 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
® Aufoin/D ? K Y Y B Y Y ¥
Hotfeld /8 Y K Y Y Ot % 1
efnbwoad/R- Y Y Y Y 7 Y %
FERNSYLYAKIA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990:
@ Se0er/R - =Y Y Y ¥ N
RHODE SLAND 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1984 1990
Chaies/k 2 S SR SR B A ¢
Pet/0 f Y Y W Y Y W
SOUTH CARDLIMA 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
® Hollngs /0 Y & N N K Y W
Thmand /R LN S S A A |
SOUTH DAXOTA 1577 1978 981 1982 1963 1985 1990
®hochle/0' — — Y N Y N ¥
Fressier/R [ Y ? Y H Y N
TENKESSER 1977 1975 1981 1982 1983 1985 1990
® Goref? ¥ N R Y 1 Y ¥
Sasser/D Yooy Y L. | Y Y
TEUS 1977 1978 1981 1982 1923 1985 1950
Bersen /0 YooY ? & o r
bromm/P ¢ - - Y ¥ Y r N
it 1977 1978 1581 1982 1983 1986 1950
Haten /R K Ty f K Y K
® (wens /D ? - = = - = - ¥
YERMONT 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1966 1990
® Leany/D Y Y 72 K Y Y ¥
lefioeds/T E Y K Y ? Y ¥.
YIRGINIA 1977 1978 1981 1962 1983 1986 1950
Resh/0 - - - - = = ¥
Womer/R - -1 ¥ 1 t f
WASHINGTON 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1530
ethendlerfR? = = — — Y K &
Gomon /R - - f ¥ ¥ Y
WEST VEZGINIA  1977- 1978 1981 1962 1943 1985 1950
Byrd/D Y Y Y K or oY ¥
Rockefeller/D - - = = = Y ¥
- WISCONSIN 1977 1978 1981 1952 1983 1986 1990
® Lsien/R ¢ ¥ Y Y K Y r
Kch!/D - - - - - =7
& BoodgfD? - — — — Y Y ¥
WYOMING 1977 1978 1981 1982 1983 1986 1990
Simpson/R L A B | L |
Wailon/R K Y Y Y Y Y ¥

TFRRTIAG DU TR IRk




3

Iy ‘ikﬁfﬁq

1

515 Linden Av
Sistersville WV 26175
30l4-652-7551

16 Sep 92

Mr James A Baker III

The .White House . .

1600 Pennsylvania Av wj
Washington DC 20006 N(l_,

Dear Mr Baker

My wife asked me %o prepare the enclosed letter to the president
with & copy to you. She speaks from a lifetime vocation.

I want to share a word of my own. The Democrats have done with
the issue of the economy to Mr Bush what Bush did to Mr Dukakis.
with the issue of Willie Horton--twisted it all out of
proportion., Perhaps Bush should have countered the Democrats

and the media players immediately as Mr Clinton has done to
Buah. .

I am satisfied about the economy myself. There are times when
the economy needs to be in low gear so it will not stall. What
else would you expect of the world economy, after the collapse
of Eastern Europe. Our economic readjustment is the price of
victory without hot war. Economic readjustment must be in low
gear after a world war. The truth of the matter is that Fastern
Europe has it tough. But they have a good future, because we
have a good fubure.




515 Linden Av
Siatersville WV 26175

304-652-7551

16 Sep 92

Mr George Bush

President of the United States
1600 Pennsylvania Av
Washington DC 20500

Dear My President

I have seen your commercial, spelling out that we need medieal
reform and legal reform. You won my support for rselection.

We cannot reform our medical system unless the legal system is
reformed.

Pleage makie clearer to people the link between medical reform
and legal reform. We do not have prenatal and delivery
services we need in West Virginia, because of the high cost of
melpractice insurance.

I am a supervising RN in a county health department and see
many of the people who must pay for the greed in the legal
system. We ourselves pay for this greed too, because our taxes
pay for the people who are unable to pay themselves.

The way you present yourself in this ad is so much better than
what you did to Michael Dukakis. I voted against him because I
did not think he would be a competent president. This time I
shall vote for you.

Sincerely yours

DU\O\’H‘\J) H‘ LQCQT.-UH“‘
DOROTHY H LOCKETT

PS My husband supports you because you handled Kuwait/Desert
Storm well and the post Cold War very well. You were the
president you claimed you would be. He is very impressed
by Oliver North's witness of you meeting a roomful of armed
men unarmed, (though he thinks Lt Col North came too close
to treason in Irangate).

¢y to James Baken




s .

The President:

The White House .
Washington, D.C,
Dear Mr. President, ' N i

I am sure you do not remember me, but 15 or, 16 years ago when
you were RNC Chairman we spent the day togq@her driving through
the hills of West Virginia to visit the GOP 'Youth Camp at Cowan,
W.V. My mother is Priscilla Humphreys, recently retired senior
member of The RNC from West Virginia.

I am writing you this letter in an attempt to help your campaign.
I am sure, due to the many desk tops and hands and handlers
through which this letter must pass, you will probably not
receive this letter. For that reasocn I am sending copies to

as many people, who may have your ear, as I can think of.

Here is the truth. Quite frankly, your commercials are useless.
They generate all the excitment of ads for computer systems,
insurance conglomerates, or long-distance telephone companies.
They are colorless and without life. I am afraid your people
are allowing pollsters and the Clinton people to design your
campaign. You are basing your ads on what you will do if
re-elected., The Clinton people have successfully painted their
candidate (with some biased assistance from the news media)

as the candidate of and for the future. Your team, on the other
hand, has been unable to do this due to a credibility problem
you have with the public at the moment. They are only remembering
the depletion of their bank accounts in the last four years,
NOT the other historical world shaking events.

I am now going to tell you what your ads should be looking like.
You MUST remind the public what has occured during your tenure.
Your ads MUST show these things:

. The fall of The Berlin Wall
. The breakup of The Eastern European Block
The mass migration of Eastern Europe from a bankrupt empire.
. You with Gorbachev. =
« The breakup of The USSR
- Your strong stand along with Mr. Yeltsin during the kidnapping
f The Gorbachevs. S
» You with Mr.Yeltsin
. The signing of nuclear treaties.
« The fall of Daniel Ortega.
10. The invasion of Panama and the subsequent arrest of Noriega.
11. THE PERSIAN GULF WAR MUST BE PROFILED FROM BEGINNING TO
END IN YOUR ADS. °
12. A very desparate Castro. (This for Florida)

The mass media,especially teleﬁision, is not covering you
equitably or positively. The only way you have to use television
to your advantage is to pay them for their time. They are NOT

S




géing to help you get elected.

The public must be reminded of your accomplishments. They must
be made to see that we are where we are today because of 12
years of out-spending the enemy. That'the benefit of this over-
spending was a freer world: and the downside was an economy that
needs an injection. If you want to be re-elected you will set
about making this change. At the moment due to the economy
Americans do not feel very good about “themselves or their
country. They need someone to blame. That, of course, is you.
There is nothing Americans need more than the feeling of pride
in their accomplishments and abilities and in their country.
Your television commercials must show them that they have every
reason to lay legitimate claim to that feeling due to what you
and they have accomplished together. They must be made to feel
that the astounding events of the past four years are theirs

to own. They must be made to see that their sacrifices were

not in vain. If vou can show them that their szcrifices {coupled
with your leadership) have changed the world more dramatically,
for the better, than any other peoples' in the history of the
‘'world, they WILL feel good about themselves...AND YOU. So your
ads MUST show not just what you have done, but they MUST imply

that these great accomplishments are THEIRS as well. As well
they are.

The opposition must be going crazy wondering why vou have not

acted on your real record and not the limited economic agenda

they have made the voter feel is the only issue. I assure you

Mr. Clinton has no way to compete with this approach. What is

he going to brag about accomplishing for Arkansas, the fact

that it is at the bottom of nearly every list there is. At the i
moment his and your ads are focusing on the future and his future
looks better to the voter based on the present condition of

their bank accounts. The future is ethereal_qt’best. You must
paint the notion that your future Plans are more likely to occur
(have more likely substance) because of the track record of
success you have already exhibited. That the TEAM that gets ’
things done is not untested. It has a history of startling

Success over the entire world. And that it is now time to bring

that TEAM home, to do here, what that TEAM has done everywhere

else. And that TEAM has a name. It is not congress. It is not

the senate. It is George Bush and the pubiic. The concept of

your campaign must be, "WE HAVE DONE IT BEFORE, AND WE CAN DO

IT AGAIN, HERE. TOGETHER WE HAVE CHANGED THIS WORLD. NOW,

TOGETHER LET US CHANGE OUR WORLD. THE TEAM THAT WORKS... GEORGE
BUSH AND \yQuU!"

o A A -
J.E. Humphreys
1546 16th Street

Huntington, W.v. 25701
1-304-522-2198
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P.S. America out spent 'The USSR, and”Americans sacrificed.
America spent millions helping out the emerging democracies

of the world, and Americans sacrificed. América has spent
millions aiding all over the world when catastrophe has struck,
and Americans have sacrificed. America has made allowances in
the market place for our allies, and Americans have sacrificed.
America went to war for another country, and Americans have
sacrificed. Mr. President, it is time to bring that energy,
those abilities and that money home, and IT IS TIME FOR AMERICANS
TO STOP HAVING TO SACRIFICE. I would like to leave you with
three words which I feel sum up the way Americans feel about

their government leadership and their country...'"Physician,
heal thyself."

FP.P.S. I am available for free consultation.
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Mr. James Baker

Chief of Staff

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washinagton ».C.
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€. MERRITT WINSBY, CPA
520 DC Hollow Circle
Deerfield Beach, Florida 33442
(305) 429-3590

FAX: (202) 456-2883

To: The Right Honorable George Herbert Bush
President of the United States of America

To: The Right Honorable James A. Baker, III
Chief of the White House Staff

Re; EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Dear Sirs:

The importance of carrying out the Reagan—Bush foreign policy agenda is
discussed, pointing out that the need for experienced persomnel to help shape
the New World Order. (lst par.)

Points out the peed to convinece the electorate that the assumption that
the agenda has been completed 1s erroneous. Much remains to be accomplished
and the Admipistrations that engineered the success to date are needed to
finish the job., (lst par.)

The Democrats concede the success of the foreign policy agenda, but take
the position it was accomplished at the expense of the domestic programs.

(2nd par.)

Republicans must now convince the American electoxate that the job is not
completed and we should not sacrifice the experienced team responsible for the
success, we should not a2bandon the program nor the leadership. (3rd par.,

sub, 1)

The economic malais is woridwide and shows the interdependence of the
economies of nations who are involved in international commerce and trade.

(3zd par. sub.)

Demonstrates the Bush Administration's strong adheremce ta the real
environmental problems, Relates the technology advance fostered and funded by
the United States called LIDAR.

| Please don't f£ail to read about this technological break through and the
cooperation between the Governments of the United States and Mexico and view
the tape {3xd par., sub. le¢ plus supporting detail -~ LIDAR Report and 3%
minute tape is part of a Federal Express package).

EEIET &« G2 435 Ted 29 10430 331440 SLEBEEELBP




Discusses a new approach to portraying the Bush Administration's domestic

program utilizing the artistic license of visualing where the TUnited States
would be today if Congress has enacted the Bush program instead ¢f the pigeon

hole reaction. (3rd par., sub. 3b)

Polpte out a means of encouragement of venture capital by revising the
IRC to allow the current deduction of capital losses (computed at the same
rates applicable to capital gains). This could be called the "level playing

field doctrine”. (3rd par., sub 3c)

The letter of which this is a summary will be part of the Federal Express
package to be malled Menday.

Respectfully submitted,

C. Merritt Winsby

PEET 26 &€ d35 26d 89 10430 201440 SLESEEEL0P




DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON

March 6, 1981

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

Mr. C. Merritt Winsby
620 DPC Hollows Circle
peerfield Beach, FL 33442

Dear Mr. Winsby:

on behalf of President Bush, I would like to thank you for your
letter regarding the President’s prcposal to reduce the capital
gains tax rate. Please accept my sincere apologies for the delay
in responding, but a large volume of incoming mail at the White
House and the Treasury Department has resulted in a substantial
correspondence backlog.

We appreciate your taking the time to share with us your. comments
and suggestions concerning this matter. As you may know, the

| President continues to support a reduction in the capital gains

| rate. Unfortunately, negotiations at the 1990 budget summit were
| such that the President was not able to achieve all of his

| objectives. '

| Please be assured that your thoughts will be taken inte account
| when this issue is again considered.

rThank you again for writing.

Sincerely,

Roger Bolton
Assistant Secretary
(Public Affairs and Public Liaison)

PEIET 26, G d35 £8d Bas 10430 301440 9LESEEELAY
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Capital Gains: Respite of Requiem?

a capital gains tax cut next year.
welcome advance for tiscal fairness, assuming he
really means it. Better yel, he should drop the ides

they sell investments that have increased in value
— are currently taxed at the same rate as ordinary
income, mostly at 28 percent. Prior w the 1986 Tax
Reform Act, the maximums were 20 percent for

ins and
point difference jnvited schemes to aveid the bighert

rate,

that he would restore the preference. Inbacking off
now, he appears to be yielding to the realities of
politics and \he budget, rather than economic sensé

strength in the newly elected House; only twice
pefore has @ President {aced a larger appusition
majority. Since his pledpe Was thwarted by the 1ast
Congress, e could hardly expect 0 do better in the
new Congress that convenes in J ;

under the rules of this year’'s budget agree ment, he
would have to propose an offset 10 thie revenue that

president Bush has indicated he wen't push for
That would be 2

Capiu;l gains — the income 10 Investors when

50 percent for ordinary inceme. The 30-

and 1ax shelters flourished.
Elimination of this special treatment was the

There is abusidant evidence, however, that 2
capital gains 1ax cut would favor the well-pif. Of the
110 million individual income tax resurns in 1988,

Mr. Bush pledged in hig 1988 election campaigl

The Democrats will have extraordinary

ry. Moteaver,

providers

batance wheel of the reform packags, and propesly tures have
reflected the spivit of reform: ax equatity fer all pension fu

forms of income.

income exceed
\e-income taxpayers can benelit, 100, of

sell a house, Y stock. But that's
relatively infrequent for the average American, and
fittle stimmulus {for the economy. s
Even — OF espectaily — in the face of
recession, a tax gubsidy for the rich is withow
meril. This idea deserves a quiet burial.

rs, midd!
course — when they

by some Administration dienards. But it's cleayr
from Mr. Bush's oWn fips that hehasn't given Bp his
"phllusuphical commitment’” 10 the idea that a IaX
break for

There is liftle evidence that it
President supposes. Rather, it channels investment
into activities designated for the tax payoff, TEE3

capital gains stimulates.gromh.

Iess of thelr economic mmegit, or it SImplY rewards
cashing in old investments. Moregver,
of investment capital for risky new ven-
heen tax-free institutional invesiors, like

nds and endowments.

does whal the

the biggest




C. MERRITT WINSBY, CPA
620 DC Hollows Circle
Deerfield Beach, Florida 33442

(305) 429-3590

Janvary 31, 1991
FAX #202-456-2883

The Right Honorable Ceorge Herbert Walker Bush
President of the United States

The White House

Washington, DC  20500-000

Dear Mr. President:

Some of the remarks that you made in your State of the Nation to the Congress and
the American people inre the income tax treatment accorded to capital gain
income and also related Economic Incentives prompts me to fax copies of the
enclosed New York Times editorial dated December 25, 1990 and my letter to the

ditor dafed January 17, 1991 concerning related subjects. Before proceeding with

the balance of this letter, please refer to these attachments.

Although, | have favored an "incentive" capitol gains income tax rate vis-o-vis
ordinary income, my reasoning waos predicated on my experience with the situation
prevalent in the years that there were substanial differential between the income
tax rates applicable to ordinary and capital gain income.

Therefore, I heartily endorse your proposadl, ".\.asking the Congressional leaders and
the Federal Reserve to cooperate with us in a study, ted by Chairman Alen
Greenspan, 10 sort oul our technical differences so thet we can avoid a return to
vnproductive partison hickering.”

The following additional comment seems relevant if my recommendations are to be
given serious consideration. In order to avoid any pyramiding of past capital loss
carryferwards, the old of fset rules should apply to al! capital lesses sustained on or
before December 31, 1990 and the recommended rules should apply to transactions
subsequent thereto, i.e. effective January 1, 1291 or other: effective date.

It is my earnest hope that the enclosed letter will be of help in creating a Mevel
playing field" for the providers of investment capital including venture capital.
Your proposed permanent research ond development tax credit also seems to be
constructive and timely.

Sincerely,

& Mot Hiinaley

C. Merritt Winsby, CPA

GEiET 26 &E 435 S@d Bu9 10430 3051440 9LESREELDY
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- ' FILE COPY

C. MERRITT WINSBY, CPA

ﬁ 1 5 §20 DC Hollows Circle
. eerfjeld Beach, Florida 33442
; {a05) #29-3520

January 17, 1991
i

NEW YO K TIMES
299 Wey! #3rd Street
New Yor - Clty, NY 10036 |

To the I iitors

. al 1 d - & 1
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Interna! Revenue Code which taxes net capital gains and does not allow the

taxpay' v to deduct net capital losses incurred in a trade as business or in an
activity engaged in with intent t0 make a profit. Instead, capital losses are offset

against capital gain income and 8 token amount is deductible from. ordinary taxable
incom¢ of individuals. Carryforward of unused capital losses to future years is

allowed, subject 10 simnilar \imitations.
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This study should measure the effect upon income tax revenues, implem entation of
Gramm-Rudman, but also upon America's positionin a world economy. Many baoks
and articles have been written concerning the Japanese Ministry of International
Trade and Industry (MIT1) and the policies it implements in promoting Japanese
dominanhce in certain selected industries. Also to be considered is the activation of
the European E conomic Commurity (EEC) and the fact that governmental agencies
are actively engagedin formulating policies 10 both stimulate but also 10 protect
the EEC's position in World Trade, The future represents opportunities and
problems which must be anticipated, met and dealt with, The U.S. private sector

should have the aid and assistance of the United States Government, its
Departments and Agencies: and vice versa. It should be a mutually advantageous

team eifort.

The United States must decide what its future approach to econom ic growth and
the related topic of availability of venture, f.e. risk, capital investment funds. We
must save our nRequiem" for the burial of the state of mind expressed in the last

£ the editorial: "Even-—Or aspecially—in the face of a recession, a tax

paragraph 0
subsidy for the richis without merit. This idea deserves a quiet burial

The only questionl raise is thiss When the intent is 10 neoak the rich" could an

unintended result be to "rain on ow owWn parade?
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- We Don't Want Tantrums,
We Just Want Answers

By Wesley Pruden

Once upona time there was a Quak-
er farmer down in Arkansas who
owned a spiteful Guernsey cow.

The cow gave abundant milk, rich
in cream, and the farmer’s babies were
the fattest for miles around. But the
cow had a very contrary nature. She
teased the farmer every time he sat
down to milk, swatting him across the
face with her tail and oceasionally kick-
ing him in the shin.

The farmer gently scolded the cow,
but it did no good. He treated her with
patient kindness, and that did no good
either. One day, just as he was finish-
ing with the milking, the cow stepped
into the bucket and spoiled the baby's
milk.
“That does it, cow;” the farmer said.

“Thou knowest I am a Quaker, and can- |

notlose my temper. Thou knowest that
when thee swat me across my face, I
cannot even curse thee. When thee
kicks over the bucket, I cannot slap
thee. All this, cow, thou knowest, be-
cause thee knowest I am a kind and
gentle Quaker,

“But what thou doesn’t knowest,
cow, is that'I can sell thee to a Baptist,
who will pick up a two-by-four and
kniockest the living hell out of thee”

There’s a moral here for Bill Clin-
ton. The home folks, who long ago
started calling him “Slick Willie” be-
cause of his imaginative prevarications
when pushed to explain something
shameful, nevertheless declined to ask
him for too much explanation in.his
races for governor, much in the way
that a black sheep is often treated with
generous and undeserved courtesy at
a family reunion.

Despite what Mr. Slick might make
you think, draft dodging is shameful to
Arkansas folks, too, who take it asa
point of pride that the men in the fam-
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ily never have to be asked twice to put
on the uniform when duty calls.

“The great old Third Arkansas” as
Douglas Southall Freeman called it,
was one of Robert E. Lee’s favorite reg-
iments, and it helped write the book on
true grit at Bloody Lane. Arkansas
men were decorated in disproportion-
ate numbers in both world wars. An
Arkansas Air National Guard fighter
squadron, the rough-and-ready 154th,
was one of the most decorated units in
the Korean War. Courage, not. cow-
ardice, marked the Arkansas response
when duty called its sons to Vietnam
and to Desert Storm,

So'how did Slick Willie get by with
it?

The story was so sordid that his op-

ponents didn’t have the heart to talk
about it, knowing the home folks
wouldn’t have the stomach to hear
about it. Dodging the draft is such
shameful business that the home folks
who knew figured that one day some-
body would pick up a two-by-four and
ask Mr. Slick outside to answer for it.

Running for governor and running
for president of the United States are
two entirely different things, as Mr.
Slick and Miss Hillary are learning.
M. Slick throws a tantrum when some-
body brings up the subject of the Viet-
nam draft and how he repaid the gen-
erosity of his Arkansas draft board by
organizing rallies abroad to libel the
country whose military forces he now
wants to lead as commander in chief.
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He insists that he's answered the
draft dodging questions already, and
indeed he has, giving different answers
every time he deigns to take questions.
Mr. Slick imagines that draft dodging
is barely a misdemeanor in his gener-
ation, and he may be right, but for a lot
of the rest of us it’s a felony not quite
as serious as molesting children, but
considerably worse than robbing
banks. :

MTr. Slick knows that, too. That’s why
he throws the tantrums. He under-
stands that this is the question for
which he has no answer, and no strat-
egy beyond artful lies. Like a lot of men
and women of his generation, he re-
gards life as a cafeteria and imagines
he’s entitled to pick through his re-
sponsibilities until he finds one easy to
honor, as if choosing between the lime
Jell-O mold and the pear with grated
cheese. That’s why the newspapers and
television networks, staffed by like-
minded men and women of Mr. Slick’s
generation, insist there’s no story here.

But unlike the Quaker’s cow, Mr.
Slick knows there are a few Baptists
and others out there looking for a two-
by-four. ®

Wesley Pruden is editorin-chief of the
Washington Times.

What Did
Marilyn Say
That Was
So Wrong?

By Suzanne Fields

Marilyn Quayle has become a light-
ning rod for the unfocused rage of cer-
tain feminists, and that’s too bad.

Marilyn Quayle, as much as any
prominent spouse of Major Candidate
(if not of Major Dad), says what most
of us — women and men — believe in
our bones, affirm in our brains and feel
in our hearts.

“Womer's lives are different from
men’s lives,” she told the Republican
convention in Houston. “We make dif-
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ferent sacrifices. And we get different
rewards.”

This home truth doesn't make
women'’s lives easier, nor does it take
sides in the debilitating debate be-
tween mothers with full-time careers
and full-time mothers. Mrs. Quayle
simply acknowledges the different
starting points in aduit life for women
and men, an idea that is neither new
nor news, nor should it be inflamma-
tory.

Nevertheless, columnist Ellen
Goodman accuses her of making a
“hate speech.)” Columnist Anna
Quindlen says she’s responsible for
“polarizing” women.

My own mail reflects similar judg-
ments. “And the odious Marilyn
Quayle, do you really think she's a bet-
ter mother than Hillary Clinton?” asks
a woman professor from Stanford,
booting intellectual analysis to the
wind. “Is she home with her children?
Actually, I hope for their sake she isn't
— what a witch.”

All Marilyn Quayle suid was: “Women’s lives are different from men’s lives.”

What enraged many women was
Marilyn Quayle’s remark that most
women do not wish to be liberated from
their “éssential natures as women.”
Translation: Women carry the babies,
and that makes a difference in their
findamental perception of life’s prior-
ities.

Why does such a commonplace ob-
servation make some women want to
dump the second lady into the Cui-
sinart? Marilyn Quayle herself offers
an interpretation of the response that
touches on part of the problem.

“My speech, if anyone cared to lis-
ten to it — totally —was a generational
speech,” she told television talkmei-
ster Larry King. “It was about the fact
that no one represents a single gener-
ation, that we all think differently.”

Marilyn Quayle came of age when
it was difficult for an educated profes-
sional woman to stay home with her
children or to help her husband with
his career rather than pursuing her
own. If she did she could expect to be
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called a traitor to the women’s move-
ment. Radical feminists attacked
women who “dreppéd out” of the work-
place to become full-time wives and
mothers, accusing them of undercut-
ting female autonomy and indepen-
dence and giving ammunition to the
male enemy.

Full-time mothers were put on the
defensive. When asked what she did
for a living, a woman of that era usu-
ally felt the need to qualify her mater-
nal role: “I'm only a mother”

Two decades later, these mothers
find cultural support and affirmation
in the open debate over “family val-
ues,” distorted though that debate often
becomes. The balance has shifted.

Today many women who want to
stay home with thieir children can't af-
ford to, and many others who juggle
work and home have developed a re-
newed appreciation for a life they no
longer have the option to choose.

Women who pushed tlie idea that
“self-fulfillment was available only in
the workplace” are now on the defen-
sive themselves.

“No one should say that a woman
who works can’t be a good wife or
mother” says Mrs. Quayle. “At the
same time, no one should criticize a
woman who stays at home to raise her
children”

A woman I know who is the mother
of a 2-year-old girl and has just re-
turned to work Iaments that the econ-
omy is not “mother-friendly””

She and her husband are beginning
to improve their finances, but she
doesn't want to sign away her earnings
to the tax man: “The best thing gov-
ernment can do for me is to get far
away from me”

The family values issue continues
to touch a nerve, but it’s a nerve root-
ed in a changed economy. Women, like
men, will vote for the husbands of Mar-
ilyn and Barbara or of Tipper and
Hillary depending on whom they think
they can trust to make the economy
more mother-friendly — and father-
friendly.

“Most of us love being mothers or
wives; which gives our lives arichness

that few men or women get from pro-

fessional accomplishmentalone,” says
Marilyn Quayle.

Can anyone really argue with
that? *

Suzanne Fields, a columnist for the Wash-
ington Times, is nationally syndicated.

Qctober 5, 1992

The Key fo Taiwan's Success
Is in lts Self-Image as Poor

By Richard Grenier

Think poor: That’s Taiwan’s sec
Now, it's not easy to think poy

which is why th
richer..And
knows.

ith his Kuommtang in 1949, the
e island the size of Holland (th
government .of which is ca]leq the.Re-

national product of less th
i , and its gold
and foreign curren serves s’urged

again m July to

sustained/an average annual growth.-
rate of 88 percent. The unemplo t

rate is 2 percent. Home owne
at 80 percent. In agricul
cent of workers own their
come distribution, of
very proud the top

ich they're

20 percent. .
In less four decades, life ex‘
Taiwan zoomed from 58
74 years, Infant mortality is
not only one-third lower than in the
United States, it's lower than in Cana-
da, Germany or Switzerland.
In'Ihman for every telephone there
China — which has
the very best in social-
iig — for every telephone

they make one mistake.
ty borders on the fangti€, their savings
last year amountingto almost 30 per-
cent of the GNF The average two-in-
come family saves S0 percent of its dis-

posable income, President Bush will

be encouraged to hear they hiave no
capital gains tax.

pwfan, which lives on its exports, sold
ostly umbrellas, running shoes and
other such low-tech products. Now
more than half the components of com-
puters sold in the Unite
made in Taiwan.

And still they're
being at the “loys¢nd” of product lines.
Why should.Japan get all the credit?
Espec:alls/ when many of the products
Ame cans think of as Japanese are ac-

v made in Taiwan. Taiwan now
craves status. It craves prestige.

How many people know that the mii-
croelectrenic satellite telephone CNN's
Peter Arnett had in Baghdad was a Tai-
wanese product? You see?

In Taipei they're delgea?ﬁd to give
Taiwan the image of P4ris in fashion
and perfume apd-dfJapan in electron-
ics. They haven™ gotten there yet, of
course,. bt given the distance they've

For decade after decade,
Taiwan has sustained an
average annual growth
rate of 8.8 percent. The
unemployment rate is
2 percent. Home ownership is
at 80 percent. In agriculture,

96 percent of workers own
their land. In income
distribution, of which

they're vety proud, the fop
20 percent make only

five times as much as the
hottom 20 perceni.

traveled in a single generation, noth-
ing would surprise me. But prestige or
no prestige, Taiwan still talks poor.
Irecently attended the opening cer-
emonies of a vast trade fair in Taipei,
with contingents from 63 countries,
overwhelmingly from the Third World.

They worry a lot. Once upon a time,

The Chinese of Taiwan are extremely
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effective at talking Third World talk —

much better than Americans. It's as if’

they’re saying, “Look where we were
only yvesterday. You can do it, too”
Chiefs of state from Africa and Latin
America come rattling through Taipei
every few days. But the celebrities the
week of the trade fair were former
British Prime Minister Margaret

Thatcher and Chai Ling, the pinup of

Tiananmen Square.

Chai Ling, now a student at Prince-
ton, is much honored in Taiwan for
symbohc, anticommunist reasons, nat-
urally. But Taiwan now has a democ-
ratic, open society, with a major oppo-
sition party, free press, freedom to
demonstrate and a new round of elec-
tions coming up in December.

Her notion of democracy formed-

during the demonstration three years
ago at Tiananmen Square, Chai Ling
has been complaining in the Taipei
press about how “frustrating” and
“disappointing” she finds the conser-
vative atmosphere at Princeton, with
“no giant rallies or demonstrations.”

And watching her interviews on Thi-
wanese television, one realizes the
woman — all filled with revolutionary

| fire — is far too grand for Taiwan.

Think small Chai Ling. Thmk
POOL.

Richard Grenier is a columnist for the

| Washington Times.

By Backing
Assad, Bush
Foils Drug War

By Frank Gaffney Ir.

While President Bush talks about
the encouraging progress in the war on
drugs, a National Narcotics Intelli-
gence Consumers Committee assess-
ment released recently points to a
much bleaker picture. According to
this report — issued on a Friday af-
ternoon,; presumably to minimize
media coverage — the use of heroin in
the United States has increased by
nearly half over the past year, from an
estimated 471,000 users in 1990 to an

20 » insight

estimated 700,000 or more in 1991.

In the past year alone, 2.9 million
individuals reported using heroin at
least once, an increase of 1 million
since:1988. Moreover, the report ac-
knowledges that these figures may be
underestimated.

Ironically, one factor contributing
fo this increase can be laid at the pres-
ident’s doorstep: His courting of Syria’s
Hafez al-Assad. Determined to do noth-
ing that might give offense to the Syr-
ian dictator lest he prove less “coop-
erative” in the Middle East “peace
process,” the Bush administration has
fixedly chosen to overlook the direct
role being played by top Syrian officials
in the international drug trade.

Such involvement is a matter of

record. The State Department’s Inter-

national Control Strategy Report is-
sued in March 1992 discloses that:

“Lebanese groups and families pro-
duce hashish and opium in the Syrian-
occupied Bekaa Valley, US. govern-
ment officials estimate that 34 metric
tons of opium were produced on 3,400
hectares of cultivationin 1991 ...a6
percent increase over 1990 produc-
tion... . . In addition, estimated hashish
productmn was 545 metric tons on
5,200 hectares of cultivation . ., a dra-
matic increase of more than 500-per-
cent over 1990 estimates.”

On Syria’s direct role, the State De-
partment goes on to note that:

“Syrian military and government
officials stationed in Lebanen are reli-
ably reported to facilitate drug pro-
duction and trafficking there. ... Syria
is a transit country for illicit drugs and
a suspected site for the refining of small
amounts of heroin, Lebanese-pro-
duced hashish, and heroin destined for
Europe and the United States. Asian
morphine base and opium en route to
processing labs in the Bekaa Valley in
Lebanon transit Syria.”

Syria’s role in the international drug
business goes far beyond a few corrupt
officials facilitating drug production
and transshipment in Lebanon, how-
ever. It is a multibillion-dollar hard
currency-earning operation. The con-
tribution Syria is making to the U.S. il-
licit drug supply i particular is stag-
gering. According to a Drug Enforce-
ment Administration estimate, 20 per-
cent of the heroin found in the United
States is coming from Syria and Syri-
an-controlled Lebanon.

Washington has been less forth-
.coming, however, about what it knows

Buker (Ieﬁ) has malntalned there is no
evidence that Assad -is aware of his
aides’ drug dealings, but it’s a stretch.

about those in the Syrian government
directly involved in running and over-
seeing the drug operation. Sources
within the US. government have,
nonetheless, confirmed to the Center
for Security Pohcy that the CIA, DEA
and Defense Intelhgence Agency have
identified top officials in Damascus
who are among those responsible for
Syria’s contribution to the drug trade.
One of the most important individuals
involved is said to be none other than
the brother of Assad, Vice President
Rifaat Assad.

American intelligence and law en-
forcement officers believe Rifaat’s role
in the Syrian drug trade is substaritial.
At the very least, he is held responsi-
ble for the overall direction of many of
the drug networks as well as mediat-
ing disputes among them. He is also
known to own at least one opium pro-
cessing lab, as well as some land in-
volved in drug cultivation in the Bekaa
Valley. _

Other top Syrian officials involved
in the drug trade are believed to
include Defense Minister Mustafa
Tlass, head of intelligence Ali Douba
and Syria’s intelligence chief in
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ing Nixon, he would be given
a role in his administration.
Afterward, Halperin asked
Kissinger if it were true. Sur-
prised by the question,
Kissinger replied he hadn’t
really thought about it.

Duplicity is the Kissinger
style. Isaacson's account of
how he wormed his way into
the political big time in 1968
is hilarious. Originally a Nel-
son Rockefeller man, he
sucked up to the Nixon camp
by offering inside information
about the progress of the Viet-
nam talks in Paris. Nixon was
suspicious at first, but was
then reassured: “One factor)”
he wrote without irony, “that
had most convinced me of
Kissinger’s credibility was the
length to which he went to
protect his secrecy”

At the same time, howev-
er, he offered the Hubert
Humphrey camp Rocke-
feller’s anti-Nixon files. Both
sides took this in good part.
Humphrey said that, if elect-
ed, he toco would have used
Kissinger as national securi-
ty adviser.

But Kissinger's two-faced
approach was also counter-
productive. He has a habit of
praising a book to its author and at-
tacking it to its vietims — goodness
knows how many verdicts he'll deliv-
er on this one. Many peaple take any-
thing Kissinger says to them, especially
if flattering, with grave suspicion. They
use him, even admire him, because
they have learned to discount him as a
moral human being and regard him
primarily as a brilliant instrument.
That, of course, was exactly the atti-
tude everyone, from Napoleon to the
British, adopted toward Talleyrand.

However, there is a more important
reason why Kissinger has a claim to be
considered a great man. He had a con-
sistent view of the world, a weltan-
schauung, and a systematic idea of how
that view ought to be promoted. Most
diplomats have neither and proceed on
an ad hoc basis. Kissinger was a child
refugee, the victim of a man who want-
ed to change the world order, and this
left him with lifelong feelings of inse-
curity and a belief that a stable, famil-
iar, predictable system of order, even
If unsatisfactory, was preferable to the
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risks and uncertainties of major
change.

This view was reinforced when, as
a young graduate, he wrote his doctor-
al dissertation gn the efforts of Met-
ternich and Co. to re-create the system
of European order after Napoleon, who
foreshadowed Adolf Hitler in many
ways, had tried to destroy it — a work
later published as A World Restored.

Kissinger's realpolitik was thus the
most genuine thing about him, based
on real feelings and strongly held opin-
ions. He argued that to seek peace was
foolish since the moment it is seen to
be your primary objective you are at
the mercy of the most ruthless mem-
ber of the international community.
The object, rather, should be “stabili-
ty based on an equilibrium of forces.”

The search for order ruled out vic-
tory, t00. Operating during the very dif-
ficult years of the 1970s, when a still
confident and apparently strong Rus-
sia was upholding the Brezhnev Doc-
trine and the United Statés was first
bogged down in Vietmamn, then emas-

culated by  Watergate,
Kissinger strove hard and on
the whele successfully to re-
duce the Cold War to a set of
rules and predictable reac-
tions that everyone knew and
abided by. He was dealt a
weak hand, much weaker, of
course, under Gerald Ford
than under Nixon, and he
played his cards, including
China, for all they were worth.

However, as Isaacson
shows, this made him a for-
midable diplomatic strategist |
but not necessarily a great
American secretary of state.
He “lacked an instinctive feel
for American values and
mores”; he did not put honor
before successful intrigue or
idealism before national in-
terests.

. Morecver, he did not have
the quintessentially Ameri-
can belief that the outcome is
never in doubt for the right-
eous and that a good cause
T will ultimately triumph, the
belief of a George Washing-
ton, an Andrew Jackson, an
Abraham Lincoln, a Woodrow
Wilson and, not least, a
Ronald Reagan. Kissinger,
therefore, never played for
victory and would have
thought it dangerous to do so.

This made him, then, an out-of-date
figure by the mid-1980s, when the com-
munist system began to slither toward
ruin. I do not say that Kissinger would
not have exploited this opportunity,
perhaps more skillfully than his suc-
cessors. But the idea of one side actu-
ally winning rather went against his
view of the world, which was kept in
place and peaceful precisely because
the forces were in balance and ob-
served the laws of geopolitical antag-
onism. Kissinger's views of the 1990s
are as worth listening to as ever, but he
was a man ideally suited to a certain
age — the last phase of the Cold War
— and that age has gone.

Nevertheless, Kissinger survives,
in great style. His permanent sense of
insecurity, the result of his childhood
dislocation and his continuing strange-
ness in an American (though not in a
New York or Washington) environ-
ment, requires that he always travel by
private jet, with a car on the runway,
surrounded by aides and bodyguards,
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with top-level meetings everywhere,
imperious, lastminute changes of
schedule and an air of excitement from
dawn to midnight.

Most sensible men find this way of
life alimost unbearable even if they are
secretary of state; but it is essential for
Kissinger’s well-being — his convic-
tion that he actually exists — even
when he is & private citizen. By prodi-
gies of effort, he has re-created the
razzmatazz on a permanent basis. He
is the secretary of state in exile, the
pretender to Foggy Bottom, the world’s
spare foreign minister. ‘This makes
him, for my taste, an engaging figure,
and Isaacson has portrayed him, both
as reality and illusion, with readable
zest. o

Paul Johnson'’s latest book is The Birth
of the Modern: World Society, 1815-1830.

It Is Time
io Discuss
Foreign Policy

By Samuel Francis

Talk up family values, the absence
of God from the Democratic platform,
Murphy Brown and the alleged re-
sembilance between Woody Allen and
Hillary Clinton all you want, but Pres-
ident Bush still limps behind his op-
ponent in the polls. Ever so gradually
it seems to. be dawning on the crack-
erjacks who run the Bush-Quayle cam-
paign that The Plan ain’t working.
Maybe they should talk about some-
thing eise.

One such something might be for-
eign policy, in which Bush has a claim
to real credentials and Bill Clinton no
claim to any. In his address to the Re-
publican National Convention, the
president did in fact mention his for-
eign policy record, but there's one lit-
tle something he hasn’t made much of
yet. Maybe he should. .

Some weeks ago, back before the
great Republican family barbecue in
Houston, Clinton chose to unbosom
himself on foreign affairs and to en-
lighten the world as to what he would
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do about the Balkans. You probably re-
member the Balkans. A few weeks ago,
the United States and much of the civ-
ilized world were muttering about mil-
itary intervention to stop the Serbian

of it in the campaign?

Back when the Lee of Little Rock
was planning his air strikes, Bush did
register his reluctance to go to war and
said he would “not make one decision

slaughter of Bosni- based on American
ans. Clinton, never = politics.” Since
one to pass up a Far be it from me to tell then, he’s been de-
chance to mutter ) et i La e voting himself pret-
along with the the president how to plan ty much to — well
pack, advised that his reelection strategy, but — American poli-
the United States . tics. And none too
should.go to war. it w0u|d appear thot the effectively either.

First, the Demo- differences in Balkan, Far be it from
cratic  nominee e ' me to tell the pres-
called for emer- policy between Bush ident how to plan
gency action by the and Clinton are-worth his reelection strat-
United Nations, ) e ' egy, but it would
but, as reports of dwelling upon. appear that the dif-
death camps and ferences in Balkan

“ethnic cleansing”

sprouted in the media, his humanitar-
ian juices began to bubble. By early
August, Clinton was chirping for air
strikes against the Serbs "for human-
itarian reasons.” Not a few of his sur-
rogates in Congress also pumped for
intervention or UN. action with US.
support.

But not long afterward, the top brass
in the Pentagon went up to Capitol Hill
and patiently explained to the military
geniuses who plot grand strategy from
the House gymnasium that getting in-
volved in the Balkan war might not be
the swiftest idea to come out of the'con-
gressional steam room. It might take
400,000 troops, and our forces would
be targets of guerrilla warfare. There
was no clear national interest served
by ourinvolvement; there was no clear
objective and no clear means of at-
taining any objective.

The testimony from the high brass,
coupled with similar reflections from
European leaders, seems to have per-
suaded the armchair MacArthurs
among us to button their faces for a
change. In the past few weeks, they
have been mercifully silent about going
to war to save Sarajevo, and the issue
is now taking a nap.

Bush, for his part, has said he
doesn’t believe we should get involved,
and he's right, for all the reasons ad-
duced by the generals. But Clinton,
though he too seems to have shut up
about starting a war, is on record as fa-
voring U.S. bombing strikes.

So the question is this: Why, given
this clear and important difference in
policy between the two candidates,
hasn’t Bush made much of an issue

policy between
Bush and Clinton are worth dwelling
upon. They offer a perfectly legitimate,
far more substantial and politically ad-
vantageous issue with which Bush
could launch air strikes against his
Democratic opponent.

The issue in fact opens up a whole
buffet of goodies from the traditional
Republican kitchen: Democrats start
wars; Republicans finish them. Dem-
ocrats gave us World War I as a cru-
sade for democracy; Presidents Ken-
nedy and Johnson gave us Vietnarn and
didn’t have the guts or the smarts to
win it, Now Clinton would give us an-
other Vietnam in the Balkans. He’ll be
another Jimmy Carter, and, while
we're on the subject of Carter, how
about two of Clinton’s top advisers,
Warren Christopher and Tony Lake,
both of whom were heavies in the
Carter State Department?

In short, what you have in the poli-
cy split over the Balkans is the seed
from which an entire campaign branch
on foreign policy could blossom, a se-
rious and substantive debate over is-
sues crucial to the American people
and the role their nation should play in
the post-Cold War era.

Maybe it wouldn’t lift Bush’s boats
in the opinion polls after all, and maybe
that’s why he hasn’t floated it. But
maybe presidential campaigns ought
to be about more than what works in
the polls, and maybe, if the president
doesn’'t understand that, that’s why he
shouldn’t remain the president. ]

Samuel Francis, a columnist for the
Washington Times, is nationally syndi-
cated.

Cctober 5, 1992
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September 17, 1992

CARL H.LINDNER
CHAIRMAN

The Honorable James A. Baker
Chief of Staff and

Senior Counsel to the President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Jim:

Our company has held interests in the broadcasting business
since the late 1970s. 1In 1987, American Financial made a major
commitment to the industry through the purchase of most of the
assets of Taft Broadcasting Company, which we now call Great
American Broadcasting Company. Great American owns six
television stations, eleven FM, and six AM radio stations in
larger markets throughout the country.

In the highly regulated telecommunications sector, almost
any change in government regulation is certain to have an
enormous impact on the way we do business. Even regulatory
changes intended to affect only telephone companies or cable
operators have become critical to radio and television
broadcasters' ability to compete.

I want to share with you my concern that, as technology
advances, these three totally separate businesses (broadcasting,
cable, and telephone) are being drawn closer together and are
competing with each other, but the Administration may be unaware
of the effect these changes would have on broadcasting.

For example, local broadcasters need to be able to control
the terms and conditions by which others retransmit our radio and
television signals. The Administration has said, through the
Justice and Commerce Departments, that it supports this concept
of "retransmission consent." But it is widely believed on
Capitol Hill that the President will veto S.12, the Cable Bill
that would implement retransmission consent -- because of rate
regulation and program access provisions which seem "too"
regulatory. We think this bill should be supported by the
President because it would help restore balance (and competition)
between the cable and broadcast industries; it is also supported
by a large coalition of consumer organizations.
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September 17, 1992

Another area of concern for us is the Administration's well-
intended desire to see restrictions removed from local phone
companies in the types of businesses they may enter. If done
without limit, the phone companies could quickly and effectively
expand into the sale of advertising and television programming.

I want to stress here that we are not representing or
promoting this position on behalf of the major national networks
but rather for the hundreds of small and medium-sized local
market operators whose entrepreneurial efforts are responsible
for creating this country's broadcasting industry.

It is my hope that as the Administration considers these and
other specific policy positions that shape competitive
relationships in the telecommunications infrastructure, you will
keep in mind the effect on broadcasters. Local television and
radio stations provide tremendous value to every home in the
country, free of charge. The broadcasting business does not need
to be artificially propped up, but we do want the opportunity to
compete fairly.

I appreciate your interest in our views.

Sincerely,
’ /’

> 4 . A

l ¢ - .7/
Carl H. Lindner
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LARRY PRESSLER COMMITTEES: /U&(;ng)
SOUTH DAKOTA FOREIGN RELATIONS

COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

(\ﬁ Mnited States Senate S CoTE

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4101 SMALL BUSINESS

September 24, 1992

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

Following are my recommendations of individuals to serve on the
South Dakota Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
{ASCS) Committee for 1993. These prominent South Dakotans would

do an outstanding job serving you in administering farm programs
in South Dakota.

1. Mr. Milton Lakness 2. Mr. Ron Reed
Rural Route 1, Box 36A Rural Route 1, Box 60
Hazel, South Dakota 57242 Oldham, South Dakota 57051
605-783-3556 : 605-482-8538

3. Mrs. James (Joan) Lyon 4. Mrs. Irving (Arlene) Wessel
Meadow Rural Route 4, Box 253
South Dakota 57644 Huron, South Dakota 57350
605-788-2220 605-352-5485

-

5. Mr. Mark Quam
Rural Route 1, Box 222A
Elk Point, South Dakota 57025
605-356-3312 |

These are highly qualified individuals who would do a fine job
serving your Administration. Please notify me in advance of any
public announcement regarding these appointments. I want to
avoid any possibility of embarrassing these fine people.

Thank you for considering this request, Mr. President. I look
forward to hearing from you.

United Ssates Senator

LP/dhg

cc: The Honorable Ed Madigan
The Honorable James Baker
Mr. Nick Calio
The Honorable Robert Dole
Ms. Sally I. Buikema
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\ﬂ'/L? 09 146 Mountainside Road
: Mendham NJ 07945-1717
Aug. 31, 1992

Mr. James A Baker, 3d., Chief of President's Staff
White House

Washington, DC, 20500 P.S. Material for the campaign.
Dear Mr. Baker, &=

During 1982 the U.S. experienced a depression that was slightly smaller
than the present one. The earlier one was caused by the failure of
Reagan's reduced taxes that was suppose to provide inside supply funds to
stimulate the 1981 economy, thereby decreasing the annual deficit. Instead,
the wealthy recipients of these funds, used them for outside supply funds
for themselves, by manufacturing trade name U.S. products overseas; and
purchasing of companies that were failing because of the depression

The 1980 deficit was increased by 10 to 15 billion dollars, to cover the
Social Security benefits paid. To prevent this from continuing, the Social
Security taxes were increased by 170 billion, and the benefits decreased
three years latter. During 1989, it was first publicized that surplus Social
Security funds were used to buy treasurer securities to decrease the annual
deficits. It is probable that they were also using these funds, between 1983
and 1988, for the same purpose, considering the amount of Social Security
funds that were being collected. It is plausible then that the following
eccnemy improvement wae due to thege virtual taxes.

The 1992 anticipated deficit, quoting Bush & assuming zero non-budget
expenses, is about 400 billion. Bush's plan for decreasing the taxes of the
wealthy in 1993 will increase this deficit still more. This seems to be a
repeat of Reagan's tax decrease in 1982. which was ineffective in improving
his economy. Bush intends to cancel sufficient federal projects to compensate
for this loss, This will increase more jobs loss, and the deficit.

It is apparent then, that another sources of taxable funds are required to
improve the present economy. Since the middle class S.5. taxes cannot be
increased again, per Reagan, the only method to obtain funds is to r ve
the wealthy's Social Security entitlements that are not necessary for their
“well=being, since they own 57 % of the wealth of the nation. If this is not
sufficient, then the large amounts of disposal funds provided for the
working wealthy, by Congress's approved loop holes, should be further
taxed. Similar taxes will be applied, if Cw

It seems reasonable then that they should pay more taxes, to deter the ever
increasing of the unemployed, and the increasing annual deficit. After all
they have more wealth to lose than the majority of the citizens, from an
anticipated increasing deficit, more so, if Bush is re-elected. The present
rate of job losses per month, suggests the loss of 2.5 million more jobs by
the inauguration date of the new President in 1993, courtesy of Bush.

vl /’Lt’i“cntw
Will Hewitt
Deficit2 201-543-4944



146 Mountainside Road
Mendham, NJ 07945-1717
Sept. 22, 1992

Mr. James A Baker, 3d., Chief of President's Staff

White House

Washington, DC, 20500 P.S. Material for the campaign.

Dear Mr. Baker,

All Americans want to know how to improve the economy. The poor economy
is the result of Bush's good fellow free trade with Europe. Instead, only
equal trade will be able to support a satisfactory world economy! To prove
this point, it is obvious that the unbalanced trade balance between the
U.S5. and the other producing countries in Europe & Asia has gradually
prevented the American public from buying as many foreign products as
they desire. This is caused by the continually increasing unemployment in

the U.S., that also accentuates their poor economy, as well.

If Bush is reelected, it is certain that the downward trend of the U.S.
economy will continue, because of his desire to increase free trade with the
rest of the world. It is more probable that Democrat Clinton will be able to

compromise with a Democratic Congress, more so than Republican Bush.

Unless these overseas countries let up on the U.S. by not taking advantage
of free trade, as in the past, the downward trend of the U.S. economy will
continue. To improve the U.S. economy, it is necessary that they purchase
enough U.S. products to maintain a balanced trade. Since this is very
improbable, the only recourse is to force them to comply, by placing a
luxury tax on all trade above an equal trade, with all foreign countries,
including Mexico. Since this tax will not apply to all imports from a

particular country, it is not a tariff!

This tax will be applied mainly to encourage them to buy American, thereby
avoiding it, and at the same time improve the U.S. economy. This will
accomplish what the President anticipates MAY occur from the Mexican
treaty. If the President is elected, and accepts fair trade, we will cry

more about the future economy, than we already are.
cvel Wewrzy
Will Hewitt
Economy 201-543-4944



146 Mountainside Road
Mendham, NJ 07945-1717
Sept. 15, 1992

Mr. James A Baker, 3d., Chief of President' Staff
White House

Washington, DC, 20500 P.S. Material for the campaign.

Dear Mr. Baker,

The President and Congress should provide the structural materiale necessary to
provide a small private economical rainproof home for the citizens of Homestead,
Florida, to temporarily replace their homes that were destroyved by Hurricane
Andrew. It is proposed that their size should be limited to 24' by 24' 7", so
that the component parts are readilv available. The sides would be made with
connectable modular wall units, with 2"x4" studs on 16" centers, and 4'x8', 3/4"
painted exterior panel like outside plywood. Some of them would contain a door

or a4 window. Initially, these modules would not have insulation or inside walls.

These modules would be attached to old concrete slabs, or new footings, with
embedded ! ft. long, 3" diameter bolts. The two sides 24 feet apart would be
tied together with 2"x6'" ceiling beams; and inclined 16' roof beams, on 16"
centers, supported by a center 2'x8' center beam. Double headed nails would hold

the 4'x8', 3/4" plywood to the roof beams, to simplify taking them apart.

Flashing cement would be used in the roof crest, where the plywood was not
continuous, and then a tarring roof coating would be applied to the plywood.
Since these units would presumably be temporay, it is anticipated that they will
not have to meet strict building codes. Additional niceties, like electricity,
air conditioners, cooking stoves, and room partitions etc. will be added, when
funds are available & the homes pass the codes, while waiting for the complete
replacing structure. There are additional metal details that will be necessary

for tving the component parts together for them to withstand hurricanes.

Those individuals without insurance could work together, if military or
government paid carpenters are not available. The elderly would require help, in
any case. After the insured individual's new homes are completed, these
temporary ones could be used as garages , or taken apart & stored for use when
future new angry weather occurs, or as temporary class rooms, and by migrant
workers! Lol Neerz)

Hill Hewitt

Homestead 201-543-4944




146 Mountainside Road
Mendham, NJ 07945-1717
March 3, 1992

Mr. James A Baker, 3d., Chief of President's Staff
White House
Washington, DC, 20500 P.S. Material for the campaign.

Dear Mr. Baker,

The continued desire of Reagan and Bush to limit the FED discount rate has
gradually increased the buying power of the total debt, Consequently, the
cost of the essentials for living, and the maintenance of the country became
greater. Therefore, the annual deficit followed suit, continually becoming
larger, and in turn, reducing the sales of most manufactured products.
This led to the decrease of the personnel required for these companies,

thereby increasing the annual increase of the unemployed appreciably.

The only way to compensate for this problem is to increase cash flow

through out the country, There are a number of steps that could be taken:

Transfer a majority of the military in Europe back home for fighting
the Drug War, and disposal of toxic wastes. Some of them should also be
transferred to the Army Engineering Corps. for repairing roads & bridges.
They could also be used to prevent the influx of 3,000 immigrants daily
from Mexico. Finally, their presence in the U.S5. would increase cash flow
in the U.S. to stimulate the economy & decrease our trade balances.

Apply a surcharge on the excess of trade with all countries above
any balance in their favor and/or require a LUXURY tax to be added to the
cost of any foreign car purchased in the U.5. This tax could be either a
national one and/or the doubling of the customary state sales tax. FExcess

Imports indicates loss of U.5. jobs. Therefore the need for a LUXURY tax.

Requeat 2ll companies located in the U.S. considering restructuring
their company to improve their efficiency, to decrease the length of their
work day, to thereby distribute the effect of the depression more evenly

between all of their workers, rather than completely destroying the pursuit

of happiness of a small percentage of their employees.




ol

Modify the unemployment law to permit the recipients of the weekly
payments, to only lose one half of any salaries earned weekly. This would
permit them to take a number of part time jobs. Similarly, the same
provision could be applied to welfare families having men living at home.
This modification would decrease their need for taking illegal jobs, and in
the long run, reduce the expenditures of these funds, per family.

Use some of the recent social security surplus funds for loans for the
involuntary retired unemployed to cover their mortgage payments, and
health insurance premiums, at the same interest rate being paid by the
1991 purchase of U.S5. securities with 60 billion dollars of social securities
surplus funds. After all the unemployed have contributed to these social
security funds. It is anticipated that they will pay back these loans to
social security long before the government does, unless the U.S5. government

Improves the economy by using the enclosed proposals.

Increase income taxes on the wealthy to provide a comparable amount
to the social security surplus funds presently being used like a non-budget
tax to cover non-budget deficits! This proposal was based on the fact that
the 50 million middle class American citizens, and the wealthy 12 million
are paying approximately the same amount of income taxes.

Larger taxes should also be paid by the elite and U.S. companies not
presently paying any income taxes. There are also a number of trademark
companies with overseas separately incorporated factories, who charge their
home-based headquarters the U.S. selling price to avoid taxable profits!

Take advantage of the low discount interest rate by redeeming the

high interest debt securities, and replacing them with low interest ones.

Unless these steps are taken, unemployment will continue to rise, and 1in

turn, Bush may be skidooed by his 23 vetoes; and his interest in foreign

affairs, similarly to Churchill's behavior prior to the end of WWZ2. Several

months ago John J. Farmer published an article about these similarities.
Loa2C Alee BT

Will Hewitt
201-543-4944






OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

September 28, 1992

Arthur 2Zaks, M. D.
45 Mayflower Drive
Tenafly, New Jersey 07670

Dear Dr. Zaks:

Thank you for your letter of September 17 and
your kind words.

I've passed your letter to Secretary Baker, who
I'm sure will see to it that your suggestions are
given careful consideration.

Sincerely,

—

William Kristol
Chief of staff

e J WAL %ﬁ% ‘Q’CE_..




ARTHUR ZAKS, M. D.
45 MAYFLOWER DRIVE
TENAFLY, NEW JERSEY 07670

(201) 560-7926

September 17, 1992
William Crystal

Chief of Staff

Office of the Vice President
THE WHITE HOUSE

Washington, D.C. 20501

Dear Mr. Crystal:
I saw you on television and was impressed with. your
astuteness. T consider myself a maiven on certain political

and economic matters and therefore wrote the enclecsed letter
to Mr. Baker.

I am concerned that any unsolicited 1letter, however
worthy, will not ©be read by Mr. Baker. Would you take the

trouble to read it, and if it has any merit, forward it to Mr.
Baker's attention?

Thank you for your time. I remain,

Very truly yours,

L

Arthur Zaks, M.D.



ARTHUR ZAKS, M. D.
45 MAYFLOWER DRIVE
TENAFLY, NEW JERSEY 07670

(201) 569-7925

September 17, 1992

James Baker

Chief of Staff

THE WHITE HOQUSE

1600 Pennsylvania Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20501

Dear Mr. Baker:

I 1imagine you must receive a multitude of letters
giving you advice about the campaign. I hope this 1letter
will perculate' upward through your staff and that you will
have a chance to read it.

You do not who I am, but I have an uncanny ability for
understanding political dynamics. As of the writing of this
letter, the President has not expressed the ideas that will
enable him to win the election. I have taken the liberty of
delineating some of the points he must make to overtake
Clinton.

1. The President must point out that it is not
important if Clinton raised taxes 128 times or 108 times.
The issue is what 1s Clinton's attitude toward raising
taxes.

2. To carry New Jersey, the President must point out
on his next visit that Gov. Florio and Gov. Clinton are
quite similar. Both have never worked in the private
sector. Florio instituted an enormous tax increase after
victory to pay off his political 1I.0.U.s. Clinton will
do the same for the entire country. Florio destroyed the
New Jersey economy. Clinton will do the same for the
country. This 1is all the President has to do to carry New
Jersey. Florio is universally hated in New Jersey.

3. Marlin Fitzwater must not clarify what the
President said. It makes the President look confused and
ambivalent, and most of all it makes the Republicans 1look
defensive.



James Baker
Chief of Staff
Page two

4. The President must remind the people that the
maximum tax rate was increased to 31% to reduce the deficit.
No such result occurred. The economy was slowed and
deficits increased. The same will occur when Clinton plays
with the tax rates.

5. Mr. Bush must remind the country that all schemes
to "tax the rich" end up with a big tax increase on the
middle class. Programs once put in motion consume much more
than anticipated and the necessary revenue cannot be raised
from the rich - there isn't enough money there.

6. The President has not gotten proper mileage out of
the House banking scandal. Its true meaning has never been
explained to the American people. Everyone is constrained
by his income. The House overcame this basic tenant of life
by writing checks for more than they had - without
consequence. They had arrogantly abused government power to
overcome constraint that all people live with.

7. The House has not passed measures to help the
American economy, because they want the country to suffer.
It is the Democrats only chance of winning the presidency.

8. The President must point out that this is the usual
campaign of conservatism v. liberalism. This time there is
a slick attempt by the Democrats to disguise their
philosophy.

9. He must point out that Democrats do not understand
the word "family values." It is the internalizing of those
values that make civilization work. It is not giving
condoms to children or the establishment of another federal
bureaucracy.

10. The Democrats address the racial problem with
anger and multi-culturalism. This will Balkanize the
country and leave Afro-Americans unprepared for competition
in the job market. The Democratic approach is symbolized by
Jesse Jackson and Al Sharpton (this 1latter name must be
mentioned when the President 1is in New York). The
Republican philosophy is exemplified by Clarence Thomas and
Colin Powell.




James Baker
Chief of Staff
Page three

11. The Democrats would destroy the integrity of the
Supreme Court by the imposition of a 1litmus test on one
issue. The Republicans chose conservative justices who
expressed various views as indicated by the Pennsylvania
case. No one can predict the issues the court will face
over the next 20 years. We must not sacrifice the integrity
of the court over any one immediate issue.

This is a sampling of 1ideas, I hope it is helpful.
There is no need for a substantive response, but it would be
nice to know if this letter reached you.

I remain,
Very truly yours,

Clzt

Arthur ks, M.D.

P.S. In New York State, all the president has to do is
explain that Clinton will do for the country what Cuomo has
done for the state - high taxes, economic decline, pandering
to criminals, condoms in schools and racial strife.
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L. KLEIN

REPUBLICAN CANDIDATE FOR CONGRESS - 3RD DISTRICT ,,,‘

CHAIRMAN
Jeff Layhe
Worth Township Committeeman

POLITICAL ADVISER
Harold Rainville
Former Executive Assistant
To U.S. Senator
Everett McKinley Dirksen

ECONOMIC ADVISER
Arthur Laffer, Ph.D.
Professor of Economics

ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISER
Hon. Walter Hickel
Former Secretary of Interior

COMMITTEEMEN
13 - Edmund F. Kucharski
14 - Michael Bradley
15 - Tom McAvoy
18 - James E. Dvorak
19 - James J. Tierney
23 - Michael Caccitolo
Bremen - Chester Stranczek
Calumet - Columbus (Chris) Disabato
Stickney - Robert M. Graf
Thornton - J. Michael Peck
Worth - Jeff Layhe

MEMBERS
Charles J. Meloun
Anton J. Bejcek
Mildred Rada
Doris Wallace
Karl V. Landgrebe
Anthony A. Jara
Richard Lloyd
Fred W. Lange
Steve Zahradnik
Robert Dwight Shearer Jr.
Edmund J Kucharski
Ruth Whetham
William Korn
William Keener
Walter K. Kiltz
James Hartley
Karen E. Smith
Carl L. Klein Jr.
George Galligani
Terence Ciechna
William A. McCann
Lee Roy T. Erickson
Kathleen Spencer
Chrissie Lange
John Pauly

9600 South Major Avenue
Oak Lawn, lllinois 60453
(708) 423-8700

September 22, 1992

Honorable James A. Baker III

Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor
to the President

The White House

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Baker:

The undersigned has received your letter of
September 14, 1992 and thanks you for same. I have
ordered a copy of the Agenda.

I do not believe, based on my own knowledge and
experience and that of my fellow Republicans, citizens
and voters, that any agenda or plan will result in a
Bush (Republican) victory. Only action taken now, in
the same decisive manner as Desert Storm was taken in
the military action, on the economic front will help.

There must be a tax cut bill now - there must be
a distinctive cut in the bureaucracies now. A promise
of future tax cuts and future reduction is not flying
and will not fly. The electorate reply is: Why was
this not done earlier?

And please put the capital gains tax matter to rest.
I agree that it is needed, but the public looks at it as a
rich man's play.

Lastly, I agree with my friends in Washington,
including members of your cabinet, that Vice President
Quayle is an intelligent, knowledgeable man, but the
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Former Executive Assistant
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ECONOMIC ADVISER
Arthur Laffer, Ph.D.
Professor of Economics media has destroyed his image. I see no way in which

that image can be restored to the general voting public.
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) Let us move quickly, solidly and substantially
Former Secretary of Interior

now or we will have a second Jimmy Carter in the White
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JEREMIAH MILBANK

iz Lt d et r € 4
60 EAST 42ND STREET -4 &

New York, N.Y. 10165 ' H oA

September 14, 1992

Yoh 1 cadded y s petie,

o Lawdeq,
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Honorable James A. Baker, III M. Tnilbarss & 7
The White House Fhankid Aﬂu
Washington, D. C. 20500 AﬂHV
Dear Jim:

The results that you and your new team brought into the campaign
last week were truly remarkable and exhilarating to some of us old-
time Republicans. I congratulate you for your effort which I hope
will be sustained and developed by the President over the next four
years.

I would like to suggest one thought which may well not be the first
time it has been suggested but I still think it is a good one.
Since the President is the effective leader of the free world
including that part which was previously behind the Iron Curtain,
there is no question that today we are living in one world, a fact
which the Democratic Party leadership fails to recognize. I think
all of us can remember that the world-wide depression in the 30's
originated with the collapse of world trade and higher taxes first
in Europe but also in the U. S., again facts that the Democrats
fail to remember.

If the President, following the French plebiscite on September 20th
on the EEC, whichever way it may turn out, were to propose that he
will invite world leaders to create with him a permanent ongoing
world economic council for developing economic growth, trade
relations, new enterprise and job development, recognizing that the
economic health of the world is important to the economic growth of
the U. S. and vice versa, I think this would demonstrate his
leadership in a fundamental way that could not possibly be
duplicated by a Clinton-led administration, and would create a
tremendous public relations gain for him at this crucial time.

Jim, I do wish you great success. If we can win this time, it will
be one of the most exciting and dramatic turnarounds in American
political history, and for the greater good of us and the entire
world.

With great respect.

Sincerely,

JM:cg ; x
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International Trade and Investment Strateg

September 25, 1992

The Honorable James Baker

Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor to the President
The White House

Washington, D.C. 20050

Dear Jim,

I have appended some results from a study just completed by the
Congressional Campaign Committee. All of it is fascinating, but I ask your
special attention to the highlighted questions and responses. These results
are important, not only to our candidates for the Congress, but to the
President as well.

In 1980, we tested institutional spots which urged voters to "Vote
Republican...for a Change." Our initial test was run on local television in
Congressman Lud Ashley's district over a two week period with two hundred
and eighty gross rating points. At the outset, he was favored for re-election by
a sixty-forty margin. After two weeks, with a relatively modest program, the
numbers were reversed to forty-sixty. There are many people who believe
those institutional ads, which we pursued on a national basis subsequently,
were a significant factor in the election not simply of a Republican Senate for
the first time in twenty-six years, but of thirty-two additional house members,
several hundred state legislators, and even the President.

The numbers in the attached poll indicate a greater willingness to receive this
message today than we had in 1980. Of more importance to you, people are
receptive to the message that our problems stem substantially more from an
out-of-control Democratically run Congress than from the White House.
Despite some pretty good shots during the convention, we have yet to
establish this as a coherent, consistent, central theme of our national effort.

1155 Connecticut Avenue, NW « Tenth Floor « Washington, DC 20036 « 202-296-1901 « FAX 202-296-1924



America is going to vote for change this year. The only remaining question is
how they define change. If they define it as applying solely to the White
House, we are in desperate trouble, and so is America. If America is off on
the wrong track now, electing Clinton to join with this Congress will only
accelerate the speed, not change the direction. That is the message this nation
very much needs to understand and heed.

Bob Michel has asked me to put together an institutional ad campaign that
would develop this issue for congressional and legislative seats, and we must
raise some money to do so. I think it is irrational for us to contemplate such a
program unless it is done in close consultation and cooperation with you.
Further, if you were sending a similar message, we would have a thematic
approach in which each segment of our party would be operating in mutually
complementary fashion with the rest. Put more directly, if a portion of this
effort were incorporated in Victory '92, a new synergy might advantage all
candidates, especially the President.

I am sensitive to the problems you face, and understand the magnitude of
your task. I do not want to add to the burden, but perhaps we can talk about
this as a somewhat different approach. If you would like to explore the
matter, let me know. I would welcome the opportunity to help if I can.
Very truly yours,
William E. Brock
WEB/jal

ce: Robert Teeter

Enclosure




NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY
FIELD DATES: 10 - 13 SEPT 1992 |
** WEIGHTED DATA ** |

4. Thinking specifically about your own Congressman? ... Do you APPROVE or
DISAPPROVE of the job your own Congressman is doing in solving the problems
facing this country as well as your area?

[WAIT FOR RESPONSE, THEN ASK:]
Would that be strongly (APPROVE / DISAPPROVE) or only somewhat (APPROVE /
DISAPPROVE) ?

STRONGLY APPROVE 17%
SOMEWHAT APPROVE 32
SOMEWHAT DISAPPROVE 18
STRONGLY DISAPPROVE 17
DONT KNOW 16

5. And has your own Congressman performed his or her job well enough to deserve
re-election ... or do you think it is time to give some one new a chance?

RE-ELECT [GOTOQ.6] 37%
SOME ONE NEW [ASK Q. 5A ] 50
DONT KNOW [ASK Q. 5A] 14

[ASK ONLY IF "SOME ONE NEW" or "DONT KNOW" in Q. 5]

5A. Would you still favor a New Person for Congress if you learned he or she would re-
elect the same team of leaders who have been running Congress the past few years?

STILL FAVOR 23%
NOT FAVOR NEW PERSON 59
(DO NOT READ] DEPENDS ON CANDIDATES B
DONT KNOW 14




6. And thinking about the 1992 elections for U.S. Congress ... if the election were held
today and you had to decide, would you vote for [ROTATE:] THE
REPUBLICAN candidate ... or ... the DEMOCRAT Candidate ... from your
district?

[IF UNDECIDED, ASK:]

Which candidate do you lean toward? REPUBLICAN 36%
LEAN REPUBLICAN 4

UNDECIDED 15

LEAN DEMOCRAT 3

DEMOCRAT 43

29. Who do you think is more responsible for what is NOT getting done in
Washington: [ROTATE:] PRESIDENT BUSH ... or ... THE DEMOCRATS IN

CONGRESS ?

PRESIDENT BUSH[GO TO Q. 31] 31%

DEMOCRATS IN CONGRESS

[ASK Q.30] 43
[DO NOT READ]

BOTH EQUALLY [ASKQ.30] 18

NEITHER [GO TO Q. 31] 1
\ DONT KNOW [GOTO Q. 31] 6
i [BASE = 503]

[ASK ONLY IF "DEMS" OR "BOTH" IN Q. 29 ]

30. And which of the following would you say is the main reason the Democrats in
Congress can not get anything done?

A) THE DEMOCRATS ARE INDEBTED TO THE SPECIAL

INTERESTS IN WASHINGTON D.C. 20%
| B) THE DEMOCRATS ARE TOO BUSY PLAYING POLITICS 27
i
| C) THE DEMOCRAT LEADERS ARE TOO LIBERAL AND OUT
| OF TOUCH WITH THE REAL NEEDS OF MOST AMERICANS 28
[DO NOT READ]
D) REPUBLICAN PRESIDENT *
E) ALL OF THE ABOVE 16
F) NONE 4
G) DONT KNOW 4

[§]

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY September, 1992




31. In general, do you APPROVE or DISAPPROVE of the job Congress is doing, in
solving the problems facing this country?

[WAIT FOR RESPONSE, THEN ASK:]
Would that be strongly (APPROVE / DISAPPROVE) or only somewhat (APPROVE /
DISAPPROVE) ?

[GOTOQ. 33] STRONGLY APPROVE 2%
SOMEWHAT APPROVE 15

[ASK Q. 32A/B] SOMEWHAT DISAPPROVE 24
STRONGLY DISAPPROVE 53
DONT KNOW ' 5
3

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY September, 1992




[ASK ONLY IF "DISAPPROVE OF CONGRESS" or "DONT KNOW" in Q 31]
[SPLIT SAMPLE Q 32A/B ]

32A. And who do you think is more responsible for-the way Congress works [ROTATE:]
THE DEMOCRATS IN CONGRESS ... or ... THE REPUBLICANS IN

CONGRESS 7
[BASE = 336] DEMS IN CONGRESS 54%
GOP IN CONGRESS 17
{DO NOT READ]
BOTH EQUALLY 16
NEITHER 3
GQOP PRESIDENT --
DONT KNOW 11
. [BASE =332] -
32B. And who do you believe is mostly responsible for the poor performance of
Congress?
[ROTATE:]
A) THE DEMOCRAT MAJORITY 24%
B) THE CHAIRMEN OF THE COMMITTEES 6
C) THE REPUBLICAN MINORITY 6

D) THE LEADERS IN CONGRESS --
LIKE THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE AND MAJORITY LEADER 28

[DO NOT READ]

E) INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS 1
F) ALL CONGRESS 15
G) ~ PRESIDENT 1

G) DONT KNOW 20

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY ' September, 1992



How important is it to you personally that we 7 Would you
say ...VERY IMPORTANT ... SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT ... NOT VERY
IMPORTANT ...or NOT AT ALL IMORTANT?

[SPLIT SAMPLE Q. 33A/B/C]

33A.Change the way things work in Congress?

[BASE =277] VERY IMPORTANT 72%
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 21
NOT VERY IMPORTANT 5
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT 2
DONT KNOW "
33B. Change the leaders who run the Congress?

VERY IMPORTANT 62%
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 26
NOT VERY IMPORTANT 5
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT 4
DONT KNOW 3

33C. Elect more regular citizens to Congress instead of professional politicians?
VERY IMPORTANT 52%
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 33
NCT VERY IMPORTANT 9
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT 3
| DONT KNOW 4

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY September, 1992




34. Can you tell me which party -- REPUBLICANS or DEMOCRATS -- controls the
House of Representatives in Washington?

DEMOCRATS 63%
REPUBLICANS 14
OTHER 1
DONT KNOW 22
i
6

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY Seprember, 1992




[ASK ONLY IF "DEMOCRAT" or "DONT KNOW" IN Q. 34]

As you may know, the Democrats control the House of Representatives with 268 seats,
and the Republicans have 166 seats. With that 100 seat majority, the Democrats have
passed some laws and programs while defeating others.

I'm going to read you several actions taken recently by the Democrats in Congress. For
each, please tell me if that would make you more likely to vote for a DEMOCRAT or
REPUBLICAN in the elections for Congress this fall.

[WAIT FOR RESPONSE, THEN ASK:]
Would that be MUCH more likely or only SOMEWHAT more likely ?

[SPLIT SAMPLE Qs 41,42, 43-& 44,45, 46 ]

41. The Democrats defeated the Balanced Budget Amendment to the Constitution that
would prevent Congress from spending more than they take in.

[BASE = 342] MUCH MORE GOP 40%
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP 14
SOMEWHAT MORE DEM 13

MUCH MORE DEM 17
NO DIFFERENCE 10
DONT KNOW 5

42. The Democrats defeated several new laws that would close loopholes that allow
frivolous criminal appeals and would apply the Death Penalty to drug kingpins and
more violent criminals.

[DO NOT READ] MUCH MORE GOP 35%
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP 16
SOMEWHAT MORE DEM 17

MUCH MORE DEM 17
NO DIFFERENCE 10
DONT KNOW 5

43. Since the Democrats have controlled Congress, federal taxes and spending have
skyrocketed.
[DO NOT READ] MUCH MORE GOP 48%
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP 16
SOMEWHAT MORE DEM 8

MUCH MORE DEM 8
NO DIFFERENCE 13
DONT KNOW 6

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY September, 1992



[BASE = 344]

44. The Democrats opposed President Bush's economic program and failed to pass their

own economic proposal.
[DO NOT READ]

MUCH MORE GOP
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP

SOMEWHAT MORE DEM

MUCH MORE DEM
NO DIFFERENCE
DONT KNOW

26%

24
16
15
10

8

45. The Democrats defeated a proposal to use unspent taxes from specific programs to
pay off the deficit. Instead, the Democrats used the unspent taxes to fund other

projects.
[DO NOT READ]

MUCH MORE GOP
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP

SOMEWHAT MORE DEM

MUCH MORE DEM
NO DIFFERENCE
DONT KNOW

33%

21
13
15
12

8

46. Congress currently exempts itself from some tough laws -- like anti-discrimination
laws. The Democrats in Congress defeated a proposal to apply all the laws that
Congress passes to Members of Congress themselves.

[DO NOT READ]

MUCH MORE GOP
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP
SOMEWHAT MORE DEM
MUCH MORE DEM

NO DIFFERENCE

DONT KNOW

37%
20

11
13
12

i

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY

September, 1992




Now I'm going to read you one more statement about the Congress under a Democrat
majority. For each, please tell me if knowing that information would make you more
likely to vote for a DEMOCRAT or REPUBLICAN in the upcoming election for
Congress.

[WAIT FOR RESPONSE, THEN ASK:]
Would that be MUCH more likely or only SOMEWHAT more likely ?

[SPLIT SAMPLE: 47A/B/C; BASE=269 EACH]
47A.The Democrats have controlled Congress for 38 straight years.
[BASE = 267] MUCH MORE GOP 34%

SOMEWHAT MORE GOP 13
SOMEWHAT MORE DEM 15

MUCH MORE DEM 18
NO DIFFERENCE 18
DONT KNOW 2

47B. The Democrats been in charge of the House Bank where Congressmen bounced
checks ... and the House Post Office where staff people they hired have been selling
cocaine and stealing stamps and cash.

[BASE = 268] MUCH MORE GOP 44%
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP 12
SOMEWHAT MORE DEM 5
MUCH MORE DEM 8
NO DIFFERENCE 22
DONT KNOW 8

47C. The Democrats control every committee in Congress.

[BASE = 263] MUCH MORE GOP 36%
SOMEWHAT MORE GOP 15
SOMEWHAT MORE DEM 14

MUCH MORE DEM 15
NO DIFFERENCE 12
DONT KNOW 6

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY September, 1992




Now I'm going to read you several statements. For each, please tell me if you AGREE or
DISAGREE?

[WAIT FOR RESPONSE, THEN ASK:]

Would that be strongly (AGREE / DISAGREE) or only somewhat (AGREE /

DISAGREE)?

[SPLIT SAMPLE Qs 48A/B ]

48A. Thirty-eight years of one party controlling Congress is too long ... regardless of

which party is in charge.

[BASE =400]

STRONGLY AGREE
SOMEWHAT AGREE
SOMEWHAT DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE
DONT KNOW

51%
16
11
17

6

48B. If the Democrats in control of Congress can not even manage their own house
bank, then they can not be trusted to balance the federal budget or build a stronger

economy.
[BASE =400] STRONGLY AGREE 40%
SOMEWHAT AGREE 19
SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 18
STRONGLY DISAGREE 16
DONT KNOW 6
10

NRCC NATIONAL SURVEY

September, 1992




58. Suppose the election for U.S. Congress were held today and you had to decide.
Which of the following statements best describes your feelings about voting in that

election?
[ROTATE:]
A) You will definitely vote for your current Congressman. 15%

B) You will give your current Congressman the benefit of
the doubt before deciding who to vote for. 18

C) You will give the challenger to your Congressman the benefit
of the doubt before deciding who to vote for. 21

D) If the challenger to your Congressman is credible, you will

definitely vote for him or her. 37
[DO NOT READ]
E) DONT KNOW 10

59. Now, thinking specifically about the candidate who is challenging your current
Congressman ... from what you know about that person so far would you say that

personis ...
VERY CREDIBLE 12%
SOMEWHAT CREDIBLE 46
NOT VERY CREDIBLE 5
NOT AT ALL CREDIBLE : 3
(DO NOT READ] DONT KNOW 34
13
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| THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 26, 1991

N

Dear Maurice:

Just a quick note to say that it was great
to see you on the 20th and that I saw your
letter with the copy of Dad's note. As

' always, I appreciate your thoughtfulness
and your steadfast support.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,

Mr. Maurice R. Gersten
234 Pearl Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103-2182
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Emest E. English, J.R.
1 201_342-7230

September 25, 1992

To James Barker the ITT, White House chief of staff.
T have a corporation in New Jersey dealing with transporation.] am a black Millionaire.
I made my money during the Reagan and Bush vears.
M, Bush .I have a Great Idealfor your campaign thai will make you a winner.
Mr barker I like to meet with you and Mr, Bush this weekend or monday.
ThePresident, needs an ace card this rime around, and the ace card are Jobs, .
Emest E. English. J,R.. Enterprises will proviide then to the White House and to the peopleot
our nation.the 3, differt companies that we are talking about.
I will just mention the set up of the companies so you can understand, then when,
we meet you will be put to the full picture.the first company is called Ernest English. Kitchen International.
It will need300,000 deliver people nation wide beging Oct 7 1992 this company will deliver cook meals,
to your home, the only thing you have 1o do is phore in your order.
The phone contract will be award to 7. differt companies.
Meainging the people who will answer the phons,

We will use T,V. and radic newspaper ads to get the word out about our products.
Here are the companies that will be contracting from our company.
on this preject 1. Dobbs House. 2. Sky chief. 3. Caterair Internarional. 7. other suporting companies.

Ernest English Jr. Trucking crop.their are 3.500. brookers that are looking for truck,
drivers that have thir own trucks.the truck brookers handle the large companies shiping 1n our nation.
The brookers need 7 Million drivers nation wide the brookers will handle drivers on adaily bases.
Transpersonle which is own by Manpower Inc has 700 offices nation wide and thery will get the drivers
for our company. Our company will lease the trucks these are the companies  that will handie the trucks.
Hertz penske, Ryder system. Amtralease, these companies will by trucks from manufactures and lease then,
1o our company thse compaies will fule our trucks and maintain then nation wide.
This will make the stock market raise. and all of the metting can be held at the White house,
to show the nation Mr Bush is on his mark. on domstic policy.
The Auqua shuttle is a great system that 1 working with for the last 7 years.
It is a mass trasporation system that takes you any were in the world this . The aqua shuttle is a,
domestic/ international system which runs at 7.000 miles per hour 3.000 wrald cities .
we will take 7 years to built it at the max this wil! create jobs for all who want 10
40, million jobs now the major will be given to each major city to be fillied.
If you will meet withme T will tell you more about the Aqua shuitleon  the materials it ,
is made out of . with my company  we will need fuading from any one bank or goverment.
with my company on the boadwalk of Atlantic city N.J. which is worth about 500 million,
price waterhouse has said this to me on K st in Was. D.C.
But ther is a major problem with the power brockers in south jersy the Perskie family and
the Gormley family have made a deal with my FEx parner W. Stuart Mcginnis of ,
Pleastiville N.J. 176 Doughty Road were he keeps my cars that run on the boardwalk
he as taken the from and the court system will help me because the two families thar T mention have wiil,
there power against me. even the Ex gov of the state Tom Kane will do any thing that will hurt the 1o
famlies in south jersy .the State used a man who is connected to the tom Kane via lawery called,
David Parker of N.I. the two famlies that
I have mention have Judge Greenberg superior court of New Jersey county of Atlantic,
criminal court house 5909 main street mays landing N.J. 08330 609 625/7000
The judge is m the pocket of the famlies that I have mention in this letter, and the, and the Attony
general David Broody 25 market st.  ¢nO835 Trention N I. 08625 and the lieing public defender cffice.
is controlled this famlies I have mention his name is Jochn W. Bjorklund asst. Deputy public defender
201, south main street cape, may court House N J. this men have keep putting the bench warrant on




me this is the second time this has happen to me in this case and mr Breody is saying that I have
contated his office and that I will agree to do 7 years in the State prison , this is a lie T Emest E English,
Jr.did not call any one on this case.
I pray that Jesus will bless this letter let you see that [ am telling the ture story and havethe FB I
check out the main witness in  this story Mr Semore Altar of A C. and the same lawery
David Parker and the city hes this ban oa my bussines with a president Excutive order T will be ,
in bussins this weekend thse must includ my cars . W. Stuart Meginnis has taken 1 million dollurs,
from me back and the court is 5o controlled nothing as happen so I want my cets back .
I cantell lots more once wemeet GOD BLESS E-E>E>



