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White House Office of Policy I 

Washington, D.C. 

Morton c. Black ell 
Speci 1 Assistant to the President 

for Pul ic Liaison 
191 OEOB 

July 26, 1982 

THE BALANCED BUDGET/TAX LIMITATION AMENDMENT 

In his April 29, 1982, televised address to the nation, 
President Reagan urged the Congress to approve and forward to 
the Stat es a constitutional amendment to balance the Federal 
budget. 

In his address, the President said: "Once we've achieved 
a balanced budget ••• I want to ensure that we keep it for many 
long years after I've left office. And there's only one way 
to do that ••• a constitutional amendment to require balanced 
Federal budgets ••• We've tried the carrot, and it failed. With 
the stick of a balanced budget amendment, we can stop 
government's squandering, over-taxing ways, and save our 
economy. 

Tax limitation is an essential part of this process of 
balancing the Federal budget, as President Reagan had 
explained a month earlier: ••• a balanced budget amendment 
must also carry with it a limitation on taxes. It must 
contain a limit so that in the future you couldn't just always 
have a balanced budget by simply s ·ending the bill to the 
taxpayers for whatever the deficit might be." 

The President also reiterated his firm committment to the 
passage of the balanced budget/tax limitation amendment as 
recently as July 12, when he stated: "On behalf of the public 
and our administration, I express ••• my eagerness to do 
everything I can to ensure their [members of Congress 
sponsoring the amendment] success. 

Spending is out of control 

One of the major reasons the President announced his 
support for the balanced budget/tax limitation amendment is 
the persistent failure of Congress to bring the federal budget 
under control. 

Federal spending has been growing at a seemingly unending 
rate for the past two decades; its growth has even accelerated 
in recent years. For instance, total spending passed the $100 
billion mark in 1962. Only nine years later, spending had 
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doubled. By 1980 just another nine years later -- it had 
more than doubled again; · and was · expected t'o · double once more 
before another decade hai passed. In fact, the F e deral 
government; is cu r,reo.'t(y ' ~p ~nding m~'r{e y a.t >· the r f te 1· of $83 

- "' ..... ~ ' ,;.• • i ' ~ .. ,~ . .,,~ 1.•,, V million per hour. ' ·· ·, ·· 
ft. ..~'!,.>" ;:.,, i : '!, 

This spending growth has significantly exceeded the 
growth in . the • overall economy. Wh.1.le' Federal s ·pendin·g :- co·nsuined 
18.5% of GNP in 1960, it grew to claim 23% by 1981. 

These spending pressures will continue in the years 
ahead. Under current law, the Office of Management and Budget 
estimates that non-defense entitlements will cost $354 billion 
in FY 1983, and $1.1 trillion over the next three years. Yet 
in the face of anticipated triple-digit deficits and the 
expectation of non-defense entitlement spending reaching 1/2 
trillion dollars a year in fiscal 1987, the House Budget 
Committee in May proposed a three-year budget that would have 
reduced the growth in these expenditures by a microscopic 
1. 6%. 

This spending growth has already necessitated -- and will 
continue to create pressures for enormous increases in 
Federal tax burdens. For instance, per capita tax receipts 
increased by 65% in the past five years alone. The number of 
individual taxpayers paying over 20% of their adjusted gross 
income in Federal taxes has almost tripled in the past 15 
years. Throughout the economy, this rising tax burden has 
seriously eroded incentives to work, save, invest and produce. 

Yet even this increase in taxes, as large as it is, has 
not been great enough to match the spending explosion, and the 
chronic and growing deficits of the past two decades have been 
the result. There has not been a single balanced budget in the 
last 12 years. As a consequence, the total national debt has 
grown from $367 billion in FY 1969 to more than one trillion 
dollars today -- or $4400 for every man, woman and child in 
America. If we were to reduce our present debt at the rate of 
$1 million per day, we would have it paid off in the year 
4722. That's 2,740 straight years -- at $1 million a day from 
now on -- just to pay off what we've already borrowed. 

The cost of financing this debt has grown along with the 
si z e of the debt itself, and now involves large annual 
expenditures. Net interest paid by the government was $69 
billion in FY 1981 (more than 10% of total outlays) -- a sum 
greater than the entire Federal budget for 1955, and greater 
than the combined budgets in FY 1981 for Food Stamps, Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, Supplemental Security 
Income, Medicaid, low-income housing and energy assistance, 
and all student aid to higher education. 

Financing this enormous debt has at times contributed to 
both high inflation and high interest rates. In those years 
when the Federal Reserve monetized a large part of the debt 
(that is, printed more money) the inevitable result was high 
inflation. 
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Even when the Fed has been more restrained, much of the 
public -- understandably conditioned by the almost inevitable 
reinflation of past years have apparently expected the 
large deficits to eventually be financed through the printing 
of more money; these "inflationary expectations" have caused 
"inflation risk premiums" to be added to the going interest 
rates. 

In addition, since federal 
government borrowing from the 
"crowding out" process has taken 
available for private businesses 

debt is generally financed by 
private capital markets, a 
place which made less capital 
and other governments. 

As a result of the combination of high inflationary 
expectations and "crowding out," interest rates reached record 
highs (they were above 20% when President Reagan took office), 
leading to dramatic curtailment of business activity in major 
sectors of our economy and a loss of jobs for millions of 
Americans. 

Popular support 

Given this record of unrestrained spending, taxes, and 
deficits, it is little wonder that an overwhelming number of 
Americans are now demanding a balanced budget amendment. 

Indeed, virtually every public opinion poll has shown 
wide support for such an amendment. In a September 1981 
Gallup poll, for instance, 67% of those interviewed supported 
an amendment, with only 19% opposed. 

A more recent poll, released on June 3, 1982, by Market 
Opinion Research, showed growing support for the amendment, 
with 7 9% of the people surveyed saying they would favor an 
amendment that would "require Congress to plan a balanced 
budget each year." 

The survey also asked those polled if they would be more 
likely to vote for a Congressional candidate if he or she 
supported a balanced budget amendment. Seventy-three percent 
of the respondents said they would be either "much more 
likely" or a little more likely" to vote for such a 
candidate. 

Atteapts at refora 

Over the years Congress has tried to respond to these 
concerns, but with little success. The first significant 
attempt at reform -- the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 was intended to bring about 
"Congressional control" over the budget process. It 
established the Congressional Budget Office, two budget 
committees, and two budget resolution deadlines for each 
fiscal year (May 15 and September 15), with the second 
resolution as binding. 
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While these reforms have, in some ways, steamlined the 
budget process, they have had little impact on constraining 
Federal spending. Congress has consistently missed the 
deadlines it established for itself, and has been unable to 
live within its spending ceilings in recent years. Even in the 
first four years under this Act, Congress raised total 
spending from $364 billion to $491 billion, accumulating $201 
billion in deficits in the process, including one of the 
largest deficits in history. 

Congress made 
balanced budget. 
statute in 1978 
1981. The law 
approving a 1981 

other attempts to legislatively require a 
Both houses, for instance, approved a 

requiring a balanced budget beginning in 
had no apparent effect; Congress ended up 
budget with $58 billion in red ink. 

What has gone wrong? 

Clearly, something is awry in the budget making process 
if the Congress, intent on disciplining itself, frequently 
fails to stay within the spending ceilings it establishes. 

There are, of course, some congressmen and senators who 
have little genuine interest in limiting spending. But even 
for the majority of those in Congress who are sincere in 
trying to restrain Federal budget growth, the pressures to 
continue spending patterns of the past are intense. As 
President Reagan has noted, "It is extremely difficult for the 
Congress to withstand the pressures for more spending." 

This was not always the case. For many years balancing 
the budget was considered part of the "unwritten 
constitution." Excessive public debt was considered improper. 
When deficits were incurred as a result of foreign conflicts 
or brief recessions, efforts were made to repay such debt 
expeditiously. The Civil War, during which the national 
government incurred enormous debts, was followed by 28 years 
of surpluses. Ten years of surplus budgets followed the 
deficit spending of World War I. The fiscal norm of peacetime 
was clearly a balanced budget. 

The deficits of the Great Depression were followed by the 
deficits of World War II, and in subsequent years the notion 
that deficit spending could be used as a tool of economic 
policy first competed with and finally swamped the earlier 
commitment to the norm of balanced budgets. The budget has 
been in deficit in 26 of the 31 years since 1 950. 

In addition to using the Federal budget as a tool of 
economic policy, the government be came increasingly i nvo 1 ved 
in social welfare, and the Federal government funded programs 
in health, education, and a variety of other services that 
would have been considered fundamenta~ly inappropriate in 
earlier years. 
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The extraordinary expansion in the scope of the 
activities subject to Federal intervention has increased 
tremendously the number of people who benefit from Federal 
dollars, in one of two ways: Either as direct recipients of 
aid, or as vendors who profit indirectly from the expenditure 
of Federal funds. There is thus an inherent and growing bias 
in the political process toward spending to satisfy this 
multiplicity of fiscal constituencies. 

Neither are these special interest groups merely passive 
players in congressional spending decisions; they are, rather, 
highly active in their own behalf. There are now, for 
instance, more than 15,000 lobbyists in Washington -- nearly 
30 for each congressman and senator as well as many more 
back in the legislator's home State or district. And as the 
number of interests proliferate, so do the various pressures 
for higher spending. 

A related aspect of this bias involves the visibility of 
spending. A congressman can hardly take credit for new jobs 
created by the workings of the free market, or for meals 
served to the elderly by a volunteer organization. However, 
he can readily point to a vote in Congress for a public sector 
jobs bill or a federal senior citizens center program as 
evidence of his "compassion." This political advantage of 
spending programs act as a powerful, if subtle, spur to higher 
budgets. 

The bias toward more spending can be especially great 
when the legislator's political interests coincide with the 
lobhyists' economic interests. A case in point is the recent 
housing bailout bill. Despite the stated concern for 
reducing spending growth and deficits, Congress approved the 
multi-billion dollar housing measure by a vote of 349 to 55 in 
the House and a 70 to 29 vote in the Senate. While many 
members of Congress genuinely thought the measure was good 
legislation, there is little doubt of the major role played by 
the combination of concerted pressure brought to bear by the 
housing industry and the political attractiveness of appearing 
to "do something" for housing. 

In this particular case, the presidential veto was 
wielded forcefully enough to prevent this extra, unnecessary 
spending from taking place. The veto, however, is an 
exceptional tool, and the effective ability or, as the late 
1970s demonstrated, the will to use it is not always 
present. 

The other existing counterweight to these spending 
pressures taxpayer dissatisfaction is even less 
consistently potent. Such public protest is generally so 
diffuse that it can safely be ignored, for in contrast to the 
prodigious sums of money at stake to an interest group in a 
particular bill, the cost to an individual taxpayer may be 
only a few cents or dollars per year. For example: 
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On an annual basis, dairy subsidies are $7,000 
dairy prqducer; but the individual taxpayer pays 
about $18 a year for dairy subsidies. 

per 
only 

o The Federal subsidy per Amtrak passenger exc e eded the 
cost of an economy airline ticket on five routes in 
1980, even though federal subsidies for Amtrak cost 
only $8 per taxpayer that year. 

o The. annual subsidy for f ami 1 i es in newly constructed 
Section 8 subsidized housing is in some cases as high 
as $17,000 a year, but only costs $52 per taxpayer. 

Thus, while it makes economic sense for 
group to hire lobbyists, the same can hardly be 
individual taxpayer. Nor can the taxpayer-voter 

the interest 
said for the 

be expected 
single vote 
could well 

to turn against a member of Congress because of a 
for higher spending, whereas an interest group 
premise its support entirely on that one vote. 

Moreover, even the fiscally prudent congressman will find 
it difficult to reap any political benefit from his fiscal 
conscientiousness. Without sound economic policies, he would 
have few favorable economic results he could point to. Even if 
the ec~comy improved due to •fiscal restraint, the prudent 
congressman would find it far more difficult to identify his 
votes with that general result than, say, if he had voted to 
spend Federal funds to build a school in his district, which 
would be on display for all his constituents to see. 

This institutional bias in favor of spending is analogous 
to one in which 535 people are all able to charge purchases on 
one credit card with the bill automatically going to someone 
else for payment -- in this case the American taxpayer. There 
is a built-in incentive to charge as much possible, since the 
benefit (to the member of Congress) from the expenditure is 
apt to be far greater than his direct (political) cost. And 
even if one congressman reduces his purchases, it will not 
prevent a huge accumulation of debt. Thus, he gets little 
benefit, but must share the blame. 

The spending-bias is compounded by the fact that Congress 
has not been forced to ask for tax increases to pay for its 
promises. _Tax increases have occurred automatically as a 
consequence of the progressive tax structure and inflation. 
The tax burden has increased from 18.1% of GNP in 1971 to 21% 
in 1981, but since 1960 Congress has voted individual income 
tax "reductions" seven times, while voting a tax increase, in 
the form of a temporary income tax surcharge to finance the 
Vietnam war, on only one occasion. Deficit spending and 
bracket creep have enabled Congress to avoid the politically 
difficult votes on either taxes or program cuts. It is as if 
the congressional "credit card company" automatically 
cancelled the credit card charges each month, whether the 
charges were paid or not. 
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An institutional restraint 

The key, then, is not just to establish restraints, but 
to make them binding. Short of radical institutional reforms, 
the most effective way to do this is to place a "credit limit" 
on the congressional charge card. That is what a balanced 
budget amendment would accomplish, and thereby provide 
beleaguered members of Congress with some welcome relief from 
the incessant pressures to spend. 

The aaendment 

The amendment being considered by 
58) and endorsed by the President reads 

the Senate (S.J. 
as follows: 

Res. 

Section 1 - Prior to each fiscal year, the Congress shall 
adopt a statement of receipts and outlays for that year in 
which total outlays are no greater than total receipts. The 
Congress may amend such statement provided revised outlays are 
no greater than revised receipts. Whenever three-fifths of 
the whole number of both Houses shall deem it necessary, 
Congress in such statement may provide for a specific excess 
of outlays over receipts by a vote directed solely to that 
subject. The Congress and the President shall ensure that 
actual outlays do not exceed the outlays set forth in the 
statement. 

Section . 2 - Total receipts for any fiscal year set forth in 
the statement adopted pursuant to this article shall not 
increase by a rate greater than the rate of increase in 
national income in the last calendar year ending before each 
fiscal year, unless a majority of the whole number of both 
houses of Congress shall have passed a bill directed solely to 
approving specific additional receipts and such bill has 
become law. 

Section 3 The Congress may waive the provisions of this 
article for any fiscal year in which a declaration of war is 
in effect. 

Section 4 - Total receipts shall include all receipts of the 
United States except those derived from borrowing and total 
outlays shall include all outlays of the United States except 
those for repayment of debt principal. 

S e cti on 5 - Thi s a rticl e shall take e ffect for th e s e cond 
fiscal year beginning after its ratification. 

How the amendment would work 

Section 1 of the amendment would require Congress to 
adopt a statement, or budget, for each year, in which planned 
Federal spending could not exceed receipts. Should Congress 
desire an unbalanced budget, it would have to approve a 
specific dollar amount of deficit spending by a three-fifths 
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vote of the entire membership of each house of Congress 
that is, at least 60 of the 100 senators and 261 of the 435 
representatives. In lieu of this exception, neither the 
President nor the Congress could spend more than what was 
provided for in the budget. Moreover, actual outlays could not 
exceed the amount of outlays adopted in the budget statement. 

It is important to note that Section 1 would not require 
a balanced budget statement. Rather, as mentioned, it would 
permit Congress to adopt an unbalanced budget statement only 
if three-fifths of the e~tire membership of each house voted 
for it. 

Thus, the flexibility of the budget process would be 
preserved. If, for reasons of great national concern, it were 
deemed necessary for Federal spending to exceed revenues, 
Congress could allow this to happen. In addition, as Section 3 
makes clear, the amendme~t could be waived entirely in time of 
a declared war. 

However, by requiring Congress to otherwise "adopt a 
statement of receipts and outlays for that year in which total 
outlays are no greater than total reciepts," the amendment 
would establish a balanced budget as the budgetary "norm." An 
institutional bias in favor of deficit spending would thereby 
be corrected. 

Section 1 would also help members of Congress in their 
relations with special-interest lobbyists by enabling them to 
say "I would like to support your worthy cause but the 
Constitution limits how much we can spend. If you would like 
me to vote for your program you will need to point out what 
other areas of the budget we can afford to cut." In this way 
the congressional discussion would center not on the worth of 
a program in itself, but on its worth in relation to other 
programs. The constraint inherent in this form of decision 
making (based on the principle: you can have some, but not 
all") would prevent the adoption of many ill-advised programs 
which benefit the few at the expense of the many. 

Sect ion 2 would limit the growth of federal revenues to 
the rate of growth of national income unless Congress, by a 
majority vote of the whole membership of each chamber, decided 
to raise taxes to a higher level. For example, if the current 
dollar GNP rose by ten percent in the previous calendar year, 
planned tax receipts could not rise by more than ten · percent 
in the succeeding fiscal year unless a majority of all the 
members of Congress explicitly voted otherwise. 

This procedure contrasts markedly with the operation of 
the taxing system in recent years, during which taxes have 
grown more rapidly than GNP even without a congressional 
vote. For whenever inflation reached a level of, say, 10%, the 
government collected 17% more from personal incomes due to 
"bracket creep". 
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Although indexation of tax rates (to take effect in 1985) 
already corrects the problem of bracket creep due to inflation 
in the personal income tax structure, Section 2 by 
requiring Congress to vote openly for any tax increases 
would effectively prevent a return to tax increases without 
tax votes were Congress to repeal or delay indexation. In 
addition, this section would extend the safeguard a g ainst 
unlegislated tax increases to other forms of taxation as well, 
and would prevent bracket creep due to real income gains. 
There is no justification for automatic increases in the 
government's share of GNP as GNP expands, whether the 
expansion is real or due to inflation. Just because the 
country is growing, there is no reason for government to grow 
faster than the country. 

The amendment would further strengthen the principle of 
accountability by requiring Congress to vote on a specific 
bill to increase taxes instead of adding a tax increase as an 
amendment to another bill, as is often done now. In this way 
the President would be free to use his veto against tax 
increases without endangering other legislation. 

The Founding Fathers intended that the people would never 
be taxed without their express consent, which is why they 
required that all revenue bills originate in the House -- at 
the time the only chamber directly elected by the people. The 
Founding Fathers did not anticipate that a progressive income 
tax, coupled with inflation, would negate this principle. This 
amendment would restore the clear intent of the creators of 
the Constitution. 

Section 4 addresses the growing problem of so-called 
"off-budget expenditures" expenditures which are made by 
the Federal government and thereby add to the total public 
debt burden, but are not included in the unified budget. 

In 1974, when this device was first adopted, off-budget 
agencies spent $1.4 billion; in 1982 this spending is 
estimated to reach more than $20 billion. Both for the sake 
of fairness and for accurate economic accounting, this amount 
of spending should be added to outlays as Section 4 would 
require. Federal government expend! tu res would no longer be 
divided into on and off-budget outlays. The term "outlays" 
would mean just that all government expenditures of 
taxpayer funds, with the single exception of repayment of debt 
principal. 

The effect of a balanced budget aaendaent 

The balanced budget/tax limitation amendment would be a n 
important step toward achieving a balanced budget at more 
reasonable levels of taxation. For once the amendment takes 
effect, Congress will be required to abide by its provision s . 
In particular, it will either have to adopt a balanced budget 
statement, or have extraordinary reasons -- and support -- fo r 
not doing so. 
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Such a constraint would have a significant impact on the 
way Congress actually operates. No longer could sincere 
desires for a balanced budget be automatically set aside by 
the "reality" of the vast array of "uncontrollable spending 
needs." Congress, as an institution, would have to establish 
true spending priorities, and to make the difficult decisions 
to substantially reduce or eliminate funding in areas that are 
either ineffective expenditures of funds or outside the proper 
province of Federal assistance. 

Moreover, the burden of proof would shift to those who 
desire an unbalanced budget, requiring them to justify 
specifically why levels of spending and taxing should be 
increased. The debate would thus focus on the fundamental 
question of how much of the citizen's income the government 
should be permitted to take. Once this issue were addressed 
directly, especially under a constitutional requirement that 
three-fifths majorities approve planned deficits, and absolute 
majorities of the entire membership approve tax increases, 
then real restraint on budget growth could take place. 

In fact, one study conducted by the Center for the Study 
of Law Structures estimated that the existence of a balanced 
budget amendment over the 1978-84 period would have saved 
$530 billion, or an average of more than $75 billion per year. 

If the private sector had been free to invest that money, 
the United States would, with far greater certainty, be facing 
lower interest rates and a booming economy in the mid-1980s. 
As in the 1950s and early 1960s, such economic growth would 
lift millions out of poverty and place the American economy on 
the road to long-term health and vitality. 

Workability of the amendment 

Critics of the balanced budget/tax limitation amendment 
object to it on two principal grounds: That the amendment 
would be such an "iron commandment" that it would force the 
United States into a depression, and that it would be so 
ineffective as to be constantly circumvented. 

Clearly, _t_h_e __ c_r_i_t_i_c_s __ c_a_n_n~o_t __ h_a_v_e __ i_t __ b_o_t_h __ w_a_y.,_s~;~_t_h_e 
amendment cannot at once be too strong and too weak. More 
likely, it will be neither. 

Those who argue that the amendment is a "formula for a 
depression" base their claim on the alleged need for Federal 
"countercyclical financing" that is, that the government 
should "spend" the economy out of a recession, and "tax" the 
economy out of an inflation. 
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If such a recLpe sotin~s familar, it should; ,this economic 
formula has been employed continuously since the ~930s. Not 
only did it fail to end the Great Depression, bu

1

t it did 
little to forestall and likely contributed to seven 
recessions since 1945, including four since 1970. If the 
ba la need budget/ tax limitation amendment we re to make 
impossible the impleme_ntation of such countercyclical fiscal 
p o 1 1-c y , the re i s 1 i t t 1 e re a s on to be 1 i eve the e c on om y w o u 1 d be 
the worse for it. 

But, in fact, the amendment would do no such thing. 
In the absence of any special action of Congress, the 
amendment would pe'rmi t a subs tan tia 1 count ercyc 11 ca 1 pattern 
of spending because of the amendment's requirement that actual 
growth in outlays in a given fiscal year be linked to the 
growth in national income in the calendar year prior to the 
fiscal year. The average length of t4e business cycle in 
peacetime has been about 46 to 47 months. The 22 month lag in 
the proposed amendment between national income growth and 
outlay growth is about half this length. Thus, outlays in a 
recess ion would be increasing with rat es of growth of the 
previous expansion, and during recoveries, growth in outlays 
would be limited to the growth in income during the previous 
downturn, providing a countercyclical, fiscal policy that would 
tend to moderate the business cycle. 

In addition, , Congress could continue to enact unbalanced 
budgets during a recession if three-fifths of the members 0,f 
both houses agreed. While this vote standard is stringent --
as it should be it is by no means insuperable. If an 
economic crisis urgently demanded additional Federal spending, 
the mechanism for permitting it would be firmly in place. In 
addition, the amendment would permit Congress to waive the 
amendment's requirements in time of declared war. 

Moreover, unforseen spending needs could be accomodated 
in advance through the establishment of a reserve or 
contingency fund to cover outlays that exceeded their expected 
level. The increase in actual 1980 and 1981 outlays resulting 
from economic changes, for instance, was about 5% of total 
outlays each year. Thus a reserve of 5 to 8% would likely be 
sufficient. 

At the same time, recessions should not be automatic 
justifications for greatly increased spending. While certain 
payments, such as those for income support, would rise with 
higher unemployment levels, the Congress should be expected to 
make up at least part of the difference by further trimming 
back lower priority spending. The three-fifths vote 
requirement would ensure that this option were given a fair 
hearing. 

It should also be noted that actual receipts would not 
have to equal statement receipts. The amendment would ~ermit 
an actual deficit resulting from lower than expected receipts, 
as can occur in a recession. 
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The second major objection, that the ' amendment would be 
circumvented, is similarly with little foundation. In 
particular, the terms "outlays" and "receipts" are explicitly 
defined both in the amendment and in the legislative history; 
there should be no dispute about their meaning~ and thus no 
successful attempt to subvert the amendment's intent by 
redefining ,its terms. 

In addition, the amendment specifically prohibits the 
exclusion of off-budget outlays from the budget statements. 
Thus, the present tactic of maintaining high spending levels 
by shifting programs "off-budget" could not be used to 
circumvent the requirement for a balanced budget statement. 

It is true, of course, that the amendment would not 
eliminate spending pressures; this is neither possible nor 
necessary. The amendment would, however, provide a far more 
effective means for coping with these pressures, to ensure 
that they do not play the inordinate role they have in recent 
years in keeping spending high. 

In fact, the amendment would transfer much of this 
influence from the special in te rests to the· genera 1 body of 
taxpayers. Because there would be two or three critical votes 
each year relating to the aggregate levels of spending, 
taxing, and deficits, the electorate could more easily 
determine compliance with the amendment, thus ensuring that 
their voice would be heard in . congressional debates. 

Furthermore, the Constitution already contains an 
enforcement mechanism for the amendment in Article I Section 
8, which authorizes the Congress to enact legislation that is 
"necessary and proper" to uphold the Constitution. While no 
explicit sanctions are imposed against members of Congress and 
the President if they fail to abide by the balanced budget 
amendment, both are obligated to take oaths of office that 
require compliance with the Constitution. 

A final concern is the wisdom of addressing economic 
matters in the Constitution. This is a false issue; the 
Constitution already deals with many areas of economic 
activity. For example, it regulates certain taxing powers, 
the imposition by States of tariffs and/or duties, 
Congressional appropriation procedures, and the coinage of 
money. It also assigns Congress the authority to regulate 
interstate commerce. The addition of the balanced budget/tax 
limitation amendment to the Constitution, by establishing a 
standard for budget-making procedures, follows in this spirit. 

Status of the Amendment 

The amendment endorsed by the President ( S. J. Res. 58) 
was approved by the Senate Judiciary Committee on May 19, 
1981, by a vote of 11 to 5. Currently, the proposal has 62 
co-sponsors in the Senate, including 44 Republicans, 17 
Democrats and one Independent. Other Senators have indicated 
they plan to vote for it, with 67 Senators required for 
passage. 

\ 
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In the House, a similar resolution, H.J. Res. 350, has 
231 co-sponsors, with 290 needed for passage. The House 
Judiciary Committee has yet to vote on the resolut i on. 
However, a discharge petition (requiring 218 signatures) would 
bring the amendment to a vote on the floor if the Committee 
does not take action. Prospects for obtaining a sufficient 
number of signatures on the discharge petition appear to be 
very good. 

A convention call for the purpose of proposing a balanced 
budget amendment has been before the States since 1975. A 
constitutional convention called by the State legislatures 
is_. one of two methods of proposing amendments to the 
Constitution. To date, 31 States have called for such a 
convention, with Alaska earlier this year being the most 
recent State to ratify a convention call. Also, one 
house in each of nine other State legislatures has passed 
convention call resolutions. Only three more States are 
needed for a convention to be called, but it is unlikely that 
any additional States will pass resolutions in 1982 since most 
State legislatures are now out of session. 

The large number of States which -have called for a 
convention is a major factor in the growing congressional 
support for the amendment. The Founding Fathers were aware 
that Congress might be reluctant to approve changes in the 
Constitution which affected its own powers. For that reason, 
the first procedure they adopted for amending the - Constitution 
was the constitutional convention method, which required a 
call from two-thirds of the States. The second method, 
requiring a two-thirds vote of both houses of Congress, and 
subsequent ratification by the States (used for all amendments 
which have been added to the Constitution) was app~oved later. 

The last ti me the convent ion met hod came as close to 
success was in 1912 when 31 States called for an amendment to 
provide for the direct popular election of senators. The 
Senate was reluctant to approve this amendment since it would 
disturb the traditional means by which its members were 
elected by the State legislatures. But with only one more 
State needed to ratify a convention call, the Senate conceded 
and joined with the House to approve the 17th Amendment, which 
was ratified by three-fourths of the States within the 
following year. 

Conclusion 

The overwhelming popular support for a balanced budget 
amendment stems directly from Americans' understandable 
frustrations with years of high inflation, high interest 
rates, rising taxes, real declines in purchasing power, and a 
seemingly endless cycle of Federal deficit spending. 
Individual Americans, who must live · within their own means, 
have every right to expect and demand that their government do 
so as well. 
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The balanced budget/tax limitation amendment would, at 
long last, firmly engrave this basic fiscal standard in the 
Constitution, and thus help restore some much-needed budgetary 
discipline at the Federal level. 

That the Federal government has made several attempts to 
balance the budget and provide fiscal discipline cannot be 
doubted. We have tried statutory approaches, we have reformed 
the budget process and we have, program by program, cut the 
rate of growth in government spending. Yet government 
indebtedness grows larger each year. Only a balanced budget 
amendment would make sought-after reductions in Federal 
deficits both sure and permanent. 

The amendment 
mandate evident in 
would help reverse 
in the U.S. As the 

would, finally, help fulfill the popular 
Ronald Reagan's election as President, and 
the decade-long trend of economic decline 1 

President stated on J ly 12 of this year: 

All over America, citizens are asking each other the 
same question: Why is the gove rnmeh t incapable of doing 
what their families, municipalities and State governments 
do as a matter of course, spend within the limits of 
their revenues? ••• Americans understand that the 
discipline of a balanced budget amendment is essential 
to stop squandering and overtaxing. And they' re saying 
the time to pass the amendment is now. 

It 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November l7, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MORTON C. BLACKWELL 

Social Security Options 

Attached is a letter from Ben Kinchlow who is a top aide 
to Pat Robertson at Christian Broadcasting Network. 

They did a survey ·on the 700 Club in which they urged people 
to call in on toll free numbers to register their opinion. 
There was no discussion of the issues -- he just explained 
our question to him of the options available and asked people 
to call one number if they were for additional taxes; anoth~r 
if they were opposed. The same was true of the question on 
whether to lower benefits. 

Their results show that 19% favored an increase in taxes and 
81% favored a reduction in benefits. 

Enclosure 
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°' The 
Christian 

Broadcasting 
Network 

Inc. 

Morton Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 
The l~hi te House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. Bl ackwe 11, 

November 12, 1982 

Just a brief note. Sorry I missed talking to you this morning, 
but please convey my appreciation to Mazell for her assistance. 

We did a survey on the 11 700 Club 11 today regarding 11 the best way 
to preserve the Social Security system." Although the final 
tally is not in at this writing, based on previous surveys, we 
estimate some 10 to 15 thousand respondents. 

Making allowances for errors (you can allow as high. as-·l.0% if you choose), 
the figures have, in times past, very closely tracked the national sen
timent on issues. Results taken from attached report are: 

Increased taxes - 19 percent in favor. 

Reduced benefits - 81% 

We can provide final figures through the Washington office if you are 
so inclined. Thank you. (202-638-4734} 

BK:bl 

Enc. 

.. 



SCHEDULE PROPOSAL 

TO: 

FROM: 

REQUEST: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

PREVIOUS 
PARTICIPATION: 

DATE: 

LOCATION: 

PARTICIPANTS: 

OUTLINE OF EVENT: 

MEDIA COVERAGE: 

RECOMMENDED BY: 

OPPOSED BY: 

PROJECT OFFICER: 

THE. WHITE HOUSE 

WAS.HI NGTON 

FRED RYAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

June 28, 1982 

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS AND SCHEDULING 

ELIZABETH H. DOLE' 
U.S. Capitol Steps Balanced Budget Speech 

To enable the President to move into the public 
forefront in support of the Balanced Budget 
Amenqment. 

Flooi debate on the Balanced Budget Amendment will 
begin in the Senate immediately prior to the Senate 
Fourth of July recess and is likely to resume on 
july 13, 1982, and continue for approximately ten 
days before a floor vo~e. 

In Stockman's testimony, the Administration has 
announced support, with small exceptions, for 
SJR 58, the Balanced Budget Amendment. In excess 
of 60 Senators, are already serving as co-sponsors. 

This speech by the President will be the corner
stone of a full day of White House focus on 
balanced budget, including high-level briefings 
of grassroots leaders, local press activities, etc. 

NONE 

Wednesday, July 14, 1982 

Capitol Steps (West Face) 

DURATION: 1 hour 

Cabinet Members, Hill Co-sponsors, White House 
guests and general public. 

The President proceeds to the Capitol, moves 
immediately to the dais on the steps, offers remarks 
and departs en route White House. 

Prepared Text. 

Mike Deaver, et al. 

None 

Red Cavaney 



BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

It is proposed that an independent citizen's organization be 
formed to spearhead passage of the balanced budget amendment. 
This bi-partisan umbrella organization would be designed to 
generate grassroots support for each of the two phases critical 
to passage. The objective of Phase I is passage of SJ Res 58 
and HJ Res 350 in the current session of Congress, hopefully 
before the debt ceiling vote. Phase II's objective is ultimate 
ratification by the requisite number of states. 

Structure 

It is envisioned that the organizational figureheads would be 
National Co-chairmen and, therefore, propose the followi~g: - ' - · · I< ~~ w ~ 6 ul w .,: 
~~.~ Howard Jarvis /t · .,..,.Jvi6.., 

1
,.~ 

n -~ Governor /3,,-,'""' ,'lt r·, 
v•· Mayor Nr--i-<-

.,,, ~~-~ -~~;'State Legislator NTU-
Jv.,'--D\-.(~ Senator o-,Jc- ( 

/. 1,:-r' ' · Representative W")I" Je,i,.. 
..,, Lewis K. Uhler ~ 

National Steering Committee would 1/ti1f"rr(ed of key donors and 
spokesmen. 

The day-to-day operations and oversight responsibility will be 
borne by an Executive Director. In this regard, it is proposed 
that Grover Norquist serve in this capacity for Phase I. His 
resume is attached. As the new Executive Director of Americans 
for the Reagan Agenda, he could take this on as his first major 
task and utilize his currerit facilities, thereby k~eping fixed 
overhead to a minimum during Phase I. Phase I staff would consist 
of the Executive Director, a fund raiser and a secretary. Phase I 

1. (six months) funding is pro:;ected at $100,000 . 
• 
Individual state chairmen and/or co-chairmen would also be 
appointed for all 50 states and asked to develop their own state
·wide steering committees. 

Announcement 

To gain maximum national publicity, it is proposed that the announce
ment coincide with Presidential recognition, preferably an event 
announcing his support for SJ Res 58 and HJ Res 350. Under consi
deration is a Presidential announcement from the Capitol steps with 
Members and supporters in attendance. The Senate steps would pose 
no problem, but contact has not been made with the Speaker regarding 
the main steps. Invitees, in addition to Senate and House sponsors 
would include governors from states with balanced budget laws on 
books and those in favor of such state legislation, members of this 
national citizen's committee, members of organizations dedicated to 
fiscal responsibility (National Tax Limitation Committee, etc.) 
and gerieral-purpose organizations who favor balanced budget legis
lation. 

:~.~~'],~~ 
frt>~~~ 
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In conjunction with such an event, it would be important to have 
a briefing session at the White House to fully prepare supporters 
to immediately begin advocacy. The primary advocacy thrust would 
be concentrated in the Congressional districts during Phase I. 
Preferably, six weeks are needed from time of announcement until 
maximum grassroots impact can be observed. Less than three weeks, 
and the result is negligible. 

Timing 

Initial discussion focused on a May 24 or 25 announcement, immedi
ately prior to the President's departure for California and the 
Members' Memorial Day recess. This was based on a late-June debt 
ceiling vote with an SJ Res 58 vote in mid-June and an HJ Res 350 
discharge petition and vo~e shortly thereafter. 

It now appears that the House vote on the FY 1983 budget proposals 
will be on Monday, May 24. This cau~es the added problem of 
"losing" the balanced budget news item amidst the coverage of the 
House vote and its immediate aftermath4 

If the debt ceiling vote can be defe~red until late-July/early
August, it may be preferable to target the immediate post
European period for the announcement. Such a delay will not 
adversely affect the independent citizen's organization, which 

· can get immediately underway with recruitment and fund-raising. 
An Oval Office photo (5 min.) for the "in-organization" group 
could help speed their efforts in the absence of the actual public 
Presidential event in late May. 

Tactics 

The key thrust will be targeted toward the following avenues: 

a. Speaker's Bureau: On the national level, effort at 
providing speakers with name recognition for key media 
events and major national forums. Will require brief
ing Fact Sheet and Sample Speech. 

b. Local Newspaper Ads: To prepare camera-ready copy 
of an ad to be provided to all local committees. 
Locals only need typeset name of Members to be con
tacted and obtain funds through local contributions 
in order to place ad. 

c. Tailored Radio Spots: Preparation of "masters" that 
can be provided to locals for tailoring and subsequent 
placement, based on local contributions. 

d. Dire:ct Mail: · Rather than incur expense of a newsletter, 
will look to established mailers for placement of op-ed 
pieces and articles regarding the establishment of an 
independent citizen's committee and urging contact to get 
support for the balanced budget amendment. 
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GROVER NORQUIST 

Age 26 

Harvard College B~A.--Economics 

Harvard Business School M.B.A. 

-Currently Executive Director, Americans for the Reagan Agenda, 
a new lobby chaired by Lyn Nofziger which has just begun 
to operate. 

Also doing creative work with Voters for Common Sense, a California 
organization concentrating on .opposing the political ambitions 
of Tom Hayden. 

Until April, 1982 was Executive Director of College Republican 
National Committee. Managed there a budget of more than 
$200,000 and extensive field program which brought number of 
College Republican clubs to all ·time record of more than 1,100 
clubs. 

From spring, 1978 through summer, -1979 was on staff of 
National Taxpayers Union, first as Associate Director and then_ 
as Executive Director. 

Wo r ked for Howard Jarvis for one .month in 1979 before returning 
to Harvard to enter Business School. 

Good working relationship with leaders of the .National Tax 
Limitation Committee including Craig Stubblebine of Claremont 
College who -drafted the Balanced Budget-Tax Limitation Amendment. 

Hard working, talented, well acquainted with tax-coalition leaders 
across the ·country. 
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Joseph Coors 
Adolph Coors 
Golden, Co. 
303-279-6565 

Co. 
80401 

Mr. Richard Viguerie 
The Richard Viguerie Co. 
7777 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA. 22043 
356-0440 

Huck Walther 
3238 Wynford 
Fairfax, VA. 
281-6782 

Dr. 
22031 

John Lofton 
The Conservative Digest 
7777 Leesburg Pike 
Suite 409 N. 
Falls Church, VA. 22043 
893-1411 

Tom Winter 
Human Events 
422 First St., 
Washington, DC 
546-6804 

S.E. 
20003 

Neal Blair 
RUFF PAC 

y 422 Maple Ave. 
Vienna, VA. 22180 
356-5520 

Dr. Ron Godwin 
The Moral Majority 
499 S. Capitol St. 
Washington, DC 20003 
804-528-0070 

Mr. Pat Robertson 
Christian Broadcasting Network 
CBN Network 
Virginia Be ach, VA. 23463 
804-499-8241 

Leon ard Reed 
Foundation for Economic Education 
30 S. Broadway 
Irvington, NY. 10533 
914-591-7230 

/ Mr. Bill Billings 
V National Christian Action Coalition 

Box 1745 
Washington, DC 20013 
Q.dl-RQh? 
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Mrs. Helen Blackwell 
3128 N. 17th. St. 
Arlington, VA. 22201 
703-243-7600 

Reverend Bob Dugan 
National Association of Evangelicals 
1430 K St., N.W. Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20005 
628-7911 

Mr. Howard Jarvis 
American Tax REduction Movement 
6363 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, C.A. 90048 
213-384-4131 

Dr. Samuel A. Jeanes 
The Christian _Conference on 

Legislation 
Box 1208 
Merchantville, NJ 08109 

Mr. Reed Larson 
National Right to Work Committee 
8001 Braddock Road 
Springfield, VA. -22160 
321-9820 

Mr. Ed McAteer 
The Roundtable 

/ 1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 502 
Arlington, VA. 22209 
525-3795 

Mrs. Phyllis Schlafly 
Eagle Forum 
P.O. Box 618 
Alton, IL. 62002 
618-462-5415 

Miss Kathy Teague 
ALEC 

// 418 C. St., N.E. 

✓ 

I 

Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20002 
547-4646 

Mr. Steve Antosh 
Executive Director 
Center on National Labor Policy 
5211 Port Royal Road 
Suite 400 
North Springfield, VA. 22151 
321-9180 

Dr. James T. Bennett 
Department of Economics 
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Dr. George W. Carey 
Department of Government 
Georgetown University 
37th. & 0 Streets, NW 
Washington, DC 20007 
625-4941 

Dr. Edwin J. Feulner, Jr. 
President 
The Heritage Foundation 
513 C. Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20002 
546-4400 

Mr. M. Stanton Evans 
Apartment 303 
220 2nd. St. 
Washington, D.C. 20003 
546-6555 

Mr. Alan R. Ettman 
President 
Economic Education Foundation 

for Clergy 
1000 16th. St., N.W. 
Suite 601 -
Washington, DC 20036 
530-1100 

Mr. George Gilder 
Program Director 
Manhattan Institute for Policy 

Research 
20 West 40th. St., 4th. Floor 
New York, NY 10024 
212-354-4144 

Miss Willa Johnson 
. ./Senior Vice President 
V Heritage Foundation 

513 C. St., N.E. 
Washington, DC 20002 
546-4400 

Dr. ONalee McGraw 
/ Policy Analyst 

The Heritage Foundation 
513 C. St., N.E. 
Washington, DC 20002 
546-4400 

/ Mr. Jay Parker V ~resident 
The Lincoln Institute for 

Research and Education 
Suite 500 
1735 DeSales St., NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
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~ r. Howard Phillips V :ational Director 
The Conservative Caucus, 
450 Maple Ave. 

Inc. 

Vienna, VA. 22180 
893-2777 

Mr. David Raboy 
Director of Research 
Institute for Research on 

Economics of Taxation 
1725 K St., NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
223-6316 

Dr. Claes G. Ryn 
Chairman 
Department of Politics 

the 

The Catholic Univ. of America 
Washington, DC 20064 
635-5129 

Mr. Phillip N. Truluck 
Executive Vice President 
The Heritage Foundation 
513 C. St., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
546-4400 

Mr. Richard Wilke 
/' President 

Council for a Competitive Economy 
410 1st. St., SE 

/ 

/ 

Washington, DC 20003 
544-3786 

Mr. Cooper Holt 
Executive Director 
Veterans of Foreign Wars 

of the U.S. 
200 Maryland Ave., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
543-2239 

Mr. Mylio Kraja 
The American Legion 
1608 K St., NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
861-2711 

y Mr. John Fisher 
President 
American Security Council 
Suite 500 
499 S. Capitol St., SE 
Washington, DC 20003 
484-1562 
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a,_.-./Major ?en J: Milnor Roberts 
Executive Director 
Reserve Officers Assoc. 
One Constitution Ave., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
479-2200 

Dr. Russell Shive 
Conservative Baptist Assn. 

of America 
P.O. Box 66 
Wheaton, IL. 60187 
312-665-1745 

Mr. Dan Alexander 
Taxpayers Education Lobby 
601 Bel Air Blvd., #404 
Mobile, AL. 36606 
205-476-4586 

Mr. Jim Bakker 
'-""""' President 

PTL Television Network 
PTL-TV Club 
Heritage Village 
_7224 Park Road 
Charlotte, NC 28279 
704-542-6000 

Mr. Richard Cizik 
V National Assn. of Evangelicals 

Suite 900 
1430 K St., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
628-7911 

The Reverend Billy Graham 
President 
Billy Graham Evangelistic 

Assn. 
1300 Harmon Place 
Minneapolis, MN. 55403 
612-338-0500 

Mr. Paul Harvey 
MacArthur Foundation 
140 S. Dearborn 
Chicago, IL. 60603 
312-726-8000 

/ Mrs. Connaught Marshner 
National Pro-Family Coalition 
721 2nd. St., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
546-3000 
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, _,.Mr. Pat Collins 
V National Assoc. of Home Builders 

National Housing Center 
15th & M Sts. N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20005 
822-0470 

/ t. Rep. Lane Carson 
/ ~ouse of Representatives 

State of Louisiana 
Baton Rouge, La. 70805 
504-342-6945 

Frank Manson 
/ 128 D St. S. E. 

Washington, D. C. 20003 
554-0646 (0) 544-4221 (H) 

Dr. Ben Armstrong 
• / Nationa 1 Religious - Broadcasters 
V C N 026 

Morristown, New Jersey 07960 
201-575-4000 

Jeff Bell 
✓ P.O. Box 219 

Plainsboro, New Jersey 08536 
609-585-4030 

Miss Rhonda Stahlman 
Conservatives Against Liberal 

-/ Legislation 
Suite 308 
5707 Seminary Road 
Bailey's Crossroads, Virginia 22041 
820-9211 

~ r. Robert Walker 
,/ ~434 New York Ave. N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 20005 
626-4810 

Mr. Lee Edwards 
(/ 1705 DeSales St. N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 20036 
296-4411 

Mr. Tom Ellis 
/ The National Congressional Club 

311 First St. N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20001 
783-6734 



Mr. Neal Freeman 
Jefferson Communications 
11730 Bowman Green Dr. 
Reston, Virginia 22090 
437-0500 

Mr. Peter Gemma 
V National Pro-Life PAC 

101 Park Washington Court 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046 
536-7650 

General Dan Graham 
High Frontier 
1010 Vermont Ave. N. W. 
Suite -1000 
Washington, D. C. 20005 
737-4979 

Mr. Marion Edwyn Harrison 
V Barnett & Alagia 

9th Floor 
1627 K St. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 
785-0500 

Dr. Richard Hogue 
✓ Metro Church 

P.O. Box 2590 
Edmond, Oklahoma 73083 
405-348-9500 

Mr. Peter MacDonald, Chairman 
Navajo Tribal Council 
Window Rock, Arizona 
602-871-4941 

Mr. Gordon Jones 
United Families of America 

Col. Phelps Jones 
V v eterans of Fore ign Wars 

200 Maryland Ave. N. E. 
Wash i ngton, D. C. 20002 
543-223g 

/ Mr. Peter Keisler . 
Leadership Institute 
8001 Braddock Rd., Suite 402 
Springfield, Virginia 22151 
321-8580 



Mr. Aubrey King 
National Club Association 
1625 Eye St. N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 
466-8424 

Mr. Richard Lary 
✓ 3900 Melon Bank Bldg. 

P.O. BoX: 268 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15230 
412-392-2913 
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'O Mr. Bruno Mauer, President 
Rickert Industrial 
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P.O. Box 26248 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53226 
414-476-7600 

Fritz Rench 
Racine rndustrial Plant 
1405 16th St. 
Racine Wiscon~in 53402 
414-637-4491 

✓Mis·s Amy Moritz 
National Center for Public Policy 

Research 
413 East Capitol St. 
Washington, D. C. 20003 
543-1286 

Mr. Ron Andrade 
V National Congress of American Indians 

202 E St. N. E. 
Washington, D. C. 20002 
546-1168 

Mr. Grover Norquist 
,/ Americans for the Reagan Agenda 

888 17th St. N. W., Suite 902 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

i/:;r· William Olson 
Smiley, Olson & Gilman 
1819 .H St. N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 
223-9066 

)ti:' . Howard Ruff 
V Ruff Times 

P.O. Box 2000 
San Ramon, Calif 94583 
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~ r. Norman B. Hartnett 
Disabled American Veterans 
807 Maine Ave. s. W. 
Washington, D. C.20024 
554-3506 

~ r. Gabe Brinsky 
AMVETS 
4647 Forbes Boulevard 
Lanham, Md. 20801 
459-9600 

/ Mr. Steve Winchell 
1990 M St. N. W., Suite310 
Washington, D. C. 20036 
466-4242 

Mr. Richard Viguerie 
7777 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, Virginia 22043 
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/ Mr. Don Todd 
t./ American Conservative Union 

38 Tvy St. S. E. 
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546-6555 

Mr. Harlan K. Schlicher, Jr. 
Breen Murray Foster Securities Inc. 
90 Broad St. 
New York, New York 10004 
212-422-4857 

Mrs. Phyllis Schlafly 
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Mr. Howard Jarvis 2 ( S - ..) &~ - ½ I i / J' American Tax Reduction Movement 
~ 6363 Wilshire Boulevard 

Los Angeles, CA. 90048 

Dr. Samuel A. Jeanes 
The Christian Conference 

Legislation 
Box 1208 
Merchantville, NJ 08109 
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FROM "KEY PEOPLE LIST" 

Joseph Coors 
Adolph Coors Co. 
Golden~ Co. 80401 
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Mr. Richard Viguerie 
The Richard Viguerie Co. 
7777 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA. 22043 

Huck Walther J. ~I - 6 Jf';J,-
3238 Wynford Dr. 
Fairfax, VA. 22031 

John Lofton 
J The Conservativ~ Digest <7t:J ~ _ ) t.t' // -J 7777 Leesburg Pike o 

' 

Suite 409 N 
Falls Church, VA. 22043 

Tom Winter 
Human Events 
422 First St., S.E. 
Washington, DC 20003 

Neal Blair 3 t'~ -i$ ~0 
RUFF PAC 
422 Maple Ave. 
Vienna, VA. 22180 

Dr. Ron Godwin 
The Moral Majority 
499 S. Capitol St. 
Washington, DC 20003 

Mr. Pat Robertson 
Christ i an Broadcasting Network 
CBN Center 
Virginia Beach, VA. 23463 

Leonard Reed 
Foundation for Economic Education 
30 S. Broadway 
Irvington, NY. 10533 
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FROM RELIGIOUS GROUPS 

Dr. Russell Shive 
Assn. 

13 
Wa 

t Conservative Baptist 
of America 

P.O. Box 66 
Wheaton, IL. 60187 (3, 2, ) - 0,s-- 1 71/S:-
Mr. Dan Alexander 
Taxpayers Education Lobby 

· 601 Bel Air Blvd., #404 
Mobile, AL. 36606 

Mr. ~im Bakker 70 l./ President J 

i-PTL Television Network Su 2 _ / 0 O(} 
PTL-TV Club -, b 
Heritage Village 
7224 Park Road 
Charlotte, NC 28279 

Mr. Richard Cizik 
Evangelicals i 

National Assn. of 
_ Suite 900 

1430 K St., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

The Reverend Billy Graham 
.,J President 
\" Billy Graham Evangelistic 

Assn. 
1300 Harmon Place 
Minneapolis, MN 55403 

Mr. Paul Harvey 
_ \ MacArthur Found a ti,on 
' '}-i 140 S. Dearborn 

Chicago, IL. 60603 

, Mrs. Connaught Marshner 
{.__ National Pro-Family Coalition 
j ' 721 2nd. St., NE 

Washington, DC 20002 

Mr. Bet Rendel 
Presid 
Natio al n of Republican 

20003 



FROM VETERANS GROUPS 

.(/Mr. Cooper Holt 
JY Executive Director 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the U.S. 

200 Maryland Ave., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
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Mr. Mylio Kraja 
The American Legion 
1608 K St., NW 
Washington, DC ~0006 
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'4(. Mr. John Fisher 
~ President 

American Security Council 
Suite 500 
499 S. Capitol St., SE 
Washington, DC 20003 
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~ Major Gen J. · lnor Roberts 
~ Executive Director 

Reserve Officers Assoc. 
One Constitution Ave., NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
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