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November 15, 1984

SOCIAL SECURITY STATEMENTS

The following are excerpts on our Social Security commitment
from Presidential statements during the Campaign swing.

The Office of Public Affairs has complete transcripts of the
events.

"That song they sing. He [Tip O'Neill] was part of the
bipartisan commission that came forth with the plan to put
social security on a sound fiscal basis. 1It's been adopted.
Social Security is secure as far as we can see into the next
century, and we're not going to touch the benefits of the
people on social security. ... Not that I know of [not going
to take another look at social security in March of '85].
There are still two future tax increases in the social
security payroll tax between now and 1990, which they passed
in 1977 -- the biggest single tax increase in our nation's
history. ... We're looking at thousands of suggestions, most
of which have to do with improving management. I still
insist that government overhead for providing benefits is
still much too high. You can make further budget cuts
without affecting how much actually goes to help the needy."

Question-and-Answer Session with
Reporters, September 13, 1984.

"A President should never say 'never.' But I'm going to
violate that rule and say 'never.' I will never stand for a
reduction of the social security benefits to the people that
are now getting them. ... And so, the whole matter of what
to do with social security has been resolved by bipartisan
legislation, and it is on a sound basis now for as far as
you can see into the next century. ... Now, social security,
let's lay it to rest once and for all. I told you never
would I do such a thing [take a check away]l]. But I tell you
also now, social security has nothing to do with the
deficit."

Domestic Debate with Walter Mondale
October 7, 1984



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 15, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES BAKER

FROM: MIKE BAROOD
SUBJECT: Presidential campaign pledges on Social
Security

Attached is a collection of the President's statements
during the campaign about Social Security.

As best we can tell, it covers all definitive remarks
on the subject made during the general election campaign
period.

The most categorical assertions were these:

-- ".... we're not going to touch the benefits of
the people on social security."”

(Q&A Sept. 13th)

~-= "... I tell you now, no, we will not tamper with
the benefits of the people dependent on social
security or those that you are expecting when you
come to your non-earning years."

(Ohio Whistlestop)

- "But I tell you also now, social security has
nothing to do with the deficit."

(Louisville debate)

A more complete set of quotes is attached.



"We saved the social security system from collapse while
benefits continued to rise. And this is one -- let me just
pause and say here -~ this attack, so falsely based, that
it's frightening so many senior citizens unnecessarily, I'm
going to repeat what I said on a certain Sunday night
recently. No one in our administration has any idea of
pulling the rug out from under the people who are dependent
on social security."

Remarks at Reagan-Bush'84 Rally
Dayton, Ohio
October 12, 1984

"And we did put together a bipartisan commission. And I can
tell you that I think for far more than 50 years, we can now
look down to the future and see that for that long, at
least, the program is on a sound financial basis, and you
won't have to worry about it."

Remarks at the University of
Alabama-Tuscaloosa
October 15, 1984

"Well, then, with the 1982 congressional election over, then
they agreed to sit down. And we put together a bipartisan
commission, and we have fixed for as far as we can see into
the future the fiscal situation of social security. And I
can guarantee you, we're not going to pull the rug out from
not only those who are getting it, but from those who are
one day going to get it, and we are going to keep the
program fiscally sound."

Remarks and a Q-A Session with
Students at Bolingbrook High School
October 16, 1984

"...[I've] made it plain that I would never hold still for
any change in social security that pulled the rug out from
the people that were depending on it or from those who are
looking forward in the next several years to going on social
security. ... So, I can make that pledge. And I've said
repeatedly that the President should never say never, but I
will never hold still for, as I say, pulling the rug out
from those people that are depending on that program."

Question-and-Answer Session with
Students at the WILCO Area Career Center
October 16, 1984



"And we figured it out, and Social Security is as safe now
as it can be, as far as we can see into the next century.
But -- and we didn't cut the benefits to the recipients in
our bipartisan plan. ... The point is -- and you can, with a
clear conscience, reassure them [readers] =-- Social Security
is not a part of the deficit or the deficit problem. ... So
when anyone starts saying, what are you going to do about
that, about reducing the deficit, it doesn't have anything
to do with the deficit."

Interview with the President of
Scripps-Howard
October 25, 1984

"[A]lnd now, I want to make one thing plain, and I hope to be
able to talk to my contemporaries about this, and say this,
and that is: there is no secret plan to do anything about
depriving people who are dependent on social security, and
there never will be as far as I have anything to say about
it. Those who are dependent on this program, are going to
be able to depend on it. And we have now had that
bipartisan get-together and the program is sound fiscally
for as far as we can see into the future, into the next
century."

Remarks at a Dinner with Wesley Park
Senior Citizens

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

November 3, 1984

"With regard to social security, nothing but political
demagoguery has ever been behind the bringing up of social
security in the '82 election or in this election. ... Social
Security is fully funded by a payroll tax dedicated to
social security. So it is not part of the deficit."

News Conference by the President
November 7, 1984



LYN NOFZIGER

September 5, 1984

MEMORANDUM
TO: Jim Baker
FROM: Lyn Nofziger

SUBJECT: Steel Industry Position on Steel
Import Relief

I think that this is worth your looking at.

1605 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE. NW. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009 (202} 332-4030



STEEL INDUSTRY POSITION ON STEEL IMPORT RELIEF

The American steel industry unequivocally supports HR 5081, The Fair
Trade in Steel Act of 1984, as the appropriate and necessary relief for
the industry. It recognizes, however, that the decision of the
International Trade Commission (ITC), the various legal actions initiated
by various companies and the general international climate may provide
the basis for Presidential action to deal with the industry's problems
prior to action on HR 5081.

Accordingly, the industry is unified in advising the President that it
unequivocally supports the following principles:

1. All product lines in steel must obtain relief from
unfair foreign imports.

2. All foreign steel-producing countries must be subject
to enforceable, quantitative restrictions.

3. A five-year period of relief is required to
assure modernization and adjustment.

4, A worldwide, all-products-inclusive level of
quantitative restrictions is necessary. The QR's
should be based on the 1979-1981 average import
penetration percentages and, subject to appropriate
product-by-product limits, should be between 16.5
and 17.5%.

In consideration of the implementation of an arrangement embodying the
above four principles, the steel industry would agree to:

1. A reinvestment provision under which the industry will
plow back into steel operation modernization the profits
realized from the agreement.

2. Drop pending countervailing duty and anti-

dumping cases against the countries involved
upon a determination of injury.

8/31/84



August 3, 1984

President Reagan's Steel Import Decision

Before September 24th President Reagan must decide what he
intends to do about the steel import problem. The U.S. International
Trade Commission (ITC) has recommended that he implement a five-
year program of.tariff—rate guotas on many steel products, but
there are serious defects in the ITC program. Under the law the
President has three choices: (1) he may accept the ITC's recom-
mendations; (2) he may cdeny import relief altogether; or (3) he
may adopt an alternative program of import relief. There are
serious, practical difficulties with the President's options (1)
to accept the ITC's recommendations or (2) to deny import relief
altogether. As a practical matter, the President has.only one
effective option to address the steel import problem: he should
announce in early September his own program of import relief for
the steel industry, one that is in the national interest and
allows the domestic steel industry to continue its structural
adjustment to changed competitive conditlons. This memorandum
attempts to define the essential interests of the parties (the
President, the domestic steel producers, foreign steel producers,
and domestic steel consumers) and to describe what the
President's steel import relief program should contain to be

politically acceptable and legally viable.



why the ITC's Recommendations Are Unacceptable

The ITC on June 12th determined that the domestic steel
industry 1is being seriously injured by increased imports of many
steel products. On July 13th the Commission voted to recommend
to the President a five-year program of tariff-rate quotas to
remedy the injury. Regrettably, there are serious defects in the
ITC's recommendations which make them unacceptable to all parties
cohcerned. First, the ITC's recommendations do not cover three
critical product lines -- pipe and tube (including oil country

tubular goods) wire rod, and bar. As a result, it is widely

H3

accepted that were the ITC's program of relief to be implemented,
foreign steel producers would merely shift production to these
uncovered product lines and make a bad situation much worse.
Second, the minimum import tonnages recommended by the ITC are
too generous. Third, higher tariffs, as distinguished from
guotas, are not an effective deterrent to imports. In many
instances, foreign steel producers would be able to ship more tc
the U.S. market than at present. Moreover, the ITC's recommenda-
tions are global in nature which the Administration is unlikely

to embrace. For these reasons, the ITC's recommendations are not

acceptable.

The Essential Interests of the Parties

The steel problém can be a political negative in the

President's re-election campaign, or it can become a political



positive, depending upon how well it is handled. The President's
essential interests are to deal effectively with the problem, to
put it behind him, and to be re-elected. 1If the President cannot
embrace the steel gquota legislation, or other forms of global
steel protection, he needs another course. The domestic
producers need five years of certainty in their markets 1in order
to mop up red ink, avoid massive shutdowns and to continue
restructuring their 1industry. Foreign steel producing countries,
many of whom have already restrained their exports to the U.S. or
have expressed their willingness to do so, need a clear and
reasonable signal regarding their future access to the U.S. steel
market. Domestic consumers and user industries need continued
access to steel products at reasonable prices. The Presicdent's

steel program must take into account these competing interests

and find the appropriate balance. N

Identifving the Sources of the Current Steel Import Problem

Balancing these competing interests and steering & middle
course through the steel trade issue necessitate a briefZ sketch
of the present steel trade picture. Steel imports as a
percentage of apparent supply now stand at 24.8 percent (January-
May 1984), as compared to an overall average of 16.7 percent for

the period 1979-81. This breaks down as follows:



Source Percent Apparent Supply (1984)

EEC 5.4%
Japan 6.5%
Canada 3.3%
All other 9.7%
TOTAL: 24.8%
(Note: apparent supply = domestic shipments + imports

- exports)

Howevef, it should be noted that, overall, the share of the
U.S. market held by "traditional suppliers" (EEC, Japan, and
Canada) has remained essentially stable (with the exception of
certain product lines) in recent years with tne Japanese and the
European producers holding approximately 5-6% respectively and
the Canadians 2.5-3%. The surge over the past few years in
imports of steel has come from "non-traditional” suppliers as
shown by the following table:

"All Other" as a Percent of Apparent U.S. Supply

1979 2.98%
1989 3.39%
1981 4£.08%
1982 5.28%
1983 7.60%
Jan.-

May

1984 9.66%

hl

These "all other" suppliers of steel to the U.S. market
include: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Finland, Mexico, South

Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, and Taiwan. The relative



growth in the share of these "non-traditional" suppliers of steel
to the U.S. market is illustrated by the following tables:

Import Penetration (i/p) Comparisons

) B % C D %
i/p i/p change i/p i/p change
May 83 May 84 A-B 5mos83 5mos84 C-D
Total 19.71% 22.56% 14.46% 18.61% 24.77% 33.10%
Japan 5.27 6.22 18.03 4.73 6.46 36.58
EEC 4.76. 5.08 6.72 4.48 5.389 20.31
Canada 2.74 2.99 g.12 2.76 3.26 18.12
All other 6.93 8.27 19.34 6.65 9.66 45.26

Although the import shares of all foreign suppliers to the
U.S. market have increased, the most striking surge in recent
years has come from the "non-traditiocnal" suppliers tc the U.S.
market. The following table illustrates which of these "non-

traditional" suppliers have gained the most:

Imports from Selected "Other" Countries (000 NT)

A B % C D %

Imports Imports change Imports Imports change

May 83 May 84 A-B 5 mos 83 5 mos 84 C-D
Argentina 26 17 - 34.62% 105 164 56.19
Australia 9 16 77.78% 92 105 14.13%
Brazil 48 76 58.33% 381 669 75.59%
Finland 23 27 17.39% 88 178 102.27%
Mexico 49 85 73.47% 176 483 174.43%
S. Africa 54 27 - 50.00% 207 227 9.66%
S. Korea 177 176 - 0.56% 613 961 56.77%
Spailn 35 110 214.29% 138 607 339.86%
Sweden 11 47 327.27% 103 246 138.83%
Taiwan 14 8 - 42.86% 66 30 - 54.55%

TOTAL (10) 446 589 32.06% 1,969 3,670 86.39%



Based on the foregoing analysis, it 1s apparent that global
import gqguotas are not the only way to deal with the steel indus-
try's import problem. The steel industry needs the foreign im-
port share of apparent U.S. supply returned to the levels of
1979-81 in order to carry out its plan of restructuring and re-
covery. This can be accomplished without injury to steel con-
sumers or to the U.S. economy by focusing on the specific causes

of the current import problem.

How the President Can Steer a Middle Course on the Steel Issue

The President can steer a middle course on the steel issue
by announcing a two-part program of (1) confirmation of existing
arrangements with the EC and Japan and (2) negotiated, bilateral
restralnt arrangements with those countries that are currently
causing the problem. This can beAdone by a series of .orderly
marketing arrangements (or similar arrangements) negotiated with
selected countries whose exports of steel to the U.S. have been
surging. Japan, Canada, and tc some extent, the EEC - except 1n
some product lines - are not sources of the current steel import
problem. The problem 1s being caused by surges of imports from
particular supplying countries (e.g. Korea, Spain, Brazil,
Mexico, and Argeptina). These countries, moreover, are countries
mest often accused of engaging in unfair foreign trade practices,
and the President can deal with them in the context not of

protecting the domestic steel industry from fair foreign



competition but rather in aggressively dealing with unfairly
dumped or subsidized steel imports. Many of these countries
(e.g. Brazil, Korea, Mexico) have already expressed a willingness
to restrain their exports to the U.S. market. 1In order to be
acceptable to domestic steel producers, these new arrangements
must be product specific and enforceable at the U.S. border. The
elements of such a strategy are as follows:

Countries with which the President should

negotiate Voluntary Restraint Agreementsll or

take other steps to confirm existing under-

standings to maintain their overall exports

at their 1983 levels:

o) Japan
o EEC
o Canada

Countries whose steel exports are currently a

problem for the domestic industry and with

whom the the President should negotiate

bilateral restraint agreements limiting their

1/ A voluntary restraint agreement or "VRA" is an informal
bilateral or multilateral agreement in which exporters volun-
tarily limit exports of certain products to a particular country
in order to avoid economic dislocation in the importing country
and the imposition of mandatory import restrictions. Such
arrangements do not involve an obligation on the part of the
importing country to provide "compensation”™ to the exporting
country, as would be the case if the importing country unila-
terally imposed equivalent restraints on imports.



exports of steel to the U.S. market at prior

levels:
c

C

o

O

In order to implement this program,

O

Mexico
South Korea
Brazil
Spain
Argentina
Sweden

South Africa

Seek from the Japanese Government a
specific statement of its program
voluntarily to restrain its exports
of steel to the U.S. market at
traditional levels; .
Seek from the E.E.C. an extension
of the terms of the U.S.-E.E.C.
Arrangements on Carbon Steel
Products and Pipe and Tube Products
through 1990 and procedures for the
enforcement of the Pipe and Tube
Arrangement;

Inform the Canadian Government that
Canadian steel exports should be

maintained at traditional levels;

the President should



o Instruct Secr=tary Baldrige and
Ambassador Brock to negotiate
orcderly marketing arrangements or
other arrangements which are
product specific and enforceable at
the U.S. border to reduce the level
of steel exports to the U.S. with
the following countries:

Sources of the President's Legal Authority to Negotiate Bilateral

Restraints on Exports of Steel to the U.S. Market

In order to implement this program of bilatera. steel
restraints, it will be necessary for the President to draw upon
several sources of legal authority to regulate trade with foreign
countries. It is essential that the arrangements be workable,

product specific and enforceable by the United States.at 1its

o

orders. Otherwise the foreign producers will merely divert
production and upgrade product lines 1n order tc circumvent the

restraints. Accordingly, the President's program will be based

tD

vpon the following combination of constitutiocnal powers:

o) The President's inherent foreign affairs
power permits him to negotiate inter-
national agreements with foreign
governments;

o The President has direct authority under

Section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974 to



negotiate orderly marketing arrangementsZ2/

with any country with respect to any

steel product covered by the ITC's

affirmative injury determination;

0 In the negotiation of orderly marketing
arrangements with foreign governments
pursuant to Section 201 of the Trade Act
of 1974, the President should undértake
to negotiate provisions relating to
potential diversion from covered prod-
ucts to uncovered products; and

o} The President and Secretary Baldrige are
empowered under the antidumping and
countervailing duty statutes to accept
assurances from foreign governments with
respect to their exports of steel
products to the U.S.

The President should announce his program of bilateral
restraints in early September. It should be implemented by not
later than mid-October, and it should ensure that the foreign
share of apparent supply is returned to levels of 1979-81 (for

the next five years (1985-19S0).

2/ An orderly marketing arrangement or "OMA" 1s an inter-
national agreement in the nature of a contract negotiated between
two or more governments, in which the exporting nation undertakes
to ensure that international trade in specified "sensitive"
products will not disrupt, threaten, or impair competitive
industries or workers 1n importing countries.









THE STEEL IMPORT PROBLEM REQUIRES A COMPREHENSIVE SOLUTION
}

The steel 201 case and various pending unfair trade
cases jointly present an opportunity for the President to
put in place a comprehensive program of temporary import
relief to permit necessary modernization and orderly
rationalization of the domestic steel industry.

The steel import problem is a time bomb which, if
unchecked, will quickly lead to major domestic economic
dislocations. Import figures just released for July set
an all time record of 2.6 million tons, representing almost
a third of the U.S. market. Imports to date in 1984 have
increased 75% over the same period in 1983. This is clear
evidence that relying solely on current unfair trade cases
is not sufficient. Over 150 of those cases have been filed
since 1982, yet the problem only gets worse.

The present economic recovery has essentially passed
the steel industry by. Lost volume, severe price depression
and the high cost of facility closings have severely weakened
the financial position of the industry and limited its ability
to finance necessary planned modernization (estimated $5
billion annually). The industry is already engaged in a
massive, but incomplete, self-help program. A comprehensive
five-year relief program should permit the industry to
complete enough of that program to secure its long-term
competitiveness.

There is no free trade in steel. Most foreign steel
production is either owned outright or heavily subsidized
by government. Global trade in steel is managed through
bilateral agreements or unilateral restraints, thereby
targeting the full pressure of world overcapacity on the
open U.S. market and U.S. producers.

A satisfactory program of relief must cover all steel
mill products, including semi-finished, imported from all
foreign steel producing countries. Anything short of a
comprehensive program will make diversion inevitable. The
program must provide relief for a period of five years in
the form of guantitative restrictions on a market share
quota basis of apparent U.S. consumption, by product and by
country. The quantitative restrictions should be based on
the average import penetration levels in 1979-1981 (16.8%),
the most recent representative period.

The program could be established through Orderly
Marketing Agreements, which would minimize the possibility
of compensation. The President has the authority to con-
clude the 201 process in this manner. With respect to
products not covered in the ITC recommendation, like pipe
and tube, it will be necessary to combine OMAs with govern-
ment to government arrangements (like the European Arrangement)
or Voluntary Restraint Agreements. Any such arrangements or
agreements must be enforceable under U.S. Law.




American Iron and Steel Institute

1000 16th Sireet N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036

Donald H. Trautlein

August 31, 1984
The Hon. William E. Brock The Hon. Malcolm Baldrige, Jr...
U.S. Trade Representative Secretary of Commerce
Office of U.S. Trade Representative U.S. Department of Commerce
600 17th Street, N.W. - Roam 209 Rocmn 5854
Washington, D.C. 20506 Washington, D.C. 20230
Gentlemen: '

Steel imports in July have skyrocketed to 337, and are causing ever
increasingly serious injury to the domestic steel industry. A cuxrrent example
involves the plarmed shipment of 120,000 tons of plates from Romania into the
United StatesinSeptaxberandOctoberatpncesof$290300pertm In addition
to Romania, East Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia are also attempting to sell
plates, cold rolled sheets, galvanized sheets end other products at similarly low
prices in very substantial quantities. These are simply additional examnples of
transactions which, if allowed to contimue, will bring about the eventual liquidatim
of the damestic mdustry '

As we have discussed, we naed the President to establish a Program to deal
with steel imports based upon certain specific principles, including ths following:

1. Products Covered - The Program should cover all steel mill products,
including semifinished. ALl products produced by each country should be covered.

2. Countries Covered - The Pragram should cover foreign steel mll products
imported from all foreign steel producing countries, except those whose imports are
insignificant.

3. Fomm of Relief - The Program should provide temporary relief in the
fom of quantitative restrictions by product and by country. The total import
quota should not, realistically, exceed 16 1/2-17 1/27 of apparent U.S. consumption,
which is about the 1979-81 average.

4. Duration - The Program should prov1de a ﬁve yeaxr penod of temporary
relief to permit damestic companies to adjust and further modernize.

5. Procedures to Establish the Propgram - The Program should be established -
tkn'cugh Orderly Marketing Agreements, Government to Goverrment Arrangenmmts,
Voluntary Restraint Agreements, as may be appropriate.

6. Enforcement - The quan-itative restrictions should be mforceable under

the laws of the United States. A new statute will be required, similar to 19 U.S.C.A.
§ 1626 which covers the European Arrangement.

2 B
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Hon. Willism A. Brock
Hon. Malcolm Baldrige, Jr.
Page 2

August 31, 1984

: What is important is not the particular procedure used, but the final
result and the time within which it is accomplished.

The best solution for the long term is the Fair Trade in Steel Act which
would cover all steel mill products from all contries. However, taking into
accomt all factors, inclvding the pending legislation, the International Trade
Commission 201 Investigation and Report and the trade cases (including results in
place) it is reasonable tc believe that application of the principles listed above
should cover more than 907 of foreign steel mill irports and be concluded on a
"blended" results basis. The Program, however, would have to be on the understandin
that drping, countervailing duty, and other cases could be filed, and would be
aggressively processed by the Administration, with regard to imports fram that
limited muber of countries that might not be covered by an enforceable arrangement.

Since several different procedures may be required to achieve the ''blended’
result, it is crucial that the Administration agree upon, and the President armounce
a canprehenslve Program besed on the principles outlined in this letter.

It is our understanding that decisions are scheduled to be made next week
with respect to> the Administration's plans for dealing with the crisis in our indust
It is imperative, therefore, that there be a meetirg with you as soon as possible,

certainly no later than Wednesday morming, September 5 Mr. Traatlein will telephor
Mr. Brock to schedule the meeting.

Best regards.
Sincerely,
Ao» / 1 '

Kt eey /M . { M oc
Chairman /| ¢/ Chairmm
Armco Inc. Bethlehem Steel Corporation

7/

/VM // //) 73 Lovee

President Chairman

Carpenter Technology Corparatlon

/’-‘U’“"Z. /WW

Chairman and President
Inland Steel Company

2

LTV Steel Ccnpany

National Steel Corporation

v Stk

United States Steel Corporation

Chairman and President
Weirton Steel Corporation



THE AMERICAN STEEL INDUSTRY NEEDS COMPREHENSIVE IMPORT RELIEF

I. THERE IS NO FREE TRADE IN STEEL

With the exception of the United States and Canada, virtually
all other steel producers protect their own markets against
imports.

-- The European Community has agreements with 14 countries
that effectively hold imports to less than 12% of
consumption.

-~ Japan has been able to restrict imports to less than 5%
largely through its complex distribution system.

-- Other producers, including South Korea, Brazil, Mexico,
Spain and South Africa, use various devices to keep out
imports of steel products they produce domestically.

Beyond barriers to imports, these countries also subsidize
their production and dump it here, in violation of inter-
national rules of fair trade. The domestic steel industry
has filed over 150 unfair trade practice complaints and won
virtually all of them.

IT. THE INDUSTRY HAS ALREADY BEGUN TO ADJUST AND HELP ITSELF

-~ The United Steelworkers last year agreed to a 10.5%
wage cut.

~- Over 200 plants have been closed in the past ten years,
and capacity has been reduced by 22 million tons in the
past five years.

-- Productivity is up. Manhours per net ton shipped are
lower than Japan, West Germany, France, and Great Britain.

-- Employment stands at 243,000, a reduction of 210,000
since 1977.

-- Steel made from continuous casting should double from
1983 to 1986, based on projects now underway.

ITI. THE INDUSTRY CANNOT CONTINUE THAT EFFORT WITHOUT IMPORT RELIEF
The industry is in precarious financial condition; projects
and capital spending face postponement or cancellation if the
import situation is not improved.

-- The domestic industry lost over $6 billion in 1982 and 1983.

-- Its debt-to-equity ratio increased from 39.87% in 1970 to
97.9% in 1983.
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-- In 1982 return on equity was -17.7%. In this criterion
the steel industry has lagged beyond the level of all
manufacturing corporations in every year since 1974.

- Three major steel companies have been placed on Standard
and Poor's '"'Creditwatch', threatening their ability to
obtain investment funds from the market.

-- Capacity utilization has fallen to 57.27 from a peak of
82% in April.

THE ONLY WORKABLE SOLUTION IS COMPREHENSIVE IMPORT RELIEF

Only a full program of import relief can stem the tide of
imports, bring an end to unfair trade practices, and allow
the industry to get on with the business of restoring itself
to competitiveness. Before the industry can make substantial
investment commitments there must be a certain and dependable
investment climate, which today is absent.

-- Import relief must be comprehensive in terms of countries
included and products covered. A partial approach would
guarantee diversion and be impossible to enforce. At
pPresent we have no adequate commitments from any countries
except the European Community, and the continuing increase
in pipe and tube imports from that source proves the
danger of agreements that do not cover all products.

-- Import relief must be firm and enforceable. Only quotas
or orderly marketing agreements negotiated pursuant to an
overall quota are hard numbers that are enforceable at the
border. Voluntary restraints may be necessary for those
products not covered by the ITC's recommendation, but they
should contain firm limits and be negotiated only along
with quotas or orderly marketing agreements on the other
products. Otherwise we have no leverage to obtain a
satisfactory commitment.

-- Import relief must actually restrain imports. Quotas that
hold imports at current levels (over 247 for the first
half of 1984, 32.9% in July alone) are meaningless. A
target of 16.5% to 17.5% of apparent domestic consumption
is a necessity.

-- If quotas are adopted, the limits for each country can
be set to take into account special situations, such as
existing agreement with the European Community.



THE AMERICAN STEEL INDUSTRY NEEDS COMPREHENSIVE IMPORT RELIEF

Cog#:
I. THERE IS NO FREE TRADE IN STEEL

With the exception of the United States and Canada, virtually
all other steel producers protect their own markets against
imports.

-- The European Community has agreements with 14 countries
that effectively hold imports to less than 127% of
consumption.

-- Japan has been able to restrict imports to less than 5%
largely through its complex distribution system.

-~ Other producers, including South Korea, Brazil, Mexico,
Spain and South Africa, use various devices to keep out
imports of steel products they produce domestically.

Beyond barriers to imports, these countries also subsidize
their production and dump it here, in violation of inter-
national rules of fair trade. The domestic steel industry
has filed over 150 unfair trade practice complaints and won
virtually all of them.

IT. THE INDUSTRY HAS ALREADY BEGUN TO ADJUST AND HELP ITSELF

-- The United Steelworkers last year agreed to a 10.5%
wage cut.

-- Over 200 plants have been closed in the past ten years,
and capacity has been reduced by 22 million tons in the
past five years.

-- Productivity is up. Manhours per net ton shipped are
lower than Japan, West Germany, France, and Great Britain.

-- Employment stands at 243,000, a reduction of 210,000
since 1977.

-- Steel made from continuous casting should double from
1983 to 1986, based on projects now underway.

ITI. THE INDUSTRY CANNOT CONTINUE THAT EFFORT WITHOUT IMPORT RELIEF
The industry is in precarious financial condition; projects
and capital spendlng face postponement or cancellatlon if the
import situation is not improved.

--  The domestic industry lost over $6 billion in 1982 and 1983.

-~ Its debt-to-equity ratio increased from 39.8% in 1970 to
97.9% in 1983.



IV.

-2-

-- In 1982 return on equity was -17.7%. In this criterion
the steel industry has lagged beyond the level of all
manufacturing corporations in every year since 1974.

-- Three major steel companies have been placed on Standard
and Poor's '"Creditwatch', threatening their ability to
obtain investment funds from the market.

-- Capacity utilization has fallen to 57.2% from a peak of
82% in April.

THE ONLY WORKABLE SOLUTION IS COMPREHENSIVE IMPORT RELIEF

Only a full program of import relief can stem the tide of
imports, bring an end to unfair trade practices, and allow
the industry to get on with the business of restoring itself
to competitiveness. Before the industry can make substantial
investment commitments there must be a certain and dependable
investment climate, which today is absent.

-~ Import relief must be comprehensive in terms of countries
included and products covered. A partial approach would
guarantee diversion and be impossible to enforce. At
present we have no adequate commitments from any countries
except the European Community, and the continuing increase
in pipe and tube imports from that source proves the
danger of agreements that do not cover all products.

-- Import relief must be firm and enforceable. Only quotas
or orderly marketing agreements negotiated pursuant to an
overall quota are hard numbers that are enforceable at the
border. Voluntary restraints may be necessary for those
products not covered by the ITC's recommendation, but they
should contain firm limits and be negotiated only along
with quotas or orderly marketing agreements on the other
products. Otherwise we have no leverage to obtain a
satisfactory commitment.

-- Import relief must actually restrain imports. Quotas that
hold imports at current levels (over 247 for the first
half of 1984, 32.97% in July alone) are meaningless. A
target of 16.5% to 17.5% of apparent domestic consumption
is a necessity. '

-- If quotas are adopted, the limits for each country can
be set to take into account special situations, such as
existing agreement with the European Community.



halrman:
inds J. Chipman

Yoo Chalrman:
ddie Friant

oard of Trustees:

onnie Barker

oho K. Bollow
ick Bradford
{argaret B. Conover
indy DeMarco
eanctie Bkina
ames E. Ferguson
100 Hansen

fenry Hulsh

}oyle Jensen
2orge G. King
levin Limburg
ar} Lyman

raig Mcllroy
andrs Newman
ames E. Mangum
everly Preatwich
dchard S. Stone
lob Stringham

Citizens Coalition to Save Geneva and American Jobs
U.V.LD.A. Office, 381 West 2230 North, Sulte 325,
Provo, Utah 84604
Phone: 374-9900

September 10, 1984
President Ronald Reagan

The White House

Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

During your last campaign, a delegation from our Coalition
flew to Washington, urgently seeking action on behalf of
Geneva. Many of us still remember seeing the large picture
of you that hangs in Senator Hatch's offfce. You were
wearing an "I Love Utah Button" {n that picture. At that
time, Senator Hatch assured us that "If Reagon gets elected
Utah, and Utah's industry and economy.will have a friend in
Washington." _

Now, after four years, we ask you, 1s that true? Along with
Senator Jake Garn and Congressmen Howard Nielson and Dan
Marriott, we feel that your ruling last week on copper hurt
our country s copper Industry and will hurt the industry and
economy of our state. We don't want that to happen again
when you rule on steel next week.

We are speaking on beha1f of Utah's third largest industry
and of Unfted State's Steel's Geneva wOrks. We are not
asking for hand-outs. We do not want "protectionism,”
€Coalition we represent well over twenty-five thousand
hard-working, self-respecting Amerfican citizens--thousands
of whom voted for you last time around. We are seeking only
action that will foster investment for Geneva Steel, and for
the steel industry in our country.

As a

At Geneva, we have survived only because our steelworkers
have made our plant more and more efficient than ever, only
because in 1979, during the E.P.A. crisis, thousands of Utah
citizens from all walks of life--manaqement union, labor,
business, mayors, congressmen, housewives, county
commissioners and busfnessmen--all joined together unitedly
to get the government to 1isten to reason and to alter
rulings that threatened Geneva's survival.

Thanks to that effort, our steel plant was able to get the
millions of dollars in environmental control equipment it
needed to rematn open while the West's only other major,
"fully integrated” steel plant--Kaiser Steel's Fontana Works
near Los Angelos, California--shut down and the West lost
over six thousand Jobs in basic industry,

Unfortunately, our government is now fostering a policy that
will not only discourage U, S. Steel from fnvesting 1In



modernizing Geneva Steel--the West's only remafining major
steel plant--but is actually encouraging the Japanese and
the World Bank to invest in the steel industry in Brazil.

After an extensive Tegal process the International Trade
Commission has ruled that dumped, subsized steel has deeply
damaged the steel industry. That is particularly true in
the West. Unfortunately, the remedies proposed by the
International Trade Commission are insufficient to remedy
the situation for us., Because they fa11 to cover all
products here in the West, the I. T. C.'s proposals open the
door to an unlimited f1ood of subsized, dumped foreign slabs
from a Brazilian company that has received $360 million loan
from the World Bank which our U. S. Representative to the
World Bank voted to approve. When you rule on thefr
recommendations, we urgently entreat you to remedy that
situation.

After all we have survived, we Utahns certainly don't
deserve another slap in the face. We merit instead action
that will get Geneva Steel the modernize that it needs and
will keep jobs here and not send them abroad.

We competed with Kaiser Steel successfully for over thirty
years. We will compete with the new California Steel. We
are only asking that any steel that come into our country
come 1n at fair market value., We merit action from you that
will signal to steelmakers and investors throughout the
world that our country has not given up on its nations's
steel industry. It now becomes your charge to help Geneva
Steel get the investment it needs to continue providing Jjobs
to hardworking productive American citizens for years to
come. Can you also give us your personal assurance that, if
the Fair Trade in Steel Act comes before you for your
sfgnature you will sign {t?

Urgently, we ask you to now take strong action to foster the
strength and growth of 1ndustry in Utah and across the
country.

Sincerely,

f? The Citizens Coalition to Save Geneva
Linda Chipman Edd1e Friant ;ng King

Chalrman Co-chairman Secrefary
1585 E, 720 S, 173 W. 400 S, 930 N. 475 E.
Pleasant Grove American Fork Orem

Utah 84062 Utah 84003 Utah 84007
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Possible Defense Agreeaent Fw. m m
$297 billicn asthorized . ﬁ‘: Ww

$293 billion appropriated

N-X
Appropriate $§1 billion this year to maintain present prograa
Expedited procedire for supplesental appropriation early next year for §1.5
billion M-X production fimds
-- guaranteed vote in both Houses
-- supplemental not amendable by Committees or m the floor

Felated Issnes (possibly resolved by authorizimg committees)
ASAT -~ 4 tests
SLOM - Senate posiﬁm (o mtorim) .
SOl - sxximm reduction $150 million ‘
Central America - Sense of Congress -- "...President should not deploy combat
troops..." |
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8/12/84

STATEMENT OF THE

PRESIDENT

I have reduced the tax burden on the American people and I
want to reduce it even further. I have no plan to raise taxes
nor will I allow any plan for a tax increase. My opponent has
spent his political life supporting more taxes and more spending.
For him, raising taxes is a first resort. For me, it is a last
resort.

Therefore, I will use the power and authority of the office
of President to: (i) continue strong economic growth, (ii)
eliminate wasteful government spending, and (iii) reduce the size
of government, as the means to reduce the deficit. As I said at
my last press conference, after (and only after) wasteful govern-
ment spending has been reduced to its absolute minimum would I
consider raising taxes to eliminate any gap between revenues and
expenditures. Even then, I would not consider raising the
personal income taxes of working Americans.

This election will offer the American people a sharp contrast

between my opponent, who promises to raise taxes, and me, who

will do everything I can to avoid having to. And if the Congress

would give the President of the United States line-item veto
authority (which 43 state governors now have) and pass a con-
stitutional amendment mandating a balanced budget, the deficit
could satisfactorily be reduced by reducing wasteful federal

spending instead of raising the taxes of the American people.



z

My opponent has said that he will reduce the deficit by
two-thirds in four years. To do this, and fulfill his campaign
promises to various interest groups for additional spending, will
require that taxes be increased by over 135 billion dollars. My
opponent owes the American people an explanation of exactly how
and why he would impose this enormous and stifling burden of
additional taxes on the American people -- over 1500 dollais in

additional taxes for every American household.



STATEMENT BY THE
PRINCIPAL DEPUTY PRESS SECRETARY

TO THE PRESIDENT

Over the past several days I have been asked a number of
guestions concerning the President's position on taxes. Those
questions have been submitted to the President and his answers

are as follows:

Q: Mr. President, you say you have no plans to raise taxes, but
do you absolutely rule out the possibility of any tax
increase to reduce the deficit?

A: A President of the United States should never say never, but
a tax increase has always been for me a last resort. I will
first want to do everything I can to reduce the deficit by

keeping our economy growing and reducing wasteful federal

spending.

Q: So ralsing taxes remains an option or a possibility?

A: I have no plans to raise taxes. I have throughout my
political life been opposed to raising taxes. I do not want

to see this wonderful economic expansion of ours jeopardized
by tax increases. I would first want to know that government

had been reduced to its barest minimum.



Mr. President, are you ruling out other tax increases in
addition to personal income tax increases?

I will do everything I can to avoid raising taxes on the
American people. I will try to reduce the deficit by
continuing strong economic growth and reducing wasteful
federal spending. |

Mr. President, will you rule out any tax increase in 19857
I have no plans for a tax increase in 1985 or beyond. And
as I said in my press conference, the only time I would
consider a tax increase 1n order to reduce the deficit would
be if T felt we had reduced wasteful government spending to
the absolute minimum.

Mr. President, on August 6 the Vice President was asked if
you were keeping your options open on taxes except for an
increase in the personal income tax. He said, "Any President
would keep his options open. Conditions can dramatically
change one way or the other." Do you agree with that
statement?

Yes -- But that does not in any way lessen my strong
opposition to increasing taxes. I would seek to reduce the
deficit by continuing strong economic growth and reducing
wasteful spending and doing everything I could to avoid

raising taxes.
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STATEMENT OF THE

PRESIDENT

,\OI have no plan to ralse taxes nor will I allow any plan for
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of President to: (i) continue strong economic growth, (ii) ‘
eliminate wasteful government spending, and (iii) reduce the size
of governmentjas the means to reduce the deficit. As I said at

my last press conference, after (and only after) wasteful govern-
ment spending has been reduced to its absolute minimum would I
consider raising taxes to eliminate any gap between revenues and
expenditures. Even then, I would not consider raising the
personal income taxes of working Americans.

This election will offer the American people a sharp contrast

between my opponent, who promises to raise taxes and me, who

will do everything I can to avoid having to. And if the Congress

would give the President of the United States line-item veto

authority (which 43 state governors now have) and a constitutional
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My opponent has said that he will reduce the deficit by

hes, ;
two-thirds in four years. To do this, and fulfill thems B partene
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dollarsg)ee over 1500 dollars in additional taxes for every

, will require that taxes be increased by over 135 billion

American household.

Mr. President, you say you have no plans to raise taxes, but
do you absolutely rule out the possibility of any tax
increase to reduce the deficit?

A President of the United States should never say never, but
a tax increase has always been for me a last resort. I will
first want to do everything I can to reduce the deficit by
keeping our economy growing and reducing wasteful federal
spending.

So raising taxes remains an option or a possibility?

I have no plans to raise taxes. I have throughout my
political life been opposed to raising taxes. I do not want
to see this wonderful economic expansion of ours jeopardized
by tax increases. I would first want to know that government
had been reduced to its barest minimum.

Mr. President, are you ruling out other tax increases in
addition to personal income tax increases?

I will do everything I can to avoid raising taxes on the
American people. I will try to reduce the deficit by

continuing strong economic growth and reducing wasteful

federal spending.
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Q: Mr. President, w1112270u rule out any tax 1ncrease in 19857?% ;;
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consider a tax increase in order to reduce the deficit would
be if I felt we had reduced wasteful government spending to

the absolute minimum It would be unlikely in my view that

was a gap between revenues and expenditures, then (and only '

then) would I look at the possibility of raising revenug
Q: Mr. President, on August 6 the Vice President was asked if

you were keeping your options open on taxes except for an

increase in the personal income tax. He said, "Any President

would keep his options open. Conditions can dramatically

change one way or the other."” Do you agree with that
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-J.am and II would seek to reduce the deficit by

continuing strong economic growth and reducing wasteful

statement?

spending and doing everything I could to avoid raising

taxes.

Mr. President:

*This leaves open the possibility of a tax bill in 1985 persuant

to our simplification study.
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MEMORANDUM

10: James A. Baker, III
Stu Spencer

FROM: Richard B. Wirthlin
DATE: August 8, 1984

RE: Tax Pledge

We need to exercise extreme care that the President's statement that he
“has no plan to increase taxes” mot be turned into an absolute pledge that
no one's tax burnen w1ll 1ncrea§"‘Td’I985

° Any change in the tax system to make it "simpler" and more “fair"
(a frequently stated ‘Administration objective) will, in and of
itself, change the tax burdens.

® To state categorically that the President will not raise any
taxes in 1985 is not credible. Last night we concluded a
(n=1,000) four day tracking study that asked the following:

"Once again, please tell me whether you agree or disagree with
the following statement: Regardless of what Ronald Reagan says,
whoeyer is the President of the United States will have to
increase taxes to reﬂnce the deficit in 1985."

Agree Strongly ° 30%
Agree Somewhat 39%
Disagree Somewhat 12%
D1sagree Strongly 17%
Don't Know/No Opinion 2%

"Few statements generate a seven to ten consensus, thus, concern
over-the deficit has-come bf age as a political fssue. Americans
do not want to have thefr taxes hiked‘ they prefer the other
Reagan options. Nevertheless, they believe that:

(a) the deficit must be dealt with in 1985.

{b) part of the debt reduction program (regardless of who
sits 1n the oval offfice) will include tax increases of
some sort.

e  The most successful Democratic Convantion gambit was Mondale's
tax challenge. "1t increased his perceived “trustworthiness” and
reduced the Presigent's. We can't let him continue to occupy
that ‘high ground.



Tax Pledge

Page 2

If we completely shut down the option of tax changes to bring the
deficit under control and keep our defense spending pledge, then
Mondale will be able to shift the campa1gn focus to his most
potent attack theme ~- Reagan doesn't care about people, and is
unfair. The Presfdent, he will claim, intends to balance the
budget by gutting entitlements , soc1a1 securfity, medicare, etc.

Therefore, it appears that the President should:

) Not move off or.go beyond his statement that he has no plan to
raise taxes.
) Reaffirm his commitment to veto any bill that raises personal
income taxes or attempts to balance the budget dn the backs of
woﬁking people”.
° Take_the ‘battle once again to Monale by charging that he would:
-~ Increase taxes by at least $135 billion ($1,500 per
household) to pay-off campaign promises, which would
stifle economic growth.
Wa chould:
) Develop some fnoculation strategy to the “unfair®, “uncaring"
charge that will come.
) Prepare to attack the details of Mondale's tax plan when and if
they‘become available.
)

Shift the burden of past spendlng/tax excesses to the Democratic
House o



