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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. It'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]. 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 

WASHINGT O N 

November 15, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES BAKER "'-' t2.. 

MIKE BAROOD~ FROM: 

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 fr.om collapse while 
benefits continued to rise. And this is ohe -- 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]nd 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 NOFZIG ER 

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 AVEN UE. N.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009 (202) 332-4030 



srEEL INDUsrRY POSITION ON STEEL IMPORI' RELIEF 

The Ar.lerican 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 adjustrilent. 

4. A worldwide, all-products-inclusive level of 
quantitative restrictions is necessary. The QR's 
should be based on the 1979-1981 average irrport 
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 prof its 
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 impor t problem. The U.S. International 

Trade Commission (ITC) has recommended that he implement a five-

year program of tariff-rate quotas 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-

mend a tions; (2) he may deny impor t 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 pr ogr am of import relief for 

th e steel industry, one that is in the national interest and 

allows the domestic steel industry to continue its struc tural 

adjustment to changed competitive conditions. This memorandum 

attempts to define the essential int erests of the parties (the 

President, the dqmestic 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. 
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Why the ITC's Reco~mendations Ar e Unacceptable 

The ITC on June 12th det ermined that the domestic steel 

industry is being seriously injured by increased imports of many 

s teel products. On July 13th the Co~mission voted to re c ommend 

to the President a five-year program of tariff-rate quotas to 

remedy t he injury. Reg r e tt ably, there are serious defects in the 

ITC's recommendations which make them unacceptable to all parties 

concerned. First, the ITC's recommendations do not cover three 

critical product lines -- pipe and tube (includirig oil country 

tubular goods) wir e rod, and bar. As a result, it is wi dely 

accepted that wer e the ITC's program of relief to b e i mplement ed, 

foreign steel producers would merely shift production to the se 

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 

quotas, are not an effective deterrent to imports. In many 

i nstances, for eign stee l producer s wou ld be able t o ship more to 

t he U. S . mark et than at present. Moreover, the ITC's r ec ommenda -

tion s are global in nature which the Administration is unli kely 

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

acceptable. 

Th e Essential Interests of the Par ties 

The stee l problem can be a political negative in the 

President's re-election campa ign, or it can become. a political 
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positive, depending upon how well it i s handled. The President's 

essential interests are to deal effectively with the problem, to 

put it behind him, and to be re -elec ted. If the President cannot 

embrace the steel quota legislation, or other forms of global 

steel protection, he needs another course. The d omestic 

producers need five years of certainty in their markets in order 

to mop up red ink, avoid massive shutdowns and to continue 

restructuring their industry. 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 

r e asonable signal regarding their future access to the U.S. s teel 

market. Domestic consumers and user industries need continued 

access to steel products at reasonable prices. The President's 

steel program must take into account these competing interests 

and find the appropriate balance. 

Identifying the Sources of the Current Steel Import Probl em 

Balancing these competing interests and steering a middle 

course thr ough the steel trade issu e necessitate a br ief 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 a ver age of 16.7 percent for 

the period 1979-81. This br ea ks down as follows: 
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Source Percent Apparent Su.EE!_y (1984) 

EEC 5.4% 

Japan 6.5% 

Canada 3.3% 

All other 9.7% 

TOTAL: 24.8% 

{Note: apparent supply = domestic shipments + imports 
- exports) 

However, it should be noted that, overall, the share of the 

U.S. market held by "traditional suppliers" {EEC, Japan, and 

Canada) has remained essentially stabl e (with the exception of 

certain product lines) in recent year s with the Japa nese and the 

European producers holding appr oximat ely 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" suppl ier s as 

shown by the following table: 

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

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

Jan.­
May 
1984 

2.98% 
3.39% 
4.08% 
5.28 % 
7.60 % 

9.66% 

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 
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grow t h in the share of these " non - t rad i t ion a 1 '' suppli ers of s t eel 

to the U.S. market is illustrated by the following tables: 

Import Penetration (i/p) Comparisons 

A 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 5.39 20.31 
Canada 2.74 2.99 9.12 2.76 3.26 18.12 
All other 6.93 8.27 19.34 6.65 9.66 45.26 

Although the import shar e s of all foreign suppliers to t he 

U.S . mark et h av e increased, the mo s t str i king sur ge 1n recent 

years has come from the "non- t raditional" suppli ers to 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 Impo rts c hange Imports Imports change 
May 83 May 84 A-B 5 mos 83 5 mos 84 C-D 

Ar gent ina 26 17 - 34.62 % 105 164 56 .19 
Aus t ralia 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 % 
Spain j5 110 214.29% 138 607 3 39.86 % 
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% 
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Bas ed on the foregoing analysis, it is apparent that gl o bal 

import quotas are not the only way to deal with the steel indus­

try's import problem. The stee l industry needs the foreign im­

port share of apparent U.S. s upply returned to the levels of 

1 979-81 in order to carry out its plan of restructuring and re­

covery. This can be accompli she d without injury to steel c on­

sume rs or to the U.S. economy by focusing on the specific causes 

of the current import .problem. 

How the President Can Steer a Middl e Course on the Steel Is sue 

The President ca n steer a mi ddle course on the steel is su e 

by announcing a two-part program of (1) confirmation of e xisti ng 

arrangements with the EC and Japan and (2) negotiated, bila t eral 

restraint arrangements with those countrie s that are currently 

causing the problem. Thi s can be done by a series of .orderly 

mark eting arrangements (or similar arrangements ) negotiated with 

se lected countries whose e xports of steel to the U.S. have been 

s urging. Japan, Ca nada, and to s o me ex t ent, the EEC - except in 

some p r oduct lines - are not s o u r ces of the c u rrent s t ee l i mport 

problem . The problem is being caused by surges of imports from 

parti c ular supplying countries ( e.g. Korea, Spain, Brazil, 

Mexico, and Arge~tina). These countries, moreover, are countries 

most often accused of engaging in unfair foreign trade practices, 

and the President can deal with them in the context not of 

pr o t ecting the domesti c steel industry from fair forei gn 
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competition but rather i n aggressively dea ling with unfairly 

dumped or subsidized steel impo rt s. Many of these count ri es 

(e .g. Brazil, Korea, Mexico) have already expr essed a wi llingnes s 

t o restrain their exports to the U. S. market. In order to be 

acceptable to domestic steel producers, thes e new arra ngement s 

must b e product specific and enforceable at the U.S. bo r der. The 

elements of such a strategy are as follows: 

Countries with which the President should 

negotiate Voluntary Restraint Agreements 1/ ~ 

take other steps to confirm existing under-

s tandings to ma intain their overall exports 

at their 1983 leve l s: 

o Japan 

o EEC 

o Canada 

Countries whose steel exports are currently a 

probl em for the domestic indust r y and with 

whom the the President should negotiate 

bilateral restraint ag reements limit ing their 

1/ A voluntary restraint agreement or "VRA" is an i nformal 
bilateral or mul~ilate ral agreement in which exporters volun ­
tarily limit exports of certain products to a particula r country 
in order to avoid economic dislocation in the importi ng country 
and the imposition of mandatory import restrictions. Su ch 
arrangements do not involve an obligation on the part of the 
import ing country to provide "compensation" to the exporting 
country, as would be the ca se if the impo rting country un ila­
terally imposed equivalent restraints on impor t s. 
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exports of s tee l to the U.S. market at prior 

levels: 

0 Mexi co 

0 South Korea 

0 Brazil 

0 Spain 

0 Argentina 

0 Sweden 

0 South Africa 

In order to impleme nt this program, the President should 

o 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 l e v e l s; 

o 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 th e 

enforcement of the Pipe and Tube 

Arrangement; 

o Inform the Canadian Gove rnment that 

Canadian steel exports should be 

maintained at traditional l evels; 
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o Instruct Secreta ry Baldrige a nd 

Ambassador Brock to negotiate 

orderly 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 

Re s tr aints on Exports of Steel to the U.S. Market 

In order to implement this progr am of bilatera l s t eel 

restraints, it will be necessary for the President t o 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 its 

borders. Otherwise the foreign producers will merely divert 

production and upgrade product line s in order to ci rcumvent the 

restrai n t s. Accordingly, the Pres i dent's program will be based 

upon the fol lowing combination of constitutional power s: 

o The President's inherent foreign affairs 

power permits him to negotiate inter­

n~tional agreeme nt s with f or eign 

governments; 

o The President has direct authority under 

Section 201 of the Trad e Ac t of 1974 to 
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negotiate orderly marketing arrangements~/ 

with ~ country with respect to any 

steel product covered by the ITC's 

affirmative injury determination; 

o In the negotiation of orderly marketing 

arrangements with foreign governments 

~ursuant to Section 201 of the Trade Act 

of 1974, the President should undertake 

to negotiate provisions relating to 

p o tential diversion from covered prod-

u c ts to u ncovered 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 

produc t s to the U. S. 

The Pre s ident should announce his program of bila t eral 

r estraints in early September. It should be implemented by not 

l ater than mid-October, and it should ensure that the foreign 

share of apparent supply is returned to levels of 1979-81 (for 

th e next five ye~rs (1985-1990). 

2/ An orderly marketing arrangement or "OMA" is a n inter­
nati o nal agreement in the nature of a contrac t neg o tiated be twe en 
t wo or more governments, in which the exporting nation undertakes 
t o e n sure that international trade in specified "sensitive " 
products will not disrupt, t hreaten, or i mpair c ompetitive 
industries or workers in imp o rting countr i es. 
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Closed mill, steel workers 
- ~ . ,, 

~hal enge an angry Reag~n 
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By JIM MACAK 
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CA'.\IPBELL ·...:... While riding in a 
motorcade through the towering ruins 

~ of the Jones and Laughlin steel mill 
" here Wednesday, Ronald Reagan "lit­
~ erally got mad ." acco

1
rdifng to

1
. Williadm 

~ A Sullivan , the J& aci 1ties e­
, velooment director. 

I 
Reagan's speech t~ the steel work-

seemless mill he just toured, or be­
cause he was .sincerely angry, or j . . ' 

Reagan walked up to the crowd of because he spotted a receptive au­
dience, Reagan was clearly "hot." 

Sulllvan . who sat next to Reagan, 
said the GOP presidential candidate 

·'l.. mumbied "We iust cannot let this 
.. happen. We just cannot let an industry 

·1. deterioratP like this ." 
1\tlCHAEL DEAVER, a senior staff 

.\. aavisor to the candidate. leaned over 
and told Reagan : "Why don 't you tell 

• them that." 
"l wi!'. . ., Reagan reolied and he 

, stopped the mortorcade for an irn­
~,. promptu news conference near the old 

blast furn ance. 

poet 

reporters and told them that the view 
of the closed steel mill "was enough to 
make you angry." 

Later, outside the Campbell seem­
less mill which is still in opertion, 
Reagan climbed on top of a pick-up 
truck and told a crowd of steel work­
ers: ··And you have a right to be angry 
too! · ' .~ · -

··Just four years ago, when P resi­
dent Carter took office, you could.not 
have made this trip ," he said. "There 
would have been too many people 
working - thousands of steel work­
ers . 

"Todav we·ve just driven through a 
ghost town," he said . · 

Ana the steel workers he met at the 
mill were receptive to his words. 

Shouting to the 400 steel workers 
that crowded around the pick-up 
truck, Reagan said President Carter - , 
had his chance to solve the steel ! 
industry's problems and failed. "Now ' 
it's time to try something else, " he 
said. 

But what? 

SULLIVAN, WHO organized the 
campaign tour of the J&L plant. said 
that in his conversa tion with Reagan, 
he found the candidate stuggling over 

See Reagan. Page A 11 
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By JIM MACAK · · - . _ ~- " too~_offj~. ·y.!)U_eould not bave made less mill, said they were pleased with 
Tribune Staff wrttw~ _ · • · , ·--- · this ·trip. There would have been .too : Reagan's tour, and most said Rea1an 

many people working - thousands of had their votes. . -
. CAMPBELL - Ronald Reagan told s~ :workers,." he said. ..- . . · · · No~n Meris, a steel worker at · 
a supportive qowd of 400 steel work- .. ; '. 'Today, we've driven.through-what ·: tbe:.mµi, followed closely behind Jle. 
ers here today "I won't forget you. ·has become . a ibost town. It's alt · .agan, ~carrying a Carter placard. He 

"It will be an awfully long time exampl~ of the falsehood of a govern- _ insisted that the Steelworkers did not . 
before I can forget what I saw here _ ment philosophy I.bat aays W ashingtoil put him up ,to this. - · · • '· ~-· -
the abandon~ !llllls and all the idle can nm everything, as well as fine- Although' there were some Carter 
equipment/' said the C-OP presidelt- ~-~ econornY.'' he said; ,. ,. ~Signs..carried by demonstrators in tne" 
tial candidate. · · - · · Reagan blamed the shutdown of the crowd that gathered at the plant 
· REAGAN SPENT THE morning Campbell mill, and other mills in the gates,. many _also cheered Reagan as 
tounng the Jon~ and Laughlin plant Mahoning Valley, on excessive gov- he amved. . 
here. Most of the plant was closed in ernment l'egulatimf and..-on dumping Re~n was led through the seern-
1977 when it was owned by Youngs- by foriegn steel companies. l~ mill by Superintendent Ed MuC-· 
town Sheet and Tube. :_.. . . BUT RATHER THAN launch a c1ll?. He spent mu~h of the ti~e 

Tuesday evenin.g .. after arriving at. rescue e~fort ior so~ of the abaft- d~nng the tour stopping and chattmg 
Youngstown Murucipal Airport, Re- doned m.Jlla, Reagan called for the with the steelworkers. . 
agan told a private gathering of union · government to re-evaluate the polices At the end of the ~r. be climbed 
leaders in Girard ·that be has 00 that led the steel industry to its crisis up on the b.1ck of a pickup truck to 
"magi7 solutio~' .. 'to the Mahoning condition. · _ . address a crowd '!fat least 400 who 
Valley s economic-problems. Reagan, obviously enjoying his gathered at the mill. . 

But· he said his economic ·policie5 · meeting with fbe steer workers at the .. I f?IDN'T COME here . with a 
would be "flexible" in dealing with . Campbell pljtnt, stayed an hour longer · whole list of P{omises; I came to find 
urban centers like Youngstown. - . than his Itinerary called for. ·· out what the problem is," he said. 

inarctt _This morning, surveying the rusting ' Steel workers seemed equ.illy re- "But I do .know this, it's time to get 
.·· .· m~lls.~t towered about him, Reagan · sponsive to Reagan. Many of those ·: · ~he go~ernmeot. off t_he st~~l 

· . sa~~ It s enough to ~.you angry_ _ surveyed. like John Markota,: .a red . mdustry s back and allow 1t to com·· 
-- J~ f~ years a:g J.: D:~.~ . bearded carrier follower at the seem-__ ~ . · ·.; ·.· ~ Reagan, Page Al 3 
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1'HE 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 releas,ed 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 se~i-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 quantitative restrictions on a market share 
quota basis of apparent U.S. consumption, by product and~ 
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. 
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' Ainerican Jr()Il and Steel lnstih1te 
1000 16th S1.rttt N.W .• Washington, D.C. 20036 

Donald H. Trautldn 
~ 

hJBust 31, 1984 

'lhe Hen. Wi.111 an E. Brock 
U.S. Trade Representative 
Office of U.S. Trade Representative 
600 17th Street, N.W. - Roan 209 
Washingtcn, D. C. 20506 

Gentlexel: 

'lhu Hoo. Malcolm Baldrige, Jr . .. . 
Secretary of O•merce 
U.S. Department of Q1111erce 
P.ocm 5854 
W&;hingtcn, D. C. 20230 

Steel iJiports in July have skyrocketed to 33i., and are causing ever 
increasingly serious injury to the dcxrestic steel industry. A current ex.atq>le 
involves the planned shipnent of 120,000 toos of plates fran Rcmania into the 
lhit.ed States in Septsiber and October at priC£S of $290-300 per ton . . In additioo 
to Ranania, East Germany, Pol.and and Czechoslovakia are also atteq>ti.ng to sell 
plates, cold rolled sheets, galvanized sheets md· other products at similarly low 
prices in very substantial quantities. 'lhese c.re sllq>ly additional exarples· of 
transactions 'Which, if all.owed to ~tinue, will bring abcut the eventual liquidati.cn 
of the daIEstic indu.Stry. · 

_As~ have discussed, ~ naed the President to establish a Program to deal 
with steel ilrports based upc:n certain specific princip~es. including ~ following: 

1. Products c.overed - The Pr0gram should cover all steel mill products, 
including semtfllli.shed. All produc~ produced by each CCUltry should be CCNered. 

2. Cct.ntries Covered - The PrQgram shouid CCNer foreign steel mill products 
ilipQrted frcm an foreign steel pro1ucing cruntries. except those ~se iiq>orts are 
insif1rl.£icant. · 

3. Fm:m of Relief - The Progrilm slnild provide te•\iorary relief in the 
foz:m of quantl.tat1ve restrictioos by product and by ca.intry. The total import 
qoota shruld not, realistically, exceed 16 1/2-17 l/TI. of apparent U.S. C0ll5\.II\'ticn, 
'Which is about the 1979-81 average. 

4. I>Jraticn - The Program sb::uld provide a five year period o= ·te:Iporary 
relief to permit dCiiiestic canpani.es to adjust and further m:x1ernize. · 

. 5. ·Procedures to Establish the Progrcrn - The Program should be established 
throogh OrderlY Marketing Agreerents. Goverment to Govet1moent An:'ange:i;cqts, or 
Volmta:ry Restraint Agree!Ients, _as'-may be approptiate. . : 

6. E'nforce:i:ent - The quan~tative restrictioos shcul.d be enforceable mder 
the laws of the United States. A Thi!'W statute will be required, similar to 19 U.S.C.A. 
§ 1626 which covers the European Arrangeoont. 

:' · ~-\ 
; Slee! : . . 
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lkn. Will.isn A. Brock 
Hal. Malcolm Baldrige, Jr. 
Page 2 
August 31, 198~ 

\hat is ~tis not the partio11ar procedure used, but the f~ 
result and the tim? within Wch it is 8CCCXJt>lished. 

The best solutioo for the loog tenn is the Fair Trade in Steel At:.t Wich 
woul.d cover all steel mill products fran all co..ntries . Hcw?ver. taking into 
ac.ccuit all factors,· inch:ding the pmding legi.slatioo, the Internaticnal Trade 
Camrlssion 201 Investigatioo and P.eport and the trade c:ases (including results in 
place) it is r~le tc- believe that applicatioo of the principles listed above 
shoold cover m:rre than 9r:J'/., of foreign steel mill uports and be calcluded oo a 
''blended'' results basis. 'llle Program, hol..iev'er, wa.ild have to be on the unders tand:in 
that du:rping, ~tervailing duty, and other C3ses could be filed, and \O.lld be 
aggressively processed by the Administration, with regard to inports fran that 
limited nu:Iber of co...intries that might not be covered by an enforceable arrangenent. 

Since several different procedures may be required to achieve the ''blended" 
result, it is crucial that _ the Administration agree upoo, and the President artn0U1ce 
a canprehensive Program b2sed on the principles out.lined in this letter. 

It is our understanding that decisions arE: scheduled to be made next week 
with respect t ·:> the Administration's plans for dealing with the crisis in our indust 
It is ~rati·ve, therefore, that there be a 100etir.g with yoo as soon as p::>ssible, 
certainly no later than We.dnesday n:orning, Septenber 5. Mr. Trautlein will telephor 
Mr. Brock to schedule the n:eeting. 

Best regards. 

-
__ Jk_· _. --~-+---/~.f.dv-c.y·/ . 
Cllainnan ,:_J u 
Arrrco Inc. 

--J 
/r~ .~t.-1.i.A 

Piesiderit 
Carpenter Teclnology_C.orporation 

Ola.irman and President 
Inland Steel Ccxnpany 

~ .~b 
Ola.irman ·'' \' 

L'IV Steel Qnpany 

Sincerely, --/~ 
Okiirm1n 
Bethlehan Steel C.Orporation 

Olairiiian 
National Steel C.011XJration 

, 



THE AMERICAN STEEL INDUSTRY NEEDS COMPREHENSIVE IMPORT RELIEF 

' \ 
I. THERE I.S 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. 

II . 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. 

III. 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 . 8% 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 . 2% from a peak of 
82% in April. 

IV . THE ONLY WORKABLE SOLUTION IS COMPREHENSIVE IMPORT RELIEF 

Only a full program of i mport relief can stern 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. Vo l untary 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 24% 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. 



I. 

THE AMERICAN STEEL INDUSTRY NEEDS COMPREHENSIVE IMPORT RELIEF 

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. 

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

The United Steelworkers last year agree d 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 st ands 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. 

III. THE INDUSTRY CANNOT CONTINUE THAT EFFORT WITHOUT IMPORT RELIEF 

The industry is in precarious financia l 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 39.8% in 1970 to 
97.9/o in 1983. 



-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. 

IV. 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 countri e s 
included and products covered. A partial approach would 
guarantee diversion and be impossible to enforce. At 
present we have no adequate commitments from a ny countries 
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Citizens Coalition to Save Geneva and American Jobs 
U.V.l.D.A. Otfke, 381West1130 North, Suite 315, 

Provo, Utah ~ 
Pbone; 374-9900 

President Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
Washingtont D. C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

September 10, 1984 

During your last campaign, a delegation from our Coalition 
flew to Washington, urgently seeking actfon on behalf of 
Geneva. Many of us still remember seeing the large picture 
of you that hangs fn Senator Hatch's office. You were 
wearing an "I Love Utah Button" in that picture~ At that 
time, Senator Hatch assured us that 11 If Reagon gets elected 
Utah 1 and Utah's industry and economy. w1 l l have a friend 1 n 
Washington." 

Now, after four years, we ask you, 1s that true? Along w1th 
Senator Jake Garn and Congressmen Hbward 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 ru1e on steel next week. 

We are speaking on behalf of Utah's third largest industry 
and of United State's Steel 1 s Geneva Works. We are not 
asking for hand-outs. We do not want "protectionism." As a 
Coalition we represent well over twenty-five thousand 
hard-working, self-respecting American citizens--thousands 
of whom voted for you last time around. We are seeking only 
action that wi11 foster investment for Geneva Steel, and for 
the steel industry in our country. 

At Geneva, we have survived only because our steelworkers 
have made our plant more and more eff1c1ent than ever, only 
because in 1979, during the E.P.A. crisis, thousands. of Utah 
citizens from a11 walks of life--management, union, labor, 
business, mayors, congressmen, housewives, county 
commissioners and businessmen--all joined together unite~ly 
to get the 9ove~nment to listen to reason and to alter 
rulings that threatened Geneva's survival. 

Thanks to that effort, our stee1 plant was able to get the 
millions of do11ars 1n envfronmental control equipment it 
needed to remain op~n while the West's only other major, 
'' f u 11 y f n t e g r a t e d 11 s tee 1 p 1 a n t - - K a i s e r S t e e l ' s f o n ta n a W o r k s 
near Los Ange1os, California--shut down and the West lost 
over sf x thousand jobs in basfc industry. 

Unfortunately, our government 1s now fostering a policy that 
will not only discourage u. s. Steel from 1nvest1ng fn 



modernizing Geneva Stee1~-the West's only remaining major 
steel plant--but is actually encouraging the Japanese and 
the World Bank to invest in the steel industry in Brazil. 

After an extensive legal 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 1nsufffcfent to remedy 
the situation for .us. Because they fail to cover all 
products here in the West, the I. T. C.'s proposals open the 
door to an unlimited flood 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 their 
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 a~road. 

We competed with Kaiser Steel successfully for over thirty 
years. We will compete w1th the new California Steel. We 
are only asking that any steel that come into our country 
come tn at fair market value. We merit ~ction from you that 
w111 signal to steelmakers and investors throughout the 
world that our country has not given up on its nat1ons's 
steel industry. It now becomes your charge to help Geneva 
Steel get the investment it needs to continue providing jobs 
to hardworking productive American citizens for years to 
come. Can you also give us your personal assurance that, if 
the Fair Trade tn Steel Act comes before you for your 
signature you will sign it? 

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

Linda Chipman 
Chairman 
1555 E. 720 S. 
Pleasant Grove 
Utah 84062 

Sincerely, 
The Citizens Coa1ition to Save Geneva 

Eddie Friant 
Co·chairman 
173 w. 400 s. 
American Fork 
Utah 84003 

a~g ~i~ngA 7 . Secre ary 
930 N. 475 E. 
Orem 
Utah 84007 
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Possible Defc:nse ~??*:'•t 
For! lm &lteY 

$297 billim aut:rorized 

$293 billicn awxq>r iitted 

M-:X 

Appropriate $1 billim this year U> atintaiJl present prograa 

Eqedited proceirre for ~leseital appropriation early next year for $1.5 

billim M-X p:rochrtjm fmc1s 

--~ vote in both Houses 

-- sawlement:al mt xcrlable by Caaittees ~ cm the floor 

Related Issues (possibly resolved by authorizing ca-ittees) 
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Ml< 
~ASHINGTON <UPI> -- HOUSE SPEAKER THOMAS o~NE1LL RND SENATE 

REPUBLICAN LEADER HOWARD BAKER ARE il'iOUlNG .tOWRRDj AGREEMENT TO DELAY 
A UOTE ON PRODUCTION OF ~EW MX MISSILES UNTIL AFTER THE NOUEMBER 
ELECTIONS, RIDES SAID WEDNESDAY. 

THE PLAN, WHICH WILL BE DISCUSSED WITH OTHER CONGRESSlONRL LEADERS 
AND THE WHITE HOUSE, WOULD RE"OUE A "RJOR OBSTACLE TO RN EARLY 
RDJOURN"ENT BY CONGRESS NEXT MONTH. IT ALSO WOULD EASE THE WRY TO 
PH-·:~s·-·r"" fi!= THF Rl-1 ITAD" '.~P:-f' Hiififi "HJi L" i=flii i=j-'.~f:H-: 19f<S. L" Ff"lSL' H--1 iflti . ___ !1ut - · ··· - .. - . . . i\T -· t ·--·'- - _ . _!\. -- · L ----· _LJ_ ... .i-·· 

T ::H-T m: !Hi! fl("k'. j: Ti r:nurRF:~:~ -, H 1- =~ Su" hi MER . M .. -- ··--- "' ··'-- _ -"!J_,__ _ .. __ n .. • 

BAKER AND o~NEILL "ET FOR 30 MINUTES TUESDAY AND AIDES SRlD THEY 
kJFi:!:- Ci fl:~F TH Af"RF1.:-~Fr'f'" Tri T1FLH- 11 ·fi.tF r;·-:: WiTF U"ifH'L' fiF~'.-1 ~'FH-u iiflit't: .. _1-,t _._ ___ .• .. J,_ . . _.! .• "- 1 · ·· - . t, 'IL . - .. . l · ·-·· · - · !\• 11_ •• _ 

-!Ai k~ ~FRF cv°FCT""D ~""B~FSDH-u · · - ··;:) · · - ··- ,_n1·- . t_ .. t __ ____ .1. 

*WE'RE MOUING TOWARD AGREEMENT~i ONE OF O'NEILL'S AJDES SRJD= 
•THERE ARE STILL SOME HURDLES.i 

H-. ilfiir'FP. H-~n!= :-·H-1-r1 i!tt- f"frl"1 -UJT f!F PRflf'uL"s~ uH-S iliH-Tll.:- Ru·n JF W1i! - . . ''- _, . l _ - _, ~ ! . !J _ IJ li J.' • • - !J1\l_."' I'!. .. ll - • - . . .• -. . . 

I10tPT GET AGREEM.fNT Oti THE REST 1:0F THE MiUTARY SPftHIING I<lLL), THE 
WHOLE TH I ti!J COULI1 FALL APART.• ·- " 

RFTER HIS SESSION WITH O'NEILL, BAKER TALKED TO PRESlDENT RERGRN, 
LlH'.. _iT. ~_- H. '.f_li_'i:_~~-- i_:H·'_ !-1.:-~.- i_I~.· :_~T. H-F. r."" •• itt-_•r_~!_~ ~ .uk. ~r_""o_,_ 1""t--""Nsc- sFrRFTtt-Rv r.uspfiu !If fl ~'!I • I'. l t t !. '" i,. '" - ••.• - • • • I •· !1... . . . !\ 

WEINBERGER, RND GOP SENS. ~ARK HATFIELD OF OREGON, JOHN TOWER OF 
TEXAS AND TED STEUENS OF ALASKA. 

UPI 09-i2-94 11:39 AED 
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STATEMENT OF THE 

PRESIDENT 

8/12/84 

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 wastefu l government spending, and (iii) reduce the size 

of government, as the means to reduce the deficit. As I said at 

my last pres s 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 federa l 

spending instead of raising the taxes of the American people . 



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 dollars 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 

questions 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 pos sibility 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 wan t to do everything I can to reduce the deficit by 

keeping our economy growing and reducing wasteful federal 

spending. 

Q: So raising 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 wan t 

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. 
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Q: Mr. President, are you ruling out other tax increases in 

addition to personal income tax increases? 

A: 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. 

Q: Mr. President, will you rule out any tax increase in 1985? 

A 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 in order to reduce the deficit would 

be if I felt we had reduced wasteful goverrunent spending to 

the absolute minimum. 

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 

statement? 

A: 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 taxe s. 
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STATEMENT OF THE 

PRESIDENT 
.. ,- -·-· _______ ...._.~---

plan to raise taxes nor will I allow any pl~ ({[) ~ an for ) have no 

a tax increase. For Jia:'f 9pfH~A'ilRt, raising taxes is a first / 

resort. ~r me ave reduced the tax _____ ,/ 

further 
-c-' 

authority of the Jfff ice 

of President to: ( i) continue strong economic growth, (ii) 

eliminate wasteful government spending, and (iii) reduce the size 

of government.Jas 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 taxe& 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 

amendment ma9~5tri~<r_ a balanced budget, -waecvei: is elec tee PreBidont 
~ ~'(.~ · ~ 

in No:i.r.smeer could satisfactorily reduceAthe def i 'ii'ltby reducing 

wasteful federal spending instead of raising the taxes of the 

American people. 
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My opponent has said that he will reduce the deficit by . 
~~ . 

and fulfill ~promises 0~ 
~~r;:GF 

two-thirds in four years. To do this, 
V CCC'C< 

for additional spending -which fie has made fe 8fi!Ceial i nterils~ 

dollars in additional taxes for every ~ 
.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, will x.ou , rule o~t any _tax increase in 
9~ ""1A4/~hvA -~~-. /f fl ry~~ • 

A ~As I said in my tpress conference, the only tifne I would 

1985?* /JX..,.,_ 
"7T'V 

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. tf t would be unlikely in my view that 
~t- ~~~- . . . - -J \ 

we -\\fould :r;---k this £>8 1 ft't in 1985, but if we did and there /~·~ , ~_,,, -/ / ' 

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

then) would I look at the possibility of raising revenu~ 

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 

A: 

change one way or the other." Do you agree with that ___ 

statement? ,,.;':.· ~ ;z;;:,, ~ tfit" 
Yes -- ~zt#{ tt~i;ea~t:;';l fe1: w.e~Z-:sin~ ~s is-a 

. - ~. 
~~-t. a.aQ 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. 

Mr. President: 

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

to our simplification study . 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 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 
I 11 has no .plan 'tO fntrease taxes" not -be ttJrned into an absolute pledge that 

no one's tax burden wi.11 increaseTn-'t~as. - · ' · 
, . . · ... -~:t·,_.:;:.-L _:. . .' ".. . . 

• Any -Change t 1{-.~he. '~.X :$Y~tem to mak-e it "simpler11 -a·nd 111ore 11 fair 11 

Ca frequently stat~'d "Adm1 n
7

1 ~tratioll objective) wil 1, in and of 
itself, change the."\a·" 'b urdens. · · 

• To state categorically that the Pres1dent will not raise~ 
taxes in 1985 is not credible. Last night we concluded a 
(n=l,000) four day tracking study that asked the following: ' 

"Once again, please tell me whether you agree or disagree with 
the ·.(.ollowing statement: Regardl-ess of what Ronald Reagan says, 
Who.fy~.r j s .t;he Pres 1.dent of .·t he United States wil 1 have to 
1ncrea$e .::t8K~J~'.~P -'f~uce ttte ·deficit 1n 1985. 11 

· 
. . ... ,-: ~;~ .· -.··\'" ,.. . . . 

Agree Strongly : 3oi 
Agree Somewhat 39i 
Disagree Somewhat 12t 
Disagree Strongly 17% 
Don't Know/No Opinion 2% 

,•)': I ;·J-.. ;;_;r,: ,:r, '"tr: • . : 

·- . · · , ·f'?\lt,3~t~~.ei1ierils'~}~.er.ie ,,. .s~ven to ten consensus, thus, concern 
· ~ver-'~we · ~e.f.j(; 1t f\as·-.cQIJle-b.f lQe as a political 1ssue. Americans 

do 'not want to tiave thett ··u xes h1~e<t: they prefer the other 
Reagari .:opt1ons. Nevertheless, they believe that: 

(a) the def1cft must be dealt with 1n 1985. 

-(b) pa r.~ of the debt reduction program (regardless of who 
sits 1n the oval office) will include tax increases of 
some sort. 

- . •I .. "" ... .- . ' 

• . T,fi.e· .. :fjas;~·:i:-$Uctj!~,$1iu1 Qemocro·tfo · 'Col1v'iri't1 on qambf .t .~as Monda 1 e • s 
taXJ~}rallenge~ '. '.\ft l•creased his perce1ved "trustworthiness" and 
~~M~S the ~:~Mt~nt • s. Ve can't let him continue to occupy 
that. ilt:gh groun:ti ( · 
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• If we comple"te-fy 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 campaign focus to his most 
potent attack theme ~- Reagan doesn't care about people, and is 
unfair. The P.res1dent, he will claim, intends to balance the 
budget by gutting "ent1tlementsu, social security, medicare, etc. 

Therefore, 1t appears that the President should: 

t Not inove off or go beyond his statement that he has no~ to 
raise taxes. 

• Reaf,fi rm his commitment to veto any bi 11 that raises persona 1 
in~9~.e tl)xes or attempts to balance th~ __ .l>udget 9n the backs of 
"wor~:~ng '. people". 

• Take :the batt-le once again to Mona le by chargtog that he would: 

lnc~e-~se taxes by at least $135 billion ($1,500 per 
ho~seb~l~) to pay-off campaign promises, which would 
stifle eCQhom1c growth. 

• Devel.op some 1noculat1on strategy to the "unfair", 11 uncarin9 11 

charge that will come. 

• Prepare to attack the details of Mondale's tax plan when and if 
they -~become available • 

. ; . 
~ t • • • 

• Shi-f.t: the ourdef'.l.-.: Of ,:~ast -~pending/tax excesses to the Democratic 
House. · :: ·. :.... . ··. · · . 

. . ;.· ... 

:·f:~ .. :::::._·, -' ; · ; ,:;,,-:;~:"'\:' .. 
• ' .•· 
·H~ .... 

:;~St ·. · · · 
:.i • • • 

~ .. ) 

~ ; 

·::" .. .. 

· . 

.... : . 


