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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

TATE ADDITIONS TO AGENDA

1.

Linda Gosdin and Paul Manafort debate plans (detailed) Per Atwater Stu
perfers to discuss with you alone. '

Materials - organization - Per Atwater he and Rollins will discuss with
you tomorrow.

Voter regristration

Money left over from the primary if any - what's been done with it ?



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 27, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER, III\/
MICHAEL K. DEAVER
DAVID A. STOCKMAN
RICHARD G. DARMAN

FROM: MARGARET TUTWILER

SUBJECT : ATTACHED AGENDA
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Please find attached the agenda for the meeting today at
3:00 p.m. in Mr. Baker's office.

Thank you.
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CSG AGENDA -- 9/27/84

0ld Business

Poll data:

Themes

what problems showing/where?

youth (revisited)

catch phrases (revisited)

Tone/content of Oct. 1 speech

Contributions for debates -- wanted:

suggested RR "zingers"
suggested RR closing material
comments re RR tactical approach

notes re RR pitfalls

Press guidance re debates
(Speakes and Lake join at approx. 4:15)
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REAGANBUSH'S4

The President’s Authorized Campaign Committee
‘84 SEP 27 P7 54

Ed Rollins

September 27, 1984

MEMORANDUM TO MARGARET TUTWILER

FROM: MICHELE DAVIS
DATE: SEPTEMBER 27, 1984
RE: INTERESTING FACTS

Some interesting reading...

440 First Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001 (202) 383-1984

Paid for by Reagan-Bush '84: Paul Laxalt, Chairman; Angela M. Buchanan Jackson, Treasurer
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

9/11

TO: JIM CICCONI

For your information.

Wy

MARGARET D. TUTWILER
Office of James A. Baker 111
456-6797



e TERS A2 55

REAGAN-BUSH’84

The President’s Authorized Campaign Committee
84 SEP 11 AR:IO

MEMORANDUM FOR MARGARET TUTWILE

FROM: LEE ATWATER
RE: South Texas
DATE: September 8, 1984

You may wish to pass the attached report on South
Texas to Jim Cicconi. This is a follow~up to our
previous correspondence on this subject.

440 First Street N.-W., Washington, D.C. 20001 (202) 383-1984

Paid for bv Reagan-Bush '84: Paul Laxalt, Chairman; Angela M. Buchanan Jackson, Treasurer






»

Decision}/Making/lnformation ®

g
o,

"
<
72

Intelligent alternatives
for today's decision makers

6803 Poplar Place, Suite 300, McLean, Virginia 22101, (703) 556-0001

FLASH RESULTS
NATIONAL TRACKING
Reagan-Bush '84

September 19-25, 1984
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The following tables contain the aggregate results for questions asked of
the American public on behalf of the Reagan-Bush '84 Campaign on the dates
indicated below.

Universe: Adult Americans
(persons aged 17 and older)

Mode of Interview: Telephone
Date(s) of Interviews: September 19-25, 1984
Sample Size: 1,750

Confidence Interval: i.2'3 in 95 out of 100 cases
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FROM:
DATE:

SUBJECT:

SUMMARY

Decisior}/ Making/ Information ®

Intelligent aiternatives
for today's decision makers

6803 Poplar Place, Suite 300, McLean, Virginia 22101, (703) 556-0001

James A. Baker III
Michael K. Deaver
Ed Rollins

Stuart Spencer
Richard B. Wirthlin
September 27, 1984

National Tracking--September 18-25

The following is a brief summary of key findings from the national
tracking during the week of September 18-25.

When asked "What is the first thing that comes to mind
when you think about Walter Mondale," 53% of Americans
mention something negative while only 28% mention
something positive--a 2:1 negative ratio. In contrast,
top-of-mind mentions about Ronald Reagan are positive for
49% of Americans, compared to 39% who mention something
negative.

Despite a flurry of publicity (including Mondale's efforts
to attack Reagan over the incident), and a temporary
3-point rise in the number of people mentioning the Middle
East as the number one problem, the recent bombing of the
U.S. embassy in Beirut does not seem to have become a
major Reagan liability. The President's approval rating
in handling the situation in Lebanon over the last week
has improved.

Mondale's and Ferraro's attacks seem to become more shrill
with the release of each new poll. Nevertheless, the
President remains popular and leads Mondale by 20 points.
First-time presidential voters, approximately 12% of the
electorate, are voting 2:1 for Reagan (62% Reagan-32%
Mondale). We must get them out on election day.



National Tracking
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September 27, 1984

0 Mondale may be attempting to halt the erosion of his base
by suggesting that Reagan's references to Roosevelt,
Truman, and Kennedy are inappropriate. His concerns are
justified. The only group now firmly in his camp are
Blacks. However, even among Blacks, the President garners
a surprising 16% of their vote--fifty percent above the
campaign target of 10%. Over the past weeks we have lost
support among older voters (down 9%) and Southern White
Baptists. The erosion of the former coalition is a
consequence of the Mondale/Ferraro ads and attack
speeches, and the latter was likely induced by the fade of
Jesse Jackson.

o Of the various issues tested, the President remains most
vulnerable on the following: fairness, social security,
education, and starting an unnecessary war. He retains a
slight relative advantage over Mondale on the issue of
negotiating a meaningful arms control agreement with the
Soviet Union.

0 We will not be able to assess accurately the full impact
of the President's U.N. speech or the Gromyko talks for
another few days.

MOOD

Opinion over the past two weeks has been extremely stable. The
number of Americans who think the country is moving in the right
direction has remained steady at 54% compared to 37% who think it has
gotten off on the wrong track.

This optimism remains broad-based, dipping only among the
"have-nots," i.e., the less affluent, the less well-educated, blacks,
and older Americans over age 55. Fifty-seven percent (57%) of
Americans feel they are personally better off now than they were four
years ago while one-quarter (25%) say they are worse off. Another
21% feel things are about the same for them. This includes 41% of
blacks who say they are personally better off.

Realizing that Americans do feel they are better off, Mondale is now
trying to portray the election as a referendum on the kind of people
Americans are. His suggestion is that--in contrast to a majority of
Americans--Reagan does not care about those for whom the economic
recovery is not a reality. In this way, Mondale combines the
questions of fairness and the future when he asks Americans to ask
themselves "Will you be better off four years from now?"
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Number One National Problem

The major concerns remain the foreign affairs/defense issue cluster
(27%--up this week because of the Beirut bombing); other economic
issues (16%); domestic/social issues (12%); and unemployment
(12%--the lowest this indicator has been since before January 1982).

Deficits are mentioned by seven percent of adult Americans, primarily
those who are better educated and more affluent. Of these, men (11%)
consider deficits more important than do women (4%). Interestingly,
the President's general popularity among men may offset the
heightened concern men express over federal deficits; while men are
concerned about deficits, they do not like Mondale. This phenomenon
may further contribute to Mondale's inability to make deficits a
major campaign issue.

Specifically, overwhelming numbers of Americans (69%) continue to
favor Reagan's approach to handling the federal deficits.

REAGAN JOB RATINGS

General

Over the past week, the number of Americans approving of the way
Reagan is handling his job as President increased four points--to
66%. Thirty-three percent (33%) strongly approve while only 18%
strongly disapprove of the way Reagan is handling the presidency.

The Economy

Approval of the President's handling of the economy has risen three
points to 61% approving and 36% disapproving. Even 51% of those
earning less than $15,000 a year approve.

Foreign Affairs

A stable majority (51%) of Americans approve of Reagan's handling of
foreign affairs while 40% disapprove. Despite Mondale's best
efforts, the stability of opinion about the President's handling of
foreign affairs suggests that the fallout, if any, from the embassy
bombing is minimal.

IMAGES

Top of Mind--Reagan

Among those who give favorable responses, frequent mentions include:
strong leader (11%), honest and sincere (9%), doing a good job (8%),
and his stand on the economy (6%). On the other hand, negative
mentions include: favors the rich (7%), not honest (4%), doesn't
represent the people (3%), and his age (3%).
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Top of Mind--Mondale

.Those mentioning a Mondale negative out-number those who mention a
postive by a 2:1 ratio, Mondale's negatives include: not
qualified/capable (12%), boring/old ideas (5%), poor vice president
(4%), not honest/sincere (4%), appearance/personality (4%),
indecisive/not strong (3%), and overpromising (3%). Mondale's
positives include: cares for the people (7%), honest/sincere (7%),
will do a good job (4%), and qualified/capable (3%).

Descriptors

Americans continue to believe that "cares and is concerned about
people" is a better descriptor of Walter Mondale (44%) than it is of
Ronald Reagan (39%). Public polls, and apparently Mondale's private
polls, confirm this. Consequently, Mondale continues--through
personal appearances, Ferraro, and commercials--to hammer the
President on this issue in an effort to tie the issues of fairness
and future together.

Although Mondale couches many of his attacks in terms of Reagan's
failed leadership, Americans simply do not find his argument
credible. Reagan continues to dominate the leadership dimension.

Reagan Mondale Difference

(%) %) (%)
Leadership
Effective in getting
things done 64 23 +41
Has the strong leadership
qualities this country needs 64 24 +40
Will deal with the problems
of the future effectively
and boldly : 56 31 +25

Trustworthy 46 31 +15
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Reagan Mondale Difference

(%) (%) (%)
Economic Issues
Will control inflation 59 27 +32
Will reduce the federal deficit
by raising taxes 26 54 +28
Will reduce unemployment 51 34 +17

Will cut spending and reduce
government waste 47 34 +13

Social Issues

Will improve education 41 41 0

Will best handle the social
security program 37 46 -9

War and Peace

Will negotiate a meaningful
arms control agreement with 42 35 +7
the Soviet Union

Will start an unnecessary
war 42 18 -24

Thermometers

The relative ranking of the Presidential and Vice Presidential
candidates remains unchanged in terms of thermometer ratings: on a
scale of 0 to 100, Ronald Reagan's average thermometer is 61; George
Bush's, 5b; Walter Mondale's, 50; and Geraldine Ferraro's, 49. Among
women in general, Ferraro's thermometer rating is 51; it is 53 among
women under 45 years of age. Catholics give Ferraro the same
thermometer rating as the rest of the country.



National Tracking
Page Six
September 27, 1984

NOVEMBER OUTLOOK

Reelect Reagan

A slightly higher number of Americans (58%) than last week think that
Reagan has performed his job well enough to deserve reelection.
Thirty-eight percent (38%) think a new person deserves a chance to do
better. An overwhelming 92% of those who think he deserves
reelection say they would vote for him.

With the exception of Jews (43%) and senior citizens (49%), a
majority of all our key constituencies think the President deserves
reelection.

Ballot

We are in the last week of September with the President maintaining a
commanding 20-point lead. He garners 56% of the vote to Mondale's
36% L]

Reagan continues to make inroads into Mondale's base vote--winning
39% of the conservative Democratic vote, 47% of conservat1ve white
Democrats (28% of the total Democratic vote) 55% of
Independent/Leaners, and a majority (54%) of the women's vote.

Sixty-nine percent (69%) of Reagan voters are strongly committed, in
contrast to the 55% of Mondale's vote which is strongly committed.

Analysts: Todd D. Remington
Gerrit W. Gong
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Right Direction/Wrong Track
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“Generally speaking, would you say that things in this country are going
in the right direction, or have they pretty seriously gotten off on the
wrong track?"

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984

Right direction 54 55 53 54
Wrong track 40 38 39 37
No opinion 6 7 8 9
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Better O0ff/Worse Off
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“How about you personally? Generally speaking, are you better or worse
off now than you were four years ago?"

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984

Better off 56 57 57 57
Worse off 25 23 24 24
Same 18 20 19 19

No opinion 1 0 0 0
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Number One National Problem

“What would you say is the single most important problem facing the United
States today, that is, the one that you, yourself, are most concerned
about?"”

Aug 28 Sept  Sept Sept
Sep 4 h-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984

Unemployment 14 14 15 12
Inflation 4 5 6 5
Deficits 7 7 7 7
Economy/Other 18 15 17 16
Domestic/Social 5 9 11 12
Crime/Drugs/Morals 7 7 4 4
Foreign affairs/Defense 24 26 24 27
Government leadership 4 3 3 2
No problems/No opinion 4 3 5 4
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Reagan Job Rating -- General

Page 13

"Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling his job

as President?"

Approve
Disapprove
No opinion

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984
61 64 62 66
37 34 36 31
2 2 2 3
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Reagan Job Rating -- General
(Approve)
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*Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling his job
as President? Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or just
somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

Aug 28 Sept Sept  Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984

Aggregate 61 64 62 66

Strength Constituencies

Base Republicans 92 92 93 93
Farm Belt States 63 73 60 64

Swing Constituencies

Blue-collar workers 62 65 59 63
Senior citizens 56 63 59 57
Women 56 .59 61 66
Catholics 65 67 67 71
Independents/Leaners 67 68 65 69
18-24 year olds 65 69 69 74
Professionals 63 64 65 72
Veterans 64 69 65 65
Irish 69 73 74 68

White Southern Baptists 57 62 60 61
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Reagan Job Rating -- Economy

“Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling the

economy?"

Approve
Disapprove
No opinion

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984
57 59 58 61
41 39 39 36
2 2 3 3



Reagan Economic Approval
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Reagan Job Rating -- Foreign Affairs
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"Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling foreign

affairs?"

Approve
Disapprove
No opinion

Aug 28 Sept Sept  Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984
48 50 51 51
46 41 42 40

6 9 8 9
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Presidential Characteristics
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"Now 1'd 1ike you to think of two people running for President of the
United States, Ronald Reagan and Walter Mondale. I will read you some

statements. For each one, please tell me whether it best describes Ronald
Reagan or Walter Mondale?"

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984

Cares and is concerned about

people
Ronald Reagan 41 43 40 39
Walter Mondale 43 40 43 44
Both 8 9 10 11
Neither 4 4 4 4
No opinion 3 4 3 3

Will start an unnecessary war

Ronald Reagan 46 43 45 42
Walter Mondale 16 18 18 18
Both 2 2 2 2
Neither 26 28 27 30
No opinion 10 9 8 7

Effective in getting things done

Ronald Reagan 67 67 64 64
Walter Mondale 20 19 22 23
Both ' 2 2 2 3
Neither 4 4 4 4
No opinion 8 8 7 6
Trustworthy
Ronald Reagan 41 41 43 46
Walter Mondale 31 30 32 31
Both 13 15 13 13
Neither ’ 10 8 8 7

No opinion 5 5 5 4



Presidential Characteristics
(continued)

Page 22_
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Will deal with the problems of the
future effectively and boldly

Ronald Reagan
Walter Mondale
Both

Neither

No opinion

Has the strong leadership qualities

this country needs

Ronald Reagan
Walter Mondale
Both

Neither

No opinion

Will be most likely to reduce the
federal deficit over the next four

years

Ronald Reagan
Walter Mondale
Both

Neither

No opinion

Will negotiate a meaningful arms
control agreement with the Soviet Union

Ronald Reagan
Walter Mondale
Both

Neither

No opinion

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984
52 54 54 56
32 30 32 31
4 4 4 4
7 6 6 5
5 6 4 4
58 62 60 64
25 24 25 24
4 4 4 2
7 6 8 7
5 4 3 3
43 44 43 45
34 33 40 38
1 1 1 1
16 17 12 11
6 6 5 4
* * * 42
* * * 35
* * * 5
* * * 11
* * * 7
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Presidential Characteristics

(continued)
Sept
19-25
1984
Will cut spending and reduce
government waste
Ronald Reagan 47
Walter Mondale 34
Both 2
Neither 11
No opinion 5
Will reduce the federal deficit
by raising taxes
Ronald Reagan 26
Walter Mondale 54
Both 10
Neither 4
No opinion 5

Will best handle the social security
program

Ronald Reagan
Walter Mondale
Both

Neither

No opinion

Will improve education

Ronald Reagan
Walter Mondale
Both

Neither

No opinion

37
46
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Presidential Characteristics
(continued)

Sept
19-25
1984
Will reduce unemployment
Ronald Reagan 51
Walter Mondale 34
Both 3
Neither 6
No opinion 5
Will control inflation
Ronald Reagan ‘ 59
Walter Mondale 27
Both 2
Neither 7

No opinion 5
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Taxes and the Defict

"Walter Mondale says that taxes must be raised in order to reduce the
deficit.

Ronald Reagan says that the federal deficit can be reduced without raising
taxes by stimulating the economy and cutting federal spending.

Do you favor the Reagan or the Mondale position?"

Sept Sept

12-18  19-25

1984 1984
Strongly favor Reagan 47 49
Somewhat favor Reagan 20 20
Somewhat favor Mondale 13 11
Strongly favor Mondale 17 14

No opinion 3 6
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Reelect Reagan
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“Thinking ahead to the November presidential election ... do you think
Ronald Reagan has performed well enough as President to deserve
reelection, or do you think it will be time to give a new person the
chance to do better?"

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984

Aggregate 55/42 57/38 56/39 58/38

Strength Constituencies

Base Republicans 92/7 91/7 93/5 92/6
Farm Belt States 59/38 64/29 57/40 54/42

Swing Constituencies

Blue-collar workers 53/43  52/42 54/43 56/40

Senior citizens 53/43 56/37 53/41 49/43
Women 50/47 51/43 53/43 56/39
Catholics 57/39 57/38 61/35 62/35
Independents/Leaners 59/37 60/33 60/35 60/34
18-24 year olds 54 /43 58/39 61/38 65/32
Professionals 55/42 58/38 58/38 63/33
Veterans 60/35 65/29 60/35 60/36
Irish 63/33 64/31 65/30 65/30

White Southern Baptists 46/48 52/44 49/45 57/39
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Presidential Ballot -- Reagan/Bush versus Mondale Ferraro
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“If the general election for President were held today, for whom would you
vote, Ronald Reagan and George Bush, Republicans, or Walter Mondale and
Geraldine Ferraro, Democrats?"

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25

1984 1984 1984 1984
Aggregate 53/38 55/36 55/36 56/36
Strength Constituencies
Base Republicans 93/5 92/4 94/4 93/5
Farm Belt States 56/33 61/29 52/40 51/39

Swing Constituencies

Blue-collar workers 53/39 51/39 55/38 54/38

Senior citizens 50/37 55/38 53/37 45/44
Women 47 /42 49/41 52/38 54/38
Catholics 54/35 54/35 57/32 59/35
Independents/Leaners 58/27 . 58/29 57/30 61/30
18-24 year olds 52/41 55/35 56/37 63/32
Professionals 54 /36 54/37 57/36 61/33
Veterans 60/30 63/29 61/30 58/34
Irish 59/31 61/28 65/29 62/31

White Southern Baptists 46/45 51/44 49/43 55/40
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Nationa! Reagan — Mondale Ballot
August 25 — September 27, 1984
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Reagan Ballot Percentage
As of September 27, 1984
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Commitment to Presidential Choice

"How strongly are you committed to your choice for President?"

Aug 28 Sept Sept Sept
Sep 4 5-11 12-18 19-25
1984 1984 1984 1984

Reagan versus Mondale

Reagan/VYery strong 37 37 38 39
Reagan/Somewhat strong 13 14 13 14
Reagan/Not strong 4 3 4 4
Undecided 8 8 8 6
Mondale/Not strong 3 4 3 3
Mondale/Somewhat strong 13 12 12 13

Mondale/Very strong 21 20 20 20



% Bush — Ferraro Thermometer
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REAGAN-BUSH'S4

The President’s Authorized Campaign Committee

VOTER PROGRAMS

PHONE BANK I.D. PROGRAM
AS OF 9/23/84

TOTAL NUMBER OF PHONE BANK CALLS COMPLETED

Completed

State Calls*
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas 85,469
California
Colorado 3,349
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida 41,444
Georgia A 50,250
Illinois 62,822
Iowa 21,538
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Michigan
ﬁississippi 33,490
Missouri
New Jersey 22,562

*Total includes Refusals

403,499
Reagan Mondale Undecided
Number % Number $ Number %
35,374 57.7 14,494 23.6 11,422 18.7
1,277 50.9 703 28.0 528 21.1
12,548 43,0 10,037 34.4 6,570 22.6
22,259 63.2 8,220 23.4 4,708 13.4
22,961 46.0 14,174 28.4 12,749 25.6
7,837 51.1 3,553 23.2 3,935 25.7
18,066 61.9 6,269 21.5 4,857 16.6
7,960 48.9 3,793 23.3 4,527 27.8

- o~ AamaAna



State

New Mexico
North Carolina
Ohio

Oregon

South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Vermont
Virginia

Washington

Completed Reagan Mondale Undecided
Calls* Number %  Number %  Number %

62,341 24,101 54.8 10,591 24.1 9,286 21.1

20,234 9,261 50.4 6,385 34.8 2,711 14.8
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Mondale’s Campaign Team: Can It Do the Job?

Early this year it was hailed as
the best campaign team in the 1984
primary race, a deftly organized crew
of political professionals with the
know-how to pull off a national presi-
dential campaign.

But in head-to-head combat with
the Republican incumbent president,
Walter F. Mondale’s highly acclaimed
campaign staff has faced some harsher
judgments.

Critics have found Mondale’s ad-
visers insulated, overly cautious and
mistake-prone, although few will say
so publicly. One avowed Mondale sup-
porter who did, Atlanta Mayor An-
drew Young, derided the campaign
staff as ““a bunch of smart-assed white
boys who think they know it all.”

The outcome of the Nov. 6 elec-
tion may ultimately determine
whether Walter Mondale’s campaign
advisers were up to the job this year.
But, as former Democratic Party
Chairman John C. White observed, no
matter how skillful the players behind
the scenes, “the campaign is going to
rise and fall on Mondale himself.”

It is his staff, though, who will
shape the public image of Mondale
between now and Nov. 6. And if Mon-
dale defies the polls and wins the elec-
tion, it is likely these same men and
women will move with him into White
House offices.

Like most presidential candi-
dates, Mondale surrounds himself
with a group of longtime, trusted asso-
ciates, most of whom have linked their
own careers to Mondale’s. They in-
clude campaign chairman James A.
Johnson, treasurer Michael Berman,
senior adviser John R. Reilly and
press secretary Maxine Isaacs. The
one newcomer in the inner circle is
campaign manager Robert G. Beckel,
once an aide to President Jimmy Car-
ter.

In their personal loyalty, Mon-
dale’s crew resembles Ronald Rea-
gan’s “California mafia” and Carter’s
devoted group of Georgians, men who
managed their candidate’s climb to
the presidency and then followed him
to Washington.

—By Diane Granat

Beyond Inner Circle,
Organization Is Loose

While Johnson, Berman, Beckel,

Isaacs and Reilly form a tight circle -

around Mondale, the organization be-
low them is not clearly defined. The
press office said it was unable to sup-
ply an official list of who holds what
job, and the campaign shuns the idea
of a management flow chart.

In addition to the tactical team at
the top, Mondale draws advice from a
large pool of policy experts, many of
them veterans of the Carter White
House, with a few who served in the
administrations of John F. Kennedy
and Lyndon B. Johnson. Among the
most influential of these experts are
defense and foreign policy advisers
David Aaron, Barry E. Carter and Ma-
deleine K. Albright, and economic ad-
visers Walter Heller, George L. Perry,
Susan J. Irving, Sheldon S. Cohen and
W. Bowman Cutter.

Unlike the tight clique of political
strategists who surround Mondale, the
policy advisers are a less structured
group, and less easily identifiable as
members of a “shadow Cabinet.”

“Mondale has not wanted his
views prejudged or anticipated by the

TR e 5 = s
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public reputations of his advisers,”
said campaign chairman Johnson. “If
you have a shadow Cabinet, you take
on the political and policy history of
people who are your spokesmen. He
wants to be his own spokesman on
economics and foreign policy.”

_Making Mistakes

When the Democratic primary
season opened in January, front-run-
ner Mondale was credited with the
most polished, best-organized cam-
paign structure. It was a machine
whose origins went back to Mondale’s
brief bid for the presidency in 1976
and his two vice presidential races. As
early as 1981, it was revved up for a
full-blown drive for the White House.

The campaign was forced to alter
its early, cautious strategy when Mon-
dale was faced with a series of primary
upsets by Sen. Gary Hart of Colorado.
But under Johnson’s leadership, the
staff engineered Mondale’s comeback
and his final capture of the nomina-
tion at the Democratic National Con-
vention in July by converting Mondale
into a more combative candidate.

Once the nomination was locked
up, however, Mondale’s staff started
receiving heavier doses of criticism.
Perhaps the biggest fault found with
the group was their handling of the
Bert Lance debacle in July, when the

73
- Mondale has

not wanted his views

prejudged or anticipated

by the public reputations

of his advisers.”

—James A. Johnson,
campaign chairman
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William Galston, on the campaign
staff. And in a few domestic areas,
such as agriculture, paid advisers are
on the staff. But unlike many cam-
paigns, there are not formal task
forces of professors, business people
and former Cabinet officers who make
policy recommendations.

Instead, aides say Mondale’s style
is to seek advice on an informal basis,
often impulsively telephoning experts
on given topics to ask questions and
solicit ideas. Many of the people he
turns to are contacts he made in his 12
years in the Senate and four in the
vice president’s office.

Mondale’s approach is different
from Reagan’s in 1980, when the Re-
publican candidate assembled a team
of more than 300 advisers from busi-
ness, academia and former GOP ad-
ministrations.

Johnson said one reason the cam-
paign chose not to form advisory
groups was to avoid a situation in
which people would feel excluded.
And if such policy councils involved
too many people, they would be un-
workable, he said.

Another problem with such
groups, Johnson said, is that “in the
past they have taken on positions that
are different from the candidate’s.
The candidate wants to keep his own
counsel until he reaches a decision on
his position. If an advisory group
comes out publicly with a recommen-
dation, it limits his choices. You don’t
want to cut off his options.”

But Eizenstat suggested that for-
mal task forces might be useful. Such
groups “give people a sense of involve-
ment,” he said, and while they may
not produce many new ideas, “occa-
sionally you'll pick up a gem here and
there.”

Key Policy Advisers

Within the campaign staff, how-
ever, there are several key policy ad-
visers.

On defense and foreign affairs,
the most influential trio includes
Aaron, who was deputy to Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Carter’s national security
adviser; Albright, a National Security
Council staff member from 1978-81;
and Barry Carter, who worked on
Henry Kissinger’s security council
staff from 1970-72.

Before joining the Mondale camp,
both Albright and Carter were profes-
sors at Georgetown University. After
leaving the White House, Aaron went
to work for Oppenheimer and Co., a
New York investment firm.

PAGE 2310—Sept. 22, 1984

Campaign manager: The
man who suggested
asking the question
“Where’s the beef,” Bob
Beckel is in charge of the
day-to-day running of
the Mondale operation
and also oversees politi-
cal activities.

Much like Mondale, Aaron, Al-
bright and Carter are foreign policy
moderates, who advocate a strong de-
fense but emphasize the need for arms
control negotiations.

Among the top outside experts
called on for national security advice
are Robert Hunter, of the Georgetown
Center for Strategic and International
Studies; Walter Slocombe, deputy un-
der secretary of defense in the Carter
administration and now a Washington
lawyer; and Richard Holbrooke, assis-
tant secretary of state under Carter.

Others include Washington law-
yer Max Kampelman, a former head
of the U.S. delegation to the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in
Europe; Warren Christopher, Carter’s
deputy secretary of state; Sol Lin-
owitz, Carter’s ambassador to the
Organization of American States; Car-
ter Defense Secretary Harold Brown;
James R. Schlesinger, Carter’s energy
secretary and defense secretary under
President Gerald R. Ford; and Carter
arms control chief Paul Warnke.

Like his national security aides,
Mondale’s budget and tax advisers
have résumés filled with prior Demo-
cratic administration experience. Sev-
eral currently are associated with the
Brookings Institution, the Washing-
ton think tank.

Two of Mondale’s chief economic
advisers are Susan J. Irving and W.
Bowman Cutter.

Irving, who is on the campaign
staff, was vice president of the Com-
mittee for a Responsible Federal Bud-
get, a non-partisan educational orga-
nization, and staff director for the
Council of Economic Advisers in the
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Carter administration. Cutter, now a
partner in the accounting firm of Coo-
pers & Lybrand, was associate director
of Carter’s Office of Management and

‘Budget.

Other leading economic thinkers
include George L. Perry, a senior fel-
low at Brookings, and Walter Heller, a
University of Minnesota economics
professor — both of whom are viewed
as traditional, liberal economists. Ad-
vice also comes from Sheldon S. Co-
hen, a Washington lawyer and former
Internal Revenue Service commis-
sioner; Benjamin M. Friedman, a Har-
vard economics professor; and Joseph
Pechman, a tax expert at Brookings.
Another is Robert D. Hormats, a dep-
uty U.S. trade representative under
Carter and assistant secretary of state
for economic affairs under Reagan;
Hormats is now with Goldman Sachs
& Co., the New York investment
bankers.

Eizenstat described Mondale's
economic team as ‘“basically prag-
matic progressives. They’re not con-
servative, nor are they far left wing.
They’re basically mainstream Demo-
crats.”

x* x* *

The following sketches describe
the major players on Mondale’s politi-
cal campaign team:

James A. johnson

The most powerful man in Mon-
dale’s organization is fellow Minneso-
tan Jim Johnson. As campaign chair-
man, he is the staff member with
ultimate authority for all campaign
operations. )




Treasurer: Mike Berman’s
official duties are
deciding how money
will be spent, handling
physical logistics and
supervising schedul-
ing. Regarded as the
candidate’s most savvy
political operative,
“he has Mondale’s
ear,” an aide says.

Johnson, 40, is a reserved, serious
man with a penchant for conservative
suits and white shirts. He has worked
with Mondale since 1972 and has been
described as Mondale’s alter ego.

Like his boss, Johnson is of Nor-
wegian ancestry and was raised in
small-town Minnesota. He grew up in
a political family, with his father serv-
ing for 18 years in the Minnesota Leg-
islature.

Johnson studied at the University
of Minnesota and Princeton’s Wood-
row Wilson School of Public Affairs.
His own political baptism came with
work on the presidential campaigns of
Eugene J. McCarthy in 1968 and Ed-
mund S. Muskie in 1972.

Johnson started working for Mon-
dale in the Senate in 1972. He was
deputy manager of Mondale’s 1976
vice presidential campaign, and served
as Mondale’s executive assistant while
he was vice president. Johnson told an
interviewer earlier this year, that in
that job “I got to the White House
before [Mondale] did every day. I left
after he did every evening. I did every
mile and every minute with him for
four years.”

After Mondale left office in 1981,
Johnson opened a political consulting
firm in an office down the hall from
Mondale’s at the Washington branch
of Winston & Strawn, a Chicago-based
corporate law firm. His main job,
though, was gearing up for Mondale's
1984 presidential bid.

Johnson best described his low-
key nature in an interview with The
Washington Post during the Demo-
cratic convention. “When things get
really tense and people are losing their

minds, I have a heartbeat every three
minutes.”

Robert G. Beckel

Day-to-day administration of the
Mondale operation is in the hands of
35-year-old campaign manager Bob
Beckel. Beckel also oversees political
activities, such as relations with Dem-
ocratic officeholders and Mondale’s
primary competitors. He also works
with state political leaders to map out
the fall strategy. o

Beckel, who is more gregarious
than Johnson, came up with the idea
of using one of the primary season’s
more memorable lines: Mondale ask-
ing, “Where’s the beef?” in reference
to Hart’s “new ideas.”

Unlike the others in Mondale’s
inner circle, Beckel did not work for
Mondale before 1983. He was born
and raised in New York City, gradu-
ated from New York’s Wagner Col-
lege, served in the Peace Corps and
worked for the liberal National Com-
mittee for an Effective Congress.

Beckel worked in congressional
relations for the Carter White House
and was Texas campaign director for
the 1980 Carter-Mondale campaign.
After Carter’s loss, he ran his own po-
litical consulting firm.

Maxine Isaacs »

Press secretary Maxine Isaacs is
the only woman with a top position in
the campaign.

Originally from Cleveland, 36-
year-old Isaacs graduated from
Skidmore College and worked as press
secretary to Rep. Louis Stokes, D-
Ohio, from 1971-73. She joined Mon-
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dale’s Senate staff in 1973 as a deputy
press secretary and held the same job
in the vice president’s office. She also
worked from 1974-75 as a free-lance
reporter for National Public Radio.

In 1980, Isaacs was Mondale’s
campaign press secretary. After the
Democratic ticket lost, she opened her
own press relations consulting firm,
Maximum, Inc. But she returned to
work for Mondale in 1983.

Isaacs is extremely loyal to Mon-
dale, and some reporters complain she
shields him too much. Reporters also
gripe that she is not open enough
about the campaign’s inner workings.
which some attribute to the fact that
she has dated Johnson for several
years. Yet Isaacs also is praised for her
professionalism and accessibility, and
for treating reporters fairly.

Michael S. Berman

Mike Berman’s history with Mon-
dale dates back to 1964, when the two
worked on the Johnson-Humphrey
campaign. Since then, Berman, 45, has
been associated with each of Mon-
dale’s own political races..

Berman, an affable, portly man,
has the title of campaign treasurer and
executive director of the Democratic
National Committee. In those jobs, he
decides how money will be spent and
handles the campaign’s physical logis-
tics. As of Sept. 14, he also started
supervising Mondale’s scheduling and
advance teams.

A native of Duluth, Minn., who
received undergraduate and law de-
grees from the University of Minne-
sota, Berman has worked in a variety
of jobs for Mondale. Besides managing
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Mondale Turns to Allies on Hill for Advice

Presidential nominee Walter F. Mondale’s relation-
ship to his fellow Democrats who are members of Con-
gress is a low-key affair.

Unlike the showy symbolism of Ronald Reagan
meeting with congressional Republicans on the Capitol
steps in 1980, Mondale meets with members privately,
occasionally phoning them for advice on politics or is-
sues. But more than in Jimmy Carter’s 1976 or 1980
campaigns, members of Congress are considered valu-
able assets to the Mondale team.

Having served a dozen years in the Senate, Mondale
“is a creature of the Hill and has enormous respect for
the expertise that a lot of people have up there,” said
Richard Moe, a Mondale adviser. “He has good personal
relationships with many people on the Hill and draws on
that a lot.”

Moe headed the campaign’s most aggressive con-
gressional effort in 1983 and early this year: recruiting
delegate support among Democrats in Congress. Al-
though most members attended the July Democratic
National Convention as “superdelegates” who were
technically unpledged, the majority had publicly en-
dorsed Mondale by then. Moe viewed the Feb. 1 House
Democratic Caucus delegate selection as the first pri-
mary, carrying as much weight as the Iowa and New
Hampshire races. (Weekly Report p. 89)

Although Mondale calls on various members of
Congress to tap their expertise in specific policy areas,
there are a few with whom he consults regularly. In the
House, according to Mondale aides, they include
Speaker Thomas P. O’Neill Jr., D-Mass.; Majority
Leader Jim Wright, D-Texas; Majority Whip Thomas S.
Foley, D-Wash.; Ways and Means Chairman Dan Ros-
tenkowski, D-Ill.; Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee Chairman Tony Coelho, D-Calif.; and Mi-
chael D. Barnes, D-Md., who was Mondale’s spokesman
on this year’s platform committee.

Among the senators he calls on most frequently,
aides list Texan Lloyd Bentsen, chairman of the Demo-
cratic Senatorial Campaign Committee; Paul S. Sar-
banes of Maryland; Patrick J. Leahy of Vermont;
Thomas F. Eagleton of Missouri; and George J. Mitchell
of Maine.

Two other representatives with key roles in the
campaign are Charles B. Rangel, D-N.Y., and Barbara
A. Mikulski, D-Md., who were named co-chairmen of
the campaign and who serve as important links with
blacks and women. And his most visible connection is
his running mate, New York Rep. Geraldine A. Ferraro,
a three-term House member.
~ Besides turning to lawmakers for political advice,
Mondale relies on them for policy suggestions. On de-
fense issues, for example, he often consults Georgia Sen.
Sam Nunn, an influential Democrat on the Armed Ser-
vices Committee. House Foreign Affairs members
Barnes and Stephen J. Solarz, D-N.Y., are regularly
consulted on foreign policy issues, while Leahy offers
advice on agriculture and intelligence matters, reflecting
the committees on which he serves. On tax matters,
aides say, Mondale tends to call Rostenkowski, Sen. Bill

Bradley, D-N.J., and Rep. Richard A. Gephardt, D-Mo.
Bradley, a Senate Finance Committee member, and
Gephardt, a member of Ways and Means, are cospon-
sors of major Democratic tax reform legislation. In addi-
tion, the staffs of the House Budget and Ways and
Means committees have helped draw up Mondale’s eco-
nomic program.

Mondale’s campaign employs a congressional liai-
son staff, headed by Robert Thomson, a White House
lobbyist for Carter. Under Thomson, there are also sev-
eral volunteers — mostly Washington lawyers and lob-
byists — who handle congressional matters, such as
notifying members when Mondale released his budget

g “If he’s calling

® me, a third-term

t member of the
House, I assume

t he’s calling others
¢ who are more

£ experienced.”

—Rep. Michael D.
Barnes, D-Md.

plans. These congressional relationships, aides say, are
among the campaign’s highest priorities.

“For one thing, you get lots of good advice from
people on the Hill,” said one congressional liaison
staffer. ““These people have won elections in their states.
We’re trying to do the same thing.

“Secondly,” the aide said, “these are people who
have devoted their entire careers to certain issues. You
can get valuable substantive advice from the Hill. And
thirdly, there’s the entire issue of unity. Democrats do
better when they work together.”

Some Democratic legislators have criticized the
Mondale camp for not paying enough attention to mem-
bers of Congress and other elected officials. But Barnes,
who said he talks to Mondale “every couple of weeks”
on various foreign policy issues, disagreed. “If he’s call-
ing me, a third-term member of the House,” Barnes
said, “I assume he’s calling others who are more experi-
enced.”

Besides receiving advice from members of Congress,
the Mondale campaign also has been besieged by Capi-
tol Hill staff members who want to help with the elec-
tion. Thomson says his biggest problem is finding “a
meaningful role” for these aides, who want to volunteer
after their regular working hours. Some have been put
to work on debate preparation or writing position pa-
pers.

“If you have one of the leading tax experts in the
city who wants to help, you can’t put him to work
opening envelopes,” Thomson said.

—By Diane Granat
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CSG AGENDA -- 9/14/84

u//ﬁ) Latest polling data (5 min.)

(2) Thematic focus

(a) economy/growth/future through next week
[Note: goals/challenges stuff to be reintroduced]

(b) world leadership -- Sept. 22 - Sept. 29 (or October 3)

(c) what for likely debate period?

\//1;) Media decisions

(a) world leadership flight .

-(b) what after that?

(4) Selected policy and related scheduling matters

(a) steel: Is compromise set/enough? can/should it
hold 'til Friday the 21lst?

(b) farm initiative: Is it a clear plus? (Note: It could
hurt some small banks.) Will it cause any problem in
Iowa that might affect scheduling/events?

(c) environmental bill for Connecticut?
(d) immigration bill: update

(e) other?






(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

\/(6)

(a)
(b)

(a)

(b)

CSG_AGENDA -- 9/6/84

Upcoming trips

overall

re Michigan, in particular (given auto strike)

Themes for:

current cycle (supposedly economics, but is it really?
-- Note: documentary is on Sept. 11)

next cycle (tentatively "peace," but should it be
broadened to "character" -- see RGD memo; Note: UNGA
is Sept. 24)

Related questions: should VP be on same theme as

President for any given cycle? Should surrogates? Is
there a clear system for overall coordination of
details of all this?

Debate "vulnerabilities" (see RGD note)

Selected policy issues

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

steel
copper
corn
tobacco

Problem States

Media

(Note: Allow at least 45 minutes for this.)




CSG AGENDA -- 9/6/84

INTRO : ADWioNi1T7on — cemi c1 Cl**whu7 g ¢}t¢£ﬁﬂfe ’Gir voeua
. —_— Gbﬁ%%u4AC£4L ' Flaiin P Fotom, 0@J7

(1) Latest polling data (10 min.)

(2) qupmlng trips

}a) overall
re Michigan, in particular (given auto strike)

("-) /‘//f/um.c b ioge wreele — valley fow [ 7eras 7

{3) Themes for:

(a) current cycle (supposedly economics, but is it really?
-- Note: documentary is on Sept. 11)

(b) next cycle (tentatively "peace," but should it be
broadened to "character" -~ see RGD memo; Note: UNGA
is Sept. 24)

Related guestions: should VP be on same theme as Agﬁdo.,
President for any given cycle? Should surrogates? Is e; (
there a clear system for overall coordlnatlon of

details of all this? .

(4) Debate "vulnerabilities" (see RGD note)

\///(5) Selected policy issues

V4;) steel

(b) copper
v c) corn
v&d) tobacco

(6) Problem States

(7) Media (Note: Allow at least 45 minutes for this.)
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TO: Jim Baker y w/
0\ SR y 74
FROM: Ji§\ aKe ~ ‘
DATE : September 6, 1984
RE : Secretary Block's Press Conference in Salt Lake City

As a part of our regular program of "bracketing”
Mondale and Ferraro with our spokesmen, John Block was asked to
talk about the impact of Walter Mondale's tax increases
inasmuch as he was going to be in Salt Lake City at the same
time Walter Mondale was to address the American Legion. He
agreed to do so and was sent an identical copy of the attached
talking points to use as a base for his attack.

Two problems have arisen which give me some concern.
First, eventhough we paid for the Salt Lake City portion of the
trip because of his campaign activities, he conducted a press
conference in the Federal Building in Salt Lake City as he had
previously arranged to do. We probably should have guided him
more specifically, but one would expect him to know better than
to hold a campaign press conference in a federal building.
Second, and more important in my opinion, the remarks he made
about Agriculture simply are not helpful. As you can see from
the attached copy of the UPI story that resulted from that
press conference, his remarks were just not appropriate in view
of current economic climate in Agriculture. There must be a
better way for him to address Agriculture policy if he is to be
out on the road.

Obviously, we cannot control whether or not the press
covers an event with the spin we would like to see developed.
Sometimes they will carry our "tax story" other times they will
not. That's the breaks. However, we should be able to develop
a more sophisticated discussion of farm policy.

440 First Street N.-W., Washington, D.C. 20001 (202) 383-1984
Paid for by Reagan-Bush '84: Paul Laxalt, Chairman; Angela M. Buchanan Jackson, Treasurer
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TALKING POINTS ON VOTER REGISTRATION

As of September 1, the Reagan-Bush '84 Voter Registration
Program had registered 2,201,997 supporters of the President in 50
states, the District of Columbia and overseas.

In September, Reagan-Bush '84 hopes to register another
500,000 voters in support of the President.

Top 20 States -- New Reagan-Bush Registrants
(as of 9/1/84)
1. California 443,087
2. Texas 426,808
3. Florida 133,458
4. New York 102,544
5. Arizona 101,654
6. Iowa 83,244
7. Colorado 65,798
8. Georgia 60,760
9. South Carolina 50,464
10. Pennsylvania 49,866
1ll. North Carolina 47,298
12, Virginia 45,610 ,
13. Oregon 44,708 . ‘°
14. New Mexico 40,963
15. Washington 40,896
16. Indiana 39,745
17. Illinois 39,431
18. Alabama 38,631
19. Ohio 37,990
20. Michigan 30,408

For some states, the Reagan-Bush registration drive will mean
a huge leap in the number of voters in the presidential election.

Expressed in terms of the total vote in the 1980 presidential
election, the Reagan-Bush '84 numbers in several states are impressive
indeed:

Increase in Registrants As Percentage of 1980 Presidential Vote

l. Arizona +11.6%
2. Texas +9.3%
3. New Mexico +8.9%
4, Iowa +6.3%
5. South Carolina +5.6%
6. Colorado +5.5%
7. California +5.1%
8. Wyoming +4.5%
9. Georgia +3.8%
10. Oregon +3.7%
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Note that the presidential election always draws a larger
number and larger percentage of a state's voters than any other race.
Therefore, this increase in registered voters could have an even greater
impact on state and local races! We are building our Party at the grassroots.

Comparing registered voters to actual voters in 1980 may seem
like comparing apples and oranges at first glance. But consider: these
are voters identified, registered and within immediate contact of the
Reagan-Bush state organizations. We've worked hard for these voters --
and we're going to turn them out In force on Election Day.

Can the same be said for voter registration drives by
disparate special-interest groups? Hardly.

In several very close states in 1980, Reagan-Bush '84 has
increased the likely GOP margin by thousands of votes -- that is,
over and above the number of Carter voters who this year will vote
for the President.

Registration Results in Close Reagan-Bush States, 1980

Alabama 17,000-vote margin + 38,000 new registrants
Arkansas 5,000-vote margin + 2,000 new registrants
Delaware 5,000-vote margin + BFQOO new registrants
Kentucky 18,000-vote margin + 16;600 new registrants
Massachusetts 3,000~vote margin + 3,000 new registrants
Mississippi 11,000-vote margin + 29,000 new registrants
South Carolina 11,000-vote margin + 50,000 new registrants
Tennessee 4,000-vote margin + 28,000 new registrants

Another factor to consider is the 1980 John Anderson vote,
which some think may be a plus for Mondale given the former Congressman's
recent endorsement of the Minnesotan. (Note: Many Anderson voters
voted at the same time for Republican candidates, and have done so
since; had Anderson not run, his voters would likely have not gone to
the polls or split evenly for Reagan and Carter.)

In eight states, the number of new Reagan-Bush registrants
exceeds the number of Anderson 1980 voters:
Alabama 38,631 new registrants vs. 16,481 Anderson voters
Arizona 101,654 new registrants vs. 76,952 Anderson voters

Georgia 60,760 new registrants vs. 36,055 Anderson voters



-3-

Louisiana 30,195 new registrants vs. 26,345 Anderson voters
Mississippi 29,407 new registrants vs. 12,036 Anderson voters
New Mexico 40,963 new registrants vs. 29,459 Anderson voters
South Carolina 50,464 new registrants vs. 14,153 Anderson voters
Texas 426,808 new registrants vs. 111,613 Anderson voters

If all of the Anderson voters moved to Mondale in these
states -- a highly unlikely proposition =-- they would be matched

by new Reagan-Bush voters in those states, and in others throughout
the nation:

--- California's 443,087 registrants matches more than 60%
of the 737,000 Anderson supporters in that state from 1980.

--- Florida's 133,458 new registrants nearly matches the
189,000 Anderson voters from 1980,

The regional breakdown of the Reagan-Bush voter registration
effort shows strong increases in both the South and West, which have
had the largest rates of growth in recent years.

Regional Division of Reagan-Bush Registration Rrbgram

Northeast (12 states and D.C.) 202,857 new registrants
Midwest (12 states) 267,533 new registrants
South (13 states) 937,091 new registrants
West (13 states) 756,135 new registrants
Military Registrants (overseas) 38,381 new registrants

2,201,997 total

It should also be noted that the Northeastern and Midwestern
states have had more static populations and a higher percentage of
eligible voters already registered than the South and West.

The Reagan-Bush campaign regions' totals reflect the
same patterns:



Northeast (Stone) -- 12 states 236,669 new registrants
Midwest (Stanley) -- 7&sgégés 215,443 new registrants
South (Kitchin) -- 11 states 454,665 new registrants
Southwest (Shelby) -- 7 states 500,252 new registrants

Rocky Mountain (Masson) =-- 9 states 222,299 new registrants

Pacific (Pearce) -- 5 states 534,289 new registrants

. The bottom line of the Reagan-Bush voter registration drive
is to help re-elect the President through the involvement of more
Reagan-Bush supporters in the political process, i.e. through voting.

To this end, the Reagan-Bush registration drive has been
successful, according to information form a recent Gallup poll

commissioned by the Joint Center for Political Studies.

Among the key points of this study (see Attachment #1 for
more details):

® Newly registered white voters support the President
over Mondale by a 42-point margin (68% to 26%).

e Among all white voters, the President has a 20-point margin
(57% to 37%).

e Among all voters who have registered since 1982, the
President has a l12-point margin (56% to 44%).

This last figure is especially important, for it includes the
much~-vaunted black registration drives that Democrats claim will turn
the election in their favor.

The Republicans and the Reagan-Bush ticket is winning the
battle for support among new registrants. The overall impact of new
voter registration in the last two years has been in the President's
favor, not against him as many today claim.




ATTACHMENT #1

ANALYSIS

Recent data conducted for the Joint Center for Political Studies
by Gallup provides evidence that our registration effort is
succeeding in skewing the national ballot in our favor.

Among white voters, the President leads Mondale by a 20 point
margin, 57% to 37%. But among voters who have registered since
the mid-term election, the President's margin balloons to 42%,
68% to 26%.

Though some of this dramatic increase can be attributed to the
self-motivated registration of voters in the 18-24 range who are
strongly supportive of the President, I think the numbers also
indicate that our registration program has heavily impacted the
ballot test.

Utilizing the Joint Center for Political Studies data I've
extrapolated the following:

NEW REGISTRATIONS

VAP NEW REGISTRATIONS REAGAN MONDALE
Blacks 18,335,000 1,283,450 (7%) 25,669 (2%” 1,257,781 (98%)
Whites 146,626,000 5,865,040 (4%) 3,988,227 (68%% 1,876,813 (32%)

.~
-

Ballot test 98-2% Mondale among newly registered blacks
extrapolated from 88-5% ballot among all black voters; this is
not a prediction, but a pessimistic worst-case scenario.

2 Reagan-Mondale ballot assumes worst-case scenario, that Mondale
receives all 6% currently undecided.

This data, combined with the following reveals clearly the
impact of woter registration since 1982,

REAGAN V. MOﬁDALE: NEWLY REGISTERED VOTERS

NEW -
REGISTRATIONS SUPPORTERS %
Reagan ) 4,013,896 56%
7,148,490

Mondale 3,134,594 . 44% .

The conclusion: Far from badly losing the battle among new
registrants, as the Democrats suggest we are winning it
dramatically, by a 56 to 44% margin even based upon pessimistic
assumptions.
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MEMORANDUM FOR STUART SPENCER
LEE ATWATER
JOHN ROBERTS

FROM: RICK HOHLT
DATE: SEPTEMBER 5, 1984
SUBJECT: BIPARTISAN BUDGET COALITION "CUT

THE DEFICIT" CAMPAIGN

‘The public relations representatives of the attached
listed organizations met today to finalize the press events of
September 1l1.

Presently, all organizations will attend a background press
briefing breakfast at the Mayflower Hotel at 8:30 a.m. on
September 11l. All reporters (print/electronic) will be invited
to hear Mr. Peterson and others provide background information.

The press conference, also at the Mayflower, has been
scheduled for 10:30 a.m. Mr. Peterson will be the host/
main spokesman and he also trying to get former Treasury
Secretaries to attend. Each organization will be asked to
make a brief statement on why they are participating in
the effort (real gloom and doom). All will take questions.

A final copy of the advertisement scheduled to run
September 12 in the Washington Post, New York Times and Wall

Street Journal is attached.

I feel very strongly that if Mr. Peterson is successful in
mobilizing established grassroot networks it will only cause
significant problems in the days ahead.



The Bipartisan Budget Coalition

The Bipartisan Budget Appeal, an organization of over 600 former public
officials and heads of law firms, investment banks, accounting firms, major
corporations, universities, foundations and other organizations. Founding
members of the Bipartisan Budget Appeal are: The Hon. W. Michael Blumenthal.
Secretary of the Treasury, 1977-79; The Hon. John B. Connally, Secretary of
the Treasury, 1971-72; The Hon. C. Douglas Dillon, Secretary of the Treasury,
1961-65; The Hon. Henry H. Fowler, Secretary of the Treasury, 1965-68; The
Hon. Peter G. Peterson, Secretary of Commerce, 1972-73; The Hon. William E.
Simon, Secretary of the Treasury, 1974-76.

The United States Leaque of Savings Institutions, an organization of 3,500
savings and loan associatlons, savings banks and cooperative banks, with
combined assets of more than $900 billion.

The American Bankers Assoclation, an organization of 13,000 commercial banks
and trust companies with combined assets of $1.9 trillion.

The National Association of Realtors. a federation of 50 state assoclations of
Realtors and 1,848 local real estate boards with 637,000 Realtors and
Realtor-assoclates.

The Mortgaqe Bankers Agsociation of America. an association with 2,100
members, principally mortgage banking firms, commercial banks, savings
institutions and insurance companies which engage in the mortgage banking
business.

The National Council of Savings Institutions, an association of 600 savings
banks and savings and loan associations with over $400 billion in assets.

The National Association of Home Builders of the United States, an
organization of 124,000 single and multi-family home builders, commercial
builders, remodelers., architects, sub-contractors and others assoclated with
the building industry.

The National Association of Casualty and Surety Adents,

The National Association of Surety Bond Producers,

The Manufactured Housing Institute,

The Mortqage Insurance Companies of America., an organization representing the
mortgage insurance industry. with members having over $175 billion of
insurance in force on homeowners' mortgages made more affordable with low
downpayment financing.

The Consumer Bankers Association, an association of more than 650 financial
institutions, including commercial banks, thrifts, credit unions and other
providers of consumer financial services with combined holdings of over 70 per
cent of all consumer credit presently outstanding.




The Independent Bankers Assoclation of America, an association of 7,500
community banks across the United States.

The National Forest Products Association,

The American Consulting Engineers Assoclation,

National Assoclatlon of Brick Distributors

National Independent Dairy Food Association

Automotive Service Councils, Inc.

Menswear Retaillers of America

United Business Owners of America

Independent Media Producers Association

Amerlican Business Assoclatlon




TIME FOR A COMMON COMMITMENT
TO CUT THE DEFICIT

A CALL TO RONALD REAGAN, WALTER MONDALE,
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND CANDIDATES:

We urge the candidates to commit publicly before the November 1984 elections
to a deficit reduction plan to be implemented in the first budget following
inauguration. This plan should cut the deficit--projected to be approximately
5% of GNP--to no more than 2% of GNP within three years and ensure that future
budgets move steadily into balance. Deficit estimates should be based on
prudent economic growth and interest rate assumptions.

Because of our common concern we are sending this message to all announced
candidates for federal office. No candidate should face the voters without
committing to a specific plan for reducing federal spending and deficits.
Such a plan should embody the goals, principles and elements outlined below:
defense, entitlements and taxes.

I. The Stubborn Deficit Problem

We are now enjoying strong economic growth. Yet the federal deficit for
fiscal 1985 is venturing into unmapped fiscal territory, toward $200
billion--despite the current recovery and the recent "down payment." Our
national government must now borrow more than one of every five dollars it
spends. Whatever assumptions are used, the problem will get worse rather
than better in the years ahead unless something is done now. The recent
deficit "down payment” action was a modest step in the right direction, though
it relied too 1little on spending cuts and too much on tax increases -~
increases which burdened savings and investment.

It took us nearly 200 years to amass a trillion dollar debt. At the
current pace we could double that in a mere five years, thus adding over
$15,000 of debt in the name of each American family of four. Without new
steps to cut expenditures and raise revenues, interest payments on the federal
debt could rise to over $200 billion annually by the end of the decade. This
would be equivalent to more than a staggering $3200 yearly tax for an average
family of four! Just to pay the interest. Not a penny of this for anything
of value. 1Indeed debt service costs are primed to grow faster than any other
segment of the budget~-making future deficits self-generating and casting a
shadow over our children's economic future.



Huge deficits have serious consequences:

high interest rates

weakened long-~term growth

an over-valued dollar

record balance of payments deficits
a crippled export sector

stunted capital spending in industry
agricultural recession

a housing slump

a growing international "debt bomb,"

0000000 O0O0

Uncontrolled spending and big deficits absorb the investment capital
needed to create productive jobs and real income for tomorrow. Over the next
few years, federal deficits will absorb 70% of our net savings, leaving only
one-half to two-thirds the average of the 1960s or 1970s.

II. Decisive Action Needed Now

There wWill never be a better time to attack the problem. The current
cyclical upturn should not distract us from confronting the long~term
structural deficit. The strong 1984 recovery provides an ideal climate for
making the tough but imperative fiscal policy choices. For example, if and
when the current recovery slows, it will then be argued that it is politically
and economically unwise to cut spending and increase taxes.

III. Principles to Guide action
We the undersigned unite behind three basic principles:

1. Long-term Focus. Reforms must be 1large, structural
and permanent--in keeping with the size and duration of the
problem. One-shot actions are not enough.

2. Principles of Need, Fairness and Burden-Sharing. Wide
and fair sharing of the needed reductions is essential. The
poor must be protected. In all the budget reductions to
date, the programs that have barely been touched are the
very large non-means tested entitlements and programs that
confer a large part of their benefits on middle and upper
income groups and have the effect of subsidizing
consumption. With debt service, these programs plus defense
spending amount to over 80% of the budget.



3. Focus on Investment and Savings. The objective should
be to increase savings and investment. Massive deficits rob
the future by depleting savings and absorbing capital needed
to build productive jobs, strengthen international
competitiveness, provide for home ownership and denerate
real income growth and a higher standard of 1living for all
Americans. Cutting deficits by measures that would at the
same time reduce savings and productive investment would
make no long-~term sense,

IV. Elements of a Three-part Program for
Action--Entitlements, Defense and Taxes

If any of the following areas is placed out of bounds, no fair, effective
or politically sustainable solution to the problem of runaway deficits is
possible.

1. Entitlements and Other Non-Defense Programs, The broad-based non-means
tested entitlement programs, principally Social Security, Medicare and
pensions for the c¢ivil service and military, have been growing at an
astronomical 15% annually for 15 years. These are now about 40% of the
budget. Built-in cost-of-living (indexing) escalators--that have overstated
the true increase in the cost of living--drive program costs ever higher. But
even this fiscal accounting is misleading. It fails to 1identify the §7
trillion of unfunded liabilities--nearly four and one-half times our official
debt--that we are gquietly passing on to our children. After years of ducking
and posturing, Congress and the Administration must jointly and squarely face
the need for restraint in these entitlement and transfer programs that heavily
benefit the middle and upper classes. No spending program should be
off-limits other than those essential to the poor.

2. Defense. The unprecedented peacetime defense build-up--from outlays of
$136 billion in 1980 to $230 billion in 1984--responded to military weakness
evident in the 1970s. Currently planned defense budget increases, however,
should be scaled back from abnormal "catch-up® growth rates to a real growth
rate closer to the sustainable growth capacity of the economy. A commitment
to a multi-year moderately increasing defense budget would allow a significant
build-up. It would allow more explicit planning for that build-up and lead to
deeper and more sustained public support.

3. Taxes. While spending cuts are absolutely our top priority, we must also
face the unpleasant fact that current law taxes will generate receipts in a
range of only 19-20% of GNP; this compares to current spending commitments in
a range of 24-25% of GNP. Thus, even with the strong spending restraints
outlined above, there is a need to strengthen the federal tax base in order to
achieve long~term fiscal balance. Any tax increases should be tied to and
exceeded by spending cuts. To the extent that revenue is raised, it should
be done in a way that enhances incentives for work, capital formation, savings
and economic growth.
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Specific Programs. Any serious effort to deal with the deficit will
have to address each element of the three-part program. As to spending
reductions, the Bipartisan Budget Appeal has proposed a freeze of at least one
year--preferably two-—-in cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs) for the large,
non-means tested programs; a cap on future COLA indexing (e.g., 60% of the
consumer price index or to three percentage points less than the inflation
rate); similar restraints on all other transfers, subsidies and programs
beyond those for the poor; and a multiyear defense buildup at a more moderate
pace. Once spending cuts of the type and magnitude described above are
assured, any revenue measures needed to reach the deficit reduction goal
should mainly rely on consumption-oriented taxes in order to avoid weakening
incentives to work, save and invest. The particular program, however, is
less important than the fact that each of the three elements must figure
significantly in the solution.

Also, a bipartisan commission, council or other entity could help achieve
greater deficit reductions for next year and later. If such an entity is
established, it should enjoy the strong approval and support of the House,
Senate and Administration. It should be initiated as soon as possible with
results by January 1985, in time for the President to consider before
submitting his budget and in time for consideration by the House of
Representatives and Senate in their budget and appropriations processes.

* k %

We, the wundersigned organizations, commit to urging our members,
supporters, customers, depositors, savers, home builders, buyers
and to communicate support for a deficit reduction program that
embodies the principles and elements discussed above to Ronald Reagan, Walter
Mondale, members of Congress and candidates. We urge every American to do the
same.













ASSERTION A
"WE NOW HAVE MORE PEOPLE WORKING THAN EVER BEFORE®"

o The labor force in the United States stands at 105.4 million as of
July 1984. This is the highest total ever recorded since

statistics were first kept in 1900. (Source: Bureau of Labor
Statistics)
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.- 7TAE EMPLOYWENT SITUATION: _JULY . 1984

¢ .- Unemployment rose in July, returning to the May  level, while the two major employment
neasures - showed differing wovements, the Bureau of Labor Statistice of the U.S. Department of
‘Labor reported today. The overall jobless rate, which includes the resident Armed Forces in the
labor force . base,  was 7.4 percent, and the rate for civilian workers was 7.5 percent. Each
nmeasure rose four-tenths of a percentage point over the month,.after .identical declines in June.

- Total civilian employment—-as measured by the monthly survey of households—fell by 350,000
in July after seasonal adjustment. . This first decline in the series in one
and a half years, followed 2 months of exceptioN? atge increases. 1In contrast, the number
of employees on nonagricultural payrolis=—as Tmeasured by the monthly survey of
establishments--rose by 300,000 over the month, continuing the steady growth that has occurred
since early 1983. |Despite these differing directions in July, the household series shows
enployment growth of 6.4 million over the course of the recovery, compared with job gains of 5.7
million in the payroll series.

_ Unemployment {Household Survey Data)

The number of unemployed persons increased to 8.5 million from June to July after seasonal
ad justment, and the civilian worker unemployment rate roee to 7.5 percent; both figures returned
to the levels posted in May. Since November 1982, the mumber of unemployed persons has declined
by 3.3 million, and the jobless rate has dropped by 3.2 percentage points. (See table A-2.)

The July increase occurred primarily among adult women, whose jobless rate returned to the
level that had essentially prevailed between February and May. The rate for adult men edged up
to 6.5 percent, the same as in May, but was still below the rates posted -earlier this year.
Unemployment increased among both white and black workers. While the rate for white teenagers
changed little, the rate for black youth, widch 1s subject to wide fluctuation, rose by 8
percentage points in July to 42.4 pevrcent; it had declined by a similar magnitude in June. (See
tables A-2 and &3.)

- Most of the July increase took place among workers who had lost their Jjobs. There was
little or no over-the~month change in either the number of persons who were on layoff (expecting
to be recalled to their job), had left their job voluntarily, or were entering or reentering the
labor force. The number of short—term {less than 5 weeks) and medium—term (5 to 14 weeks)

" jobless workers rose in July, while the number of long-term unemployed (15 weeks and over) was
about unchanged. {(See tables A-7 and A-8.)

Civilian Employment and the Labor Force (Household Survey Data)

Civilian employment fell by 355,000 over the month té 105.4 million, Jseasonally adjusted,
after rising by 1.3 million in the prior 2 months. Civilian empIoyment was 6.4 million above

the November 1982 recession trough. (See table 4-2.)

1
The civilian labor force was 113.9 million in July, unchanged from June. The proportion of
the civilian working-age population in the labor force was 64.6 percent, the same as in the
previous 2 months. Over the year, the labor force grew by 2.2 million, and the participation
rate was up by about half a percentage point,.



EMPLOYMENT, UNEMPLOYMENT, AND WAGES

STATUS OF THE LABOR FORCE
Seasonally adjusted civilian employment rose 460,000 in June and unemployment fell 384,000.
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Noninstitu- I

Civilian employment

Unemployment

Labor force

tional : Employ- H articipatinn
population %:r?t vl'i:m:d{&me ' mzn_l' | o ? g Nonagricultural rl:ue (pgrcrn!)
Period ! including Armed i "Sidn;"g including Civilian | ) t - 15

i resident Forces | Armed resident labor force Totsl | Agricul- Part-time Total weeks o
i Armed NSA il Forces Armed tural Total for and Total 2 Civil-

: Forces * | N Forces | ° economic over | o ian 3

NSA ; reasons ! !
- il

{163,541 | 1,631 103 882 97,679 102,251 3,387 | 92,661 3,298 6,202 | 1414 63.5  63.2
166,460 i 1,597 106,559 100,421 104,962 3,347 95,477 3,373 6,137 | 1,241 64.0 | 63.7
169,349 | 1,604 108544 100,907 106,940 3,364 | 95,938 4,064 7,637 | 1,871 64.1 | 63.8
171,775 | 1,645 110,315 102,042 108,670 3,368 | 97,030 4,499 8,273 | 2,285 64.2 | 639
173,939 | 1,668 111,872 101,194 110,204 3,401 | 96,125 5,852 | 10,678 | 3,485 64.3 { 64.0
175,891 | 1,676 113,226 102,510 111,550 3,383 | 97,450 5,997 | 10,717 | 4,210 64.4 1 64.0
. 175,793 ; 1,668 113,573 | 102,411 111,905 100,743 3,479 | 97,264 5,886 1 11,162 | 4,486 64.6 | 64.3
July 175,970 | 1,664 113,489 102,889 111,825 101,225 3,499 | 97,726 5,700 | 10,600 | 4,398 64.5 | 64.2
Aug...... 176,122 | 1,682 113,799 103,166 112,117 101.484 3,449 1 98,035 5,866 @ 10,633 | 4,078 64.6 | 64.3
Sept ... 176,297 | 1,695 113,924 103,571 112,229 101,876 3,308 | 98,568 6,027 { 10,353 | 3,889 64.6 | 64.3
Oct....... 176,474 | 1,695 113,561 103,665 111,866 101,970 3,240 | 98,730 5,724 9,896 | 3,655 64.3 | 64.0
Nov.....| 176,636 | 1,685 113,720 104,291 112,035 102,606 3,257 | 99,349 5,848 9,429 | 3,527 644 | 64.0
Dec...... 176,809 | 1,688 113,824 104,629 112,136 102,941 3,356 1 99,585 5,712 9,195 | 3,369 64.4 | 64.0
19684: Jan ..., 177,219 | 1,686 113,901 104,876 112,215 103,190 3,271 | 99,918 5,943 9,026 | 3,201 64.3 | 63.9
Feb....., 177,363 | 1,684 114,377 105,576 112,693 103,892 3,395 {100,496 5,308 8,801 | 2,984 64.5 | 64.1
177,510 | 1,686 114,598 105,826 112,912 104,140 3,281 {100,859 5,463 8,772 | 2,873 64.6 | 64.2
177,662 | 1,693 114,938 106,095 113,245 104,402 3,393 (101,009 5,593 8,843 | 2,855 64.7 | 64.4
177,813 | 1,690 115,493 106,978 113,803 105,288 3,389 1101,899 5,353 8,514 | 2,851 65. 64.6
177,974 | 1,690 115,567 107,438 113,877 105,748 3,403 {102,344 5,491 8,130 | 2,619 64.9 | 64.6

} Perwons 8t work. Economic reasons include slack work. matenal shortages. inability to find fuli-

tme work, ete.

2 Labor force as percent of

]

| oth ;

ding resident Armed Forces).

s Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

3 Civilian labor force as percent of civilian noninstitutional population.
NoTe.—NSA indicates data are pot seasonally adjusted.
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Employment Status of Noninstitutional Population 405

No. 869. EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE NONINSTITUTIONAL POPULATION 16 YEARS OLD AND OVER BY
Sex: 1850 TO 1883

(thcam-mhd Annugt of momhly figures, except as héubdaa onOunm
Survey. sec Appendu il See aisc Mstoncal Statsdcs, Colorse! Temes fo 1970, senes D 11-19 and D 85-86)
LABOR FORCE'
Employed Unemployed
Norensgti- .
YEAR AND BEX m' " Nom Bor- 'g;
sy | oer conml force
bon' A Tota) of
! labor
! { force?
i
Total 1950 1,189 58918 D 7,160 | 51,758 |3 5.2 la2707
' 2064 62170, 6450 155722 |2852 4.3 |44:660
i 1861 65778 . 5458 {60318 13652 ' 54 (47.617
' 1846, 71,086 , 4381 [ 66726 (3366 | 4.4 52,058
j 21220 72895 3970 |68915 12875, 37 !52268
9,565 | 2218 975 1 37 |82,527
EARAE: s
889 |i |2, | 48 |5431
189 86.355 I 81,340 I 1, i 58 ss.gaf
145939 | 88,847 | 83966 |\ 1, , 58 1is7.09
148.870 ;- 91,203 ' 86838 ;| 1, ! i 4.8 |57.667
151,841 93670 ;; 88515} V. X . 55158171
}?,'23,‘3 ; gg.;gg i 87.524 i 1, ) . 83159377
818 | B : 4, R K L H 7.6 1598981
160.689 11100665 ! 93673 | 1 . ] €8 eo‘:gs
163541 103882 || 97,670 ;1 1.691 VUG T4E 6.0 59,659
166.460 | 106,550 :'100.421 1+ 1507 98, X . 58 {59.800
169349 © 108544 £100807 | 1604 99, ‘ x 7.0 le0806
171775 410315 ;1102042 " 1.645 100, 3.368 . 7.5 {61.460
173939 111872 1101184 1668 99526  3.401 . 96.125 h0.678 9.5 162.067
175793 | 193600 |:102454 | 1,668 100.786 - 3522 lo7.zsa Praes; 9.8 62,193
51875 44969 ' 42728, 1,150 41578 6002 !35576 ,2239 . 50 6906
g.;:g : gggg; H ;s;;z : ;.33 4:;340 : ; 472 39431 [ 2486 52 9274
385 | 53, 1 08 48 862 (46,128 2238 © 4.2 {13,076
, 73891 S57.899 ' 53457 © 1600 51857 © 2824 . 49,032 4'323 7.7 .2,993
1 e0877 620932\ 58665 1479 57186 2709 | 54.477 '4.267 68 {17.945
1982 . 83052 63978 |, 57800 b 1829 56271 2736 |53534'6.179 . £7 [19073
s:g\ome 1950 . ! sa289 ;g.;gg . gggg 1 19" ;7.::;0 © 1,159 | 16,181 lmaog 5.7 {35,881
1970. y Dol v B ees ; 207 Igioe; Llees . 59 lara%
1975 37553 || 34.067 ; 76 339689 584 |33.404 |3486; 93 {43386
1969 45611, 42,241 126 42117, 656 | 41467 ;3,370 ' 7.4 42,861
1982 | 47894 1 43395, 130 43.2% €65 | 42,591 | 4,499 9.4 ]42:093
PERCENT OIST'IBUTION i ! i ' . | i '
: H ¢ . . i
Tolai 1850 ' 1000 597 ‘ 66, 1.1 55 :‘ 67 488 gy ! x) | 403
1955 i 1000 600 5751 18 556] 58, 489 26, (x); 400
1960 t 1000 €00 568, 16 552, 46 506, 32. x): 400
'?.&5; . 1000 595. 568, 15 553 34, 59, 26 x) | 405
1966 1000 se8) S76| 16 seol 31| S25| 22 (. 402
6 1000 602! 580" 17 53 29, 534' 23! x) i 39.8
1968 . 100 0 603| 882: 17 sB&: 28 537! 2%° x) 397
1965 1000 608! 587 16 570, 26 544i 21 x) ' 392
1870 1000 610 80! 15 85, 25| 540 29, x) i 39.0
971, 100.0 607 872, 14 $8, 24 534, 35 ’ xj ¢ 393
:gj',g- 1000 609 515! 12, 863 24 ' 539 33 ! 301
e 100.0 613, 583 12 873 231 548! 28 x) | 387
19m 1000. 617, 5830 11 8§72, 23° 548 34 x) | 383
1975 1000. €161 565, 11 s54° 22 532! 81 x| 383
1976. 1000, €20, £3; 11 562! 21 541 47; x) | 380
b4 1000 . 626 583 10 673, 20, 552, 44, (x), 374
1978 1000 €35 s7! 10 BB7. 21| 867! 38 x) i 365
‘g;g 1000 640 803, 10 S84 20! 5741 37 (¥ 360
1360 1000 641! s96: 9 586! 20| 567! 45 x) 1 359
1961 .. 1000, 642 SBal 10 584l 20, 565 | 48 x) | 358
mg . 1000, 643} 582 10; $&72'. 20 883! e1! (! 357
dune 1000, 46| 583; 9 63, 20 3 l €3 (! 354
Mae 1950.. W00, 887 824| 22° 82f 16, 6| 43 ), 133
. 1000, 839) 7954 32, 764, 78, 86! 43, x) | 169
1970 . 000" @03y 8! 31' 138! 43! &4, 34! ‘! 197
1975 | 1000' 78af 7230 22. 72| 38 | esa! 80 x| 216
1980 . 1000 778 725 18 707 33, 674! 83 x) | 222
1882 1000, 770| essl 18: 678 I 33) &5, 74w 20
Fg:.(e 1950 1000, 3394 3200 (@ 918 P 208 19 x) | 661
! 100.0 378 35.. (2, 235 16! 339! 22 x) | 622
870 . 100.0 434 408) (2 408:¢ 8] %M9! 25 x) | 566
1975 1000 . 464 | 421 | ) 420, 7! 413! 43 x), 536
1980 . 1000 S16 1 477 N 476 7 469, 38 (x| 484
1982 . . g 3000 v 827 | 477 | 2 | 47,5i 7 469 80 x) | 47.3
—_— 1

X Nol appicabie 2 Less than 05
force. nciuding resident Armed Forces

! inciudes resient Armed Forces U

4

Source t1.S. Bureau of Labor Swtistics, Employment and Earrengs, monthiy

W-NR50-M-28:A)

? Seasonally adjusted. except for population and resident Armed

Foveu



D 233-882 and D 1-10

major groups was changed to form more ‘‘families” of occupations.
This applies especially to the “professional” and “‘service” msjor
groups. Although there was an effort to limit changes between
major groups, there were many cases where such changes were neces-
mary. One such change is the treatment of apprentices. They were
moved from “operatives” to “‘eraftsmen” and are classified as a
subcategory of their eraft.

Two other changes in the census have an important effect on com-
parability: (1) The allocation of “not reported’’ cases to the major
groupe in 1970 increased the size of thoee totals relative to the totals
for 1950 and 1960 when there was no allocation of these charac-
teristics; and (2) the age coverage for statistics on these subjects to
accord with past and current definitions of the labor force, as indi-
cated in the table for series D 182-232.

The population census occupational classification system is generally
ecomparable with the aystem used in U.S. Bureau of Employment
Security, Dictionary of Occupational Tides (DOT), 8d edition, with
the exception of the blue collar workers (i.e. manual and service

LABOR

ent from that used by the Buresu of the Census. An important
reason for this is that the two systems are designed to meet different
needs and to be used under different circumstances. The DOT
system is designed primarily for employment service needs, such as
placement and counseling, and is ordinerily used to classify very
detailed occupational information obtained in an interview with the
worker himself. The census system, on the other hand, is designed
for statistical purposes and is ordinarily used in the classification of
limited occupational descriptions obtained in a self-enumeration
questionnaire or in an interview with a member of the worker's family.

D 233-682. Detailed occupation of the economically active popula-
tion, 1900-1970.
Source: See source for series D 182-282.

Dashes (——) are used in the columns of this table to denote that
comparable data are not available because of changes in definitions
and occupations.

workers). The DOT structure for these occupations is quite differ- See also text for series D 182-232.
Series D 1-10. Labor Force and Its Components: 1900 to 1947
{In thousands of persons 14 years oid and ever. Annus) averages)
Total labor foree , ! Employed Unemployed
1
! Percentof |  Armed Civiian | Percent of—
I noninstitu- Forces labor foree ‘
Year Number ! tional i Total ) Farm Nonfarm Total
1 population | H i Civilisn Nonfarm
! !, | l tabor force employees
R ’ | ;
1 : 2 i 3 ; 4 5 [ ‘ 7 ] [} 10
)
" T - : ; i
61,758 7.4 1.590 ! 60.168 57,812 | 8,256 ' 49,557 2,35 3.9 . 5.4
60,970 5.2 | 3,450 : 7,520 | 85,250 | 8.320 | 46,930 2,270 3.9, 5.5
! i
65,290 . 61.9 : 11,430 | 63,860 52,820 L 8,580 l 44,240 1,040 1.9 2.7
66,040 63.1 11.410 | 54.630 53.960 | 8,950 45.010 , 670 ! 1.2 1.7
64.560 ' 62.3 9.020 : 55,540 54,470 }; 9,080 | 45,390 | 1,070 1.9 2.7
60,380 58 8 3.9%0 | 56,410 £3.780 ¥ 9,250 | . 2,660 | a7 6.8
57,530 B6.T ¢ 1.620 ' 55.910 50,850 9.100 | 41,250 5.560 | 9.8 14.4
$6.180 86.0 540 | 55.640 47,820 9,540 | 37,980 8.120 ! 14.6 21.3
55,588 56.0 | 30 | 55,218 45.738 9,710 ' 86.028 9.480 17.2 25.2
54,872 56.0 | 0 54,532 44,142 9,840 | 34,302 10,890 19.1 27.9
088 5.9 320 53,768 106 1€,000 86,068 7,7 14.8 21.3
83,319 5.5 | 300 ! 83,019 43,989 10,080 | 33,898 9,030 7.0 25.4
[ ! H i
52,553 - 55.6 | 270 52.283 41.673 10.110 | 81,563 10,610 | 20.3 30.2
51,910 c 5571 260 | 51.650 40.310 9,990 | 30.320 11.340 ! 22.0 2.6
51,132 55.6 ) 250 . 80882 38,052 10,090 ! 27.962 12,830 ¢ 25.2 37.6
50,348 5.4 | 250 ; 50,096 38,038 10,120 ' 27,918 12,060 ! 2¢.1 86.3
49,585 , 85.2 ¢ 260 49,925 41,305 10,240 - 31,065 8,020 | 16.3 25.2
48.783 55.0 , 260 | 48.523 44,183 10,340 33,84 4,840 l 8.9 14.2
48,017 55.1 | 260 47,757 46.207 10,541 ' 35,666 1.550 ! 3.2 5.8
47,367 55.2 ¢ 262 ! 47,105 45.123 10,497 34.626 1.982 4.2 6.9
46.634 85.2 259 46.375 44,856 10,529 34.327 1,519 83! 5.4
45,885 . 8531 256 45.629 44.828 0,690 34,138 801 : 1.8 § 2.9
f v . !
45.431 55.4 262 45,164 ; 43,716 10,662 $3.054 1,453 8.2 5.4
502 §5.5 267 | 44,235 | 42.04 10,599 81.446 2.190 5.0 8.3
43.699 | B5.R § 255 | 43,444 42,395 10,62f 81,774 1.048 2.4 4.1
42,572 | 55.7 27 42,49 39,637 10,561 29,076 2,859 6.7 14
341 55.9 l 862 41,979 ,061 10,448 26,618 4918 11.7 19.5
41,720 85.6 | 280 41,340 39,208 10,440 28,768 2,182 6.2 8.6
41,239 &l 1.543 39,696 89,150 10,498 28,652 B46 1.4 2.4
41,980 §7.7 1 2.904 39,076 84 10.674 7. 836 1.4 2.4
40,742 56.6 s 40,023 38,175 10,788 27,383 1,848 4.6 8.2
238 56.6 ' 181 40,057 38,014 10,802 27,21 2,043 5.1 9.1
29,774 8.8 D 39, 36,223 10,953 26,270 3.871 8.5 15.6
564 573 ( }s; 39.40) 36,281 10,945 25,336 3,120 7.9 1417
,832 $7.3 | 157 38,675 37,004 10,974 ,030 1.671 4.3 8.2
38,081 57.4 149 87,932 26,173 11,186 25,037 1,789 4.6 9.0
37,623 ' 67.6 | 145 37,478 ‘ 34,960 11,107 23,858 2,618 6.7 18.0
26,850 87.4 141 36,709 | 34,559 11,260 {° 23,299 2,150 5.9 1.6
35,855 7.2 134 357721 ! 1897 1,163 22.% 1.824 | 5.1 10.3
35,039 57.2 123 34,916 32,136 11.238 ! 20,898 2.780 8.0 16 .4
295 57.2 112 34,183 ,238 11,493 21,745 5 28 6.0
33,821 8.8 i 109 83,212 32,638 1,479 21,159 §74 1.7 3.9
32,408 56.5 { 108 82,298 ‘ 30 918 11,187 19.721 1,381 %] 9.5
31,848 . 8.3 107 31 441 29,750 11,076 13,674 1,691 5.4 12.0
804 | 66.2 106 30,698 1454 10,889 18,625 1.204 3.9 9.0
30,012 | 86.0 108 : 29.904 28,807 10,753 054 1,007 3.7 8.6
.268 65.8 115 29,153 7,948 10,916 17,032 1,208 4.0 10.1
28,500 } 85.8 124 28,376 956 11,050 16,906 1,420 5.0 12.6




ASSERTION B

"WITH SIX AND A HALF MILLION NEW JOBS."

In December 1982, at the trough of the recession, a total of only
100.6 million Americans were working in the United States. But by
Americans were employed. This represents a netmagfﬂ of 6.5
million jobs. (Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics.)

Department of Labor statistics indicate that 6.4 million civilian
jobs have been gained over the course of the recovery. (source:
Bureau of Labor Statistics)

Unemployment fell for the first time below the rate inherited by
the Reagan adminstration--7.5 percent in January 1981--as 460,000
more Americans found work in June. The rate peaked during the
last recession at 10,7 percent in December 1982. Since then the
economy has added 6.7 million jobs.
-- "U,S., Jobless Rate Hits 4-Year
Low," The Washinqton Post. July
7. 1984 (emphasis added)

"Civilian employment surged last month [May]. with 890,000 new
jobs added to the economy . . . . [lI]t was the second best
post-war employment gain . . . exceeded only by the 981,000 jobs
added in June of last year . . . ."
-- "Jobless Rate Declines in May to
7.5% as New Jobs Surge." The
Washington Post, June 2, 1984
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THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION: JULY 1984

Unemployment rose in July, returning to the May level, while the two major employment
measures showed differing movements, the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of
Labor reported today. The overall jobless rate, which includes the resident Armed Forces in the
labor force base, was 7.4 percent, and the rate for civilian workers was 7.5 percent. Each
measure rose four-tenths of a percentage point over the month, after identical declines in June.

Total civilian employment--as measured by -the-mouthly survey of households--fell by 350,000
in July after seasonal adjustment to(105.4 milliop;‘ This first decline in the series in one
and a half years, followed 2 months of excéptionully large increases. In contrast, the nunber
of enployees on nonagricultural payrolls--as measured by the monthly survey of
establishments-~rose by 300,000 over the month, continuing the steady growth that has occurred
since early 1983, Despite these differing directions in July, the household series shows
employment growth of 6.4 million over the course of the recovery, compared with job gains of 5.7
million in the payroll series.

Unemployment (Household Survey Data)

The number of unemployed persons increased to 8.5 million from June to July after seasonal
adjustment, and the civilian worker unemployment rate rose to 7.5 percent; both figures returned
to the levels posted in May. Since November 1982, the number of unemployed persons has declined
by 3.3 million, and the jobless rate has dropped by 3.2 percentage points. (See table A-2.)

The July increase occurred primarily among adult women, whose jobless rate returned to the
level that had essentially prevailed between February and May. The rate for adult men edged up
to 6.5 percent, the same as in May, but was still below the rates posted earlier this year.
Unemployment increased among both white and black workers. While the rate for white teenagers
changed little, the rate for black youth, which is subject to wide fluctuation, rose by 8
percentage points in July to 42.4 percent; it had declined by a similar magnitude in June. (See
tables A-2 and A-3.) -

Most of the July increase took place among workers who had lost their jobs. There was
little or no over-the-month change in either the number of persons who were on layoff (expecting
to be recalled to their job), had left their job voluntarily, or were entering or reentering the
labor force. The number of short-term (less than 5 weeks) and medium-term (5 to 14 weeks)
jobless workers rose in July, while the number of long=~term unemployed (15 weeks and over) was
about unchanged. (See tables A-7 and A-8,)

Civilian Employment and the Labor Force (Household Survey Data)

} T~ .
Civilian employment fell by 355,000 over the month td:1§§:ﬁ#5;llioh,‘ seaso N~§ed,
after rising by 1.3 million in the prior 2 months. Civilian employment wa§ 6.4 million above
the November 1982 recession trough. (See table A-2,) —
\
The civilian labor force was 113.9 million in July, unchanged from June. The proportion of
the civilian working-age population in the labor force was 64.6 percent, the same as in the

previous 2 months., Over the year, the labor force grew by 2.2 million, and the participation
rate was up by about half a percentage point,



ASSERTION C

"THE BEST GROWTH OPPORTUNITY SINCE WORLD WAR IIl.”

This year the Gross National Product has trisen at an average rate
of 8,8%. This represents the highest rate of growth since 1943.
(Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis)

The first quarter GNP of 10.1% is the highest recorded GNP since
1943. (Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis)

In February 1984, total industrial production rose 15.9%. On a
yearly basis since 1945, production has never risen this much.
{Source: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System)

During the one year period between June 1983 and June 1984,
industrial production rose by an average of 13.7%. This was the

highest annual rise since 1950, just five years after World War
I1. (Source: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System)

For the last 18 months, the boom in capital investment has been
the strongest _since World War 1], which economists attribute in
part to the Reagan Administration’s large tax cuts for capital
goods . . . ."

-- "Economic Growth at High 7.5%
Rate in Second Quarter." The New
York Times, July 24, 1984
(emphasis added)

The growth of productivity in the private sector, which averaged
around 3% in the two decades after World War 11, slid to an anemic
rate of less than 2% from 1970-78 and was virtually flat from 1978
through 1982, the worst performance since the early days of the
Depression. Now some experts predict that annual growth rates in
output per work hour in the nonfarm sector could run as high as 3%
a year for the rest of this decade . . . .*
-- "The Revival of Productivity,"”
Businessweek., February 13. 1984



CHANGES IN GNP, PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES, AND
RELATED PRICE MEASURES

fPercent change from previous period. quarterly data at seasonally adjusted annual rates}

| Gross nationa! product : Personal consumption expenditures
; : ——
eriod \ “onstant mplicit S . weighted ||, ‘onstant | Implicit . .1 weighte
Coment SRS | PR | Cominpriee | REETE L Camen [ CRI VRS ] o priee RO
; dollars i deflator ; (1.97'.’ ! i ‘ dollars ‘ deflator . ! (1972
I weights) | ! l i weights!
: N !
1972 10.1 5.1 4.2 4.1 4.0 9.61 5! 3.7 3.6 | 3.5
1973, 11.8 5.8 5.8 | 6.0 6.0 | 10.2 | 42 5.7 6.1 6.1
1974 .. 8.1 —.6 8.8 | 9.1 94 | 9.4 -l 10.1 10.4 | 10.4
1975.. 8.0 —1.2 9.3 9.2 9.1 |, 9.9 2.2 7.6 T TR
1976.. 10.9 54 52, 5.7 58 | 11.0 5.6 5.1 53 5.3
1977 1.7 5.5 | 5R 6.1 63! 111 5.0, 58 6.0 6.2
1978 12.8 5.0 7.4 7.6 7.8 I 118§ 45 7.0 73, 74
1979, 11.7 281 8.6 ! 8.9 9.5 11.9° 27 9.0 9.3 | 0.5
1980 8.8 -3 9.2 ! 8.9 9.8 | 10.7 5 10.2 10.7 1.1
1981 12.4 | 25 ¢ 9.6 ! 9.5 9.7 10.9 2.0 | 8.7 92! 9.4
1982 38 —21" 6.0 | 6.6 6.4 7.3 14 5.9 6.1 5.0
1983 7.7 3.7 I 3.8, 4.3 42§ 8.6 18 3.7 11 1.0
1982; -2 —46 16" 6.0 56" g6 2.9 | 5.5 | a7l 54
4.7 —.8 5.6 | 53" 4.7 4 6.3 22 10| 12 3.7
2.5 -4 3.4 5.8 581 =5 2.2 ; 6.1 6.3 6.6
3.9, A 34 5.0 4.6 . . 5.1 4.0 5.0 14
1983: 8.5 3.3 50 3.4 3.3 18! 26 2.2 2.5 1y
12.3 9.4 26 43 417 4.5 . 10.0 4.1 44 15
10.1 6.8 3.1 4.4} 4.7 7.6 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.0
106 59 . 14 4.1 3.9 9.2 6.8 23 EX 34
1984: . 1491 14 19" 50" 8.6 16, 3.8 17 4.0
109 3.2 34 35 9.1 6.9 2.1 3.1 26
! it

NOTF — Aunval changes are from previous vear and quarteny changes are from previous yuarter
Series revised bemnning 1991,

NONFINANCIAL CORPORATE BUSINESS—OUTPUT, COSTS, AND
PROFITS

[Quarterly dats at seasonally sdjusted anuual ratex;

Source: Departmen® of Conmerce. Bureau of Economic Analyas

; Gross domestie
i product of nonfinancial
" corporate business

Current-dollar cost and profit per unit of vutpur (doliurst !

Capital

Corporate profits With inventory

Compere

(illions of dollars) consump- ! | valuation and capital consumption ((.'l”}l”“""  sation per
. T tion L e . ; adjustrments C P (:, :” hour o
Period , ' Total allowanees Indireet | - OMPO ; - . ] . all
i cost und with business  Sation f’r . Net X ! ”T‘:' ‘:i\.q emplos-
! Current | 1972 prolit 2 ©  capital tanes 31 emﬂ:\" i fterest Profus  Profits ";t'“l'r\‘)’ eex
' dollars § dollars i consump- A i Total tax ; after T tdeBars
i . tion ! lisbiliny© 1ax? .
| : adjustinent - | N : ;
. ‘ 1 -
67RO | 67RO LO0 ' 0.092 01131 0659 0028 0107 049! 003K L THEd . 505
094 7319 1.038 043 d14 802 .031 107 055 033 1 T4 .42y
818.9 708.2 . 1.136 ! 112 127 | 186 i 042 080 059 | 030 4% 13 5.957
890.0 6942 1.282 | A37 0 140 H37T1 043 1247 059 065 - T 8507
1,001.3 7455 1.343 141 141 878 040 144 071 073 ¢ TTH98 1 TT.021
1,128.4 T95.8 1 1.418 | 145 ! 141 928 040 163 075 088 | TRI41 L TTA5L
1,276.2 846.3 | 1.508 | 155 ¢ 144 BOR {7 044 168 ¢ 079 ) 08Y 1 TR.209 TR.191
1,416.8 876.1 . 1.617 | 171 149 1.094 050 154 079 075 ) TRI194 . TRO6)
1,540.7 859.5 | 1.793 i (198 : 172 1.218 065 i 140, 07R 062 I T8.118 1 TY.8R4
1,739.2 8833 | 1.969 i 217 201 1.307 076 167 ¢ 072 095 ¢ 8.271 , 10.8]11
1,778.4 857.4 2.074 245 ‘ 210 1.397 084 .138 052 086 B.357 11.6%7
1,917.7 896.4 2,139 243 219 1.409 077 191 065 126 8.634 12.166
1982: III"... 1,787.8 858.5 2,083 247 211 1.404 .080 141 .052 .089 8.406 11.801
Iv-.. 1,772.4 846.5 2.094 254 217 1.419 .081 123 043 080 8.398 11.913
1,812.3 855.7 2.118 .250 218 1.421 079 .151 049 102 8.464 12.027
1,887.6 886.2 2,130 .243 222 1.408 076 .182 064 118 8.617 12.131
1,956.6 912.4 2.144 .241 .220 1.400 077 .206 073 133 8.728 12.224
2,014.2 931.1 2.163 .239 219 1.408 077 221 .072 .149 8.725 12,284
1984: 17 2,084.2 956.9 i 2.178 236 217 1.415 078 233 078 .155 8.801 12.454
! Output is measured by gross domestic product of nonfi l corporate b in 1872 dol- * With inventory valustion and capita! consumption adjustments.
hr: This is equal to the deflator for gross d ic product of nonfinancial corporate business with NOTE.—Beries revised beginning 1981, except last two cofumns beginning 1976.

the decimal point shifted two places to the left.
* Indirect business lax and nontax lisbility plus business transfer payments less subsidies

Saurces: Department of Commerce (Bureau of Economic Analysis) and Department of Lahor

(Bureeu of Labor

Statistics)
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TaBLE B-5.—Changes in gross national product, personal consumpiion expendstures, and relased price
[Percent change trom preceding period; quarterly data at seasonally adjusted annual rates]
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Source: Department of Commerce. Bureau of Economic Analysss.
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roVDUCITION AND DBUOSBINESS ACILIVILY
INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION AND CAPACITY UTILIZATION

Industrial production rose 0.5 percent in June following on increase of 0.4 percent in May. The index for June was
11.7 percent above its year earlier level.

INDEX, 1967 = 100* (RATIO SCALE)
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PRODUCTI®N AND BUSINESS ACTIVITY

TaBLE B-42. —[Industrial

oduion indexes, major industry divisions, 1929-83
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Source Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System.
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