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FEDERAL BUDGET CRISIS

THURSDAY, JUNE 10, 1982

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:38 a.m., in room
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert J. Dole (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Dole, Long, Byrd, Bentsen, Boren, Bradley,
Danforth, Chafee, Wallop, Durenberger, and Grassley.
- Also present: Senator Nicholas Brady of New Jersey.

[The press release announcing the hearing and background mate-
rial relating to the need for action on the Federal budget crisis fol-
lows:]
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Press Release No. B2-141

PRESS RELEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE UNITED STATES SENATE

June 4, 1982 COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
2227 Dirksen Senate
Office Building

FINANCE COMMITTEE ANNOUNCES HEARINGS ON THE NEED FOR
ACTION ON THE FEDERAL BUDGET CRISIS

Chairman Robert Dole (R., Kansas) announced today that the
Committee will hold a hearing on Thursday, June 10, 19382 on the

need for Congress to take prompt action to reduce the projected
deficits in the Federal budget.

The hearing will begin at 9:00 a.m. in Room 2221 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Bullding.

The Committee has scheduled the following witnesses to
appear:

. Representatives of the bipartisan group of former
Cabinet officials who made an appeal to Congress to
reduce the budget deficits including the Honorable W,
Michael Blumenthal and the Honorable Peter G. Peterscn;

A representative of The Business Roundtable;

A representative of the American Business
Conference;

A representative of- the National Federation of
Independent Business

A representative of the National Association of
Realtors

. Written statements.--Any person who desires to present views
to the Commlittee is urged to prepare a written statement for
submission and inclusien in the printed record of the hearing.
These written statements should he typewritten, not more than 25
double~-spaced pages in length, and mailed with five copiles to
Robert E. Lighthizer, Chief Counsel, Committee on Finance, Room
2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510,
not later than Tuesday, June 15, 19R2,

P.R., #%2-141



May 24, 1982
A B1-PARTISAN APPEAL 4
T0
THE PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

The Hon The Hon The Hon The Hon The Hon The Hon

W. Michael Biumenthal  John 8 Connally  C DouglasDifion  HenryH Fowler  Peter G Peterson  Wilam E Simon
Sec. of Treasury Sec of Treasury  Sec of Treasury  Sec of Treasury  Sec of Commerce  Sec of Treasury
1977-1979 1971-1972 1961-1965 1965-1968 19721973 1974-1976

The budget crisis can wait no longer. The huge budget deficits now in prospect are crippling today's ecenomy and
could lead to years of financial turbulence and industrial stagnation.

This 1s no time for politics as usval and it is certainly no time for a budget stalemate. The national interest demands
strong and continuing leadership—by the President and Congress working logether—ta restore financial sanity.

THE DEFICITS IN PROSPECT .

The federal budget is dange(ously out of control Without swift legislative action, it will produce a successcon of
ever-widening deficits In Washington, there is finally a broad consensus and genuine concern about the magnitude of
the problem.

© The current year deficit 1s running in the range of $100 bitlion.

o Unless laws and trends now in place are changed, the deficit could explode into the $175-$200 biltion range in
FY 1983.

o By FY 1985, the annua deficit could be in the $250 billion range, and heading upward.

* The deficits now in prospect could well exceed 5% of GNP, year after year. Federal borrowing would devour
virtually every penny of household savings and would divert capital from productive investment at a record rate.

Peacetime deficits this big have no precedent in our history. Though recent years have seen 100 much red ink,
really large deficits have typically occurred only as the result of recessions and have narrowed swiftly with the
resumption of economic growth. Bul the spending and fax laws now in place would produce a continuous flood of
gigantic deticits even it the economy now recovered and en:oyed sustained growth. As now-structured, the federat

budget might never achieve balance—if would more likely sink deeper into the red with each passing year

THE PROBABLE RESULTS . . .

Huge deficits risk denying Americans any chance at sustained prosperity in the new decade—after a decade n
which real median family income showed Iittle or no increase. )

o Recovery from today's recession could be feeble and temporary as a result.

® Interest rates would remain abnormally high, holding back new invesiment and pushing thousands of sound
businesses and farms into bankruptcy N

* Job creation would continue to stagnate, making higher unemployment a fixed feature of the industrial land-
scape.

» Dollar exchange rates would remain artificially high, choking off American exports, sucking in imports,
desiroying hundreds of thousands of U.S. jobs, and pushing us toward full-scale protectionism.

o Low investment would erode our long-term productivily growth, retarding living standards at home, cripphing our
competitive ability in international markets, and shrinking America’s stature and influence in the worid.

PRINCIPLES FOR SOLUTION .

The budget crisis transcends convenhonal politics; no solution is possible lhrough partisen maneuver. We, the
undersigned, rarely stand together on political and economic issues. Bu! we believe Americans must now rally to the
common cause of fiscal respensibility.

There are five crucial principles for budget reform:

« Realism: The financial markets are telling us that it does no good to '‘cut’* the deficits by using unrealistic
economic and revenue forecasts, or by underestimating expenditures, or by relying on vague and speculative **savings'’
10 be proposed in the future.

© Spoed: Action is necessary right now: Delay would permit election year politics and momentum of federal
spending 10 1ock in huge deticits all the way to mid- decade. With each week of delay, the problem is getting worse—
and harder io salve.

® Lung-term impact: The financial markets—and the American people—are worried by loday's deficit but much
more by the huge deficits now in prospect for 1983, 1984, 1985 and beyond. Today's budget actions must cut those
out-year deticits substantially; the reforms adopted must be equal to the size and duration of the problem. The reforms
must be large, structural, and permanent.

* Fairness: Balancing the budget on the backs of just one group or one set of programs, is not feasible, and trying
to do so is not fair. Federal spending has grown excessively in many categories for many years. The growth rate has
recently been cut for certain means-tested programs aimed at the poor, such as Medicaid, AFOC, Food Stamps, and
legat assistance. It is now time for a wider sharing of burdens—for focusing fiscal reform on the major spending
programs which conter benefits on middle and upper income groups.




* Focus on investment: The chief vice of unconlrotied spending and big deficits is that they rob the future—by
absowing investment capital needed to build up productive Jobs and real income for tomorrow. The 1980's should be a
decade of investment, rot a decade of red ink. Budget reform should protect the future we must squeeze down the
share of GNP taken up by Federal spending, concentrating the cuts on public consumplion, not public investment. and
the needed ax increases should fall chiefly on consumption. nat.on private savi~gs and investment

o THEGOAL . . .

We must put the budget on @ multi-year palh toward balance. This means cutting the FY 1983-deficit to below $100
billion and squeezing down the deficit further tn each year thereafter To achieve even minimal credibibty in the financial
markets, the program of fiscal reform must cut the projected deficits

~ o by about $75-100 billion in FY 1983

o by about $125-150 billion in FY 1984

by about $175-200 billion in FY 1985
It we do less than this, {uture deficits will ikely remain well above 2% of GNP for years to come—which woutd make the
nation's financral and investment situation in the 1980°s even worse than it was in the 1370°s The last decade was bad
enough for America's economic performance To tnvite a further drop in our-economic performance would be totally
irresponsible

" APROGRAM FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION . . .

We can meet these targels without gutting our military secunty, without starving private savings and investment,
and withou! putting harsh burdens on the poor. But meeting the targels does requtre us to address head-on each of the
three major sources of runaway deficits—the growth of the large entitlemient programs, the growth of defense spending,
and the inadequacy of tax revenues If any of these areas (s placed ‘'out of bounds’’ no fair or effective solution to the
problem is possible

1. Entitlaments and other non-defense programs: We should now slow down the growth in non-defense spending
50 as to reduce the deficit by about $60 billion in 1985 The best place to begin is 1vith a one-year freeze in benefits
flowing from the farge, broad-based entitlement programs—Sociat Security, Medicare, veterans’ benefits, Civil Service
and mitary retirement. and other non-defense subsidies and payments. Therealter, there should be.umits on the
automatic infiation-indexing of benefits (e g.. by capping inflation adjustments at 4% a year, or by providing ad-
Jjustments only for intlation exceeding 3% a year) However difficult politically, controlling the budget requires controls
on the large entitlement programs and on the inflation indexing process that drives the cost of those programs upward (1
those programs are (nstead placed off hmits, it will be impossidle 1o make budge! savings of the magnitude now
necessary for financial stability Similar restraint is required on all transfers, subsidies and programs other thanthose
essentral to the needy. These measures can be carried out in ways which protect those citizens truly in need

2. Def, The defense budget increases now planned should be moderated so as 10 save abou! $25 biltion in FY
1985 This would still provide for a major and sustained defense buildup, and it would also encourage more explicit
planning tor that buildup and lead to wider public support for a strong defense posture

3. Taxes: Revenues should be increased by about $60 billion in FY 1985 This can be done through a variety of
permanent and femporary fax measures; €. , new laxes on oil, gasoiine, and natural gas consumphion, such as a tax on
imported cil, or a gasoline tax of decontrot of natural gas with.a windfall profits provision (which would also proiong the
current world ol glut and assure further energy conservalion and production activity by the private sector); modifying
corporate tax provisions (e g . safe harbor leasing) which distort business investment flows; and by increasing federal
excise laxes, such as on alcehot and tobacco, and by imposing user fees for the government’s commercially valuable
services Modifying, delaying or stretching out of the income tax cuts scheduled for 1383 has the unanimous consent of
the undersigned only in the context of a prior agreement on the kind and magnitude of spending cuts referred te in parts
1and 2 of this program.

These steps, f undertaken now, would cut the FY 1985 deficit by about $145 bitlion. This in turn couid lead,
through less federal borrowing and lower inlerest rates, 10 a further deficit reduction ot $30-55 billion, meeting the
overall target of about $175-§200 bilhon 1n FY 1985 deficit reductions

After the November elections, the President and Congress must turn to fundamental reforms of the hiscal structure,
e.g , developing a multi-year budget control system to guarantee realistic, long-term discipline 9n spending and tax
decisions; making structural changes in the Secial Security system, to assure the system's long-term alfordability and
financia integrity, and giving serious consideration to 2 new and general consumption-based tax Bul the dl"lCU'!! of
such basic reforms must not divert us from the need 10 take major steps right now 10 cut future deficits

LEADERSHIP . . .

The program we suggest would require tangibie sacrifices from many middie and upper income citizens—but the
sacntices would not be severe. And they are simply necessary to avoid economic chaos and stagnation. inaction would
exact enormous—and unnecessary—sacritices from every American

The budget crisis is a national crisis Only a united leadership in Washington—extending across both parties, and
embracing liberals and conservatives ahke-—can avert a fiscal disaster. Let us work together. as Americans, to rescue
the future of our economy . .and of our counlry.




ORAFT
REPORT ON PRESS CONFERENCE —BI-PARTISAN APPEAL TO THE PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS
ON THE BUDGEY SITUATION
National Press Club Washington, D.C.
May 24,1982, 10 A M.
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W Michael Blumenthal John B Connally C Douglas Dition Henry H Fowler Peier G Pelesson WillamE Simon
Sec of Treasury Sec cof Treasury Sec of Treasury Sec of Treasury Sec of Commerce Sac of Treasury
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Peter G. Peterson: Good morming, ladies and gentiemen | guess you know by now that Bill Simon s in London, by
phone, we hope.

When | speak of all these very distinguished colleagues, they're not only distinguished individually, but it seems to me
they are even more so collectively We know that each of them has served as the nation's highest economc policy officer
under each ot the tast five presidents of the Umted States They represent a remarkatle diversity of experiences,
typically they have held an equally remarkable diversity of views In fact, a wag Irom the press, it you will forgive the
redundancy, indicated to me that he didn’t think this group agreed on anything Today they do stand together

First of alt, by way of introduction, 1'd ltke 10 Indicate a few things we are not here to do We are not here to crihcize
Congress endlessly in the first place, if we the volers have made it an act of politicat self-destruction to take what we
consider being the necessary {iscal medicine, we can hardly bfame our representatives for representing us

In the second place. | think our group wants to commend those on both sides of the aisle who deserve our thanks for
helping 10 get agreement at last on the true magnitude of this problem 1t took political courage {rem both sides of the
aisle in both houses 10 make some of the proposals that were made 1 the last few months

Nor are we here to cnticize or slow down the budge! reconciiation process | think | speak for all of our colieagues to
indicate that while the budget reconcihation process may not be a sufficient step. 1115 clearly a necessary first step and a
constructive one Needless o say. the actual approprialions are a decisive next step

Nor are we here 10 give you a delaied hine by line tem for closing the budget gap This is not a job tor outsiders and at
any rate it seems to all six ol us that the problem loday is not one of detail 1t simply does not reside there, but rather in
very basic and hard realiies Compromise 1s the essence of politics, but a compromise 1S not good enough. if it evades
the basic realities. the hard issues, thereby preducing an inadequate resuft And i seems to us that that's approumately
where we are today.

So much for why we're not here Why are we here? What are we trying to do? It seems fo me from my discussions with
my colleagues that we are here partly because iike nearly everyone, we are deeply concerned about the current near
SIS 0 our economic Situation To take but one melancholy symptom, one need only read the Wall Street Journal of
loday thal talks about the bankruplcy wave in America | think «t 1s nearly unprecedented. at least in my experience, that
we have the number of household corporate names 1 America that may be quite close to the brink, f current conditions
continue for an extended penied nto the future

We are even more concerned. however. about something that truly ts unprecedented, and that is that we now have
spending and tax (aws in effect that even it the economy were in 3 sustamned growth mode. we would still have an
enormous and. 1o us, utterly uracceptable deficit

S0 our focus today 1s nut on “83 but on ‘84, '85 and beyond

Now what's been the response to this near cnsis situation? Lately, all of us have noticed thal there seem to be about as
many budgets as there are poltical fachions and the worse the economic news gels. the more factions there are We
already, ) understand. have about seven proposals. and we're stii counting These budgets have cestain things in
common Each one. it seems to us, has @ major untouchable With some 1tis the major social entitlement programs, with
others it 15 defense, with others it is taxes And in the meantime. the hinancid! markels are saying that all of these
budgets are big deticit budgets. unacceptably big

There 15 one other thing that these proposals have in common, which is a confempt for the hugh interest rates lor which
we are all al least partly responsible '

So that's ted us 10 twa conclusions First, that 2 bi-partisan effort might be quite useful in trying to get this resolved mn a
way n which the political burdens could be both reduced and shared Secondly, we conclude that the deficil problem is
s0 large that there 15 no sofution that does not involve signdicant politrcal pain, that does nol include a major contribution
from alf three areas—the big entitlement programs, delense. and taxes

In my view, at least. the financial markets will believe it when they see 1t For example, Ihe financial markets will believe -
it when they see the so-cafied untouchable. uncontrollable big entitlement programs inciuding social secunty. federal
pensions, mililary pensions and the like both touched and centrolied

{e!l me now move 1o ouf goals You wilf nolice that we indicate that we would tike lo pul the budget on a multr-yeat path
toward balance Why Is that? It s because a of us in this group who have studied the rather dolorous economic per-
formance of the United Stales in the (ast decade share a common view that we must hind a signiticant additional in-



vesiment 1n plant. equipment and research and development to get our economic act together and thal means more
mvestment, less deficds

We want 1o express our appreciation once again for those in the Congress and Executive Branch who finally have brought
reatism to the point that the numbers that our goals state here are now widely accepted goals, that in 1985, we're
looking at a $175 to $200 billion reduction if we are to achieve our goat H might be said that with those kinds of deficits.
we are running the goverament like nobody's business

This particular group agreed early on that there were certain principles that would guide us. Very briefly, lel me take you
through them Realism Part of the problem 1n financial markels, a very important part of the problem, 1s the credibity
problem There has been a history of promises, over promises. broken promises. all kinds of pramises that have not
been delivered on S0 tn our particular propesals, we have resisted rasy economic forecasts; we have resisted un-
derestimaling expenditures or overestimating revenues, and we have resisted phanlom savings

Secondly, speed We have a tiscal and ultimately a poltical disease that | think is a progressive one The fonger we wail,
the worse the effects, the more paintul the treatment If eventually i 1s inevitable that we face some of these diflicult
1ssues, why not now? And if not now, the sooner the better. Nonetheless, we know we are embarked on a long-term
eftort

Next, our analysis of our current fisca! problems suggests that they are struclural n character, fong term in character,
permanent in character The solutions must be simifarly structural, long-term and permanent, if we are fo regain control
of the budget

Next afocus on investment We are unamimous in the view that we must invest more it we are gaing to get our economic
act together Toinves! more, we must by definition spend and consume less It 1s an essental principle, therefore, that
we want lo discourage government spending and g

And finally. | think a principle that brings us logethes. that made it posstbie 1o have a bi-partisan group. was the

" principle of farness | think we can demonstrate that both simple equity and simple arthmetic lead us to the same

conclusion There must be a wider sharing of burdens among those ol us in the midgle and upper income groups Let me
elaborate on that We have in this Table 1 a breazkdown in the current reductions in spending growth | think it is im-
portant that we analyze where the reductions have been You will notice that we have alt the programs broken down into
need-related and not need-related You will notice that, 1n every category, er s, non { , transier
payments. and other programs, the cuts in the rate of increase of these need-related programs have been roughly three
times or more than the tron need-related programs We think, therefore, that simple equity alone requires, it we are to
have a bi-partisan solution, that the rest of us share more in the reductions in future spending growth

Let us now move on ta look at what the 1985 Budget outlook suggests for us, Table 2. | think the first thing to observe is
that the 1985 budge! projectian hits aver one trillion dotfars by 1985 1| guess. Doug Dillon, you and Joe Fowler were in
an administration where the hundred-billion dollar threshold was crossed, very tentatively We're now at ten times that
level

1'd like to look at several aspects of this trilion dollar Budget Earlier [ said that the need-related programs” . as a matter
of both simple equity and simpie anithmetic, were not where we were going t0 solve a problem of the magnitude of a
reduction ot a KiAdred seventy-five to two hundred billion doliars in the 1985 deficit. You will nolice that the entire
expendilure ol those need-related programs in 19851s $87 tillion.

You will also nctice that the grants to state and local governments 1n 1985 are not only relatively small, but have
slabiized durng this period in nominal terms, and, of course, have gone dawn In real terms. Besides, cuts here may
often increase state and local taxes and what we should be focusing on are nel spending and net tax reductions Next,
you'li notice that for **other federal operations’* roughly the same pattern exisls

Theretare, unless someone 1S going to propose highly draconian soiutions and in my view highly unacceptable solutions,
that would 1nvolve some combinations of major additional slashes of the nead-refated and the grants to state and focal
governments, and closing down the federal government operations, it seerms obvious that we are not going f¢ get deficit
reductions of the magnitude we 're talking abou! without locking elsewhere.

And clearly, where we must look 1s in the transfer payments area, a good deaf of that in the non-need-related area, in
delense and of course, all this resulting in a significant reduction in net interest You'll notice that the aggregate of those
two items alone--$385 billion 1n non-need-related transler payments and $278 billion in defense—$650 bilhion—is
65% of the budget and if we add interes!t we're up to over 80% of the budgel.

S0. 1n those three areas will fall the principal burden for doing something about this problem Now, you're going to hear
a ot from us today about Social Security. Let me start by saying, lhat to show you the budgetary importance of Social
Security, that if you look at that $385 billion, 3/4°s of that item in 1985 will be represented by Social Security atone.

Now it has been said by some that it may make political sense 1o exclude Social Security However, | think the evidence
would suggest that it's close to an economic absurdity.

1t has been said that it @polmcally impossible ta do anything about Social Security Impossible is an absolute term. |
think it would be our view that the current pattern presents us with a hiscal impossibiity Therefore, we will see what
happens when the irresistible force and the immavable object meet

*Need-related programs are defined as those for which a majority of the funds are distributed on the basis of some test
of need or cutrent income. 2



Ona other general comment about the needy and need-related versus the non need-related programs. In our appraisal of
what is going on in the country, 100 many people seem 10 use the word *'needy aged ' as though it were a single word, 2
redundancy. Likewise they feel that unneedy aged is some kind of a contradiction in terms. Obviously if you think about
it, many, yes most aged persons are not really needy by mest accepled definitions. Most of these baliooning big en-
titiement programs do not go to the truly needy at all. One recent estimate suggests, for exampie, that of all the Socral
Security benetits only something like 10% go to those at the poverty levels or below. Those needy recipients can be
protected.

Therefore, 11 is our conciusion that it we are to attain our 1985 budget deficit goals, we need a balanced program in
which we must meet head on each of these three areas. Entitlements and other defense programs $60 billion, defense
$25 bilfion, taxes $60 bithon, and lowering snierest costs by $30 to §55 billion now-—which comes 10 our goal of $175-
$200 billion.

This necessarily brings us to the entitlements area which is in our judgment the single most importc .t area Itis a place
where our bi-partisan program is obviously different from some of the others You will notice that our program includes a
one-year freeze on cost of living adjustents for all of the major entitlement programs, including Social Securty It
includes a cap on indexing thereafter and it \ncludes similar restraints on other programs that are nol truly essential to
the needy We are convinced that we can devise a variety of ways to respect our commitment ta the truly needy and still
achieve these objectives —

Let's move on now to the Social Security situation. Earlier | talked about the f:scal impossibiity vs. the pohitical im-
possibility Befare judging the politically impossible question prematurely, something we think the American public must
come to grips with is what the alternatives are Rccently it has been agreed that we have $40 billion of Social Security
solvency that must be taken care of by 1985. We asked our staff people to lell us how dig a tax increase would be
required in ‘83 in order to solve that soivency problem by tax (ncreases, hing incidentatly our group 1s ad. ly
against It's a 1% of pay increase which added to a .7% increase that is not widely remembered by the public would
give us a 15.1% Social Secunty tax simply to keep the system solvent in the 1983-1985 period. But as we will see,
these huge tax increases, the larges? in our history, are just the beginning

Next, we have presented some material on some interesting questions and answers about Sociai Secunty because we
think an absoluicly essential part of this political process is an education process

Question number one’ Within what time period will current retirees receive their Social Secunty benefits equal to their
total contributions? Many people have said to us, ''It is my money '* Answer A single person gets all of his social
"~ security contributions back in one and a half years The average wage earner with a homemaker spouse within 11
months

A second question- The life expectancy at age 65 was 12 8 years in '40 What is it now? Answer 16 6 years, which
means thal these payments which are eaten up in a year or year and a haif, must be paid for over 16 years

Next, what about the demographics, which are changing radically Fifty years ago 4% of the people were over 65 Today
11%, twenty-five million people. By the year 2030 we're looking at 25% ot our population or about 65 million people on
Socia! Security. . —

Next, we have tewer and fewer workers who are supporting the system 16'% in 1950 per recipient, only 3 2 now

Nex!, the increases 1n Sociat Secunty benefits have been significant, The workers who contribute to Social Security have
had an average increase of 30% in the last fhree years, before taxes Sccial Security benehciaries have received 40%
during that period of time after taxes

Social Security—what part of our budge! does i represent? 28% or cver $200 billion, including Medicare. of course

| said earlier the short-term problem may be diflicult enough to grasp Let's look at the long term p}ab\em As you know,
Social Security people have made projections inta the future In the past—and you can read those sludies as well as |—
you wii find out that the so-called pessimistic projections, sc-cailed. have generally turned out ta be optimistic

As early as 1985, we could eastly see 19.4% of pay going into Social Security John Connally made the interesting
suggestion to us He said, *'| wonder if we could calculate how much money that 1s Iikely to represent in terms of one
year's taxes to pay for the 1995 benefits ™' The number in current doliars 15 $415 biikon 1f you assume only 6% in-
flation, we will be seeing an annual tax requirement of 1 trilon dotlars, and heading north. n other words. up Our
computer probadly would have broken down if we tried to make the calculation of these other numbers ranging up 10
57% of pay Clearly those numbers are also politically and economically unsustainable

1215 for those reasons that we believe the Social Security 1ssue simply must be part of any solution to this problem and
we come down clearly on Lhe side of phased reduction in the growih of benefifs, not those impossible tax increasas

There are others here who can speak on the issue of detense better than ) Three of our group have specia’ expertise
John Connally, of course, was Secretary cf the Navy Joe Fowler and Doug Dillon are Co-Chairmen of the Commiltee on
the Present Danger They will speak 10 the basic point that a credible, sustained defense budget requires most ot all a
credible and strong economy What we have done in the nex! table 1s to show what our bi-partisan program would feave
In real growth terms and in defense budget This $25 billion 1985 reduction would shil provide an overall increase of 7%
In real terms, other than a brie! period in the Viet-Nam era shii provides signdicant sustained buiidup If you look at
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defense equipment and ourchases alone. and assume that something 1s done lo restrain military pay—something 1n
virtually all the vanious budget proposais. the real growth in defense equipment and purchases is obviously signiticantly
more than that

Taxes are. unfortunately. the third part of the program | guess something that differentiates our program is that we leel
energy taxes must play a signihicant role—'s at the top of our hst, and of course, U S energy taxes. gasotine taxes, for
example. are generally far, far lower thann Japan and Europe We are, alter all, at a ime where we have softer prices in
energy than we have had for years We think there has never been a detter ime ta try 10 prolong the glut, promote more
energy conservation—we are shill highly vuinerable 1o very uncertain supphes—and to stimulaie produclion Also. the
classic agrument that we ve used in the past against energy taxes is that it would have a ternble effect on inhation This
clearly 1s less vahid at this point We go through the other 1ax categories which we can discuss on the char!. excise taxes,
safe-harbor lease s, and user tees You Il notice that the income tax is last on the list 1 think 1t 15 important to say that in
order to get unaniuty in thes bi-partisan group on modification in the 1983 tax cut. it was acceplable only in the context
of pror agreerent or, +he spending culs of the magnitude and the type that we were talking aboul in parls 1 and 2 of the
program, that 1s on entiiements and defense We have here the breakdown of the various taxes ar1 their revenue
possibitites We do not have a line-by-hine tax pioposal However, this gives you an idea of the kinde o* (hings we would
be considering

Finally, there is an obvious question How does our bi-partisan propesal compare with those that are currently on the
Hilt We think there are some significant difterences Our defense culs obviously falt somewhere in the middle However,

you will notice that our cuts in non-delense spending growth are substantially higher than any of the other programs,

most parbicularly in the entitements area This represents our belie! that the big entitlement programs are at the heart of
soiving this fiscaksituation

You will also notice that we have no *'management savings'' and *'miscellanecus reductions’" that are now present in
the various budget proposals This represenls our deep commitment to realism and conservalism. We would suggest
that you view those particular proposals very carefully. You will find for example | behieve that they have $18 biltion 1n
off-shore cd and gas receipts The best year ever was $10 billion 10 1981 1n an ol market that was firm and rising We
would raise a question as to whether 1t1s prudent planning to assume thase kinds ol offshore revenue increases in the
kind of ambiguous ol market that we are dealing with at the present moment So-called managemenl savings aiso in-
clude “'wasle and fraud™' in times past. which have often been counted twice; once in the departmental budget ang
another time in this catch-all category

Next, you'll nolice that the interest on the debt 1s, in ali the other proposals. $54 to $57 billion, our range 1s much wider
than that. Let us be sure you understand why On the interest in the debt estmates in the other propesals, those very
large savings come trom two sources. First, trom Lhe reduction in the deficit and secondly, from the assumption that
nterest rates. as a result of those budget deficits, would have a majar additional downward thrust [t is presumed that
the reduction of the budget dehcit would lower the interest rates 2' percentage points below the so-called base case So
that we can all be sure we grasp the quantilalive signlicance of that, the base case assumes interesl rates in 1985 of
9 4% In order to attain the magnitude of interest savings i those other proposals, it 1s not only essential 10 get the
delicit reductions. 1t would be necessary for interest rates to come down two and a halt addional percentage points to
© 9% o get that aggregate amount of deficit reduction We question whether that is prudent planning

{ would now kike lo introduce. on an alphabetical basis. thereby establishing the bi-partisan aspect of this effort, Mr
- Mike Blumenthal, Secrelary ot Treasury, of course, i the Carter Administralion Mike, coufd we hear trom you?

W. Michael Blumenthal: Thank you. Mr Peterson | can be very brief because | think that Mr_ Peterson’s statement has
been very full and complete 1 think the element of importance is that whatever 1s done. ook beyond merely the next
year, at 1984, 1985 and beyond because the problem that we face 1s not really amenable of solution within one year

And, that any course of action has to be based on the element of realism—on real numbers, on achievable numbers, and
on a program that with the requisite courage and leadership can be achieved. The goal that we have in mind is 10 bring
interest rates down, to bring monetary and hiscal policy into better balance and without a realistic program baser on
several years' hard work and sacrifice, that will not be achieved.

fl seems to me that to have a program that invelves mapagement savings that any fundamentai anatysis leaves one lo
conclude are highly uniikely to be achieved is to be kidding ourselves and to be kidding the people at large To assume
leveis of intergst rates that are highly unlikely to be achieved is to be doing the same. And 10 exclude from the formuta of
putting this economy back on a sound course, major areas such as Sociat Security and other entitiement programs and
these spending programs that represent as Mr. Peterson has said the very large proportion of the totat budget, is simply
1o avoid a realistic appraosal of the very serious situation that we are in. All of us are agreed that the goal has 10 be 1o
provide a balanced in the y for several years so that investment can be undertaken by the business

y 0 a ba sis of confidence which mveslmenl will lead, once again, and must lead 1o an increase in productivity
and the economy as a whole. It is that which wiil keep intlation under conlrcl and none of this is possible without
bringing interest rales down and removing the threat of these hallooning deficits So, | feet very strongly that this is
something that nas 1o be faced and that the Congress, not only in this budget resoiution and beyond, with the
cooparation of the Executive branch, must look at some of these more fundamental issues that we have highlighted here -
Thank you very much.
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Pster G. Peterson: Next, John Connally, Secretary of Treasury. of course, in the Nixon Admtmistration, prior ta_that,
Secretary of the Navy John Connally

John B. Connally: Thank you. Pete Well, fadies and gentlemen, there’s not much that | probably should address myself
10 that has not been adquately covered by Mr Peterson and by Mr Blumenthat | do, however, want 1o add a word or-
two with respect to the cuts in defense spending which we have recommended in the preseniation which we've made
this morming  As a former Secretary of the Navy. as one of Ihe founders of the Committee on the Present Danger. |'ve
long been concerned about the adequacy of the defense effort in this nation We are. nevertheless. recommending a cut
of $25 bihion for 1985 in he delense budget But. if you'lt look carefully at that that st would anticipate a 7% real
growth in delense spending over the period of time between now and 1985 Now we think. that under all the cir-
cumslances when we'7e 3sking the entitiements programs. including Social Secunty be cut and heavily cut, what we re
asking lor new in order to reduce the deticit and support the programs that we think have 1o be sustained in this country,

then we think defense has fo take part of the dlution, f you will, of part of the cuts that we think are absolutely essential
10 reduce the deficits and to bring about a creditable situation with respect to our Federal budget

In a representative form of government. | personally do not believe thal you're going lo long support a military
establishment to the degree ihat | think it's necessary to do, not to the exten! Ihat we're presently undertaking. unless
the economy itself and unless the budget tself anticipates & sound economic base on which to buid that delense
posture In my judgment. no representative form of government no society such as ours. 1s long going to sustain a
military support program such as we feel 1s necessary, such as | feel 1S necessary. unless we have a scund base on
which 1o buiid it That's going to be one of the hirst things that's cut  Thal's why we re recommending that it be not an
untouchable, but one of the three touchabies

We recommend and recognize that we're going 1o have to deal with new laxes, that we are going to have 1o cut en-
titlements ncluding Social Security, and that we are going to have 1o cul defense, at least in the hight of the present
recommendations

We re riat here ta pick a fight with anyone We're nat here 1o criticize the President On the other hand. | want to per-
sonally commend the President because he has indeed turned the country around with respect to the commitment on
defense and even with our cuts lhat we are recommending. we will still have the largest support for defense
establishmenl that has existed tn this country in modern times saving except a imited period of time during the Vietnam
War -

But | think 1t’s fair 1o say that all of us. if we had our wish this morming, » would be to bring to the realization of the
American people and thus to the Congress of the United States that they cannat. they cannot any longer averlaok nor
disregard the elements i this budget that are putting # beyond control They talk in terms of this 76% of a cerlain
percent of the budget that 1s untouchable In our judgment. nothing I1s untouchable That's the point we're trying lo
make nothing 1s unlouchable We can touch defense. we can louch taxes. we can touch the entitiements programs. and
indeed we must and part of our message taday s imploring the Congress to forget parisanship —~

We're nol talking here today about Democrats or Republicans or Independents We're here today talking about this
nation and what it needs We re here talking abcut a nation that 1s under pressure from within and trom without We're
here talking about a society that rs under enormous pressure 10 increase its productiity in order to compete with the
emerging nations of the world that have us under enormous economic pressure And we're here to say that you cannot
do 1t unless fiest you get your own house in order and that means bringing these deficits down. bringing inlerest rates
down 10 provide the investment incentive that 1s going tu be so critica! 1o the future of America and the people of this
Country

Peter G. Peterson: | would fike to present Douglas Dillon who, of course. was Secrefary of Treasury n President Ken-
nedy’s and Lyndon Johnson s administrations

€. Dougtas Dillaa; 1 regret that | have 1o go. so | can't answer guestions bul i'm defighted 1o be down here o be par! of
this group making this statement because my fegling is thal with the deticits that we are facing 1n the three or tour years
out and all the way to 1985 on are $250 billion pius. the situaton is so senous that unless i 1s draghically corrected by
attacking all the items that have been labelled untouchable such as the entitiements programs and increased tax
revenues and defense spending, all three of them and attacking them head on. we will be putling ourselves in 3 position
condemning ourselves to continued very high interest rates which in turn will lead 10 a continued recession of the type
that 1 fee! could widely be possibly labelled and could cnly be realistically labeiied a depression and thal will continue
The only alternative relieving these things would be to slart the printing presses, which is inconcewvable So we really
have lo do this and everything | can Qwve to helming our government and our people reatrze that nothing can remain
unlouchable in the interest ot the nation’s future

Peler G. Peterson: Thank you, Doug Joe Fowler who of course was Secretary of Treasury n the 1965-1968 period
under President Lyndon Johnson Joe Fowler

Henry K. Fowler: Thaak you, Mr Peterson and ladies and gentiemen | recognize it's a hard act to follow  John Connally
and Mike Blumenthal and Pete Peterson and my ofd coileague in the Treasury, Ooug Dillon whom | worked as tis number
two man inthe 1961-1964 era

I'm very happy to be joining with my colleagues here today because they do have roots in both of our major polihical
parties and we are basically trying to present what is labelled a bi-partisan program In this period of gloom about the
outiook, ! think we should recogmize that 1982 presents an opportumity, an opportunily lo hammer out in 1982 a br-
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partisan program 1o pul! this nation back from the senies of budget deficits thal have been accelerating.over the last 10-
12 years Lo a state of deing out of conlrol Now this pattern, as Doug Dillon has indicaled, of acceierating deficits, unless
arrested now by a hscal and budgetary program thal wilt bring this budget into a state of balanced equilidnum from
which in the light of our experience we would hope to be able to maintain, it's going 10 bring ecanomic and financal
disaster [t will be even more severe than the difficulties of the last decade in which reat median income. family income,
showed !ittle or no ‘ncrease. and the rates of nationat productvity and our abiity to compete around the world in the
production and supplying of goods and services and the overall rate ot economic growth have sunk to a irghtening low
And unemployment has reached its highest levels since the great depression

Now fhis program as several of my colleagues have indicated. must be a long term one You can’t soive this kind of
problem with a quickie. a one year, aone shot effort it has Io be projected over al teast a three year span and thesealler.
hopetutly on a long term basts Now Ihai’s why and | wanlt to come back to this ene basic proposition that ¢'s im-
portantin 1982 that what comes oul 1s a bi-partisan program QOne’s that removed Irom the usuat vagaries of poittics as
usual and therefure will have a chance of enduring over the nex! year and the year follow iy and the year following
regardless of a change of control of a particular party in the House or the Senate or in the Admimisiralion

Now that does not mean the program mus! embody a series of weak flaccid compromises that fail ta come to gs1ps with
the real undertying problem. which 1s why the main focus of the presentation that Mr Peterson has mace lo you goes lc
the queshon of are we going ta grapple with this problem of the so-calted uncontrollables or the entilements pragrams
behind which this whote process of escalating deficits over the past decade has hidden

Now, n order for this program to enduse. 1t must be supported by substantial eiements in botn polilical parties That
does nal mean it has to be a majarily of one and a minority of another it just means fhal 1s has to have a substanhai
footing on both sides of the aisie in the House and in the Senate My own personal expenence i the two malor fiscal
elfor1s n which | was involved, namely the Tax Reduction Acts of 1963 and 1964 and then the Revenue Production Act
ot 1968 both designed to arrest and correct a fiscal maladjustment that was apparent leads me fo believe that you _
simply have to have a bi-partisan approach and a bi-partisan support lo make fiscal programs of this character and
magnitude work, particularly where they involve a degree of national and individual sacrifice on the part of broad cross-
sections of the body poiitic

| think that this 1s not only true of fiscal questions, it's true of the great national ssues that confront this country from

_time to time 1 you think back of the years night after World War Il wilh the emergence of the Marshall Plan, the
emergence of NATO, it was because they were bi-partisan programs The spirit and attitude that motivated those
programs and has been supportive of the multi-laterat developiment and the International Monetary Fund and the whole
era of international economic and hnancial cooperation that marked the 50's and the 60°s and to some degree. at least in
part the 70°s. and all of which has produced this great miracle. this great ecenomic miracle and poithcal miracle of. by
and large, peace Irom major wars and growing prospenty These were the result of the fact that men like Senato
Vandenburg on the Republican side and many of his other colleagues were willing fo join with a Democratic president
and then they were solidified in the 1950°s when men tike Lyndon Johnson and Sam Rayburn leading the House and
Senate worked hand in hand with President Eisenhower to make these programs meaningtul | think we're at another
Such period in histary tn which out of this painful process. we would hope ta have a bi-partisan coalition which would put
this program nto effect and sustam it aver the years that are ahead Thank you

Peter G. Peterson: Thank ycu very much, Joe | guess it's Bill Simon that may have a nard act to follow and Bill, «f the
muracle of efectronic satellites and whatever else technology 15 workemg, | want you to know that we have a fine group
here in Washington We have a photograph of you in Iront of the seat you would have occupied that, in my judgment.
flatters you a bit, bul you may not have the same view We would now love t0 hear from you. if we could from tondon
Bill Simon

William €. Simon: Well thank you very much, Pete And I'm delighted to be with ali of you, atbeit over the arrwaves and
I'm sorry | can’t be with you in person to add emphasts to the seriousness and the magmitude of the crisis that we all
face And it could only be a crisiS of this magniude that has indeed alarmed a group of people who guite often or most
times even. approach ecanomic and financial problems from a ditterent sige of the fence 1'm not going 1o add to ait ot
the statements that were made today. that 'mjust in 1000% agreement with

My position ¢n budget deficits is certainly well-known 10 everybody 1n that reom. my concern stemming not only from the
severe inflationary effects but aiso the very extreme financial effects which for to0 many years have been ignored by
academic economists You know, Mark Twain tn lalking about the weather once said, that everybody talks aboul it but’
nobody does anything about it Well, unlike the weather, this budget crisis that we have foday 1s a problem that's
manmade and therefcre it can be sclved by men. 8ut unfortuantely 1t's going to take some pohtical courage and
statesmanship One day | was pleading for statesmanshp in testifying before the Senate Finance Committee and Russell
Long said to me '‘Mr. Secretary. do you know what a Statesman 1s? That's a dead palilician ' Well, | hope that thatis
not carrect because the time for rhetoric, as Pete said, 1s past and action, urgent action, 1S required because the ime is
very, very short it we 're to avaid a linancial disaster. Thank you, Pele

Peter G. Peterson. Thank you, Bill Now a lew final words about where we go from here, then we wilt alt, inciuding 81l
be prepared to lake your ueslions_

We're going to go trom here, literally, to meet with Secretary Regan who has indicated to us that he would certanly
welcome us We then intend 10 go to the Hil!, where we plan to see Speakar O'Neil, and a nuinber of the imporiant
Committee Chairmen Then, at 2 o'clock. } believe we go to see Howard Baker and a similar bi-partisan group on the
Senate side
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As 1o where we go from a longer term stand poinl. it seems to me that the one common message that these gentlemen
have given 1s that while whal we're dealing with here on the surface is a fiscal problem, that down deeper is clearly a
pohitical problem

Our pahtical leaders need to be reminded that there are still many more voters who are and will be forced 1o pay lor these
brg programs than there are voters recewving them To be sure, those paying coniributors are far fess informed less
involved, less organized, less ikely to vote and certainly less vocal

So. what 15 required here 1s some massive political education | hope tha''s not a contradiction 1 terins, that is. poiitical
and educational, and in the coming weeks, and months, because we know 1t 1S 3 long term process, our stnall group is
going to do what it can to loster that process We hope 10 get hundreds, even thousands. of leaders from all sectors and
all political parties to jotn 1n this etfort We are not naive We know hat no smatt group of ex-public otficials, however bi-
partisan, can eastly or quickly resist what up 1o now have been irresistable forces, or move what up to now have been
immovable objecls -

1 got some o my academic training at the University of Chicago There used 1o be a professor there who said if you have
no alternative you have no problem A very melancholy thought |t seems to us that as we consider the alternative.
which 1s the curfent budget and spending outlook, 1t 1s simply an unacceptable alternative Theretore. in that sense. we
have no problem, we have no alternative. but 1o try to change the environment and the basic structure of the spending
and hiscal patterns in the United States

Thank you very much Our group. including Bill Siman, 1s now prepared to take any questions that you might have
Q- Is a budget cehicit of $116 billion in FY 1983 2 way of meeting the problem or 1s that too large?

Peter G Pelerson’ | think we would all prefer to see it smaller than that Qur goal wouid be to try fo keep it under $100
biflion Agan, | suspect 1it's going to be diilicult to do that and you're probably tired of hearing this theme song over and
ov 1gain. unless the major entitlement programs are included in that etfort 8ut do | speak tor the rest of you in feeling
that we would Iike lo see 1t allan the goa! of $100 biflion headed south? (heads nodding yes)

Henry H. Fowler: | just wouid add the headed south point is terribly important

| think, as Mr Biumerthal has indicated, the business and financiat community and those responsible for making
private investmen! decisions ought to be sufe that this effort 15 not just a cne year one shot elfort, but carries aver into
the period ahead, 1984 and 1985, so a pattern of declining deticits that moves us down within reach of a budgelary
equilibrium s the rea! objective

W. Michael Blumenthal: May | just add lo that. thal 1s seems to me that the actual number for 1983, important as it s, 15
no more important than the credidility of the number that finally emerges A number that upon, even cursory
examination. makes assumplions that are clearly not realizable does not have much meaning And | think credidiity. as
tar as obsefvers are concerned, 1S as important as the absolute level

Pelter G. Peterson: Thank you Next question, please

Q: Secretary Connally. you and the otfer former Secretaries spoke of the hinancial crisis disaster tha! might occur o this
king of aclion is not taken What specifically are you tatking about?

John 8. Connally: Well, | think number one you're witnessing day by day a deterioration of the whale economic base of
the country You're seeing unemployment nse. you re seeing economic actvity shfled. you're not seeing the investment
in plants and facilities that are necessary n order ta repiace obsolete and obsolescen’ equipmen! You're seesng America
tecome more and more non-competitive 1n the production ot goods and services as a result of the laiure to do the
research, to modernize the plants and faciities and to make possible a greater oroductivily of American workmen
There's a fear, there’s an uncertainty in the minds of Americans today and this 1s what Secretary Blumenthal 1s talking
about in terms of credibiity The peaple who control the resources ace not going to commil these resources untif they can
more clearly see where this country 1s headed from an economic standpoint So when we latk about a crisis, we mean
precisely that, in all aspeets of this nation in which we live

Q: Suppose there was some melding of what has passed in the Senate and what is being considered—!et's say—by the
House Democrats, presently posed and they actually passed appropriations as well. but there’s no Social Security what
1s the outlook for these budgets?

Peter G. Peterson: The question was, | take it. that if what is being talked of about now in the senate, | assume you
mean. whal if something like Ihe Sena‘e bili was passed by the House, was not only achieved in a reconcilation biti but
ultimately achieved in appropriation s that your question, that is inciuding appropriations that are consistent witn those
xinds of budget reductions, what wguld be th2 effect on the economy and on interest rates Mike. do you want to1ake a
crack at that one?

W. Michael 8lumenthal: | think that it the programs are first of all in the budget resoiutian and then in the appropriations
process, are realishically and credibly affected and a point that Secretary Fowler has made is atso achieved n that there
15, can be. a realistic expectahion that the process will continue 1n the foilowing two or three fiscal years the impact on
interest rates 1s going to be quite favoradle and fairly clear and precise |think it's, | hope that we aave made it clear that
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that process is really only likely to occur if along the way. soon. the entitiement 1ssue and the other two aspects tha:
we 've mentioned, defense and laxes. are handled in this kind of a real and believable way

Q: You didn't answer the question i'm asking you 1'masking you What s the outcome if they don’t do that  to goon
the road they're going on vathout Social Securdy. without larger tax increases with their management savings and so
forth?

W. Michaet Biumenthal: Well, | think one of the rules that | foiowed. I'm sure my colleagues did. loo. that to predict
inferest rates with any degree ol precision 1s a very hazardous thing | would say that the other side of the coin is ob-
vious That f that does not happen, | at least, speaking personally, do not see any reafistic prospect for a decline in
these unacceptable inferest rates with all of the negative censequences that that implies

Henry W. Fowler. And one of the real factors you have to think about is thal even though you might gel a temporary
dechine over the next six months of interest rates, both short and long term, investment decisions are not gaing to be
made in terms of an outlook for interest raies over the next two, three. four years Ana whal the market fears and whal
investment decision-makers fear is that (nterest rates aiter a rather temporary dip of refatively minor proportions
compared to some historical processes, wii with the resumption of any degree of recovery, those interest rates will
bottom out and move back up agatn to the leveis that have caused the present situation and we' |l be back n this pattern
that Doug Ditlon referred to of recession afler recession alter recession Which ultimately leads to the king of outlook that
Secretary Connally referred to which 1s expressed today i the Wall Street Journal front page slory of accumulating
bankruptcies

Q: Do you genttemen see, if we don 't discontinue this course, do you see a coliapse in the capitalistic system?
Peter G. Peterson: John, do you want to take that?

John B. Connally: Now, | hope before we see a collapse of the capitalist system inat we see a structural change 1n the
palitical system | think frankly we are al rather a crossroads in this country Whether or not our process, and our
system of government permits individuals to exercise a degree ot statesmanship that's required 10 face up to what 1s
obviously a problem loday and a bigger problem tomorrow You know.and il's weil to excuse il by saying, well that's just
not politically possible s pohtically posstble And the real preblem thal we have again 1s whether or not the incentive 1s
there in our poitticat system in order to meet the changing demands of econamic conditions that exist 1 the world today.
Ancg we can't overiook the facl that we're not an 1solated couitry | atfuded 10 1t a moment ago by simply saying that we
were going to have lo ccmpete with other nalions around the world in every type of production of goods and services and
we 're not prepared to do that in America today. And we're permitting the paiitical process t0"be abused because we're
not facing up to the reality of the circumstances that confronl us today And that's basically whal we're here saying
today that we don't have any choice bu' to tace up 1o the realities of the hmes

Peter G. Peterson: Since Bill Simon has not only spoken, but writlen a great deal about capitalism. perhaps he should be
an appropriale person to respand to that Bill

William €. Simon: John's answer 1s 100% on track That, we're at a crossroads and the support for our caprtahst-iree
enterprise system requires the support from the people Bul if the people view the system as not being equitable and not
praviding shared benefits for the people, then indeed a syste.n wili not receive the support from the prople and indeed it
will" collapse Now, several questions have been asked You know about the '"cnisis’™ and whal's the matter with
everything that's gong on today Well, in short, you know, inflation cestroys balance sheets and the bankruplcies that
we're al' talking aboul today at the highest level since the greal depress«an. we're very, very prone to a hinancial ac-
cident, a disiocation as an economist woulg describe i, a financial crisis. yes indeed we 're close

And as far as interest rates are concerned. il | could just touch on that for a moment, you know Joe Fowler spoke about
it The markets are from Missoun. The expectalions in the hinancial community are for business as usual | think it's
rather judicrous thal Washinglon continues fo talk sertousty about getling a budget dehcit—'"gee. we've got ta get the
budget deficit down to $100 bilion or just below $100 bilion " i think $100 dillion deficH is absolute incredible There
are two Secretaries of the Treasury siting in that room that remember when the budgel was $100 billion, not the deicit

. But what the markets want and when interest rates will react and when expectations will change, 1s when the poitticat
rhetorc ceases and everybody knows that credible aclions are going 1o be taken and there is no way out of the room
unfess Social Security. the enttlements, the COLA's, all of the quote “*politically tough'' programs are deait with. When
that happens, you'lt see a dramatic resurgence and a change in the expectation and people can then look forward to non-
inflationary growth in the United States once agam

Henry H. Fowler: t'd like tc add one little technical point to your question about capitaiism A rather significant event has
occurred in the fast few weeks or lew months, for those that are interested in statistics and that is that for the first ime
since the records after World War 11 indicate-——and | don 1 know what they were before that—the net interes! s a larger
share of our national income than prolits Now, I've used the word profits Profits are the basts for whatever we have
today It's a very sinking fact to think of that for the tirst 1tme since 1946, netinlerest (s a bigger portion of cur national
incame than the prohts that the corporations and partnerships and individual businéSses earn in the first quarter of this
year. It you look at these curves, you see a very, very marked decline in thts ratio of prof:t to overa!l net income And
what does that teli a businessman? [t tells tum thal the thing tc be is a lender and not a borrower and an imvestor

Q: You will be moving the budget 1n a direction of restraint very substantially with these changes for several years,
starting from a pont at which the economy Is very deep in recessron. Should you offset that restraint with an easier
money policy —is that part of your proposal?

-8
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Peter G. Petesson: The question, and | want to be sure Bill Simon hears this in London, the question ts that clearly the
thrust of our program is on the side of restraining expendstures at a hme when the economy is already in a solt situation
Does our program contemplate some easing on the monetary side to compensate in some way for the detiationary effects
of the spending cuts? Let's see 1t t speak for the group i think our group would probably be unanimous that an easing
of monetary paiicy at this time would be inappropriate Among other things, 1t would send out a signal that is directly
contrary to one of cur basic purposes here which 15 to reduce inflationary expectations | think we also feel that if these
hscal measures are taken and the interest rates do ndeed come down, particularly if we strike at the heart of the fiscal
problem, that monetary policy will tend 1o come nto better balance with hiscal pelicy Therefore | think the group as a
whole would think 1S inappropriale at this time and counlterproductive to ease monetary policy The people are nod-
ding. | think they're nodding yes Jofn Cannally, did you wanl to elaborate an thai?

John 8. Connally: | want to elaborale oniy to the extent that we think, | al ieast think, it's inappropriate because we
don'tthink you can sustain it Now I think we desperately need fower interest rales +n this country, but 1o Insist now that
the Fed merely lower Interest rates. not withstanding the failure of the Conyress to deat with the fiscal policies. 1s going
to be a short-lved experience in my judgment and then interest rates will be tigher than ever and | think it wtil be an
abortive thing and ultimately very, very destructive So. don't let us cantuse you We re ali for bringing inferesl rates
down 1n this country We just don't think now 15 the appropriate ime 1o do «t through monetary easing because you can't
sustaint — e

Petar G. Pelerson: | would like to just add a comment on interest rales 1 think all of us wouid agree that if too much of
the focus of this meeting was on 1983 and 1983 deticits and 50 fo+th we would have tatled in our fundamental mission
As Joe Fowler pointed out, investment requires fong-term inteest rales on @ much happeer road than they are on now
Wall Street, Joe, has been much maligned for many things. But the numbers thal we've presented today on fulure
spending patterns out info 1985 are not secrets to the sophisticated peop!: ot this country Theretore, itis my view and |
think your view at least trom Wall Street, that until the credible, slructural, big longer term Spending reductions are
seen, out there in the out years. which does require doing something about these major entitlement programs, you're
not going 1o see the long-term confidence 1o realty bring long-term interest rates down which will bring investment up
Do you agree with that, Joe?

Henry H. Fowler: Yeh
Q: How did your group get crganized and teach agreement on proposals?

Peter G Peterson. The queslion 1s how did our group get organtzed and reach agreement on proposals Weil we're
dealing here wilh a group that sees each other in a variety of conlexts 1 guess originally, Mike, you and ! serve on a
board together and we started talking about the senousness of our economic problems We found that in spite of the fact
that we 're in different political parties thal we had a common sense of the seriousness of the problem and at least a few
bastc directions that the solulion had to take We drafled a statement at my place and Mike reviewed it The producl
seemed ke something that was acceplable to hwm We then broacened ihe group to inciude other Secretaries of
Treasury. Everyone had, | suppose. particular areas of interest, and particuiar areas where each was willing to com-
promise Joe, { recail a long discussion with you 1n which you as co-chairman of the Commitiee on the Present Danger.
you had a very ssgnificant interest in the defense area We had a similar conversation with Doug Dillon who's i a similar
role | think, John Connally. you and | never discussed Ihis in person We discussed most of it over the phone in several
discussions And 1 don’t want 1o suggest for a moment that this was a particularty dithicuit exercise 1t would be easy 1o
dramatize it What was remarkable. | think, was that a group Irom this many different orientations cou'd rather quickly
agree n a matter of only two or three weeks

Henry H. Fowler: 1'd like to just add a footnote to what our Chairman has said here loday (f { heard him correctly, then |
disagree with him on one point, namely. that »t's difficult to get this group together on a program of this sort Ex-
Secretartes of the Treasury have become accustomed to being nahonal hair shirts They have deveioped a habit pattern
of telling people to do what they don 't want to do. ana not to do what they want 1o do  So. we weren'1 very hard to recruit
on a sensible well-knit program of this sort

Peter G. Peterson: Joe, ! think | said thal it was not very diflicult and am nct going to dramitize it at all A'ter all we got
logether in 2-3 weeks

—
Q: Oid your group attempt to meet with President Reagan?

Peler G. Petersen: No. there was not an attempt 1o meet with President Reagan This is a b parlisan etfort We ot
course, have informed the £xecutive and Congressional branches about our activity We hope as | 've indicated, 1o meet
wilth anybody in the Adminisiration that would ke to meet with us Bul in the spirit ot the bi-partisan proposai, we
thought it was essential that we come up wita our view within the group first Bul we would be happy, obviousty, to
consult with the President or anyone he designates As 1 indicated. we are goig 10 see Secretary Oon Regan now |
suspect that both the President and Don Regan would share many of the goals, at least. that we have in this group

Q: Two guestions Was there anybody that you approached who didn't lee! they could sign on to this eflort, and
secondly, what specific kinds of signs, if any. are you looking for from your meetings today ta see if this 1dea is calching
on?

Peter G. Peterson: We did not have any turndowns of anyone that was asked in the spiril of candor, since it's a question
that’s logical. one might say, what aboul the presence of ieorge Shultz? George Shultz ts 3 good triend. | know, of all of
ours and someone we respect enormously 1 was our nel judgment 1hat George as Chawman of the President’s
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Economic Policy Board, as someone who 1s now involved in an enormously important mission abroad for the President,
would understardably find il very difficult to join any group o' this type at this point We fell it was not appropriate.
therefore. to ash him Bt Miller has been in Chyna Nobody turned us dewn that we approached, which | think is in i1self
very signilicant

0: Have you thought of approaching the three living ex-Presidents?

Peter G. Peterson: The question 1s how do we feei about approaching the three living ex-Presidents | woutd have 1o say
thal's an 1dea that we haven t discussed bul it might be a good cne And as we reach out, | helieve the cliche 1S
outreach. | thitk that’s probably something we ought to think about

Joha 8. Connally: | think they have all personally and privately expressed theirr own views. some nol incompatibie with
the views that we express here today ! notice recently former President Ford talked about defense culs certainly said
that that shou'd not be an untouchable and other Presidents | think have taken simmlar views. but | think il's an excellent
dea

Q: You seem 10 be corming into this budget game in about the minth inming or eighth Inning, maybe Why did i take you
50 long. because it was evident pretly early that the budgel stalemale existed somewhere a few days alter the budget
wasoresented i February? A

Peter G. Peterson: The question is why did we come 1n the eighth inning when it's been obvious for some time that there
might be a stalemale Would | reflect the views of the group of at least questioning whether it s the eighth inming Let's
start with that assumplion We aren’l even past the budgel reconciliation process and no one knows when that will
happen there Thereafter, there's an enormous amount of work that needs 1o be done to come up with the particular
spending proposais and tax changes Fusthermore. we are certainly not talking about just this year. The theme of what
we re lalking about 1s programs for ‘84, '85 and beyond Ladies and gentlemen, | suspect we're going lo be at this for
some time because the magnitude of this assignment, its long term nature and its political ditficulty are not going 1o be
overcome inthe next few months So | would say we're not in the eighth inning Anybody else wanl to add anything to
that? Next question

Q: Topick up on that What do the '83 budget and budget resolutions have to toak like to hit into your long-term goals?

Peter G. Peterson: Well, | think we can indicate what we'd like them fc look ike We'd like them to ook like roughly like
somelhing we talked about there in which each of the three major areas are met head on The enlitiement programs, the
defense area and the tax areas

0: The proposals that are now on the House floor, this week, none of them come ciose Lo your proposal They all contain
these numbers thal you suggested are really not credible in your view. The Senate has passed a budget resolution that
also contains those alleged non-credible numbers, and the Administration has ignored that What specifically will you be
asking Speaker 0'Neill and Senator Baker today to do this week? Are you wrting off this year's budget resolution and
looking to hiscal "84 tor next year's process?

Peter G. Paterson: No, we're not. we re certamnly not writing il off decause it 1s step one of an important process. There's
an enormous amount of work 1o be done after that and there is still the question of the specific implementing of the
appropriation and tax bills in the tuture No. we're certainly net writing them off We're going lo do everything we can to
try 1o encourage a credible fiscal package as soon as possible whether it's this month, next month or early ‘83 or
whenever itis, that conforms generally to the matrix that we 've presented there

Henry H. Fowler: On this question of fateness, you afso ought to have in mind that | think it's my understanding at least
that the uitimate budget resolution for the fiscal year 1983, which is the one being milled about now on both sides of the
aisle will come to a conference between the Budget Commuttee of the Senale and the Budget Commuttee of the House
And ail of us that have been argund this town know that a great deal can happen in a conference and sometimes a great
deal constructive can happen 1n a conference and 1 recall Revenue Production Act of 1968 was actually became a reality
because of action in a conference The Senate passed a very meaningfut bill to increase, add, surtaxes 10 the tune of
10% and to reduce budge! expenditures for the fiscal year coming up to the tune of about $6 or $7 billion, which was 3
meamingful amount at that ime. That had not been in the House legistation at ail, but there was a minor bill which had
passed the House The conference on those two measures resulted in the Revenue Production Act of 1968 which gave us
ouf last surplus in the budget for the tiscal year beginning July 1 of 1968

Q: Are you suggesting, lor example, that if the House and the Senate, 1f neither side contains any language on Social
Secunty, the Congress could nevertheless put that in? R
Henry H. Fowler: Well I'm not going to take the role here 1oday ol being an expert on what procedures are that can be
followed bul | can assure you Lhat resourcefu! men dealing with this kind of a problem on the Hill could resolve a 1983
budget resolution and action therelrom along the hines we've indicated here 1t's not too iate tor that

W. Michael Blumenthal: Could | just add 1t's not only the conterence on the budget 11's a!so the aporopriations actions
thereatter which provide opportumities certainly in these actions The committees coutd go further if they wish, Moreover
after that process, there are going to have 1o be other budget resclutions looking beyond ‘82, so t think the whole thrust
of what we have been saying is to emphasize the fact that this 1s the beginning and must be the begnning ol a process
and that it 1s not definitive 1n and o! itself for determining the course of the economy gver the next several years
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Q: in terms of educalion, how are you going to go about convincing the politicians and people that whatever fiscal o
financial accident that you can see ahead 1s more serious than the threat of having Social Securty cut?

Peter G. Peterson: Well, we have some of the more etfective polihical leaders in the country an this group

Henry H. Fowler: If | were to answer your question, if anybody asked me for an answer. and | doubt that they will
because t never run for office. therefore I'm not an experl I'd have to refer 1o John on that | got the feeling that
somewhere along the line, somebody's going to begin to think aboul the role of betnq incumbents, whether they are a
Repubitcan incumbent or a Democrat incumbent, 1t would seem o me that this s an election year. where an incumbent
who comes in without a very, very solid record of trying to do something along the lines we 've indicated here, may be a
sitting duck for a good active opponent

Q: Basically, what do you see as the concrete threat lo the people, in the minds of most Americans, failing a Social
Security cut? What's going to happen f Social Security 1s nol cut? it's that simple

Peter G. Peterson: | think there are two ways of fooking at it Cne, %o look at it in terms of what would happen if the
changes were to be made and Jehn, you're prodbably betler equipped than the rest of us to speak 1o this paint, but |
would like to suggest that there’s the other side 10 the equation What would happen in this country if the 3% times as
many people who are contributors, 1t the young people of this country who are going to have lo pay these taxes and nsk
seripusly not getting thew money out of Social Secunly, if the Niteraily millions of Americans who up to now have been
relatively unintormed, relatively uninvolved. reatively not in the palitical process, were to learn more about this situation
On a personal basis, and i don’t know the experience of my colleagues here, but when | review some of these facts with
many Americans that | talk ta, | find many of them are shocked For example, there is the common view that Social
Security 1s my money and | am simply getting my money back When people hear that they're getting their money back
n 2 year. or a year and a half. most of them are very. very surprnised What we dudn t indicate today 1s that even f you
nclude nterest and the company coniributions most people are gelting *"the:r”* Social Security money back in three to
six years Now the obvious implicalion of that is thal those who are paying these taxes are gong 1o have to pay enormous
taxes in the tuture to support this system | think getting that slary across, getting the tax paying non-recipients in-
volved 1n this poitical process. 1S inevitably part of the pohitical solution

Finally, | do nat want to disparage the recipients Again, | don't know what the experience 1s here Bul I've talked to
many recipients of these programs who reaily have not understood the lacls. who realiy did think they were getting only
their money back and that they indeed did have that kind of contract. they wrongly felt that the only aiternative would be
Instantsiashes rather than gradual reductions in the growth ol benefits and eligible ages Mone of us are here to suggest
11's easy, I's going to be an extemely difficult assignment But we have no alternative

Thank you very much for this opportunity to talk with vou

-1~
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The Goals

e Put the budget on a multi-year path
toward balance

* Reduce the projected deficit by:
~$75-100 billion in FY 1983 -
~-$125-150 billion in FY 1984
~$175-200 billion in FY 1985



18

Principles for Solution

* Realism

-« Speed

» Long-term impact
 Focus on investment
e Fairness
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Table 1

Reductions In Spending Growth
As A Resuit Of 1981 Budget Reconclliation Act

1982 1983
Total-Need Related —-12.1% —18.1%
Total-Not Need Related —4.6% —5.3%
Entitiements—
Need Relatod (ses Tovte 1a) -7.3% -7.6%
Entitlements—
Not Need Related -2.8% -2.7%
Other Benefit Payments—
Need Related -8.1% -11.6%
Other Benefit Payments—
Not Need Related -2.4% -5.2%
Other Non-Defense Programs—
Need Related (see Tobie 1) -32.7% -41.6%
Other Non-Defense Programs—
Not Need Related -7.7% -9.7%

*Noed related programs are defined as those for which a majority of the
funds ars distributed on the basis of some test of need or current income.

Source: Congressional Budget Office
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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Table ls

Benefits Payments to Individuals
Change to Current Policy baselfne* in 1981 Reconciliation Act

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

* Baseline as of August 1981,

1982 1983
Enti{tlements Baseline Change Baseline Change

Need Related
Medicaid- \ 18,016 -932 17,914 -912
Child Nutrition 4,032 -1,370 4,439 -1,471
Funds for strengthening markets 3 - 84 -
Women, Infents, Children 949 +16 1,081 +3
Ald to Families with Dependant Children 8,588 -1,158 8,956 ~1,398
Supplementsl Security Income 8,238 +150 8,689 +242
Earned Incoms Tax Credit 1,115 - 1,031 -
Veterans Administration pensfons 3,937 od 4,109 -

Subtotal, need related 45,252 -3,294 46,603 -3,536
Percent change -7.3% -7.6%

Not need related
Social security and raflrosd retirement 164,566  -2,398 182,516 -4,108
Military retirement 15,470° -431 16,948 -363
Civ{l service retiremeat 20,025 -544 22,217 -416
Workmens compensation 344 - 389 -
Other Government retirement 554 - 612 -

T Veterans Adminfstration service 9,541 - 10,452 -

connected compensation

Unexzployment compensstion 21,466 =2,778 19,015 -1,537
Medicare 48,297 -1,486 55,069 -1,122
Student Losn Insurance 3,217 -323 3,955 -766
Veterans educatfon 2,027 -23 1,729 ~28
Coal miners, special benefits 1,101 - 1,143 -
Black Lung Disability . 785 - 650 -
Workmens Compensation 19 - 20 -
Veterans Adoinistration burfal benefits 193 =75 202 -80
National Service Life fnsurance 1,063 - 1,134 -
US Covernment Life Insurance 63 - 58 =

Subtotal, not need related 288,791 -8,058 316,109 _-8,420
Percent change -2.82 =2.7%

Not Entitlements

Need Related
Subsidized housing 6,984 -116 8,196 -335
Low-1income housiog 1,129 +135 1,279 +284
Other housing 143 -13 146 -20
Food Stazps 11,736 -1,708 12,031 -2,096
Special Milk 124 -103 130 -9
Food Donations 143 - 152 -
Refugee Assistance 784 27 699 -68
Low {ncome energy assistance 2,247 -372 2,547 ~672
Student Assistance (Higher Education) 4,600 =54 4,553 -432

Subtotal, necd related 27,890 -2,258 29,733 -3,437
Percent change - 8.1% -11.6%

This was the CBO estimate of what spending in 1982

;:d é:g: uoulf be vit??ut any shanses to laws and policles in effect at that time.

e ge columns reflect CBO's estimate of the effect of th 11 1

of 1981, Public Law 97-35, - the Reconciliation Aet
Source: Congressional Budget Office

Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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Tsble la (continued)

1942 1983
Baseline Change Baseline Change

Not need related

Indian Health service - 633 - 665 -
Ind{an Reslth Facilities 82 - 90 -
Health Services 1,33 -169 1,441 -365
St. Elizabeth's Hospital 100 - 104 -
Construction St. Elizabeth's Bospitsl 10 - 1 N
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, Mentsl Heslth 720 ~67 760 -174
Adminfstration
Veterans medical care 6,973 -18 7,186 -19
Veterans consiruction-zajor 336 - 641 -
Veterans construction-minor 93 - 125 -
Other -~ 1,260 -29 1,197 -80
Subtotal, not need related 11,561 -283 12,210 -638
Percent change -2.4% -5.2%

Grand Total, Benefit Payments 373,494 ~13,893 404,655 -16,031
Percent change -3.7% -4.0%

Source: Congressional Budget Office
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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Table 1b
Other Changes in 1981
Reconciliation Act
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

1982 1983
Baseline* Change Baseline* Change

Need related

Ai1d to Dieadvantaged Students 3,475 -38 3,810 -689
Temporary Employment 1,118 ~1,092 1,209 -1,209
Employment Training Assistance 8,338 -3,407 8,959 -4,488
Grants to States for socfal services 3,085 ~699 3,198 -155
Subtotal, need related 16,016 -5,236 17,176 =-7,141
Percent change -32.72 -41,6%

Not need related
Non-dé&fense purchases, grants, 180,852 -13,985 186,584 -18,107

subsidies
Perceant change ~1.7% -9.7%

“Baseline as of August, 1981

Source: Congressional Budget Office
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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Table 2

Federal Spending Projections
Under Current Spending Programs

1981
Actial

1982

1983

1985

Estimate Projection Projection

Benefit gayments for

indivil 18 (see Tabie 201

Need related 66.9 (10.2%)
Not need related - 263.4 (40.1%)

Sub-Total  330.3 (50.3%)}

Qrants to state and

local governments 548 ( 8.3%)

Other federal operal lons 57.4 ( 8.7%)

2¢)

Net interest 68.7 (10.5%)

Total 657.2 (100.0%)

Source Congressional Budget Office’

Federal Reserve Bank of New York

1/ Excludes paymants to defsnss military retiress, which sre considersd part

2

of benefit payments to individuals.

Excludes grants to state and local governments for benefit payments to
individuals (such as medicaid) which ars included in the benefit payments
category.

*Projections assume no eh-nr in currant ux Isws and a continuation in

current spanding pom:-u or spmdm; this mesns no changes in current

laws for mml-mmu other those siready on‘l:ld in m 1881 re-
Act), ! rest

nondeferse p«ogmm and the Prmdmn Februsry, 19!2 pfogum for

national defense.

$146.0B (22.2%) $175.8B $207.7B $278.0B (27.5%)

68.4 75.0 87.0 ( 8.6%)
299.3 3257 385.5 (38.1%)
367.7 400.7 4725 (46.7%)

49.8 49.7 53.2 ( 5.3%)

63.1 60.3 61.7 ( 6.1%)

86.0 1086 147.1  (14.5%)
742.3 827.0 11,0128 (100.0%)
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Table 2a

Benefits Paywents to Individuals
Baseline Projections Under Current Policies
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

Actual Estimate Projecticn
Entitlecents 1981 1982 1983 1985
Need Related
Medicaid 16,823 17,874 20,082 25,132
Child Nutrition 3,438 3,020 3,286 3,974
Funds for strengthening markets 290 365 165 365
Women, Infants, Children 930 980 1,025 1,141
Aid to Families with Dependant Children 8,503 8,073 8,294 8,977
Supplemental Security Incooe 7,192 7,983 9,071 9,479
Earred Income Tax Credit 1,318 1,252 1,213 1,081
Veterans Administraticn pensions 3,155 3,607 3,450 _3.ec
Subtotal, need related 42,259 43,154 46,826 53,569
Not need related
Socisl security and railroad retirement 143,500 161,318 177,020 208,024
Military retirement 13,729 15,037 16,464 19,411
Civil service retirement 17,694 19,776 21,914 26,748
Workmens compensation 238 345 394 472
Other Government retirement ~ 498 588 664 799
Veterans Administration service 8,426 9,452 10,373 12,083
connected compensation
Unemployment compensation 18,356 23,668 21,257 19,376
“Medicare 42,489 49,748 58,191 78,088
Student Loan Insurance 2,259 3,068 3,720 3,608
Veterans education 2,395 2,045 1,596 1,047
Coal miners, specisl benefits 1,091 1,095 1,115 1,151
Black Lung Disabilicy 680 745 674 684
Workmens Compensation 17 15 16 19
Veterans Administration burial benefits 208 164 147 164
National Service Life tnsurance 965 964 1,027 1,108
US Government Life Insurance 70 63 58 51
Subtotal 252,615 288,091 314,630 372,833
Not Entitlements
Need R:lated
Subsi{dized housing 5,747 6,772 8,220 10,698
Low-income hcusing 929 1,261 1,267 1,801
Other housing 99 130 7 89
Food Stamps 11,253 11,489 12,543 13,926
Special “ilk 104 29 30 36
Food Donations 104 137 147 162
Refugee Assistance 726 503 578 669
Low income energy assistance 1,734 1,752 1,878 2,255
Student Assistance (H{gher Education) 3,906 3,183 3,418 3,843
Subtotal, need related 24,602 25,236 28,168 33,479

Source: Congressional Budget Office
Federal Reeerve Bank of New Yorx
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Table 2a {continued)

Not need related Actual Estimate Projection
D 1981 1582 1983 1985
Indian Health service 590 597 620 674
Indian Health Facilities S0 84 57 54
Health Services 1,298 1,270 1,054 1,126
St. Elizabeth's Hospitasl 179 93 96 98
Construction St. Elfzabeth's Hospital N 5 10 10 10
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, Mental Health
Adoinintration 712 539 487 501
Veterans medical care 6,320 6,929 7,175 7,676
Veterans construction major 308 296 315 408
Veterans construction minor 96 93 113 116
Other R 1,226 1,260 1,197 1,979
Subtotal 10,844 11,171 11,104 12,642
Grand Total 330,320 367,652 400,728 412,52

Source: Congressional Budget Office
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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Federal Grants-in-Aid to State and

Local
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Table 2b

Goverrmentst

Baseline Profections Under Current Policies
(By fiscel year, in millions of dollars)

Need Related

Compzansatory Education for the
Disadvantaged
Social Service Block Grants
Temporary Emplovment Assistance
Employment and Trainirg Assistance
Subtotsl, need related

Not Need Related

Actual
1981

Federal-aid Highwavs Trust Fund 8,641
State anc local Government Fiscal 5,137
Community Developrent Grants 4,042
Environzental Protection Agency 3,881

Construction Grants
Urban Mass Transportation 3,741
Services to Selected Groups - 2,707
Education for the Handicappel 1,023
Uneaployment Trust Fund:

Training and Ecployment 730
Vocational Adult Ecucation 723
Impact Aid, School Assistance in 683

Federally Affected Areas
Community Services Administration 576
Energy Conservation 480
Alrport anrd Afrvay Trust Fund 469
Bureau of land Managerent

Permanent Appropriations 436
Commodity Credit Corporaticn 409
Economic Developrent Assistance Payzents 08
Urban Developrent Acticn Grants 371
Work Incentives, Health and Human Services 368
Federal Payment to the 365

District of Columbia
Funds Appropriated to the President: 329

Appalachian Regicral Developmen*
Progracs
Llaw Enforcement Assistance 307
Extension Service, Départment 3cl
of Agriculture -
Environmental Protection Agency: 300

Abatezent, Control and Compliance
Fores: Service Perzarnent Appropriations 241
Internal Revenue Collectfons for 240

Puerto Rice
All Other (miscellanecus grant programs 5,123

less than 5300 zillien)

Subtotal, not need related 42,031

Grand Total 54,800

Estimate Projection

1982

2,808
2,748
26

3,290
B8/

1983
2,774
2,826

0
3,189

Livi

1985

3,362
3,113
0
3,550

177078

7,871 7,906 9,194
4,573 4,573 5,210
4,128 3,739 3,782
4,030 3,740 2,940
3,803 4,084 4,128
2,107 2,228 2,520
1,024 1,034 1,134
617 666 769
804 748 8.0
500 u65 504
262 0 0
w78 377 322
482 8¢ 495
646 704 851
817 398 285
334 189 228
500 575 528
232 250 288
402 W3 501
130 268 230
213 84 80
310 308 304
254 215 214
232 269 334
245 25% 296
5,734 6,51¢ 7,198
40,928 40,911 43,175
49,620 9,700 53,200

Does not include grasts that are ueed for benefft parzents

example, med{caid).

Source.

to frdividuals (for

Congressiocal Budget Cffice

Feleral Feserve Zank of lew York
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Table 2¢
Other Federal Operations
Baselines Projections Under Current Policies
(By fiscal year, in billions of dollars)

Actual Eatimate Projections
1981 1982 1983 1985
Civilian agency pay 28.0 29.5 31.8 36.5
Commodity Credit Corporation 4.1 11.2 7.4 . 4.1
International Affairs 11.1 11.1 12.0 13.0
Other 14.2 11.3 9.1 8.1
Total 57.4 63.1 60.3 61.7

Source: longressicrel =
Telerel Teserve Zank

A~ R
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Must address head-on each of the
3 major scurces of runaway deficits.

1985
Deficit
Reduction

) Target
1. Entitlements and other -
non-defense programs $ 60B
2. Defense 258
3 Taxes 60B

These 3 areas of deficit reduction would

lower the Federal interest costs by 30-55B

Total 19858 Reduction: $175-200B



1985 Deficit
Reduction

1. Entitlements and Other Target
Non-Defense Programs $60B

* 1 year freeze on cost of living adjustments

for major entitiement programs
(Social Security, Civil Service,
(Military, Veterans, etc.)

 Cap on indexing thereafter

» Similar restraint—other programs
not essential to needy

97-03% 0 - 82 - 3
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Tax Increases Needed

If Social Security Solvency
Is Achieved By Tax Rate Increases

15. | Yo
1985
~ Planned 1%
1983 .
Additional 1.0%
Not Planned
1982 A%
1981 1.0%
1979 I 16>

12 [ %%

Largest Tax Increases
in postwar history
1.7%=$30 billion Est.
extra S.S. tax to
achieve solvency

*Refers to Increases in tax rates needed to raise
$40 billion in revenues by 1985-$6 billion in
1983, $17 billion in 1984 and in 1985-figures
originally reported by the Senate Budget
Committee as the solvency requirement.
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SOME INTERESTING QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT SOCIAL SECURITY

Within what time period will current retirees, on average,
receive social security benefits equal to their total con-
tributions? Answer: Single person -- 1% years. Average
wage earner with a homemaker spouse -- 11 months.*

The life expectancy of a person age 65 in 1940 was 12.8
years. How many years can a person now age 65 expect to
live? Answer: 16.6 years.

In 1930, 4 percent of the people were over 65. What is
the percent today? Answer: 11 percent (about 25 million

people) .

What is the percent likely to be in the year 2030? Answer:
20 percent (about 65 million people).

In 1950, 16.5 workers supported each social security bene-
ficiary. How many workers now support each beneficiary?
Answer: 3.2 workers.

During the past thrce years, average wages increased by 30%
(before taxes). During this period, by what percent did
social security benefits increase? Answer: 40 percent
(after taxes, of course).

Social security payments in fiscal year 1982 represent how
much of the federal budget? Answer: 28 percent or over
$200 billion.

* {The maximum taxes that could have bkeen paid by someone who
participated in the proqgram from the beginning in 1937 through
1981 would be $14,767 and his first year benefit, 1f he had a
spouse, would be $14,206.)
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The Long Term Problem

Projected Social Security Tax Rates Needed
To Retain Solvency if Benefits Not Reduced

62.65%
O=0Optimistic
P=Pessimistic 41.62%
29.13% -
25.41 .
23.97% 5.41% 25.22%
19.39% 18.30%
450% I 16.23% I
. 0 P (o] P 0 P
1995 2005 2015 2030 2080

{Ses Table 3 for further information.)

Source: Social Security Administration
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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Table 3 1/
Projectel Combined Social Security Tax Rates
"The Long Term Problea"

2/ 3/
- Optimistic Pessimistic
1995 14.90% 19.392
2005 16.23 23.97
2015+ 19,30 29.13
2030% 25.41 41.62
2060% 25,22 52.65

Tax rates refer to the combined employer-employee contribution needed to
maintain trust fund solvency without a change in current laws for benefits

This refers to alternative II-A in the 1982 Social Security Trustees

Annual Report. Real GNP growth is assumed to average between 4 and 5 percent
annually in 1983-1990, tapering down to 3 percent by 2000 and remaining at
that level thereafter. Inflation is assumed to average about 5 percent per
year through 1985, and to taper down to 3 percent by 2000 and thereafter.

(The most optimistic alternative, alternative I, assumes even more real growth
and less inflation).

This refers to alternative III-A in the 1982 Social Security Trustees Annusl
Report. Real GNP growth is assumed to average between 2.5 and 3.0 percent,
tapering down to about 2 percent by 2000 and remaining at that level thereafter.
Inflation is assumed to average about 8.5 percent in 1983-1990 and to taper
down to 5.0 percent by the year 2000 and thereafter. For this alternative,

less optimistic demographic assumptions (lower fertility and mortality rates)
are also assumed.

# Tax rates for the Hospital Insurance (HI) are not available for years

after 2005. For this analysis, the assumption was made that the tax rate

for Kl would have to rise after 2005 at the same speed as the tax rates
for Old Age and Survivors Insyrance {OASI).

- Source: Socisl Security Administration
1982 Annual Trustees Report April, 1982



1985 Detficit
Reduction
Target
2. Defense  $25B
Real Growth in Defense
(Average Annual Rate)
HISTORY PROJECTED
[ 0.4%* o | |
8.6%
*Vietnam Era
- Buildup
7.0%

**Post Korea
Drawdown

***Post Vietnam
Drawdown

_8_1%!*:

1954 1958 1962 1966 1970 1974 1978
-1957 -1961 -1965 -1969 -1973 -1977 -1981

(See Table 4 for further information.)
Source: Office of Management and Budget

Congressional Budget Office
Federal Reserve Bank of New York

Reagan 25B Cut
Program in 1985

1982-1985
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Table 4
The Meaning of &
$25 Billion Cut in Defense

Real Growth 2
Real growth (1982-1985 average) -~ 8.6%
Reagan February, 1982 proposal
(Assuming CBO estimate of 7.0%
average inflation®*)

Real grewth (1982-1985) with $25 billion
cut_in 1985 R

with 7.0% inflation average 7.0%
with 5.0% inflation average 8.5%
with 6.0% inflation average 7.9
with 8.0% inflation average 6.6%

*Inflation measures cited are the GNP deflator average annual rats
of growth. Computations for defense real growth assume that the
defense purchase inflation rate will exceed the GNP deflator
growth rate by 0.5-1.0 percentage points per year.

Scurce: Congressional Budget Office
Federal Reserve Bark of New York
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1985 Deficit
Reduction

“Target
3. Taxes $60B

* Energy Taxes
(e.g., imporied oil, gasoline tax, decontrol
of natural gas-windfall profits)

* Excise Taxes
(e.g., alcohol, tobacco)

» Corporate Taxes
(e.g., modify safe-harbor ieasing)

e User Fees

* 1983 Income Tax Cut
(Modify, delay, or stretch out)

{See Table 5 for further information.)
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Table 5

Potential Tax Increase Options
(By fiscal years, in billions of dollars)

1983 1984 1985

Energy Taxes
$5/barrel oil import fee (10¢ per gallon

increase in-gasoline prices) 8.6 12.2 11.6

Gasoline tax (increase from 4¢ per gallon )

to 25¢ per galion) 14.4 21.3 20.6

Natural gas decontrol and

50% windfatll profit tax 1/ 3.0 10.0 8.0
Excise Taxes

(Double taxes on beer, wine, distilied

spirits and tobacco) 3.8 54 5.8
User Fees 2.0 20 2.0
Modify Safe-Harbor Leasing % 0.3 0.5 0.7
1983 Income Tax .

Eliminate July 1, 1983 cut 7.5 329 35.9

Eliminate July 1, 1983 cut and indexing 7.5 329 46.8

Substitute indexing for July 1, 1983 cut 4.2 12.7 12.3

Reduce July 1, 1983 cut to 5% 39 16.4 17.8

Reduce July 1, 1983 cut to 5% and ‘

postpone to October 1, 1983 7.5 16.4 17.8

Delay July 1, 1983 cut by 3 months 7.0 0.6 -

Delay July 1, 1983 cut by 6 months 7.5 7.3~ =

4% surcharge ($40,000 starting point) 4.0 5.0 5.0

1/ Tax is applied to the difference between prices projected under current faw
and prices projected under decontrol. Assumed rate is 50%.

2/ This might include limiting the amount of current year liability that
leasing can offset, not allowing leasing to be used to offset prior
year tax liabilities, and setting limits on the combined reductions on
tax liabilities from leasing and foreign tax credits.

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation
Senate Committee on the Budget
Federal Reserve Bank of New York



TABLE 6

Comparison of Alternative Proposals

1985 Deficit Reductions
Senate House Budget House Bi-Partisan
Committee Appeal
' ~ (Democrats) (Republicans)
Defense 18 31 18 ' 25
Entitlements and other ,
Non-Defense Programs 39 26 47 60
—gaOL(lés A g] g g 25-35 &
—Pay (Civilian Agencies) ! 1 R
—Other 28] 33 20)23 4144 J25-35
Management Savings and
Miscellaneous Reductions 12 16 17 0
Tax Increases 45 68 43 60
Interest on the Debt . 54 57 ' 54 30-55
Total 1985 Deficit Reductions 168 198 179 175-200

Source: House Committee on the Budget
Senate Committee on the Budget
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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[From the New York Times, May 24, 1982]
Six Ex-CABINET OFFICERS OUTLINE B1PARTISAN PLAN To Cut DEFicCIT

(By Jonathan Fuerbringer)

WASHINGTON, May 23.—A bipartisan group of former top economic officials plan
to outline a program of sharp Federal spending cuts and large tax increases to slash
projected budget deficits over the next three years.

The six-man group says it is concerned that neither Congress nor the Administra-
tion is considering programs strong enough to bring Federal deficits under control.

They said that, on Monday, they would propose cuts in entitiement programs for
middle- and upper-income people, including Social Security, while stopping or slow-
ing the reductions in programs for the poor. Both Congress and the Administration
have dropped consideration of Social Security cuts this year.

The group consists of five former Treasury Secretaries and a former Commerce
Secretary who served in administrations from President Kennedy through President
Carter. It said it could support, under certain conditions, a delay or modification of
the third year of President Reagan’s income tax cut for individuals. The President
and the Senate Lave rejected any change in the third year of the tax cut. The group
also said it wanted to raise much of its proposed revenue through energy taxes.

The spending cuts and new tax revenue could reduce the deficits through 1985 by
$375 billion to $450 billion.

The group, which includes officials who normally would have sharply differing
views, was brought together by Peter G. Peterson, a Secretary of Commerce in the
Nixon Administration. The five former Treasury Secretaries are C. Douglas Dillon,
from the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations; Henry H. Fowler, from the John-
son Administration; John B. Connally, from the Nixon Administration; William E.
Simon, from the Ford Administration, and W. Michael Blumenthal, from the Carter
Administration.

“I think-the economy in general and what is going on in Congress is very worri-
some,” said Mr. Blumenthal in an interview today, explaining why he joined the

roup. “Everyone is being very political,” he added, because of the refusal to cut
ial Security and to trim the President’s tax cuts.

Mr. Blumenthal said that the proposals he sees developing in Congress “are not
good enough” and will not result in a sharp drop in interest rates. The agreement
among the group, he added, is aimed at saying: “Don’t fool the American people. Be
realistic. Bite the bullet.”

He said the deficits now projected for 1983 were about $110 billion—even with tax
increases and spending cuts—and were too high. The group wants the 1983 deficit
under $100 billion. The 1985 deficit, if its program were carried out, would be be-
tween $30 billion and $60 billion, instead of the currently proposed figure of about
$233 billion.

The six officials are especially concerned about the loss of new investment in
plant and equipment because of the continued high level of interest rates and the
sluggish performance of the economy.

In addition to imimediate action on cutting the budget, the group calls for Con-
gress and the Administration, after the election next fall, to restructure the Social
Security system to assure its long-term soundness, to design a new system of mul-
tiyear budget controls and to consider moving to a consumnption-based tax.

The budget proposals now being considered in the House and the Senate, said Mr.
Peterson in an interview today, “still appear to be avoiding most of the big middle-
and upper-income entitlement programs.”

The overall program is slightly larger than the proposals now being considered in
the House and the Senate. The top three-year total for deficit reductions in the
group’s plan is $450 billion. The Senate-approved budget resolution and the House
Budget Committee plan are just over $400 billion.

But on domestic spending, the group’s proposal would cut more than any plan in
Congress, assuming a reduction of $60 billion just in the fiscal year 1985 in entitle-
ments and other nondefense programs. The group provided a breakdown only of
their aggregate savings for fiscal 1985. Although they provided no figures for reduc-
tions in this area for 1983 and 1984, members of the group acknowledged that their
proposal cuts more deeply over the three years than plans in Congress would.

According to the group’s calculations, the $60 billion is about twice what the
House Budget Committee approved and about $13 billion more than the plan’ put
together in the House by Republicans and conservative Democrats.

The key difference is the group’s proposal for reducing the cost-of-living increases
in Social Security and other programs. Their plan calls for a one-year freeze on in-
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creases in Social Security benefits, a move that is opposed by House Democrats. The
original Senate Budget Committee program, which was endorsed by President
Reagan, included cuts in Social Security benefits, but it was then dropped.

The new plan also calls for a freeze on veterans' benefits, Medicare and civilian
and military retirement benefits. After the first year, he proposal would put a limit
on cost-of-living increases {such as a 4 percent cap) for Social Security and the other
programs. Some of the plans now being considered in Congress would freeze civilian
and military retirement benefits and would cut some entitlement programs.

On tax increases, the group’s plan is closer to the proposal of the Democrats on
the House Budget Committee. By 1985, the plan calls for about $60 billion in tax
increases, just slightly less than the Democrats’ plan does. The new proposal also
suggests that there should be only a delay or modification of the third year of Presi-
dent Reagan’s tax cut scheduled for July 1, 1983, if there is first an agreement on
the spending cuts in the group’s plan.

Among revenue increases suggested by the group are taxes on oil and gasoline, a
windfall tax on the decontrol of natural gas, restrictions on the tax-leasing provi-
sion; in last year's business tax cut and increases in excise taxes on tobacco and
alcohol.

The reductions in military spending would be $25 billion in 1985, which is close to
the $31 billion in the House Budget Committee proposal. The reductions in the
Senate plan are about $18 billion in 1985.

Unlike the proposals being considered in Congress, the group’s plan does not
assume any savings from improved management. In addition, it assumes smaller
sav ngs from lower interest rates and the cost of Government borrowing.
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THE MacNEIL-LEHRER REPORT Air Date: May 24, 1982
Budget Business

[Tease]

ROBERT MacNEIL {voice-over]: As the House of chresemauvcs starts sericus debate on
rival budgets, senior officials from past administrations called for drastic changes to avert
fiscal disaster.

[Titles]

MacNEIL: Good evening. President Reagan and House Speaker O'Neill escalated the war
of words over the budget today. Speaker O'Neill called in reporters to accuse the President of
breaking a persopal commitment to Anierica’s senior citizens by supporting cuts in Medicaid
funds. The President used a tclevised news briefing to accuse O'Neill of sheer political
demagoguery. This was the backdrop as the House began a week of debate and vating on no
less than seven different budget proposals and 68 amendments. The Scnate has already
passed a budget satisfaciory to the President. Mr. Reagan urged House Democrats to support
a similar Republican budget in the House to show the Westem economic summit in June that
the U.S. is committed to get spending under control once and for all. But a far more urgent
call came today from an unusual group of six oflicials from past administrations: five former
secrelaries of the treasury and one secretary of comnmerce said the administration and Con-
gress must abandon partisanship and cut deficits more drastically than anyone has yet pro-

. Otherwise, they said. the country faced economic chaos and stagnation. Tonight, with
four members of the group, the grim waming. Jim?

JIM LEHRER: Robin, the six former officials are unlikely bedfellows, which they conceded
and emphasized in their stalement today saying, **We the undersigned rarely stand together
on political or economiic issues.”” The former secretary of commerce is Peter Peterson of the
Nixon administration, and the five former sécretaries of the treasury are C. Douglas Dillon
from the Kennedy administration; Heary Fowler, who worked for Lyndon Johnson; John
Connally, Treasury head under Richard Nixon; William Simon of both the Nixon and Ford
administrations; and Michael Blumenttial from the Carter administration. They say the
current budget crisis transcends conventional politics and conventional solutions. They want
the projected federal deficits cut $75 to $100 billion next year, by at least $125 billic= in
1984, and by at least $175 billion in 1985. They want it cut by tackting the politically difficult
— entitlement programs such as Social Security and Medicare, defense spending and taxes
on middle- and upper-income people, among other things. Four of the six are with us tonight.
M. Peterson, now chairman of the Wall Street investment firm, Lehman Brothers Kuhn and
Loeb; Mr. Blumenthal, now chainnan of the Burroughs Corporation; Mr. Connally, a
Houston attorney; and Mr. Fowler, a partner in the investment banking firm of Goldman
Sachs. Gentlemen, you came together oul of a sense of crisis over this budget. How serious is
that crisis, Mr. Connally, in your opinion?

JOHN CONNALLY: | think it's extremely serious. No question about it. | think, frankly,

the budget’s out of costtol. And I think unless Congress gets hold of the budgel again,
recaptures control of spending in this country, the crisis is going to widen and deepen.

LEHRER: Do you agree, Mr. Fowler? Do you think it is widened and deepened. and if so,
widened and deepened with what results?

HARRY FOWLER: Well, I think it wiil widen and deepen. [ think we've been through a
decade in which there has been no real increase in real family income, and in which there has
been a declining pattem of national productivity and competitivencss. and now a record rate
of unemployment — the greatest since the Great Depression. And that has created an
atmosphere in which we can go into a long series of recessions., crippled as we will be by an
inability to increase private investment because of the sucking up of the money and credit
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available by the ucceleraling pattern of deficits.

LEHRER: Mr. Peterson, 1 understand you were the inoving force behind getting the six of
you together. You've called for nonpartisanship. You heard what Robin said, what the ncws
of the day is: the President has said this about Mr. O°'Neiil, and Mr. O'Neill has responded to
- all kinds of things. Do you think that's a realistic calf, for nonpartisanship on this budget right
now?

PETER PETERSON: Well, life is a choice among more or less unpleasant altematives. If
the altemative is no solution and watching another decade of what Joe Fowler just described,
and giving away any chance of making the kind of investment in plant equipment, research
and development because we're going to use all of that up making up these enommous
deficits, 1 say that's no altemative. So we have to try something different.

LEHRER: Mr. Blumenthal, you have been there most recently of all six of the people in this
group. Do you think it’s realistic to think that Speaker O’Neill and the President and White
House and the Democrats and the Republicans in Congress are now going to take a nonpar-
tisan attitude on this issuc?

MICHAEL BLUMENTHAL: I think it's absolutely essential that that be done, and that a
process be begun that will certainly have to continue for some time, because we're not only
dealing with the budget for 1983, we have to deal with this problem beyond that year in 1984
and 1985. Unless there is a sense of realism, unless the numbers that come out of this next
budget resolution, which is very important to pass, and the numbers beyond that can be
believed and can be credible to the markets, interest rates won't come down, investment
won't occur, productivity can't be increased, and then 1 think the very serious situation that
we're worried about is going to become a reality. So I think it's absolutely essential.

LEHRER: Mr. Connally, before we get to some specifics, you of course are and have been a
big supporter of President Reagan. Do you belicve that Reaganomics is not going to work or
is not working? Is that what you're saying by joining this group?

Mr. CONNALLY: I'm saying that it really can’t work so long as interest rates remain as high
as they are. With a prime rate of 16%%, the investments are not going to be made to bring
about the revival of economic activities the President called for and that we might normally
expect from the reduction in taxes. Thai was the theory and the basis on which he inade his
proposals to begin with. Now, all of his hopes have been thwarted by high interest, and it's
going to continue in my judgment so long as we have these enormous deficits and so long as
we do not have a creditable answer for the American people on how we're going to get
control of this budget. And as Mr. Blumenthal says, we're not talking about just ‘83; we're
talking about '84, '85, where it really becomes astronomical unless we deal with the three
central elements that we're talking about. One is defense, two is entitlements, three is taxes.
It’s going to have to be a combination of all three of those that ultimately will provide the
answer (o the problems that we face today.

LEHRER: Mr. Peterson, of course you're on Wall Street, and a major figure on Wall Street;
and Wall Street is ofien mentioned as the place that could and should bring down interest
rates if they get the right signal. What signal do they necd now from this budget and from this
Congress and from this President before anything's going to happen, in your opinion?

Mr. PETERSON: Well, if 1 had to pick one signal, it would be these massive entitlement
programs that are part of what John Connally's talking about — a budget out of control. By
1985 these transfer payment programs that have nothing fo do with need will be approaching
$400 billion. They've been growing 15% a year for the last 15 to 20 years, and principal
among those of course is Social Security as well as other pensions. Social Security is now
28% of the budget, and | think what Walt Strect is waiting for is a credible signal that these
very important ballooning programs that have been called politically untouchable, that have
been called uncontrollable, asre going 10 be touched and controlled. And that signal is the
single most important signal, if 1 had to pick one.

—2—
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LEHRER: Robin?

MacNEIL: Yes. let’s pursue that. First of all, starting with you, Mr. Blumenthal. You all say
that there must be cuts in these entitlement programs, politically sensilive as they are, in the
domestic programs. And you say in your joint statement that **faimess demands widening
and cutting beyond cutting programs for the poor.** Can you explain that premise, first of all?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL: Well, the analysis of the Social Security recipients. for example,
indicates that only a relatively small portion of those geiting Social Sccurity are at or below
the poverty line. Most Americans who draw Social Security are not at the poverty line. We
are F:any case not suggesting that Social Security be cut. We're only saying that some limit
be put on the increases, the cost-of-living increases. And I think that's a very important
concept, because otherwise the only alternative is that taxes be raised and raised and raised,
and in the end, Social Security taxes bythose who have to support those that retire will be an
enormous burden on the econotny.

MacNEIL: Mr. Fowler, on the business of faimess, is it the feeling of the group that the cuts
in programs identified with the poor, for which there is a need or means test, have gone far
enough, that both in faimess and in practicality you can’t get much more savings out of
them? Is that the feeling of the group?

Mr. FOWLER: Well, that’s part of it, but I think there’s a more overmriding reason and that is
that we do nced a lot more cuts in the prospective spending levels over the next three to four
years. And you really cannot get a meaningful set of cuts unless you tackle the problem of
eatitlements. And that’s where the area of increased growth in spending over the next three
years just stands in the way. The budget is out of control, as Secretary Connaliy said; the
so-called uncontrollables — which are not uncontrollable; they're fixed by law — and the
Congress that fixed them can change them. And that is essential if we are going to recapture
confrol of the budget.

MacNEIL: Mr. Connally, what is it you want to do 1o these programs? You list Social
Security, Medicare, veterans’ benefits, civil and military retirement pay. What do you want
to do to those?

Mr. CONNALLY: Well, [ think the first thing we would recommend would be that we
freeze all of *em for at least one year. Basically what we're talking about is not depriving
people of Social Security benefits or payments, for heaven’s sakes; what we're talking about
is stopping the rate of increase in these entitlement programs. What the Congress has done
over the last several years is index many of these programs. So, as one of ‘em described it to
us loday, these programs are now on auto pilot; they're flying themselves.

MacNEIL: You inean as inflation goes up, they've gone up correspondingly.
Mr. CONNALLY: Absolutely, and they've gone up more than the rate of ‘inflation.

MacNEIL: But with inflation sfowing down, Mr. Peterson, wouldn't that automatically take
care of the indexing? Because inflation is now down in the early months of this year to
somewhere between one and three percent.

Mr. PETERSON: Well, there is some other cruel arithmetic. Quite apart from the indexing.
the demographics of course are working in another direction. Fifly years ago 4% of the
population were over 65. It's now |1%. In another 50 years it'll be 20%, or 65 million
people. People— those old people, older people, are now living 16.6 years at age 65 it used
to be about 12 years. So we're paying longer benefits to many, many more people who are
staying healthier. So it is not just the indexing that is a key factor; it is the changing
demographics of our society.

MacNEIL: So you want to frecze the benefits (or one year in all these things that 1 listed. and
then you want to slow down or cap the rate of inflationary increase in these programs.
Suppose the President tomorrow said, **Yes, I buy your plan,”” and the Congress said yes

—_3—
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too, how much would you save in doing all this?

~Mf. BLUMENTHAL: If the plan that we have proposed would be accepted. then through
these entitlements we could save by 1985 around $60 billion, and that would be a major
contribution to that total of eventually $175 to $200 billion we have to save.

MacNEIL: Mr. Connally, you've been a politician on the national scene as well as a
secretary of the treasury and in other governiment departinents. You've seen the furor that's
recently happened over proposals to trim the increases in Social Security. Is this in any way
politically feasible in this year?

Mr. CONNALLY: Oh, I think it's politically feasible. I thirk the problem that we have today
is no one wants to hit the cold walter by themsetves. The Democrats understandably don't
wanl to get buskwhacked and-neither do the Republicans. Each of ‘em want to walk hand in
hand down the aisle, in effect, even though it's ashotgun wedding. if they're going to deal
with something as politically sensitive as Social Security benefits. But let me make one point
when we’re talking about this. Every recipicnt, alimost, of Social Security feels like and says
and believes that he’s just getting out of the program what he paid in. Nothing could be
further from the truth. And the American people should realize that the average recipient of
Social Security today receives in one and a half years, an individual receives one and a half
years what he's paid in to that program during his entire lifetime. And if he has a spouse, he
gets everything he paid into the program throughout his lifetime back in 11 months. Now,
lake that and add that with what Mc. Peterson said a moment ago that the average person
today anticipates living 16.6 years beyond the age of 65. So in effect for 15% years he’s
going to be living off of someone else’s contributions to the Social Security program. That's
one reason why it's out of hand, and the American people have to understand it, the young
people have to understand it, the wage camers in America today have to understand that what
they're doing is paying for what essentially is an actuarially unsound and a basically unfair
Social Security program as it exists today.

MacNEIL: What is the— do you gentlemen have confidence that there is the political
leadership today or the combination to create that shotgun wedding that Mr. Connally just
talked about? Does such leadership exist?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL: [ think in a very politically charged atinosphere of the moment clearly
nobody wants to get out in front, as Mr. Connally has said. I think those numbers are so
persuasive. The other number that you can mention is that there used to be 16 people working
for every recipient; pretty soon there'll be three working for every recipient. The burden on
the people is so great. The total budget today is no greater than the tolal cost of funding that
system would be 10, 12 years from now. [ think the political will will be there, and 1 think the
kind-of information that we are providing will be very useful to that process.

MacNEIL: Well, thank you. Jim?
LEHRER: Mr. Fowler, yes, you wanted (o say something.

Mr. FOWLER: | want to say something, bring this back to the question you raised earlier
about partisan politics. Now, this basically, what we're trying to focus on is a long-term
program to bring the budget back under control and maintain it in some kind of equilibrium.
Now, if you're going to try to achieve a long-term program, a three-, four- or five-year
program, you need to have a bipartisan support for that panticular program. Because there are
going to be changes of the parties in power in the House or in the Senate or in the
administration during that period of time. So if these gentlemen in the government wish to
achieve a successful program to recapture control of the budget, they're going to have to look
down the road for a number of ycars and they’re going 10 have to sealize that it's only a
bipartisan program that is likely to prevail over a long period of time. Now, our experience in
past fiscal crises — in the Tax Reduction Act of '63 and '64 and the Revenue Act of 1968
which gave us our last surplus in the budget for the fiscal year that followed — these were the
result, a lot of partisan talk early in the gamne, lots of that on one side and the other, but in the
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final analysis men of good will, men of responsibility came through and we did forge an
effective program with bipartisan support. And I think this is where the President and the
leadership in the Congress, . Democratic and Republican, is going to come out, hopefully,
before the end of the summer. ’

LEHRER: Well, let’s move 1o defense. You want $25 billion cut from the defense budget in
1985; in goodly amaunts, | understand, over these next two years. Mr. Connally, the
President was asked about this today, about you all's suggestion, and he said, words of this
eflect, **Those fine men wouldn’t say that if they knew what 1 knew in terms of what effect
those kind of cuts would have on our national defense.*’

Mr. CONNALLY: Well, we obviously view it from a different perspective from what the

President docs. But let me remind you that— well, let's start with the basic elements. We're

talking about 1985. Nincteen eighty - five we anticipate the budget of the United States ‘will™
be one trillion dollars. Of that trillion dollars, defense, Social Security — including Medi-

care, and interest, those three items alone will comprise $810 billion of the one trillion. Now,

if you're going to get this budget under control you're going to have cut defense; the

entitlements programs: Social Security, Medicaid; and you're going to have to reduce inlerest

some way. Now, yes, we recommend cutting $25 billion out of defense, but that still leaves

in 1985 a 7% real growth as compared 10 the President’s 8.6% real growth. Now, that’s all

we're talking about. And | think we can do that. -

LEHRER: And without hurting the nation's defense?

Mr. CONNALLY: Well, yes, I think so. Let me remind you that even with that 7% this will
be the only time that we've had any substantial buildup in the defense capabilities of this
nation since the Vietnam War, since nincteen hundred and about sixty-cight, '67 and '68.
This’ll be the only time. Every other year under every other administration we've been under
the line, so to speak, in support of the military establishment. We recognize, Joe Fowler and
Doug Dillon are co-chairmen of the Committee on the Present Danger; I'm one of the
founding members of the Committee on Present Danger. | think we all are commiitted to a
strong defense effort, but we also know full well that no democratic society, no representative
forn of govemment is going to long support a military establishment unless you have a sound
economy lo support it.

LEHRER: | assume you agree with that, Mr. Fowler.

Mr. FOWLER: I do. and [ must say that it is with great reluctance that we come to a
conclusion that $25 billion should be reduced from the defense budget by 1985. Standing
alone, if that were put to us, we would all say no. But what we have here is a situation in
which in order to affect the result, every basic element in the budget has to be moved down
— that is, the spending elements — have 1o be moved down in order to effect this bipartisan
consensus that we're talking about and provide a long-term program that the country will live
with. So we're strong supporters of President Reagan’s eflort to increase our defense posture,
and have been and thoroughly approve of it. But we’re saying we are ready to concede in a
minor way, not in a reduction in the defense spending, but a reduction in the projcted
increase in defense spending in what I believe is a relatively minor and doable figure.

LEHRER: Mr. Peterson, dues this recormended cut in defense spending bother you or give
you any concem? Or are you 100% behind it as well?

Mr. PETERSON: I'm 100% behind it.
LEHRER: Mr. Blumenthal?
Mr. BLUMENTHAL: Absolutely.

LEHRER: And you don't believe that the country's defense, as the President said today.
would be in jecopardy if that in fact was done? ‘

Mr. BLUMENTHAL: | really believe the point that has been made, which is that you can’t
— 5
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have a strong defense — and we all want one, we know we need one — on a weak economiic
foundation. They go hand in hand, and a 7% rea! increase 1 think gives us the resources to do
it.

LEHRER: I sce.

Mr. PETERSON: I would also make anather point, that as John Connally pointed out, this
allows for 7% real growth over a sustained period in total. But if as everybody agrees we're
going 10 have 1o start slowing down the military pay side, that means that on the purchases of
hardware and equipment you can have a substantially larger real increase than 7%.

LEHRER: [ see. Robin?

MacNEIL: Let's move on to the tax increases, or the increased revenue you propose. You
want (0 raise taxes a tota) of $60 billion in 1985. Where does that come from, Mr. Blumen-
thal? .

Mr. BLUMENTHAL: Well, there are any number of possible sources. The one that we have
put first is various kinds of encrgy taxes. We arc in a period at the moment when the markets
have been soft. Here we can raise substantial amounts of money through decontrol and
pulting some taxes on of various kinds which would on the one hand further stimulate
production exploration in this country and at the same time make up some of the gap that we
need. Now, there are other ways of doing it. There are excise laxes that can be looked at, and
it's really a matter for the Congress and the administration deciding where they think || s
most advisable. But in total, about $60 billion are going to be required.

MacNEIL: Isn't the most sensitive part of what you're proposing. Mr. Connally, modifying
or delaying the third year of the individual income tax cut?

Mr. CONNALLY: Yes, it is, but remémber, if you'll read carefully what we said. We do not
want (o touch the third year of the tax cuts unless and until two other things have happened.
Namely, unless the entitlements program has been controlled and reduced, and unless and
until defense has been reduced (o the level that we recommended. Then and only then would
we be willing to consider changing. altering, modifying the tax cuts now scheduled for the
third year.

MacNEIL: Hasn't Mr. Reagan pretty well indicated that he's adamant in not changing that?

Mr. CONNALLY: Yes, he has. And I can understand that. And any man in his position must
fight for his recommendations and for his achievements, because he’s already achieved that
tax cut. On (he other hand herc we're talking about something that has to rise above
pamsamhlp, we 're talking about something that in the interest of this nation we have to come
to grips with. We have lo get contrul of this budget. If we don’t, the President is gomg to be
in trouble, all of us are going to be in trouble; we can’t stand a constantly increasing number
of unemployed, of continued high interest rates such as we have today, stagnation in the
industiial base of this nation, and loss of productivity and loss of markets lo overscas
competitors for goods and services. You just can’t do it.

MacNEIL: Mr. Fowler, doesn’t what you all are saying come down, when you reduce it to
its fundamentals, you're saying to the Democrats, **You're going to have to accept some
Social Security cuts,’’ which they've been very reluctant to do in this year especially, but
aren’t you also saying to Mr. Rcagdn * lfyuu want higher defense expenditure and you want
to cut taxes, your Reaganomics just isn't going to work’*? Isn't that what this messag is?

_ Mr. FOWLER: No, I don't think so. I think that what we're saying is that we have to stretch
out, we have 1o approach the reduction of the excessive levels of taxation that the economy
has suffered under over recent years, particularly the business section of the economy: you
have to do it on a somewhat gradualistic basis. And | don’t think any of us here on the
program would like to see the so-called third year eliminated. The question is. if you can get
in retum for a tackling of this entitlements program in a meaningful way some temporary
deferral of some part of that third year cut, maybe it’s worth cutting a deal.

~6—



48

Mr. PETERSON: | wonder if I can take a crack at the tax—
MacNEIL.: Could you do it briefly?

Mr. PETERSON: Very bricfly. | wonder if the American people understand that if we don't
reduce the growth of Social Security bencfits, we're going to have to next year increase
Social Security taxes by 1% on top of another .7% of pay by "8S. That'il be the biggest tax
increase in the history of this country. It is not being talked about at the preseat time as an
altemative. We would argue that if we will moderate the growth of benefits we are avoiding
an enormous tax increase.

MacNEIL: I'd just like to ask each of you very briefly — may not be time for all of you.

Starting with you, Mr. Blumenthal. In a few words, what happens to this economy, in the
mos! graphic tenns you can express, if we don’t do what you're proposing? -

Mr. BLUMENTHAL: We won’t invest, we will not increase productivity, unemployment
will remain, our competiliveness internationally will be increasingly impaired, and we will
not get inflation permanently under control; we'll fall further and further behind.

MacNEIL: Mr. Peterson?

Mr. PETERSON: [ would add only two things to that list. First, I'm afraid that you will see
more banksupicies than we've seen in a long time. including probably some houschold
corporate names that are ncar the brink. 1 think also you will see exports falling as they have,
because the dollar is very overvalued because of high interest rates, which is costing us
hundreds of thousands of jobs.

MacNEIL: Well, we have 10 leave it there. M. Fowler, Mr. Connally. thank you for joining
us in Washington; Mr. Blumenthal, Mr. Peterson in New York. Good night, Jim.

LEHRER: Good night, Robin.

MacNEIL: That's all for tonight. We will be back tomomow night. I'm Robert MacNeit.
Good night.

Transcript produced by Joumnat Graphics, Inc.. New York, N.Y.
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The CHAIRMAN. While we are waiting for other members to come
I would like to make a brief comment before we begin. Senator
Byrd also may have a comment. We hope to have between 10 and
14 members here, and I would just say at the outset that we are
certainly pleased to welcome this morning two distinguished
former Cabinet officers, Peter G. Peterson and W. Michael
Blumenthal, as well as representatives of the Business Roundtable, the
American Business Conference, National Federation of Independ-
ent Business, and the National Association of Realtors. -

The cause that brings these witnesses before us this morning is
the state of the Federal budget and the budget deficit. I believe the
need for drastic deficit reduction has become more, not less, urgent
as we move closer to the beginning of fiscal year 1983. And I hope
that the witnesses will address the urgency of this problem as it
relates to the state of our economy.

One reason we invited our distinguished witnesses to join us
today is the bipartisan appeal issued by six former Cabinet officers
on May 24. That appeal was issued by two of our witnesses this
morning, Mr. Blumenthal, who served as Secretary of the Treasury
under President Carter, and Mr.-Peterson, who was Secretary of
Commerce under President Nixon. ,

The presence of these gentlemen here this morning clearly dem-
onstrates the bipartisan nature of the concern we share. Also join-
ing this bipartisan appeal are former Treasury Secretaries John
Connally, Henry Fowler, C. Douglas Dillon, and William E. Simon.
Although these distinguished public figures were unable to join us
today, we certainly welcome their support and their participation
and they are ably represented this morning by two of their col-
leagues. :

I was particularly impressed by the nature of the appeal issued
on May 24. In their statement issued on that date, the former Cabi-
net officer said, “The budget crisis can wait no longer. This is no
time for politics as usual and it is certainly no time for a budget
stalemate. The national interest demands strong and continuing
leadership by the President and the Congress working together to
restore financial sanity.” It seems to this Senator that that is ex-
actly right. The time to act is now and the need for action is abso-
lutely compelling. This is a matter that vitally affects our prospects
for economic recovery, for putting people back to work, and for get-
ting interest rates back into a range that will help revitalize invest-
ment and production. But as compelling as these goals are, they
are only part of the story. Without dramatic reductions in the defi-
cit expected over the next 2 years, we risk squandering our hard
won gains against inflation. We risk perpetuating the economic
stagnation of recent years. We risk a no-growth and no-hope econo-
my in the years ahead.

I would ask that the balance of my statement be made a part of
the record.

[The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:]
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR DULE

THE URGENT NEED FOR DEFICIT REDUCTIOMN

THE COMMITTEE 1S PLEASED TO WELCOME THIS MORNING TWO
DISTINGUISHED FORMER CABINET CFFICERS, PETER G, PETERSON aND ¥,
MICHAEL BLUMENTHAL, AS WELL AS REPRESENTATIVES OF THE
Business ROUNDTABLE, THE AMERICAN BUSINESS CONFERENCE, THE
NaT1ONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, AND THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS. THE OCCASION--OR PERHAPS |
SHOULD SAY THE CAUSE--THAT BRINGS 1HESE WITNESSES BEFORE US
THIS MORNING 1S THE STATE OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND THE BUDGET
DEFICIT, | BELIEVE THE NEED FOR DRASTIC DEFICIT REDUCTION HAS
BECOME MORE, NOT LESS, URGENT AS WE MOVE CLOSER TO THE BEGINNING
OF FIscAL 1983, | HOPE THAT OUR WITNESSES WILL ADDRESS THE
URGENCY OF THIS PROBLEM AS IT RELATES TO THE STATE OF OUR

ECONOMY .,
“No Time For PoLiTics As Usual”

ONE REASON WE INVITED OUR DISTINGUISHED WITNESSES TO JOIN
US TODAY IS THE BIPARTISAN APPEAL I1SSUED BY SIX FORMER CABINET
OFFICERS ON [MAY 24, THAT APPEAL WAS ISSUED BY TWO OF OUR
WITNESSES THIS MORNING, W, MICHAEL BLUMENTHAL, WHO SERVED AS
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY UNDER PRESIDENT CARTER; AND PeTER 6.
PETERSON, WHO WAS SECRETARY OF COMMERCE UNDER PRESTDENT NIXON.
THE PRESENCE OF THESE GENTLEMEN HERE THIS MORNING CLEARLY
DEMONSTRATES THE BIPARTISAN NATURE OF THE CONCERN WE SHARE.
ALSO UOINING IN THIS BIPARTISAN APPEAL WERE FORMER TREASURY
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SECRETARIES JoHN B. CONNALLY, FROM THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION;
HENRY H. FOWLER, FROM THE JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION; C, DoucLAs
DiLLon, FrROM THE KENNEDY AND JOHNSON ADMINISTRATIONS; AND
WiLL1aM E. SiMON, FROM THE FORD ADMINISTRATION. ALTHOUGH

THESE DISTINGUISHED PUBLIC SERVANTS WERE UNABLE TO JOIN US
TODAY, WE VERY MUCH WELCOME THEIR SUPPORT FOR AND PARTICIPATION
IN A MAJOR EFFCRT TO GET THE DEFICIT UNDER CONTROL; AND
CERTAINLY THEIR GROUP 1S ABLY REPRESENTED BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE.

I WAS PARTICULARLY IMPRESSED BY THE NATURE OF THE APPEAL
ISSUED ON MAY 24, IN THEIR STATEMENT ISSUED ON THAT DATE, THE
FORMER CABINET OFFICERS SAID, “THE BUDGET CRISIS CAN WAIT NO
LONGER, . . THIS IS NO TIME FOR POLITICS AS USUAL AND IT IS
CERTAINLY NO TIME FOR A BUDGET STALEMATE, THE NATIONAL INTEREST
DEMANDS STRONG AND CONTINUING LEADERSHIP--BY THE PRESIDENT AND
THE CONGRESS WORKING TOGETHER--TO RESTORE FINANCIAL SANITY,”

[T SEEMS To THIS SENATOR THAT THAT [S EXACTLY RIGHT. THE
TIME TO ACT IS NOW, AND THE NEED FOR ACTION IS ABSOLUTELY COMPELLING.
THIS IS A MATTER THAT VITALLY AFFECTS OUR PROSPECTS FOR ECONOMIC
RECOVERY, FOR PITTING PEOPLE BACK TO WORK, AND FOR GETTING INTEREST
RATES BACK INTQO A RANGE THAT WILL HELP REVITALIZE INVESTMENT
AND PRODUCTION, BUT AS COMPELLING AS THESE GOALS ARE, THEY ARE
ONLY PART OF THE STORY. WITHOUT DRAMATIC REDUCTIONS IN THE
DEFICITS EXPECTED OVER THE NEXT FEW YEARS, %E RISK SQUANDERING
OUR HARD-WON GAINS AGAINST INFLATION; WE RISK PERPETUATING THE
ECONGMIC STAGNATION OF RECENT YEARS; WE RISK A NO-GROWTH AND
NO-HOPE ECONOMY IN THE YEARS AHEAD. !MANY OF US BELIEVE THAT IN
THE 1980 ELECTION THE AMERICAN PEOPLE REJECTED THIS SCENARIO.

,/j
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IT ts uP TO ALL OF US TO SEE TO IT THAT THE ECONGMY DOES NOT
FOUNDER: %HAT WE RETURN TO A STABLE, PREDICTABLE, NON-INFLATIONARY
GROWTH PATH., WE CANNOT DO THAT 1f THE THREAT OF EVER-EXPANDING,
RECORD DEFICITS CONTINUES TO HANG OVER THE ECONOMY,

WHY 1T MATTERS

PEOPLE CAN AND DO DISAGREE ABOUT THE RELATIVE SIGNIFICANCE
OF DEFICITS IN A NORMAL :CONOMIC SITUATION, BUT NO ONE CAN
DOUBT THAT TRIPLE-DIGIT DEFICITS, PROJECTED TO EXPAND INDEF INITELY
INTO A RECOVERY PERIOD, THREATEN TO UNDERMINE ALL THAT WE CAN
OTHERWISE ACHIEVE IN A FREE MARKET ECONOMY, SUCH DEFICITS NOT
ONLY CHOKE OFF CAPITAL THAT WOULD BE AVAILABLE FOR PRIVATE
INVESTMENT, THEY REKINDLE FEARS OF INFLATION BECAUSE OF UNCERTAINTY
ABOUT HOW THEY CAN POSSIBLY BE FINANCED. THEY RAISE FEARS OF
MASSIVE TAX INCREASES THAT COULD RETARD THE ECONOMY. [fosT
FUNDAMENTALLY OF ALL, THEY APPEAR TO REFLECT A LACK OF OFFICIAL
RESPONSIBILITY THAT UNDERMINES CONFIDENCE IN THE ABILITY OF OUR
GOVERNMENT TO COPE WITH A MODERN ECONOMY OR EVER REGAIN THE
KIND OF ECONOMIC STRENGTH WE DEMONSTRATED IN PAST DECADES. FOR
ALL THESE REASONS, THE IMPENDING FISCAL CRISIS MUST BE DEALT
WITH NOW, '

ASSUMING THERE IS GENERAL AGREEMENT ON THE SCOPE OF THE
DEFICIT PROBLEM AND THE NEED FOR SWIFT ACTION--AND [ BELIEVE
SUCH AGREEMENT EXISTS--WHY HAS NOTHING BEEN DONE? THE PROBLEM N\
MAY BE TWOFOLD: PEOPLE DISAGREE ON THE PROPER MIX OF TAX AND
SPENDING MEASURES NEEDED TO DO THE JOB; AND THEY DISAGREE ON
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ON THE STRENGTH OF THE MEASURES WE HAVE TO TAKE IN ORDER TO
CONVINCE THE NATION, INCLUDING THE FINANCIAL MARKETS, THAT THE
DEFICIT WILL BE CONTROLLED IN THE YEARS AHEAD. By THIS [

MEAN THAT ONE-YEAR CUTS, RESCISSIONS, ASSUMPTIONS OF MANAGEMENT
SAVINGS, AND THINGS OF THAT NATURE WILL NOT DO THE JoB. WE
HAVE TO ADDRESS THE SENSITIVE AREAS OF THE BUDGET IN ORDER TO
DO THE JOB, THE MARKETS ARE BETTING THAT CONGRESS DOES NOT
HAVE THE WILL TO DO THAT--THAT 1S WHY WE MUST DO IT IF WE ARE
TO SUCCEED. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE HOUSE APPEAR TO

CONFIRM THE FEAKS OF THE MARKETS: WE MUST AND, | BELIEVE,

/

WILL REVERSE THAT.

LonG-TERM RESTRAINT
WHAT ALL THIS BOILS DOWN TO 1S THAT WE MUST DEMONSTRATE (
LCNG-TERM CONTROL OVER THE BUDGET. HE CANNOT DO THAT WITHOUT

TOUCHING ALL AREAS--APPROPRIATIONS, GRANTS-IN-AID, DEFENSE,
ENTITLEMENTS, AND REVENUES., 1O PUT ANY OF THESE AREAS OFF
BOUNDS WILL UNRAVEL THE WHOLE PROCESS. | KNOW THAT THE BIPARTISA
GROUP OF CABINET OFFICERS STRESSES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THE

NEED FOR ACTION ON SCCIAL SECURITY. THAT APPEARS TO BE OFF

THE AGENDA FOR NOW, BUT WE WILL HAVE TO DEAL WITH IT SOON ENOUGH
WE HAVE NO CHOICE. OTHER ENTITLEMENTS HAVE TO BE ADDRESSED

ONE WAY OR ANOTHER. THERE IS GREAT RELUCTANCE TO TOUCH

CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT AND HEALfH CARE PROGRAMS, BUT WHERE
COSTS HAVE RISEN BEYOND REASONAELE BOUNDS--TO THE POINT WHERE
THEY UNDERMINE THE ORIGINAL PROGRAM GOALS, NOT TO MENTION THE
GENERAL WELFARE--THEN ACTION MUST BE TAKEN, MEDICARE WAS
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ORIGINALLY EXPECTED TO cosT $9 BiLLioN By 1950. ALReADY IT

cosTs ABouT $50 BILLION. MeDIcAID costs $35 BILLION AND IS ONE
OF THE FASTEST-GROWING FEDERAL PROGRAMS. HWE HAVE TO GET A

HANDLE ON THIS, AND WE HAVE TO DO SOMETHING ABOUT HEALTH CARE
coSTS., HE DON'T IMPROVE THE NATION'S HEALTH BY FEEDING INFLATION
IN THE HEALTH CARE INDUSTRY. AND THESE ARE JUST A FEW OF

MANY EXAMPLES THAT COULD BE CITED OF THE PROBLEMS WE FACE.

REVENUES MUST ALSO PLAY A ROLE--PARTLY TO ENSURE AN
EQUITABLE PROGRAM OF DEFICIT REDUCTION, AND PARTLY BECAUSE THE
ONSET OF RECESSION HAS UNDERMINED OUR REVENUE BASE IN A WAY THAT
COULD NOT HAVE BEEN PREDICTED LAST YEAR WHEN WE PASSED THE TAX
cuT. THE TAX CUT IS NOT AT FAULT--AN INCOME TAX BASE RIDDLED
WITH EXCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL PRIVILEGES 1S, THAT IS WHERE WE OUGHT
TO LOOK, FIRST AND FOREMOST, TO INCREASE REVENUES. o OPTIONS
ARE RULED OUT, BUT | HAVE SAID--AND THE PRESIDENT HAS SAID--THAT
THE INDIVIDUAL TAX CUT, PLUS INDEXING, IS THE LAST PLACE WE QUGHT
TO LOOK., THAT IS THE ONLY SIGNIFICANT RELIEF WE HAVE GRANTED
THE AVERAGE TAXPAYER IN RECENT YEARS, AND WITHOUT AIDING OUR
WORKING PLOPLE WE CANNOT SET THE STAGE FOR RECOVERY,

A PropER PROGRAM

THE NEED FOR SWIFT DEFICIT REDUCTION IS CLEAR--AND THE
PARAMATERS OF AN APPROPRIATE DEFICIT REDUCTION PROGRAM ARE BECOMING
CLEARER. THAT PROGRAM MUST BE BALANCED AND IT MUST BE BIPARTISAN.
WE ARE ALL IN THIS TOGETHER, AND NO SEGMENT OF THE POPULATION
SHOULD BE LEFT QUT OF THE DEFICIT REDUCTION EFFORT. TAX BREAKS
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FOR THE WEALTHY NEED THE SAME SCRUTINY AS FOOD STAMPS, FEDERAL
RETIREMENT, STUDENT LOANS AND FOREIGN AID, HO ONE SHOULD BE

OUT TO GET THE WEALTHY, OR TO GET THE POOR, OR TO GET THE /

MIDDLE CLASS--BUT ALL OF OUR CITIZENS HAVE A STAKE IN SOME

PROGRAM OR OTHER, AND THEY ALL HAVE TO RECOGNIZE THAT WE CANNOT
AFFORD TO HAVE SACRED COWS ANY MORE. | BELIEVE THE AMERICAN

PEOPLE ARE MATURE ENOUGH AND RESPONSIBLE ENOUGH TO UNDERSTAND THIS:
I oNLY HOPE THE CONGRESS IS MATURE ENOUGHT TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT FACT,

1 HAVE STRESSED BEFORE, AND-1-STRESS—AGAIN, THAT THE PRIMARY
EMPHASIS MUST BE ON REDUCING FEDERAL SPENDING, THE BUILT-IN
SPENDING MOMENTUM OF RECENT YEARS IS THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF OUR
PROBLEMS, AND IT MUST BEAR THE MAIN BURDEN OF DEFICIT REDUCTION,
WE CANNOT BE PARTY TO RECORD-HIGH TAXES AS AN ANSWER TO ALL OUR
PROBLEMS. THAT WOULD BE AN EVASION, AND WOULD CONVINCE NEITHER
THE FINANCIAL MARKETS OR THE MAN ON THE STREET. AT THE SAME
TIME, WE CANNOT AVOID REVENUE INCREASES, _THE DIMENSIONS OF THE
PROBLEM ARE JUST T0OO GREAT TO DO THAT, AND WE HAVE TO RECOGNIZE
THAT NOT EVERY PROVISION OF THE TAX CODE IT PRISTINE FROM A
POLICY STANDPOINT, WERE THAT SO, WE WOULD NOT SEE GROWING SUPPORT
FOR A SIMPLIFIED OR FLAT RATE TAX. BUT WE CAN AND WILL RAISE REVENUES
WITHOUT UNDERMINING THE INCENTIVES FOR GROWTH AND INVESTMENT
THAT WE AGREED TO LAST YEAR,

BIPARTISANSHIP IS NEEDED NOT TO PULL ANYONE'S IRONS OUT OF
THE FIRE, BUT BECAUSE THIS IS TRULY A SHARED PROBLEM. WE ARE ALL
AT FAULT FOR ALLOWING SPENDING AND DEFICITS TO GET OUT OF CONTROL,
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AND WE ALL MUST COOPERATE IN A SOLUTION, | KNOW THERE ARE
SOME WHO THINK THE TAX CUT IS THE MAIN PROBLEM--AND WE ARE
AGREEING TO RAISE SUBSTANTIAL REVENUES, ALTHOUGH SOME OF US
WOULD MAINTAIN QUITE STRONGLY THAT THE PROBLEM IS INDEPENDENT
OF THE TAX cuT. BuT, As | SAY, WE ARE LEAVING NO AREAS OF

THE BUDGET UNTOUCHED IN THE INTEREST OF REACHING AGREEMENT.
SIMILARLY, THERE ARE THOSE WHO BELIEVE DEFENSE SPENDING,

OR ENTITLEMENTS, ARE THE SOLE SOURCE OF THE PROBLEM, BuT LET's
FACE IT: THE PROBLEM IS ALL OVER THE PLACE, AND WE CANNOT
MEET OUR RESPONSIBILITY TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE WITHOUT CUTTING
A WIDE SWATH ACROSS THE BUDGET. -

FINALY, | WOULD NOTE THAT WE STILL AWAIT House ACTION ON
A BUDGET RESOLUTION; WE DO NOT KNOW WHETHER THERE WILL BE
AN EFFECTIVE RECONCILIATION MANDATE; AND WE FACE THE IMMINENT
PROSPECT OF RAISING THE DEBT CEILING, GIVEN THIS SITUATION,
THE LEGISLATIVE UNCERTAINTIES INVOLVED, AND THE NEED FOR
IMMEDIATE ACTION, | HOPE THE WITNESSES TODAY WILL COMMENT
ON APPROPRIATE LEGISLATIVE ROUTES THE CONGRESS MIGHT PURSUE.
SOME OF US HAVE QUR OWN IDEAS, NOT THAT WE DENIGRATE THE BUDGET
PROCESS, BUT BECAUSE TIME IS RUNNING OUT,

I LOOK FORWARD TO HEARING THE TESTIMONY FROM THIS
DISTINGUISHED GROUP,
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The CHAIRMAN. I would say to our witnesses—again I want to
thank them for making a special effort to be here—we hope we can
do the right thing in this committee. We have done that in the past
under the superb leadership of Chairman Long. And with his help
and the help of others on both sides, I hope we can put together a
genuine deficit reduction package with emphasis on spending re-
duction and revenue increases where necessary, and we hope to
start that process next week. Senator Long.

Senator LoNG. I am pleased to see, Mr. Chairman, that you have
listed here Mr. Mike Blumenthal as your first witness. I think for
the record that it might be worth noting that Mr. Blumenthal
wrote an article about in October of last year suggesting and
hoping that President Reagan would not make the same mistakes
that were made under the Carter administration.

I was so impressed by that article that I cornered Bob Dole and
showed it to him. He went and read it and he was sufficiently im-
pressed, that he passed it around among a bunch of his Republican
associates. And we undertook to try to see to it that the President
would read the article. I know we got it to his desk several times.
{Laughter.] I took it down there personally, finally.

Mr. Blumenthal's ideas, I think, were right. And if I had my
way, we would have been moving in the direction you were suggest-
ing, Mr. Blumenthal, even before the Congress adjourned last year
because I think that the article you wrote back at that time had
prophetic wisdom to it. I hope you can tell us again what our path
ought to be from this point forward.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to welcome
the witnesses who are outstanding business leaders, and, in the
case of two of them, have been outstanding Government officials. I
think they are rendering a service to come before this committee
and to present their views on what I believe to be an economic
crisis of some major proportions which is facing our Nation today.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bentsen.

Senator BENTSEN. Let me say I read both Mike Blumenthal’s ar-
ticle and Pete Peterson’s article, and I am very pleased to have
them here. I think they are highly intelligent men, probably be-
cause we think alike on most of these issues.

The CHAlrMAN. Bill.

Senator BRaDLEY. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Danforth.

Senator DANFORTH. No questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durenberger.

Senator DURENBERGER. No questions.

The CHAIRMAN. I might say while we have the members here _
that we have been working on a number of items for the past sev-
eral months, and we would hope to make the information we have
developed available to everyone. I hope that I can get it to you
today or tomorrow, different ideas we have about revenue raising
measures. And we would be verf' happy to brief the members or
the staff. I am not suggesting all the proposals we suggest will fi-
nally be approved by the committee, but there are a number of op-
tions that we think we should make available to the members. And
you may have options of your own.
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Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, a little pro tem, if you will
excuse. I have the pastor of my hometown here opening the Senate,
and he has wanted to pray for me for a long time here, and I have
got to go over there.

The CHAIRMAN. He came at a timely time. We will first hear
from Mr. Blumenthal.

STATEMENT OF HON. W. MICHAEL BLUMENTHAL, FORMER SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY AND PRESENTLY CHAIRMAN AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, BURROUGHS CORP. DETROIT,
MICH. -

Mr. BLuMENTHAL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Chair-
man Long, distinguished members of the committee. I must say it
brings back many memories to sit here and to face you all. Some of
them fond, others not so fond. [Laughter.]

And 1 just wish that the circumstances of my return to appear
before this committee were less somber than I believe them to be
at the present time. Just opening the paper this morning gives
ample weight to this statement. The stock market, which is just
one measure of what is happening in the country, is down below
800, probably close to or at the low for the year, and there is no
indication that it is likely to go north very soon. And the dollar is
hitting new highs, therefore continuing to erode our competitive-
ness in world markets and losing us jobs because that really means
lost export jobs and jobs lost through import competition.

I'will not belabor the general situation. It is really very scary, I would
say. Our bipartisan appeal was put together and subscribed to by six
former Cabinet ofticers. The initiative came from my good friend,
Secretary Peterson, who recognized that there was perhaps a con-
tribution we could make here. And we hope-others will associate
themselves in coming weeks with our effort. Mr. Peterson has a
more extensive statement with charts which will I think illustrate
rather graphically some of the key points we tried to make. I think
that statement will speak for itself, so I will be relatively brief. But
when I say that the economic situation is somber, you need merely
look at the unemployment numbers and the fact that they are un-
fortunately continuing to rise rather than to drop.

My home State of Michigan is probably the hardest hit in that
regard, but it is not the only State that faces something like 15 per-
cent unemployment. I cite just one additional statistic, Mr. Chair-
man. In Detroit where the headquarters of my company are locat-
ed, the Burroughs Corp., unemployment for young blacks, for mi-
norities, is about 60 percent. The last time I looked it was 66 per-
cent. Two out of three young blacks in the city of Detroit are
unable to find work. It is going to be a long hot summer. And,
clearly, that is the sort of situation that is very serious indeed.

The number of bankruptcies, not just of larger companies and
perhaps some household names that you know about but many,
many small ones is also an indicator. The thrift institutions, the
postwar lows of the housing and construction industry, the ma-
chine-tool industry, and so on—all are in trouble. It is a serious sit-
uation.
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We believe that one of the principal reasons why that situation
is not reversing itself and moving in the right direction is because
the country sees the prospect of large, rising, and essentially un-
controlled budget deficits, not only in fiscal year 1983 but increas-
ingly so in the out years. And, incidentally, that is why we took
fiscal 1985 as our focus. Not that we don’t believe that some real
action needs to be taken this year to make a beginning on this, but
we focused on fiscal 1985 because it really has to be a multiyear
program that the Congress must address itself to.

Unless these prospects for increasing budget deficits are dealt
with in some positive way, we don’t believe there is any realistic
prospect that interest rates are going to come down. No one is
going to lend money long for a number of years if there is not some
reasonable assurance that the economic situation is going to stabi-
lize itself; that there is going to be growth; that there is going to be
the prospect for profitable returns on these kinds of funds invested
over the longer run. Thus interest rates cannot come down in our
judgment unless and until there is evidence that the budget situa-
tion is brought under better control. So we are in a precarious situ-
ation. Every index shows that. We were hoping for a recovery this
year. I would now think, based on the reports that I have seen,
that if there is any positive growth at all in the third quarter it is
likely to be very weak. And I have seen increasing evidence that
the fourth quarter will in fact show a decline. So that the overall
year will, at best, be flat if not down. And we may, unless action is
taken at the end of the year, look back and have to say there was
no recovery at all, with only a blip perhaps in the third quarter.

So the prospects for an early end to this deep recession appear,
unless you take some action, to be very poor. And obviously that
will mean additional hardships for those who are already suffering.

The six Secretaries represent very different philosophies: three
served under a Republican administration, and three served under
Democratic administrations. Our differences in philosophy are
rather well known and yet we were as one in the kind of statement
that we put out, in the appeal to the Congress and to the President
we issued.

We were as one in our view that quick action is needed; that
speed is of the essence; that decisive action is needed; that it re-
quires a bipartisan approach; that politics as usual is not accept-
able any longer; that the action must be realistic; and that the sac-
rifices which necessarily and unavoidably are going to be borne by
people, must be fair and equitably distributed.

It is absolutely essential to get the budget under control. The
budget is out of control at the present time. It has to be brought
back under control, and that is why we looked at fiscal year 1985
to see what needs to be done because we do not believe that a quick
fix in fiscal year 1983 is sufficient. It is a beginning, but it is not
sufficient. We believe that it has to be done in a fundamental way.
The markets and other financial observers are sufficiently sophisti-
cated that they recognize padding and plugged numbers, Mr. Chair-
man.

Management savings which give the appearance of having the
numbers come out right but which are reaily window dressing are
quickly going to be recognized for what they are. So, you will see in
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our proposal that we have not counted on management savings
which we consider to be highly questionable, which in any case
may be double counting because we presume the different agencies
have already included them in their individual budgets. And we
have tried to be realistic about our projections with regard to rele-
vant interest rates because they make a major difference in the out
years, and thus have not assumed very low interest rates, which
again, of course, would only yield illusory numbers for the future.

We have also come to the conclusion that it is not possible any
longer to just look at one part of the budget. We have to look at all
parts, both at the expenditure and at the income side. And that is
why we have focused in particular on those areas in which the
major expenditures can be saved and the major sources of revenue
generated. We cannot look at 20 percent of the budget. We don’t
_believe that you can just get the necessary revenue savings by look-
ing only at those areas that are needs related. We have to look at
all areas.

Thus also, defense and, very importantly, entitlements, on which
Secretary Peterson has some very interesting numbers and illustra- -
tions to show you, are absolutely essential for consideration for this
purpose.

Now, the specifics I think are very clear. We are suggesting that
in 1985 there be a saving from the base line of $25 billion on de-
fense expenditures. The information that we have given to you in-
dicates that this would still involve an increase in defense expendi-
tures of 7 percent in real terms which, of course, is as high as any
increase that we have had in the postwar period, save I believe a
year or two during the Vietnam war.

Our group includes Secretary Connally, who was Secretary of the
Navy, as well as Secretaries Fowler and Dillon, who were co-
founders of the Committee on the Present Danger, which certainly
has argued very strongly for a strong defense. But they fully accept
and support the proposition that a 7-percent real increase is really
all that we can absorb. And it is elementary to us that, in any case,
we could not have a strong defense if it is not based on the founda-
tion of a strong economy to support this buildup.

Entitlements are absolutely a key. We are suggesting—in fact,
we are convinced—that at least $60 billion have to be found in 1985
in order to bring the budget closer into balance. And Secretary Pe-
terson will spend a great deal of time explaining why that is and
what the key ways are of doing that. And then, of course, there ab-
solutely have to be additional sources of revenue. We have calculat-
ed that you will require $60 billion in additional revenue in fiscal
year 1985, building up to that figure in fiscal year 1985.

There is a whole menu of possible ways of? doing that which we
have suggested. Our list is not meant to be all inclusive. Obviously,
there are other ways, additional ways in which more revenue can
be generated. We have suggested that the area of energy may be a
logical one for you to look at very closely because we may be able
to kill two birds with one stone. We are in a period, and have been
in a period, of relatively soft encrgy prices: We could generate
more revenue by taxing energy. And this would also have the
effect of promoting more exploration, more domestic production,
and insulating us somewhat further from the vagueries of foreign
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%upplies of oil, particularly in the unstable areas of the Middle
ast. - ’

We suggest that there are some energy taxes and some excise
taxes that you might look at. And there are obviously other things
that can be done. There zre some loop holes that can be plugged. I
know that you have a whole list of these possibilities available to

.you. ~

We are suggesting that in the context of taking action on entitle-
ments and on the budget, if it becomes necessary, we would also
support taking a look at the third year tax cut. This is not our pre-
ferred way of doing it. It is not the way that we recommend you
start. But you have got to find $60 billion in 1985. And if it takes
going to the third year tax cut in the context of doing all these
other things, we would agree that even that ought to be considered.

I would say, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that what we are tell-
ing you is that there is no longer any place to hide. The situation is
serious. Monetary policy will not ease; and interest rates cannot
come down until budget action is taken. Budget action requires a
bipartisan effort dealing with all of these issues. And when that
happens we are convinced, based on the perspective that we have—
I as someone who is responsible for a large corporation; Mr. Peter-
son as an investment banker; similarly Mr. Fowler and Mr. Dillon,
and others from their particular vantage points—if it is believable
and realistic and attacks the fundamentals—that we will see a sub-
stantial change in interest rates and in the confidence level and in
investments and, therefore, in increased productivity that is needed
in the country. Until that is done, and if the program that you
enact is not believable and not realistic, we are very skeptical that
any real change will occur. That is why we have made this appeal
with such a sense of urgency. And we earnestly request that the
Congress and this committee give it very serious consideration.

Thank you. -

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Secretary Peterson.

STATEMENT OF HON. PETER G. PETERSON, FORMER SECRETARY

OF COMMERCE AND PRESENTLY CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, -

LEHMAN BROS. KUHN LOEB, NEW YORK, N.Y.

Mr. PETERsoN. Chairman Long, if I may also——

Sienator LoNG. Wait a minute. I am not the chairman. [Laugh-
ter.

Mr. PeTERSON. Well, I like to believe that old Secretaries never
die. [Laughter.]

If Chairman Dole will forgive this reference. Chairman Long,
which I will continue to think of him as do you, has been quoted as
saying that a statesman can be defined as a dead politician, or
something to that effect. [Laughter.]

If our group establishes nothing else, Chairman Long, is that we
are not running for office. We are here to tell you what we honest-
ly believe. That is point No. 1. Point No. 2, you might wonder what
some of us were thinking about by making it bipartisan. I think
you are going to find us, since we are not politician or running for
office, quite candid. I think we believe, gentlemen, that this prob-
lem is so serious that it has passed the point of pointing fingers

97-03%9 0 - 82 -~ §
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and scapegoats and so forth. I am here as a Republican, and as a
Republican Cabinet Officer, to say that the fact that this budget
out of control is of bipartisan origin. And we are not going to get
anywhere by pretending that one group or another is principally
responsible. I am embarrassed to remind myself at times that I was
in the administration at a time when some of these huge entitle-
ment programs about which I am going to speak today were cer-
tainly supported. Therefore, we are not pointing any figures at
either side of the aisle, and we will have nothing to do with that
particular approach to the problem. We think we have got a na-
tional probiem of bipartisan origin, and there is plenty of blame to
go around for the fiscal mess that we are in at the present time.

Let me briefly let you look at the numbers, although Mike has
covered these. I want to remind you of our proposal $60, $25 and
$60 billion for non-defense and defense cuts and for tax increases,
respectively. And what encourages me enormously, gentlemen, is
for a long time we were kidding ourselves about the size of these
deficits. I would commend you, Chairman Dole, and your col-
leagues. I think the one thing we are all agreed to now is that we
have got to reduce the 1985 deficit by about $175 to $200 billion.
The first step on the road to sanity is to understand the magnitude
of the problem. But we want to get there credibly.

You will notice, for example, in the area of deficit reduction that
_comes from lowering interest rates; our number is substantially
below what is shown in the current proposals on both sides of the
aisle. As Mr. Blumenthal has indicated, this is an example of the
realism principle that guides us. Those assumptions that gets you
up to $55 billion deficit reduction assume that interest rates in
1985 will be 6.9 percent. If that happens, God bless us all. But we
are not here to come up with a budget proposal that depends upon
interest rate assumptions that we do not think are prudent. There-
fore, if we are really going to get this deficit number good in 1985
of $175 to $200 billion it means that both the spending cuts and tax

increases must be substantially larger than some people have pro-
" posed. As a Republican it bothers me to say this because I don’t

ike tax increases. It means that the tax aspect has to be larger if
we are going to credibly get to where we want to get.

Next, we have taken a quick look at where the spending cuts
have been_made up to now, or the cuts in growth. The entire trans-
fer payments program that you know better than I is at the heart
of a lot of this problem, is broken down into need related and non-
need related programs. We have classified all of these programs by
whether they are need related or not need related. We would make
two points for your consideration. Those that are need related have
been cut by about three times as much as the ones that are not
need related. We are a bipartisan group that wants a sense of fair-
ness. We want a sense of equity. And we question whether as a
matter of arithmetic or equity you are going to find numbers like
$175 to $200 billion by continuing to focus so much on the need re-
lated programs.

Now I think this becomes even more vivid as you look to 1985.
We have looked at what the budget will look like by 1985. You will
notice that of a trillion dollar budget in 1985, three items account
for over 80 percent of that budget. And there is no way we are
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going to get numbers of this sort without looking at all three of
them. If you take national defense, the non-need related transfer

ayments for individuals, and interest pa{ments, Iyou come up with
5812 billion, which is 81 percent of this budget. I know of no way
that you are going to fet anything like the amount you need with-
out focusing here and, importantly, at the non-need related pro-
grams of $385 billion. You will notice the total of the need-related
programs in 1985 is $85 billion.

I am going to have some things to say about social security today
which will demonstrate further that we are not running for office.

This number here is further supported by the fact that social se-
curity in 1985 is roughly three-fourths of that number. So our logic
takes us to the position that if you are really serious about getting
this number, you cannot overlook those items in a significant way.

Senator LoNg. Could you move those charts a little bit closer so
we could see them a little better?

Mr. PETERsON. Whatever you say, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LoNG. I am having difficulty seeing them where you are.

Mr. PETERSON. It might be more pleasant if you can’t see them,
Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.]

1 was making the point that there is no way that you can get at
this budget, in our view, without looking at the non-need related
transfer payment program, as painful as that may be.

In the Defense area, I would quickly just indicate what Mr. Blu-
menthal indicated. If you look at what we are proposing, it is still a
T-percent real growth. The only time in the recent history of this
country we have had a sustained build up of that kind was pre-
Vietnam. -

I would now like to make a political point that you gentlemen
are much better able to make than I am. We question, as a group,
whether this country will politically support a_sustained defense
build up over a 5-year period—and all of us are unanimous in
wanting such a build up—if our economy is not strong and if inter-
est rates continue at this level. So we don’t come to this conclusion
easily. We simply say defense has to be part of the package, in our
view,

On the tax side, as Mike indicated, we have a $60 billion amount.
You will notice we go through this particular list—you can ask us
any questions you want—we think there must be cuts in all spend-
ing areas, or increases in all tax areas if it is to be fair.

ow I would like to compare our proposals to those on the chart.
And you will see that they are significantly different than many of
the others. We are dead serious as we hope you are about the goal
in each case. We arrived at it, however, in very different ways. You
will notice that our Defense cut is approximately halfway between
the Republican and Democratic proposals that we have had. You
will notice that the cuts in the non-Defense programs, particularly
the entitlement programs that go principally to the middle and
upper income groups, are much higher than any group, because we
do not think this problem can be solved until those programs are
looked at. Now in terms of the indexing, we propose a year freeze,
we then propose putting caps on indexing, because we do not be-
lieve we can get long-term control of this budget until those in-
dexed programs are really looked at seriously. _
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You will notice we have zero for management savings and reduc-
tions. Now we would have liked to have had that be a big number.
But what we are trying to suggest to you is financial markets are ter-
ribly sophisticated. They are sick and tired of looking at blue sky,
rosy colored forecasts. One of the reasons that Wall Street is not
reactin%,favorably is that they look at the numbers and don’t believe
them., We have looked at those numbers. And to be very blunt with
you, we don’t believe them. [Laughter.] They have 18 billion dollars’
worth of revenues from the sales of offshore oil leases in 1985. The
best year we have ever had in the country was $10 billion when oil
prices were going up. We do not believe interest rates are going to
be 6.9 percent in 1985. If they are, what a wonderful thing to con-
template. We will be on the way to a balanced budget that much
sooner. But you will notice that in those items we are substantially
more conservative than anyone.

Alas, and unfortunately, I faced some fair amount of heat from
my Republican friends to say, what are you doing supporting a tax
increase of this magnitude? What I say to them is something very
simple, Mr. Chairman. There is no way we are going to get invest-
ment in the economy that we desperately need at 15 and 16 per-
cent long-term interest rates. There is no way you are going to get
long-term interest rates down until the financial markets see a
long-term budget that they believe with deficits coming down.
There is no way, therefore, that we can see how you can attain
that number which still leaves us with a deficit, as you recall, in a
range of $50 to $75 billion unless when they total up the numbers
they add up on a conservative basis. So if you accept this formula-
tion we think it would lead to that kind of effect.

Now let’s move on to the question of social security. And I would
like you to know where I am coming from. Part of our principle
here is is there can't be any sacred cows. There are going to be
some sacred cows slaughtered. There are going to be, if I can mix
my metaphors, some oxen gored. The problem is too big for that
not to happen. I may also say I have two parents who are both
living in Nebraska in their eighties. They both receive these bene-
fits. I am subjected to the same kind of pressures you are. But
nonetheless we have got to take the long range view.

Now I have a bias and I would like you to know what it is. I have
spent whatever free time I have had in the last several years look-
ing at what is gone wrong with this economy over the last 10 to 20
years, or what has happened to our competitive position. And I con-
clude that one of the most serious problems this country has is that
it is seriously underinvesting in new plant equipment, and research
and development, and that by my calculations, we have got to find
3 to 4 percent more of the gross national product to put into new
plant equipment and research.

I just came back, Mr. Chairman, from Japan. The Foreign Minis-
ter there was kind enough to invite me to visit with a number of
executives there. I visited facilities all through Japan. I see now
what they are doing with their investment sources. Last year, they
spent more money in absolute terms on new plant and equipment
with an economy less than half the size of the United States than
we did. They have average plant equipment of 8 to 10 years; ours is
16 to 18 years. We have been fooling ourselves in this country by
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suggesting that Japan's miracle is due to the fact that we rebuilt
the Japanese industry after the war. We are all pretty good at
arithmetic. The war was over 37 years ago. And if their plant aver-
ages 8 to 9 years, they have done it several times since then.

1, therefore, come at this problem with a special interest of
asking all of us the question: Where are we going to get the money
to invest in our economic future? And it is a fiscal maxim that if
you spend money, it is not available to investment.

Now, to me, the social security issue, as difficult as it is, is at a
vortex of the problem we face. Now let’s see what I am talking
about. This is the percent of the gross national product that we are
now putting in social security payments. I will say more about the
trend in a moment. But we are now at 6 percent. This is the net
investment in the United States in plant and equipment and re-
search by the private sector. We are now at the point where we are
spending more on the social security program than we are on all
net investment in plant, equipment, and research and develop-
ment. I submit to you that if we are really serious about increasing
investment, we simply must look at that program, as difficult as it
is. -

Now we are the beneficiaries of a lot of forecasts by the social
security people. And you see so-called optimistic projections, you
see so-called pessimistic projections. I would like to come at this
problem first from a numbers standpoint and then just a common-
sense standpoint. I think you will arrive at the same: conclusion.
Here are the previous projections that went into the social security
report. Yet, the 1976 report had a 5.2-percent real growth; the 1978,
4.1; the 1976 pessimistic, so-called, had 3.7, 3.5 for this 1975 to 1985
period. Here is where we are now, 2.8 percent, substantially below
even the pessimistic forecast for the last 10 years.

Here is the cost of living. The same picture. Now what I am
trying to say is that if you look at history, the so-called pessimistic
social security projections have turned out to be optimistic later.

In 1977, the social security tax increase that was put into effect I
think people sincerely believed would solve the problems. And
here, only several years later, we are back, you know, in a situa-
tion where we are currently having serious solvency problems.
Now let’s see where this leads. :

In the forecast for the future, what is being included in these
forecasts? Here are.the real growth rates that are being assumed:
3.8, 2.1. Here is the inflation figure. Now I submit to you, given our
track record over the last 10 years, that these pessimistic numbers
don't look all that pessimistic to me, based on the track record of
our country over the last 5 to 10 years. And, therefore, we would
question whether a prudent man should refer to them as pessimis-
tic.

Now where does that leave you? Let’s examine what would
happen if the pessimistic projections were indeed to materialize.
They have more than materialized in the last 10 to 15 years. This
shows the kind of deficits we have been facing. And this is why I
say that until the financial markets see some long-term structural
fundamental things happening, they are going to worry about this
pattern. This is the deficit alone from the social security program-
in the absence of increased taxes out into the future. I would hope
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you would agree that they are intolerable numbers in terms of
having any money left for investment.

Next, if you want to achieve so-called short-term solvency—I will
get to the long-texm problem in a moment—what would it take to
do it by the tax increase route? I think, Mike, I speak for all of us,
we are unanimously opposed to solving the social security problem
by increasing taxes, because all that does is it says more spending,
less investment. We cannot have it both ways. Social security is a
spending program. But in order to achieve short-term solvency—
and I wonder if the American people really understand it—it will
take a l-percent increase in percent of pay, we estimate, in the
social security tax next year to keep the program solvent over the
short term. That would be the largest tax increase in the history of
the country. We don’t see how people can say they are for tax cuts
and be seriously contemplating that kind of a social security tax
increase.

Over the long run, I think these forecasts of what it would take
to keep the program solvent are absolutely unsustainable, both
from an economic and a-political standpoint. We are looking down,
as you know, out here 20, 30 years at social security tax rates that
are in the range of 25 to 30 percent of pay and even higher. There
is no way that this country could do the investment needs with
payroll taxes at that level. And I will leave it to the politicians to
examine the politics of what happens when the young people of
this country fully contemplate what kind of tax is it going to take
to keep this system viable.

Next—and I will be through in just a moment—these have been
the statistical projections looking at this social security program.
Let's now use a commonsense approach and see where we are
headed. It is my argument, Mr. Chairman, that they used to say
about cake mixes, if eventually, why not now? Because the problem
is a progressive disease. It is getting worse. Here is the estimate of
the growth in recipients. I am not sure I know what pessimistic or
optimistic means here. But here is where we are heading. We have
12 million aged at this point. We have doubled now. We are looking
at numbers on the so-called optimistic numbers. There would be 65
million recipients receiving it. So there is going to be an enormous
increase in the demand for social security money just for the in-
creased numbers of recipients. -

Now when I talked to my parents about this program, like so
many other recipients, they say with all sincerity the Government
had a contract with me and it is my money. I have gone back, as 1
trust you have, to look at whether it is their money or not. And
what we do here is to say, what do you mean by their money? And
I had this debate with my father. First, if what you mean is to get
back their contributions only, the average wage earner who is
single gets his money back in a year and five months. If he has got
a nonworking spouse, he gets his money back in 11 months. If you
say, what you mean by their money, is their money plus interest,
because they ought to be paid interest on it, it is 3 years here, and
2 years here. Now if you take the most expansive definition that I
can imagine of their money, which is the employer contribution,
the employee contribution, plus interest, they still get all their
money 1n the range of 4 to 6 years. Now how long are we going to



67

be paying those benefits? Not 11 months. Not 2 years. Not 4 years,
but 16.9 years. Now, again, you don’t have to be a genius in arith-
metic to figure out that if you are paying out these benefits for 10,
12, 14 years more than has been contributed, you have got a prob-
lem even if the numbers weren’t going up so much in the older age
category.

The next question: What is happening to the people that are
going to be contributing this money? And you know these numbers
as well as [ do. We have a rapidly expanding base of recipients. We
have these programs indexed. And here we are on what is happen-
ing on the contributions side. The optimistic assessment is that we
will have gone from 16% to 3.3 to 2, 2, that is, contributors per
beneficiary. Now this may not seem, Mr. Chairman, as a great big
change. I remind you, however, that if two people are now paying
what 3.2 people have to pay, that, relatively speaking, implies a
very large tax increase to support it. And I submit to you that the
politics of this issue have not really yet fully dawned on the tax-
payers of this country as to what we are talking about.

Medicare, which I know you are looking at, I don’t know much
about medicare, but I decided our group should get the numbers.
What is responsible for the big increases? Is it the increase in
beneficiaries or an increase in disbursements? Up to now the
beneficiaries have been at this level. It is perfectly obvious that the
disbursements for beneficiaries have just gone up dramatically and
are the principle source of the spending problems we are now
having in this program.

Earlier I told you that this country’s net investment in plant
equipment is about 3 percent of GNP. Our investment in research
and development by our companies is about 1% percent. Where are
we headed here? On the medicare program we are looking at esti-
mates out here in the range from 2% to nearly 4 percent of the
gross national product just for that effort, or as much as the entire
investment of this economy in plant and equipment. And I submit
to you that we cannot have it both ways. We can't say we want this
investment and still be taking that sort of approach on these huge
spending programs,

Now if [ may be blunt about this, let’s get to the issue of the poli-
tics or the public understanding or whatever. It has been said that
social security is a case of the irresistible force and the immovable
object. The implication is that it is either impolitic or impossible to
grasp this issue. I have gotten a hold of a survey here of the Gallup
Poll people that I have not seen before. I thought you would be in-
terested in if you haven’t studied it. If you haven't studied it, I
urge you to study it because I know you are hearing a great deal
from many current recipients, but this is the first cross-section I
have seen.

Remember my talking earlier about the potential long-term po-
litical problems. The question here is: What is the confidence in
the future of the social security system? To me, a stunning 70 per-
cent of the voung people between the ages of 18 and 34 do not be-
lieve they are going to receive any social security benefits upon re-
tirement. And I think it is going to be very hard to sustain a
system in which someone’s taxes are going up dramatically and
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they do not believe that they are going to receive the benefits that
come from that. -

There has been a lot of talk about indexing. To what extent does
the public—I am not talking about the recipient people and orga-
nized groups that communicate with you, I am talking about the
public at large—know about indexing? Sixty percent of almost
every category believes that social security has gone up less than
the cost of living in the last few years in spite of all of these discus-
sions that have taken place about 100 percent CPI indexing.

The next piece of information on public knowledge. What kind of
index does the public say it would prefer? Well, it is interesting to
me that nearly as many people would like to leave indexing to you
annualiy, and I know that is where you started. And I know a little
bit about how you have gotten where you are among the retired. Of
those who are paying the bills, the workers, more would like to see
it not automatic and would like to see it approached based on a
current basis. The interesting question is then raised: If it is auto-
matic, what do you think is the fair way to indexing? It is interest-
ing here that a substantial number believes that the preferred and
fair way to index is some relationship to the COLA's that are in
the private sector on wage contracts on both categories. Now, how
have the increases that recipients have enjoyed lately compare to
what is happening? And we have gone back, gentlemen, and we
have looked at the COLA clauses in the private sector versus the
social security increases, and in every year it is perfectly obvious
that a COLA system that the public is saying they think is the fair
one, that is, that the people contributing the money got certain in-
creases—what about us—are much larger on social security than
they are among the wage earners. And yet people say at least that
this principle is a fair one. I am simply submitting this to encour-
age you to explore indexing alternatives because I think large par‘s
of the public that you are not kearing from are willing to listen to
other approaches to this indexing problem that could save the
budget enormous sums of money.

Now, some might say, well, what if you include all of the wage
increases? In other words, never mind the COLA’s, but the total in-
creases. If you look at it before and after taxes, it is clear that the
social security recipients are getting substantially more in in-
creases after taxes than the total increases of workers. Now, on
this particular point, and why we believe a 1-year freeze is not an
unfair idea, given what has happened during the last 3 years and
as I go around the country talking to people, people are shocked to
hear this. An interesting question. During the past 3 years average
wages increased by 30 percent before taxes. During this period, by
what percent did social security benefits increase? The answer is 40
percent after taxes. Now, I think equity suggests that there is some
significant room there in a humane way for taking care of our el-
derly but slowing down the growth. And what encourages me enor-
mously, Mr. Chairman, and what I know is a very difficult subject
politically, is every study I have ever seen suggests that a few
changes put into effect over a period of time in the area of increas-
ing retirement ages gradually, in taxing the half that has not been
taxed, in the indexing area, and in the universality of the coverage
will take care of this problem and release these desperately needed
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resources to the private sector. I am sorry to take so long, but.I
wanted to focus on this subject. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. We will follow the early bird rule as I remember
it. I know Senator Byrd was here first. Senator Byrd.

Senator Byrbp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think that was a very
interesting and significant presentation. As I visualize it, both Sec-
retary Blumenthal and Secretary Peterson feel that the budget and
Government spending is totally out of control. Am I correct in that
assessment?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. You are certainly correct.

Mr. PeTERsON. Correct.

Senator ByrD. And that you feel that the key to our problem
really is to get spending under control.

Mr. PETERSON. Absolutely.

Senator Byrp. And that, of course, has not been done. I must say
I was not even aware of this until several weeks ago. But the in-
crease in spending for this current fiscal year will be 13 percent,
and that compares to the increase last year of 14 percent. So we
have made very minute progress in getting spending under control.

Now, let me ask this. Under the Senate budget resolution during
the next 3 years and-5 months the Government will spend $468 bil-
lion more than it takes in. My question is: Is the business commu-
nity aware of this? And, if so, what is the reaction?

Mr. PerERsoN. I think the stock market gives you a reaction. |
think interest rates give you a reaction, and I think bankruptcies
give you a reaction. I think exchange rates give you a reaction. |
think we have got enormous evidence, Senator, that the markets
are reacting very adversely. A

Senator Byrp. The national debt will increase by 44 percent in 3
years and 5 months; namely, from $1,065 million to $1,533 million
which is another way of saying that spending over and above
revenues will go up by that amount, namely, 44 percent in 3 years
and 5 months. Will that not lead to a rekintﬁing of inflation?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Senator, I think it is clear that the budget is
out of control, that spending has to be brought under control, and
that whatever levels of spending are enacted are backed up by rais-
in% the revenue to pag for it. I recall that you used to be very criti-
cal when I appeared before you when I was in the Treasury when
we were talking about budget deficits of between $30 and $60 bil-
lion and a level of the debt substantially lower than it is at the
present time. It is clear that with respect to the kind of numbers
that we are talking about now, and that I have referred to and Sec-
retary Peterson has illustrated, the markets are telling us that
that is an unsustainable situation. And that is why the long-term
rates don't come down, because exactly, as you see, the expectation
of continued inflation down the road is clearly prevalent. unless
you take these actions that we are suggesting, the expectation of
more inflation and the fear of the implications of the budget bein
out of control—spending and revenues being out of control—wil
not enable us to get back on an even keel.

Mr. PeTERsON. Senator Byrd, if I could take a quick crack at
that. If you project the kind of deficits we are talking about in the
mideighties, those numbers turn out to be 5 to 5% percent of the
entire gross national product of the United States.
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As you have detected by now, I am a nut on increasing invest-
ment in plant and equipment, research and development. Why
don’t we think of those deficits as negative savings because they
have to be taken out of the savings pool. I am shocked to hear
some of my colleagues say these kind of deficits are not all bad be-
cause the Japanese have these kind of deficits. The Japanese have
a savings pool at the private-sector that is four times ours. This
number would soak up most of the net private savings in the entire
country. And if you do it that way, sir, there is no way you are
going to have it available for plant and equipment growth, and re-
search and development growth.

Senator Byrp. My feeling is that our Nation is facing an econom-
ic crisis of major proportions. Am I overstating the case?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Well, crisis is a word that scares a lot of
people. But, clearly, if action is not taken, we will be in a very,
very deep crisis. And I think we are facing one. But I think the
opportunity exists right now in this year, 1982, to make a begin-
ning on correcting this and looking over the next 3 years to avoid a
real crisis from occurring. That is really what we are saying.

Senator Byrp. I have just two brief questions. We are in full
agreement that spending is out of control and we need to tackle,
first, spending. But let me ask this. Should the third year of the
personal income tax reduction be deferred? And, if so, what would
be the reaction in the business community?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I will try it and perhaps Mr. Peterson would
like to respond also. We are not recommending that that be the
first step or the preferred step that the Congress take. We are
saying that $60 billion in additional revenue needs to be raised. We
are suggesting a number of ways in which that can be done.
Energy taxes are one example where a substantial amount can be
raised. Certain kinds of excise taxes, all kinds of closing of tax loop-
holes or tax preferences, elimination of various kinds. You are
going to have to add up to see what you have.

If you find—and you may—that there is no way to get to at least
the 360 billion without also dealing in some way with the third
year tax cut, and you are prepared to act on the rest of this pro-
gram, then we say that may be necessary. But only in that context.

Senator Byrp. So it is really—what you are really telling this
committee and telling the American people, what we need to do is
to tackle spending. That is the key to it, is to tackle spending and
get spending under control. Then if we do that——

Mr. PETERSON. Senator Byrd, you may notice that our statement
says here that as far as the tax side is concerned—maybe you can
help me find it, Mike—that the stretching out or delaying of the
tax cuts for 1983 has the unanimous consent of the undersigned
only in the context, only in the context, of prior agreement on the
kind and magnitude of spending cuts referred to in parts 1 and 2 of
this program. To me, a reduction in spending growth is vastly to be
preferred, because it releases the money to tax increases. So that
must be where the priority is.

Mr. BLuMeNTHAL. But I think we also have to point out that our
own calculations indicate that you have got to deal with entitle-
ments and the nonneeds related programs first to get spending
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under control, and you have got to deal with defense to at least get
it down to a 7-percent real increase.

We have also calculated that even if you do that you still need
$60 billion in additional revenue. Now, if you can find a way to
bring spending even further under control, reduce it further in
order to obviate the need for that additional revenue, God bless
you. But I guess we concluded that that is beyond the realm of the
possible.

Senator Byrp. Well, I think that your emphasis on the need to
get spending under control is really what needs to be dramatized to
both the Congress and the public. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I just have one question now, and that is, we are
looking at some of these “loopholes” and we find that people who
are affected are not as anxious to have those touched as it might
seem to some others. But do you think there would be strong sup-
port from the business community, generally—we are going to hear
from four outstanding business leaders on the next panel, final
panel—do you find support for what you are suggesting in the busi-
ness community?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. It is my impression un the basis of those busi-
ness leaders that I have talked to that the approach that we are
suggesting has very wide support. And we hope to demonstrate
that in the weeks to come in a very public way. It is equally clear
that with regard to the old maxim that I always quote from Sena-
tor Long about people hiding behind a tree, when it comes to taxes,
businessmen are no different from anybody else. And I would say,
as a businessman, that I would hope the Congress is careful not to
eliminate the incentives for investment and for increasing produc-
tivity that are so essential. But my impression is that_in the con-
text of a program that realistically brings this budget under con-
trol—if there are included some difficult things that are not very
appealing to the business community—they will accept that if you
are also dealing with entitlements and these other spending pro-
grams.

Mr. PETERSON. Senator, | might say on the business community
that Bob Kilpatrick and others are better equipped than I to speak
for the corporate sector. We are intending to broaden this group in
a very important way nationally because we understand this is a
long-term effort that is underway.

I would want to emphasize that in addition to the public officials
that have quickly joined this effort—Cy Vance, George Ball, Harold
Brown, all people you will have remembered, Felix Rohatyn, Henry
Kaufman from Salomon Bros., Thornton Bradshaw of RCA—we
hope to get a very representative group of outstanding business
people. I think you will find a lot of Wall Street support at least for
many of these proposals. We hope to demonstrate that by adding
them to the list.

The CHAIRMAN. I noted one item you had there—it may be a
loophole—safe harbor leasing. I assume you would have modifica-
tion of that provision.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. | speak personally now because we have not
covered that. I personally think that that warrants looking at, yes,
sir.
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The CHAIRMAN. Either that or enlarge it so individuals could
transfer their unused credits and exemptions, too. {Laughter.]

There are two ways you can approach it.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I think that certainly ought to be looked at. I
think there is a question about the middlemen who have been
doing rather well under it. I think there are some ways in which
the program could be handled better.

Mr. PETERsSON. Senator Dole, I might say, however largely, that
while I would agree that we are going to have to have all sectors
participate in the burden sharing of this effort, I do want to
remind you that at least as we calculate the numbers, only about
20 to 25 percent of this tax cut was business oriented. And in previ-
ous years, my recollection, Mike, was the number was a third or
more.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Yes.

Mr. PeTERSON. I would hate to see things happen to this program
in aggregate that already take a program not heavily slanted toward
investment and cut it significantly further. So I would want the
aggregate effect to be in the direction of investment.

The CHAIRMAN. I share that view. And I don’t know what will
finally emerge from this committee, but I do know that the part
that we have been working on does very little on that. But there
are some areas we have looked at, but not many. But we are trying
to do just what you have indicated. Senator Long.

Senator LoNG. First, let me ask Mr. Peterson about a matter
that was not touched on in his testimony. To me, it is relevant. The
best I can make out of it, if we are going to continue this trend we
have in trade, that means we are going to produce less auto-
mobiles, a lot less steel, get out of shipbuilding, produce no textiles,
no wearing apparel, get out of electronics, produce less aluminum.

When you were Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Peterson, you once
suggested that a way to solve this trade problem was that every
nation should be willing to settle for a balance of trade. Do you
still hold that view, or do you feel differently about it?

Mr. PeTERsON. I think, Senator, what I would like to suggest is
that our current situation is heavily out of balance, and there is a
very clear relationship that, frankly, is not publicly appreciated at
the moment, that is, behind this budget crisis high interest rates
and what is happening to America’s trade position.

I recently returned from Japan. And you and I had some discus-
sions 10 or 11 years ago about the Japanese and getting the ex-
change rates readjusted. You remember how remarkably unenthu-
siastic they were, to put it gently, about any adjustments in the
yen, back in 1971. And you remember how they used to say to you
and me: We are a humble little country, and, you know, we need
these reserves, and so forth. And you remember that none of us
were moved to great tears even then, remembering that we were in
the presence of the head of the largest steel company in the world,
about the largest electronic company, and so forth. Now, it has
gone far different than that. The Japanese manufacturing trade
balance, as you probably know, is now in the range of $100 billion,
and there are about 35 to 50,000 jobs per billion.

Now, what is aggravating this situation now in a very significant
way? This last visit, which I took in April, 1 was astonished to hear
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even the public officials, even the corporate executives, saying that
the yen was undervalued by probably 20 full percentage points. In-
stead of 245 yen, I got estimates of 180 to 210. There are a lot of
things they can do, Senator, to help on that, by opening up their
markets and their capital markets. But I remain convinced that a
single most important reason for that is our high interest rates.
And I calculate--because the money is coming into the United
States—that our overvalued dollar is costing us hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs.

So what I am trying to suggest to you is yes, we are out of bal-
ance. One of the fastest ways of getting us into balance is get these
interest rates down so that the dollar is valued properly, because it
is costing us enormously now in terms of export jobs, just due to the
overvalued dollar.

Senator LoNG. Well, you are talking to a situation where I once
thought you had the logical plan, that is, each nation ought to be
willing to settle for a balance. Now, the Japanese are not going to
voluntarily give up the enormous profit they are making at the ex-
pense of this country and its economy. Some time back, a Chinese del-
egation visited here. After they left, I said to a Japanese group that
I had finally tigured out how we could make some progress toward
getting our trade accounts in balance. We have got to do business
with the Chinese, because with our help they can sell us every-
thing the Japanese are selling us, and meet the competition. And
they will buy from us. So those Japanese people proceeded to say,
oh, Senator, you wouldn’t want to do that. You don’t want to trade
with a Communist country. And [ said, well, ordinarily not. But I
am going broke trading with you people. [Laughter.]

We ought te pursue the concepts you had: Lock, if you want to
sell into this market, you have got to take something home with
you.

Have you abandoned that view? That is the view you once held
as the Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. PerersoN. I have probably abandoned a lot of views or [
have forgotten some that I was alleged to have. I don’t know. I am
not sure that I ever said that we needed balance with each particu-
lar country, Senator.

Senator LONG. You didn’t say that. You said that each country
ought to be willing to settle for a balance.

Mr. PetERSON. In its overall accounts, as over a period of years,
yes, it should be much closer to balance than we are, much closer.

Senator LoNs. Thank you. -

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bentsen.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. My fig-
ures show that there was a tax bi;] last time of 80 percent for the
individual——

Mr. PETERSON Yes.

Senator BENTSEN [continuing]. And 20 percent for business.

Mr. PerersoN. Twenty percent, right.

Senator BENTSEN. If you add the alternative minimum pass, as
has been proposed; you would end up 90 percent for the individual
and 10 percent for business.

When you talk about putting these limitations on and the politi-
cal problems then, we had a budget proposal by Senator Johnston
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that I voted for that called for a 7 percent on Defense over 3 years,
and called for, in 1984 and 1985, a 4-percent cap on COLA’s, and
cut the deficit for 1983 to $103 billion, and brought about a balance
budget in 1985 is what you are talking about.

Mr. PerERsoN. Yes.

Senator BENTSEN. Now, I was interested to see, because I went
back and spent 9 days on the fried chicken and green pea circuit
back in my State, and I did five town hall meetings, and I won-
dered how much flack and heat I was going to catch for that vote.
None, as long as they thought that it was done to all COLA’s for
everyone No one picl‘:ed out and singled out, be it Social Security,
Veterans, or what have you. They accepted it. And I think some-
times we put too much emphasis on their not understanding or not
being willing to take it if they feel that it is equitably shared across
the board. .

Let me ask you one specific though on accelerated appreciation.
We had proposed one in the fall of 1980 last year that did not have
a negative result and effect. Yet, when we get into the accelerated
depreciation for 1985 and 1986 and the acceleration up to 175 per-
cent and 200, some point in there we get into a negative situation
where a fellow in effect recovers back more than he has paid. Do
you think we ought to reevaluate that part of it?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I certainly think you should; yes, sir.

Senator BENTSEN. And I say that with a great sympathy for the
encouragement of investment and the need for it in trying to in-
crease productivity. I think that we are going to have to look seri-
ously at that third-year deferral because we try to nibble our way
up to that $107 billion I think it is that we have to try to gain over
3 years. It is going to be éxceedingly difficult to do it. Some place
we have to be able to hit a long ball, and that may be the point
wfhere we have to do it, on the third year: defer all or at least part
of it.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. | agree with you, Senator Bentsen. I merel
say that there are a lot of different steps that you can take. Eac
one of them is difficult, whether you are talking about a change in
ACRS, or safe harbor leasing, or all of these other things. I know
that there is a long list that was presented to you. Each one of the
items on it is difficult. And I doubt whether it is feasible to get
enough revenue generated out of all of these very difficult individu-
al steps. I think iy;ou are going to have to look at what you called
scl)me long balls that you can hit, which is some major action some
place.

Now, if you can do it without touching the third year, fine. But if
you cannot do all the other things, you may have to look at that.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Danforth, then Senator Durenberger
and then Senator Bradley.

Senator DANFORTH. As I understand it, your position is that the
best way to bring interest rates down is to have a responsible
budget and close the deficits over the next 3 years. Are there other
things we should be doing to get interest rates down? It would be
possible, but not in place of closing the deficits, but supplementing
the deficits closer, to come up with some more artificial means to
bringing the interest rates down. Saving incentives, for example,
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some sort of interference with the Federal Reserve Board. The
Looper bill is a way of artificially getting interest rates down.
Should we be considering something in addition to closing it up?

Mr. BLuMENTHAL. Well, let me address myself to these points
that you have made, Senator Danforth. I don’t believe that it would
be wise at all to seek to interfere with the functioning of the Feder-
al Reserve. I would say that if we are talking about confidence and
realism on the part of the investment ‘and business community, an-
effort or a move by the Congress to seek to legislate loose money,
or a looser monetary policy, might well have exactly the opposite
effect from what you are seeking to achieve. Interest rates might
go up rather than down because those who have the money to lend
might be very concerned that such a move really is the beginning
of an unkindling of a highly inflationary period ahead. I have
always looked upon the Federal Reserve Act of 1914, I believe, or
1912, as being a very good act because it does provide the opportu-
nity for the Federal Reserve to act independently and to follow a
sound monetary policy. And I think it is a bulwark against some of
the risks of going in another way under the political pressure of
the moment.

Savings incentives in general terms sound good. But when you
ask what kind of saving incentives are you talking about, it really
becomes a matter of allocating resources. It costs money. Nothing
is free. I don’t think that such incentives would be free of any cost.
And I just don’t see how that is easily dcne. So I would say the key
is the budget. And I don’t believe that looking at monetary polic
or legislating ways in which people are to allocate the capital avail-
able is going to solve our problems. .

Senator DANFORTH. For example, the money markets are a new
phenomena. The practice of savings is very high in interest paying.
I am wondering if there could be an effort to control that way of
saving money?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I think you have to ask yourself, where do the
resources come from that have gone into money market instru-
ments of various kinds. I think it has just been a shifting around.
It reflects a recogniticn on the part of people that leaving your
money in an insurance company when you can borrow-on it at sub-
sidized rates compared to market rates, or leaving funds in a sav-
ings account, which is why the thrifts are having all this difficulty,
doesn’t make much sense. So it is just shifting around. And I don’t
really believe that that is a way to solve this problem. You come
back to the budget every time.

Mr. PETERSON. Senator Danforth, I think I would say that getting
this budget under control is a necessary step, but probably long
term not a sufficient step. And if I can just tell you an anecdote
about Japan. You know, I wonder if we spend enough time in this
country trying to understand why they are saving several times
more than we are. We tend to explain it in terms of metaphysical,
cultural, historic forces as though there aren’t bottom line consid-
erations. It seems to me the Japanese save more partly for cultural
reasons, to be sure, but for two other reasons. First, they need to
save more. And why do they need to save more? Well, frankly,
some of their public pension programs are smaller than ours, so
they need to save it. They have earlier retirement. But the other
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reason they save more is that it is enormously attractive in Japan
to save. And I am sure this committee has done this, Mr. Chair-
man. But I think it is a very interesting exercise to look at how
they treat investment income, how they treat capital gains, how
they treat investments versus us. I had a Japanese official tell me
on my last visit: He says, I look at your tax system, Mr. Peterson.
You seem to be encouraging people to borrow, not to save. And
there is a fundamental difference in the tax systems.

The second point I would make is if you look at the mix in the
United States versus Japan on consumption oriented taxes versus
investment taxes, there is a very significant difference. They are
much more on the side of encouraging investment. We are much
more on the side of encouraging consumption. And I happen to be-
lieve chat in addition to getting the budget under control, that is
really the rext very important agenda item for this country.

The CHAIPMAN. Senator Durenberger.

Senator DUureNBERGER. Thank you. As one who is up for reelec-
tion this year, let me step back to keep your opening comments
about we are not politicians running for office so we can be honest
and candid and truthful. It has been very difficult this year for
some of us who are up for reelection to shed the image that we are
just playing politics with this process. And I just want to say that

y way of frustration.

Also with regard to social security reform, I think the heart of
the issue and the problem here has not been with all of these sta-
tistics, and particularly having those of us who have been up for
reelection over the last year and a half since the Budget Commit-
tee made this an issue last year, have been sensitive to the fact
that nobody in my State under 35 believes there is going to be any
social security. Not one single one. It isn’t 69 percent, it is 100 per-
cent. And among my parents in Minnesota and a lot of elderly
people, the need to reform the system is irnmense, enormous. The
only issue here is whether you do it in a budget resolution, or you
do it right here in this committee. And we have been prevented
from doing it in this committee by politics. And so it transfers over
to the budget side and creates problems for it. Now, I have been
looking for a value in deficits. Not that we continue to promote
them, but some particular value in deficits. And it seems that the
greatest value in having a deficit is that it forces you to find a
better way to do things. And I guess I am pleased that you are
looking at 1985 and you are talking about the need to reform the
system because the idea that we can sit here and just push these
numbers up and down to balance the budget, to me, is unrealistic.
And you prove that with social security. You prove it with medi-
care, and on and on. But in the end, this whole issue of taxes,
which is one of cur major responsibilities, becomes a crucial issue.

We are all somewhat uncomfortable with the way we are dealing
with the tax issue this year, because last year we felt good. We did
a lot of good public policy. We started changing that impression
that the Japanese have of us last year in tax policy. But this year
we are listening, you know, to another voice that says, just raise
money and narrow the deficit. And I think I heard Mr. Blumenthal
say, if you can't find enough in loopholes, if you can’t find enough
in energy taxes, and you can't find enough in excise taxes, all of
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which, except maybe the loopholes, are basically regressive taxes
and fall unevenly among our population, then we would permit you
to go to the progressive income tax and find sources there either in
the third year. And maybe that is one of the things that is bother-
ing some of us. It isn’t the issue whether we are for or against the
President on a third year, or whether we believe in supply side eco-
nomics. It is the sort of a choice of revenue weapons that we use.
Should we try to pump everything out of cigarettes and alcohol and
luxury taxes and all these things that usually you leave to State
legislature, or should we look at the progressive income tax in this
country with its current feeling as our long-term source of balanc-
ing the budget?

Mr. PETERSON. Senator, I know this is far from the unanimous
view, but at the top of my list—and I would be saying this even if
we didn’t have this fiscal mess we have now—is the energy area. |
would like to remind us of two or three things. In the first place,
vis-a-vis Europe and Japan, cur energy taxes are much lower than
they are there, much lower. We have already seen what price can
do to oil demand. Qur imports are down significantly. Further re-
duction, to get to Senator Long’s point, of imports would have an
enormous effect on the dollar and keeping those resources in this
country. But, to me, even if none of today's fiscal considerations
were present, look at what is happening today in Lebanon. Look at
the dependence this country has. And if you want to see an econo-
my in a turmoil, you try to imagine what would happen to this
country at the present time with an embargo at these current
demand levels. And I don’t know about Mike, but I would be advo-
cating energy taxes and an enormous acceleration of the strategic
storage reserve just as a national security issue and an economic
security issue, even if we weren't in this current fiscal bind. And I
know that isn't a vote winner either.

Senator DURENBERGER. We are trying to make it that. I don't
know if we are going to make it.

The CHAIRMAN. Mike, do you want to follow up on that?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. | fully agree with what Mr. Peterson said. |
would just make the additional point that I have been impressed
by the fact that the tax experts who work on these kinds of things,
and the committee staffs, are really quite ingenious in taking
almost any tax and making it relatively more or less progressive if
they wish. You can deal with energy and make it a very regressive
tax. Or you can make it more progressive. You can do that. I have
seen some proposals for a single tax, for example, which remind me
a little bit of my former boss, President Carter's, efforts at tax
reform. And you can make that either regressive or progressive. So
it is possible. What we are suggesting does not necessarily mean
that we go to the regressive side as against a progressive one.

The CHalrMAN. Bill.

Senator BrRapLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You each have recommended in your proposal that we raise
taxes in 1985 by 360 billion. What does that mean in total revenue
raised over a 3-year period? As I look at your menu of possible tax
increases, and take tax increases that would equal 360 billion in
1985, and then add up what they mean in 1983 and 1934, I get to a

372739 C - 82 - ¢
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3-year tax increase of $150 billion. Is that consistent with your rec-
ommendation?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. $130 billion, apparently, Senator.

Senator BRADLEY. $130 billion. All right. Well, [ won't argue with
that. The point is it is considerably higher than what the Senate
Budget resolution has suggested in the way of tax increases.

Mr. PETERSON. Senator, on that point, and as a Republican I say
it very painfully, I want to tell you. But, if you buy what we are
saying about the 1985 projections, that there is $40 to $50 billion of
water or hot air or any characterization you wish to use, it means
you have got to get that money somewhere. So I would have been
amazed if our program, since we don't accept those numbers,
wouldn't have had more spending cuts and more on the revenue
side.

Senator BrabpLEY. All right. I just wanted to establish the size
tax increase that we are really talking about over 3 years. Now,
the issue that Senator Durenberger touched on, but that I think I
would like to come at from a different angle, is we not only want to
look at the total revenue we have to raise, but what is the optimal
mix of sources of revenue from a macroeconomic prospective. In
other words, is it best for employment, productivity, interest rates
to slap on excise taxes, or to raise income taxes, or to put on an
energy tax? From a macroeconomic standpoint, how would you
advise the committee the relative merits of each of those ap-
proaches?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Well, I think what Mr. Peterson has said
would summarize my view very nicely. First of all, I think energy
taxes are an important first source for vou to look at for reasons
that go beyond merely the budget.

Senator BRADLEY. So you are saying that energy taxes, if [ under-
stand what Mr. Peterson said, energy taxes are good because we
need a national security premium on imported oil essentially, and
that we reduce demand and make ourselves more secure, and ulti-
mately economically as well militarily.

Mr. BLuMENTHAL. But that will only give vou, an important but
clearly not major portion of that $130 billion over the 3 years that
you need.

Senator BRADLEY. But my point is——

Mr. BLuMENTHAL. In response to your second question, or to your
main question, what is the right mix, I would say, again following
on the very pertinent illustrations that Mr. Peterson has given, my
bias is toward a mix; that increases investment and savings in the
society rather than spending.

Senator BrapLEY. But what would that mix be?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. That would mean that you tax those areas
that affect consumption more than you would those that either in-
centivize savings or provide incentives for investment.

Senator BrapLEY. So this would recommend essentially excise
taxes and energy taxes, taxes on consumption, rather than person-
al income. Or would it mean rather than business.tax increases?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. There are some business taxes that you may
wish to look at that are also not productive in providing incentives
for investment, or perhaps for the wrong kinds of investments.
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There you get into the kind of detail that obviously the committee
has to look at item by item.

Senator BrRabpLEY. When we have suggested an energy tax up
here from time to time, this administration, or independent ana-
lysts, as well, have said, well, look, the macroeconomic effect of an
energy tax is going to be negative because you are going to in-
crease the price of energy at a critical time in a recovery. You are
going to increase inflation. You are going to zap any kind of mo-
mentum that might be developed after the tax cut comes in in
July. So, how do you weigh those?

Mr. PeTERSON. It is a little bit like what I said, Senator Bradley,
about the entitlement programs. [ would like to know when there
will be a better time. Inflation at the present time is in better
shape than it was, and that was always an important argument. In
times past. oil prices were going up dramatically, and 1t was said
that is the wrong time because it is going to increase oil prices. I
can't predict where oil prices are. But, clearly, we are in a different
environment now than we were then. The vulnerability point gets
worse, not better, as time goes on.

So it is one of these things like entitlement programs. There is a
certain logical inevitability to doing this something about this vul-
nerability. And while it is always painful, I can't—I don't under-
stand why now is a, you know, not a better time than, you know,
some other period. I think it is indeed a better time. And I remind
{ou, on Senator Long's point, that a reduction of a couple of mil-
ion barrels a day of imports would have a dramatic impact on the
value of the dollar and the balance of trade. just a dramatic
impact.

nator BRADLEY. So that vou are recommending tax increases of
130 plus over the next 3 vears. and that your priority of tax in-
creases would be essentially taxes that affect consumption, energy
and excise taxes, first, income taxes, second. and, third. taxes that
affect business investments. Is that correct?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Except those taxes that affect business which
are not judged to be important to maintaining or increasing the
kind of investment vou want to see in the country. If [ may just
add one point, because, Mr. Chairman. you referred to this article |
wrote entitled "What Ronald Reagan Can Learn from Jimmy
Carter.” The point—the illustration I used, if I recall correctly in
that article dealt exactly with energy. There was never a right
time I found during that administration, to deal with the energy
situation quite as decisively as many of us felt, it ought to be dealt
with. It was always a concern that OPEC was going to raise prices
another 32 to 34 a barrel, and that this would mean 4 more cents
at the pump. And there was always an election coming up and that
wouldn't play too well out in the country. And when we took steps,
we always took lots of littie steps and we were always late.

It seems to me that in this period when energy prices have been
somewhat softer. when the kind of budget situation we are facing
is so serious, and when inflation is relatively lower, it is a good
time to make a major step. If yvou don’t do it now. vou are not
going to do it 1 year or 2 years from now.

Mr. PeTERsON. Senator Bradley, somebody that is as scphisticat-
ed as you are in these economic matters probably doesn't need me
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to remind you of this, but the record might want to show that even
those that are concerned about inflation should remember that in-
terest rates are an important aspect of inflation. And if we did
something here that sent out a credible signal that got interest
rates down, increased the value of the dollar, which I think it
would, significantly, there would be other effects that would reduce
the inflation rate in other aspects of our society. And what we
ought to be concerned about, I assume, is the net effect on infla-
tion.

Senator BRaDLEY. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Boren.

Senator BoreN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize that I had

to step out to another committee meeting in the midst of testimony.
ny.
Senator LoNG. Would the Senator excuse me for just 1 moment
while we are on that point? Here we are right now with the pros-
pect of having another Arab boycott put on us just any day now.
We are in the prospect of getting in lines a mile long to buy a tank
of gasoline. Yet we are still subsidizing energy consumption to the
tune of 380 billion a year in America.

Mr. PeTerson. That's right.

Senator BoreN. I want to say amen to that. But what I did hear |
certainly appreciate it very much. What Mr. Blumenthal just said
a minute ago about our history doing too little too late, trying to
nibble away at a problem instead of facing it head on with a dra-
matic enough action to really do something about and impact it, I
certainly think is exactly a description of what we are in the proc-
ess of doing now. And I find myself completely frustrated by what 1
see as institutional framework both at the White House and in the
Congress for failure to face up to it.

It has been said, and I apologize if you have aiready gone into
this, that what we must do now—the most urgent task facing the
Congress—is to come up with a budget, any old budget. We just
have to have one. If we just have one that that is going to have
some magic impact on the country. And I gather what [ hear both
of you saying. or the thrust of what you said, is that we are going
to have deficits of the magnitude of those that are actually in the
Senate-passed budget resolution, when you get rid of all of these
hokey, nonexistent management savings, and these fraudulent sav-
ings on interest payments. And we all know that we are talking
about $500 billion and not $390 billion by the time you knock out
all the hot air. And you look at the House alternative which
appear to be even slightly woerse than. that's possible. in what the
Senate passed. you don’t think that that is going to impress the
market very much.

Do you feel that we have to tackle. before we really have an
impact on the market sufficient for them to have confidence
enough to take a little of the pad off the intere:t rates. as they look
at it in the future at the delimiting deficits. you think we have to
tackle entitlements and we have to tackle the revenue side, both to
some degree if we are going to do that” Is that correct?

Mr. PeTersoN. | might say, Senator Boren. that Wall Street is
not exactly a folk hero in American life; we would agree, [ think,
with that characterization. And last year we heard a lot of com-
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plaints about how Wall Street was doing this and that, and they
ought to bring interest rates down. Well, in the first place, Wall
Street is the whole world, and it is at least characterized by one
thing. They do put their money where their mouth is.

Now, you have got very sophisticated people throughout America
who look at these budgets in detail. The idea that long-term inter-
est rates—and that is what I am principaily concerned about be-
cause it is the long-term interest rates that are killing us on invest-
ment—are going to come down if you don’t get your long-term
fiscal house in order is a contradiction in terms. And you are not
goin~ to fool the markets.

No. 2, in preparation for this meeting, Mr. Chairman, I had our
people question about a dozen very important bond market people
across the country, and 1 said to them, what do you think it takes
before the message that is sent out is credible? And by that [ mean
really bring down interest rates. And I think, without exception,
they said, (a), make it credible. No more hokem-pokem, because we
have had all too much of that in recent years. No. 3, it has got to
be across the board. There can’t be a lot of sacred cows. We can’t
do this and we can’t do that. And, No. 4, without exception, the big
entitlement programs are what we are looking at, including social
security. And I know that is a tough message to deliver. But until
those programs are moved on, I think you are going to find mar-
kets out there being very, very dubious about whether we have got
our fiscal house in order, because they can lock at those growth
numbers just as well as I can. And why should anybody give you
money long term if he has got that kind of a prospect he is facing?
So I think that is the test that people are looking for.

Senator BoreN. I certainly agree with you. I don’t think there is
a conspiracy. I think that they can read hot air as anyone else can.
And when they are talking about investing their own money, they
are reacting to the facts.

So ] gather that you would feel that if we passed—let’s say we
take the alternatives that are likely to emerge in the House and
we take the Senate-passed budget and we split the difference down
the middle between the two, you do not feel that there will be any
very dramatic response in terms of the interest rates unless we
take significant further action on the budget proposals before us. Is
that correct?

Mr. BrumENTHAL. I think that is correct. And I think there is
plenty of opportunity for the Congress to do so. There is a reconcili-
ation process. There are the various appropriation actions that
have to be taken. There is a second budget resolution. And life does
not end on the first or second Tuesday of November. You are going
to have to take further action after that. So it is a process which is
just beginning. Do the best you can now. And then you are just
going to have to eontinue after that. Don’t forget 1985.

Mr. PETERsON. I think, Senator, we have to say compared to
what, don’t we?

Senator BOREN. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON. | mean, obviously the markets would rather see a
llaud%et that has a deficit, a real deficit, of $140 billion, not as calcu-
ated——

Senator BoreN. Right.
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Mr. PETERSON [continuing]. Than one of $250 billion.

Senator BoreN. Sure.

Mr. PeTErRsOoN. I mean, you know, by definition. But if you are
asking what is it going to take before people—for long-term rates
to come down “dramatically.” And what do I mean, “dramatically’’?
I don’t know about the rest of you, but housing, long-term invest-
ments. As long as you are sitting at 15 or 16 percent, what we call
the hurdle rate in my business—it is so high—that people are un-
willing to make long-term investments. I think those rates might
have to come down, what, 3 or 4 percent, I would think.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. To a level of close to 10 percent.

Mr. PeTersoN. You know, before you are going to see a signifi-
cant impact on investment.

Senator BoreN. Well, for example, in the thrift industry with the
negative spread of 234 percent on portfolio, to solve that problem
you have obviously got to have a minimum of 3 percent change
right off the bat before you even stop the short-term bleeding.

Mr. Chairman, if I could just ask one brief followup question on
this. How long do each of you feel—and I have heard some people
argue that, well, we can adjust to interest rates at the level where
we are now. We adjusted through all of our formulas and our CPI's
to the kinds of intolerable inflation that we had for a certain
period of time. And some people argue that we can adjust to inter-
est rates at 15, 16, and 18 percent. We simply just build that into
the system like we built inflation in. I don’t happen to by any
. means agree with that assessment. And when you look at what it

has done in terms of valuation of the currency, what is has done to
the balance of trade, and what it has done to potentially snap criti-
cal sectors of the economy, I must admit to being one that is truly
alarmed about what v/ill happen if the interest rates don’t signifi-
cantly begin to fall. Let me ask you this. Am I right or wrong to be
alarmed at the long-term interest rates sticking as high as they
are? And how long do you think the economy—it has already had
some significant damage—how long can the economy sustain these
kinds of rates without suffering some very serious breaks in the
economy along the way?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I think you are absolutely right in your con-
cern. In the first place, initially, the increase in interest rates to
these astronomical levels was a reflection of the high level of infla-

ion in the country. The notion that we can accommodate ourselves

to inflation by indexing everything is, I think, a very bad and a
very dangerous notion. I always remember the Finance Minister of
Brazil telling me one day that indexing was the single most impor-
tant thing we ought to avoid doing, based on their experience in
their country, where they index everything. And I would say that
one of the worst things tl":e Congress did, with all due respect, was
to enact indexing in 1985 of the tax brackets. And I am speaking
personally. I certainly hope that whatever you do, Mr. Chairman,
you take a very close look at that.

Now, why are interest rates still high even though the rate of
inflation has dropped so substantially? I think it is simply because
of the point that Mr. Peterson and I have been making, namely,
that the budget situation is not credible. People don’t believe in the
future. They are not willing to put their money out long term. And
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so the investment flows are not occurring. The savings rate is not
there. People are not putting their money up. And you ask how
long can this go on? Well, each day and each week it gets a little
worse. And I think all of these indexes that we started out citing
today—the rate of unemployment, the number of bankruptcies—all
of those things are a reflection of that. It is going to get worse.

Senator BoreN. Can we sustain it 12 more months without
sharply deteriorating from the current condition, in your opinion?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I think we are going to have a terrible situa-
tion on our hands if we would not be in a substantially different
situation 12 months from now. '

Mr. PETERSON. Senator Boren, if I can get in a commercial. I
guess our firm does about as much as any in dealing in so-called
troubled companies. We have euphemisms that are a little more
pleasant than that one, but you know what I mean. I think, Mike,
it has been a long time since we have been in a position we are
now where this many household corporate names in America 6
months from now or 9 months from now, 1 year from now, might
be in very serious trouble indeed.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Grassley is next. I just want to make
certain that you are not implying that because we don’t have the
right budget, that we shouldn’t go ahead and try to do something
in this committee?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Yes, absolutely.

Mr. PETERSON. Absolutely not.

The CHAIrRMAN. Otherwise, I would cancel the meetings next
week. [Laughter.]

Well, good. Senator Grassley.

Senator GrassLEY. The first point, I would like to urge Mr. Peter-
son to get his social security chart show on television if you can,
because the biggest problem we have is having people understand
the seriousness of the situation. And our job would be a lot easier.
So whatever you could do along that line I would urge you to do it.

Mr. PerersoN. I might say that it is at the risk of being on the
hit list of the Gray Panthers, but I have decided to take that risk
and proceed.

Senator GRASSLEY. It just seems to me like whatever is fact sepa-
r}alted from fiction that anybody in this country ought to welcome
that.

I want to take up right where Dr. Blumenthal left off when he
said about the third year. You were not suggesting doing anything
with the third year of the tax cut except as a last resort if we
couldn’t accomplish anything else. You suggest an emphasis upon
consumption taxes as opposed to income taxes. And then you fol-
lowed on with your statement you just made that indexing was a
bad thing for us to have done. And I guess I would like to have you
square those two positions you have taken on the income tax
versus indexing because without indexing for every 10-percent in-
crease a person has in income, his income tax is going to Fo up 16
percent. You have that ratchet effect of a multiplying factor of
where people are rapidly put into higher tax brackets, and they
pay more taxes and their take-home pay is less. And we have had
ample demonstration that indexing is going to help middle-income
. and lower income people the most. And it seems to me like that is
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what we are trying to do through our general tax reductions of
1981, 1982, and 1983. -

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Senator, I object to the automaticity that is
implicit in indexing in a situation in which we are looking at these
very, very large deficits this year and in the outyears. If you can
bring the budget under control, then, of course, we would be in a
different situation. But the budget is out of control. And the pros-
pect of automatic indexing in the outyears may make bringing the
budget under control even more difficult. Moreover, it commits the
Congress and the country to a course of action in the future when
the conditions in the country at that point are really difficult to
foresee. I would rather that action to reduce taxes for individuals—
this is a personal viewpoint—be taken by the Congress in the light .
of then existing circumstances. This has been done regularly. For
as long as I can remember the Congress has taken action to reduce
taxes or adjust taxes more for low- and middle-income people than
for upper, or whatever the Congress felt was sensible at the time.
But to commit yourself to an indexing formula now, which is auto-
matic, is just as dangerous, I think, as the indexing of social secu-
rity payments that was enacted in 1972 and which is causing all of
these problems now.

Mr. PETERSON. Senator Grassley, I have probably a little differ-
ent emphasis. My point of view is that there is a kind of a Parkin-
son’s law where if the revenues are going up 60 percent faster than
the revenues, there is a temptation not only to spend that money
but to spend more money. So why don’t we start where I would like
to end up? I want to see spending cut significantly and taxes cut.

My criticism, frankly, of what was done last year was not that
you cut taxes so much, but that we didn’t have whatever is re-
quired—and it is easy for a nonelected person to say this—to get
the spending under control. So my priority is a little bit different. I
want to see you get the long-term spending under control. And 1
-don’t want you to have the revenues that will encourage you to
keep those spending programs going. And that program, it seems to
me, puts the pressure on you to get the spending down, which is
where I want to see you put your emphasis.

[The prepared statement of Peter G. Peterson follows:]
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OUTLINE OF TESTIMONY AND CHARTS

BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

ON JUNE 10, 1982 AT 9:30 A.M.

BY

PETER G. PETERSON*
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD
LEHMAN BROTHERS KUHN LOEB INCORPORATED

Introduction

A.

Greetings from other members of bi-partisan coalition--
including Bill Simon (in Africa) and John Connally

{in Europe). Doug Dillon and Joe Fowler at a Board of
Directors meeting they could not miss.

Welcome nev support of our bi-partisan effort from such
outstanding Americans as Cy Vance, Harold Brown, George
Ball, Thornton Bradshaw, Henry Kaufman, Felix Rohatyn.
We are confident many others across the country will
join us.

We presumably find ourselves dealing with "irresistible"
forces and "immovable" objects.

A.

The principal "irresistible" forces are long-term,
structural and massive fiscal forces largely fueled by
the fully indexed entitlement programs--and in particular,
Social Security--growing at a compounded rate of 15%

and geared to demographic forces that can only accelerate
the fiscal impact of these programs.

The principal "immovable" object is the body politic.
We keep telling ourselves that reductions in growth
of these entitlement programs are not only impolitic,
but politically impossible.

Nonetheless, there can be no sensible, credible, long-
term solution that accepts the premises of this
formulation-~i.e., the "irresistible” force vs. the
"immovable" object.

Indeed, we must resist and reduce these forces, and
we must move the body politic.
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Iv.

The magnitudes of the deficits are so large and so structural

that a wide range of balanced actions must be taken--in which

nothing is sacred and in which the goal of a deficit reduction
in 1985 of $175-$200 billion is realistically achieved--and
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thereafter we are on a credible path toward balance.

A. Major spending reductions

1) The
the
the

(a}

(b)

long-term, large, structural programs such as
indexed entitlement programs and particularly
non-need related programs

which are many times larger than the need-
related programs and

which have up to now been reduced much less.

See statistical tables.

Our bi-partisan program goal--$60 billion in 1985.

2) Defense programs must also share in this effort.

Qur bi-partisan program goal--$25 billion in 1985.

B. Significant tax increases-;1985--$60 billion,

(Again,

nothing can be sacred, but we would put substantial
emphasis on the energy consumption area, which we
believe could be justified even if we were not in this
very serious fiscal bind.)

Credibility and realism are absolute musts if we are to

achieve the desired, indeed indispensable result, of a

substantial reduction in interest rates,

long-term interest rates.

A. The markets have seen too much blue sky through rose-
colored glasses (in theory) and mountains of red ink

(in practice).

these deficit reduction efforts must meet the "green
eyeshade" test to which they will inevitably be put
by financial markets.

including of course,

To complete the color spectrum analogy,
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B. The current proposals from both sides of the aisle
simply do not meet these credibility and realism tests.

Examples:

1) Phantom revenues such as $17 billion of 1985
"management saving” revenues of offshore oil
lease sales--far more revenues than have ever
beer achieved in history, and in stronger oil
markets than these.

2) Phantom savings--such as assuming an additicnal
$25-$30 billion deficit reduction in 1985 by
assuming 90-day T-bill rates of only 6.9% in 1985.

C. If these kinds of estimates turn out to be real--which
we very much doubt--then the only effect will be that
we will be that much closer to a balanced budget that
much sooner--hardly a result to be deplored.

If, as seems far more likely, these budget deficit
estimates look and are increasingly optimistic, we
lose two ways:

1) the direct cost of having to finance these much
larger deficits at higher interest costs, and
. -7

2) the indirect, but nonetheless, high costs of further
- loss of credibility to the financial markets which
are growing ever more cynical by the prospect of even
more 'blue sky", "rose-colored spectacle" forecasts.

Because we don't accept sacred cows and because Social

Security is the largest sacred cow of them all, we can't
visualize the necessary long-term, structural fiscal solu-
tions (except draconian ones that are unacceptable to us and
equally implausible) that do not include the big indexed
entitlement prdégrams in general and Social Security in particu-
lar. (Our surveys indicate that there is good reason to
believe that the financial markets share this view, and they
will not respond as decisively as they must to programs that
avoid these big issues.)

Therefore, I will focus on the politically very resistible
and equally immovable Social Security area--not because it
is pleasant, but because it is inevitable.

We believe the following charts illustrate ways in which it
may be possible to do something about Social Security (both
substantively and politically).



How Do Social Security Outlays Compare
To Total Net Private Plant And Equipment
And Research And Development?

COMPARISON OF SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS,
NET INVESTMENT, AND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
AS A PERCENT OF GNP
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On The Basis Of Past Experience, -
Should We Consider That “Optimistic’” Forecasts
Have Turned Out To Be “Pessimistic’?

A COMPARISON OF PAST OPTIMISTIC AND
PESSIMISTIC SOCIAL SECURITY FORECASTS
Real GNP Growth Rate Per Year, 1975-1985

Optimistic Pessimistic
Projections Projections

5.2%

1976 1978 1976 1978 Current*
Report Report Report Report Estimate

CPI Growth Rate Per Year, 1975-1985

Oplimistic Pessimistic 8.35%
-------- Profecnons R RN R Y PR P RN R YY P'o‘ecu'ons Sevrsssrsenens
6.5%
5.35% 5.85%

] . .
1976 1978 1976 1978 Current*

Report Raport Report Report Estimate

*For 1982-1985, CBO Economic Assumptions Source Social Security Trustee Reports

of January, 1982 were used. Congresstonal Budget Office



ALTERNATIVE ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR
SOCIAL SECURITY PROJECTIONS, 1985-1995

Resal GNP cel
Average Growth Rate Average Growth Rate

7.2%

3.8% 3.7%
I )

Optimistic Pessimistic Optimistic Pessimistic

Source Social Security Trustees Report. April 1982
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What Would Happen To The Social Security (OASDHI)
Trust Fund Surplus/Deficit(—) Under Alternative
Economic Assumptions?

SOCIAL SECURITY (OASDHI) TRUST FUND
SURPLUS/DEFICIT(—)

(biltions of dollars)

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

$70.7

$38.2 $43.6 $61.3

$2.5

R ostimistic
B rossimistic

$-688.1

Source Soctal Secunty Trustees Report April 1982
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Tax increases Needed
If Soclal Security Solvency

Is Achieved By Tax Rate Increases

1985
Planned

1983
Additional
Not Planned

1982

1981

1979

I%

1.0%*

1%

1.0%

16%

Largest Tax Increases
in postwar history
1.7%=$30 billion Est.
extra S.S. tax to
achieve solvency

*Refers to increases in tax rates needed to raise
$40 billion in revenues by 1985-$8 biltion in
1983, $17 billion in 1984 and in 1€35-figures
originally reported by the Senate Budget
Committee as the solvency requirement.
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6
The Long Term Problem
Projected Social Security Tax Rates Needed
To Retain Solvency If Benefits Not Reduced
52 65%
O=0Optimistic
P =Pessimistic 4162%
29.13%
25.41% 22%
23.97% 2
19.39% 19.30%
l‘I)O%I ‘6I23% I
o P o) P O P o P 0 [

1995 2005 2015 2030 2060

Source Social Security Admir:stration
Federal Reserve Bank of New York
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The Growth in Recipients:
What is Happening To The Size Of Our
Elderly Population?

POPULATION AGE 65 AND OVER

Mitlion {m)
80
/ 76 25m
704 Pessimistic f
e
/ o 6493m
60 | S »
)
)
/
/ g
50| o
L)
9 .’.
Ve "o
)
40 | /.- ‘,l‘ “Optimistic
&’
:‘lolo".“
" &
2589 m
20 |
10 _12.36 m
| | H | i | | J

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030



95

How Long Does It Take Social Security Retirees
To Recover Their Original Contributions?

To Recover To Recover ~ To Recover
Employee Employee Employee-Employer
Contributions  Contributions Contributions
Only + +
Interest Interest
Average wagearner :
(single or with 1yr, 5 mo. 3yr., 3mo. 8 yr., 5 mo.
working spouse)
Av(t::lt:gonm:;:\ne: 11 mo. 2yr, 2mo. 4 yr., 4 mo.
spouse) A B C

Source. Social Security Administration.

How Long Can The Average Retiree Expect
To Recelve Benefits?

LIFE EXPECTANCY OF A PERSON AGED 65

16.9 yoars

T C=4yr, 4mo.
T 1 1 1 | | | | ~ === p=2yr,2mo.
A=

1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 =11 mo.

Sources: U.S. National Center for Health Statistics
U.S. Bureau of the Census
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For Each Retiree, How Many Workers
Are There To Fund His/Her Soclal
Security Benefits?

WORKERS PER SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFICIARY
18.5 '

<Cigs0
15

r —
10 L.
S 3.3

1980
A
%&m::--.......orptimlstlc
p LI
Pesslmistlc\"a'.':::‘ : 122
N . 2035 -

1950

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030

" Source: 1982 Social Security Trustees Report



What Is Primarily Responsible For
Medicare’'s Explosive Growth:

The Increase In Beneficiaries Or The
Increase In Disbursements Per Beneficlary?

MEDICARE GROWTH SINCE 1972
Percent
Increase

500% _

Total Disbursements
4

200% |

»
Disbursements Per
Beneficiary

Beneficiaries
)

L 1 ]
1972 1975 1980 1982

10
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i

‘Has The Explosion In Iiodlcaro (H.1.) Expenditures

Come To An End,
Or Is It Just Beginning?
MEDICARE (HOSPITAL INSURANCE) DISBURSEMENTS
) - AS APERCENT OF GNP
" Percent .
of GNP
4‘%‘ - 3.81%=$793.5 Billion

/
%

| | | i |
1972 1982 1990 1995 2000 2005

Source: 1982 Social Security Trustees Report
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Confidence In Our Soclal Security System:
is It Really Unshakeable?

FEAR AMONG WORKERS THAT THEY WILL NOT RECEIVE
SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS AT ALL

(Percent of Workers Who Expect They Might
Receive NO Benefits Upon Retirement)

63.1%

Total_ Age
50 and over 35 49

Source: Gallup Special Survey for U.S. Chamber of Commerce March. 1982
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"How Much Is Generally Known
About Soclal Security Indexing?

PERCENT OF WORKERS WHO THINK SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS HAVE GONE UP BY LESS
THAN THE CP! IN THE LAST COUPLE OF YEARS

63.1%
I I I I57 |
Total
50 and Older 35 59 18 34

 Source: Gallup Special 8ur§ey for U.S. Chamber of Commerce, March, 1982
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What Sort Of Benefit indexing
Is Preferred By The Public?

VIEWS ON SOCIAL SECURITY COLA's

Preferred Method Of Adjustment

Retired Persons Currently Employed
47.9%
43.7% 42.4%
38.4%
17.9%

9 8%
Automatic  Annual Don't Aulomatic Annual Dont
Congressional Know Congressional Know

Decision Decision

It Automatic, Preferred Relationship To COLA's
. In Private Labor Contracts

Retired Persons
69.6%
14.8%
6.1% 2.5%
[ ]
Greater Less Equat Don't
than than to Know

Average Average Average

Currently Employed

70.9%
13.8%
7.4% . 7.9%
Greater Less Equal Don't
than than to Know

Average Average Average

Source: Gallup Special Survey for U.S. Chamber of Commerce March, 1932
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Since Preferred Indexing Relationship
Is One Similar To COLA’s In Private
Labor Contracts, How Has Soclal Security
indexing Compared To These COLA’'s?

SOCIAL SECURITY AUTOMATIC INDEXING COMPARED
TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY COLA's

'Percenl‘
ncrease 14.3%
|| ]
Soclal Security COLA
) COLAs Escalator*
Clauses
Private Industry 11.2%
6.5%
=" | | 1.5% I 1.7%
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 198t -

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
*Collective Bargaining Agreements Covering 1000 Or More Workers, _

16
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How Do Total Wage Increases ‘
Compare to Soclal Security Automatic Indexing*?

EFFECTIVE WAGE INCREASES (CUMULATIVE) 1974-1981
AND SOCIAL SECURITY AUTOMATIC INDEXING

. Social Security Private Industry
Cumulative COLAs Effective Wage
Percent Increase Adjusiment
A Before Taxes After Taxes

81% 81%
7%

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
Federal Reserve Bank of New York

*Compares wage increases from 1974-1981
to Social Security Cost of Living Adjustments.

16
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Some Interesting Questions And
Answers About Soclal Security

¢ Within what time period will current retirees, on
average, receive social security benefits equal to
their total contributions?
Answer: Single person- 1.42 years. Average
wage earner with a homemaker spouse
- 11 months.*

¢ The life expectancy of a person age 65 in 1940
was 12.8 years. How many years can a person
now age 65 expect to live? Answer: 16.9 years.

¢ In 1930, 4 percent of the people were over 65.
What is the percent today? Answer: 11 percent
{about 25 million people).

What is the percent likely to be in the year 2030?
Answer: 20 percent (about 65 million
people).

« In 1950, 16.5 workers supported each social
security beneficiary. How many workers now
support each beneficiary? Answer: 3.2 workers.

¢ During the past three years, average wages -
increased by 30% (before taxes). During this period,
by what percent did social security benefits
increase? Answer: 40 percent (after taxes,
of course).

¢ Social secui'ity payments in fiscal year 1982
represent how much of the federal budget?
Answer: 28 percent or over $200 blilion.

*(The maximum taxes that could have been paid by
someone who participated i{n the program from the
beginning in 1937 through 1981 would be $14,767
gu;g ggssﬂ)rst year benefit, if he had a spouse, would be
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~_ Senator GrassLey. What is the difference whether the Federal

~ Government takes money out of the economy through tax increases
or through borrowing? Isn’t the effect just about the same? In
other words, shouldn’t we be talking about the Federal budget as a
percent of the GNP and whether or not it is a going impact or a
portion as it has been?

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I think the Federal Government takes it from
different people, different parts of the economy, if it uses one as
against the other method. If the Federal Government is in the
market borrowing, and it preempts a significant and increasing
portion of the resources available for investment in the markets in
which Mr. Peterson works, that I think has a very specific impact
and is a very unsettling thing which keeps interest rates as high as
they are. I think that's different from general spending reductions.
And I would certainly agree with Mr. Peterson that that has to be
the first priority, followed by raising revenue in some fair and equi-
table way from both individual§ and corporations to pay for what
we want to spend. But borrowing and going into debt and preempt-
ing the available resources in the capital markets takes it from the
wrong people and has the wrong impact on private investment.

Mr. PETERSON. Senator Grassley, again I have a slightly different

- view, or emphasis at least, not view. You have got to remember
that I think what we are trying to do is get interest rates down. I
mean, I assume that is the thing that unifies all of us. And the
thing that is affecting the markets today is this absolutely extraor-
dinary Government borrowing that affects the people who have the
money to lend, plus something I think that all of us tend to under-
estimate. I don’t want you to get too ecstatic about long-term rates
coming down just because of what you do because the other huge
borrower in the world is the private sector. Now, I am telling you I -
have never in my busi..ess experience seen balance sheets of the
American corporations in the shape they are in now. There is an
enormous demand for private credit that, in addition to the Gov-
ernment credit, there is going to be a tremendous demand ror
money. So the kind of taxes we are talking about, at least that I
want to emphasize, are those that affect consumption, that release
the money to be invested. The borrowing from the Government
tends to affect investment directly, comes right out of the savings
pool. So I don't really think they are analogous. And at this time
you have something else going on, Mike, that is also psychological
to some extent. The market believes that high deficits have a long-
term effect on inflation and, therefore, affect interest rates. And as
long as they believe it, whatever the theories of the economists are,
you had better do somethini about the deficits—and that is much
more important than anything else—because it affects interest
rates directly. So, to me, it is both a logical and a psychological sug-
gestion. -

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I agree with that.

The CuairMAN. Well, I want to thank both of the former Secre-
taries very much. And I want to urge the members—we have a
vote—if we could run over and come back very quickly, maybe in
the meantime Bob Kilpatrick could be getting ready to testify, fol-
lowed by Mr. Dixon, Mr. Herr, and Mr. Snyder. Thank you very
much. We appreciate it. And we will do the best we can in the next
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couple of weeks in this commitwee to try to start in the right direc-

tion, .
[Whereupon, at_11:30 a.m., the hearing was recessed.]

AFTER RECESS

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Brady, come on up. I have invited Sena-
tor Brady who understands some of the concerns to come by. I wish
he weére a member of this committee.

Our next witness is Bob Kilpatrick, president and chief executive
officer, CIGNA Corp., Hartford, Conn., on behalf of the Business
Roundtable, and as chairman of the Committee on the Federal
Budget. Bob, we are happy to welcome you to the committee this
morning. I apologize for the long delay, but I think that maybe you
found it interesting like many of the members to hear the former
" Secretaries, Peterson and Blumenthal.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. KILPATRICK, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, CIGNA CORP., HARTFORD, CONN,, .ON
BEHALF OF THE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE AS CHAIRMAN OF
THE COMMITTEE ON THE FEDERAL BUDGET, WASHINGTON,
D.C.

Mr. KirpaTrick. 1 did, Mr. Chairman. And I do thank you for in-
viting the Business Roundtable to be a part of the debate and dis-
cussions going on today. It did remind me, however, in putting me
on after Mike Blumenthal and Pete Peterson, it is kind of like the
divinity school graduate who went to his first church, and was all
set to go until he found out that Billy Graham had been the guest
speaker the week before. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, I would like to present some short but perhaps
not very sweet remarks on the state of the economy and the need
for corrective action. I will number the points I will make for the
purposes of clarity and emphasis and they number just seven.

Point 1, the Business Roundtable continues to support the basic
thrust of President Reagan’s economic program. His recipe for re-
storing the health of the American economy through a package of
lower Government spending, redu taxation, relief from regula-
tory burdens, and a stable mopeltary policy continue to be quite
sound. In fact, it has produced a more rapid reduction in the rate
of inflation than anyone in the business community had any
reason to predict. That is a great accomplishment and must con-
stantly be emphasized and preserved. We should resist at all costs
any “fixes” right now, such as shifting to a significantly more ex-
pansionary monetary policy which would rekindle inflationary
pressures, for example.

Point 2, the current and the prospective economic situation is se-
rious and requires prompt congressional.action. We are in a severe
recession. Unemployment has reached a postwar high. Corporate
profits are down substantially, and many companies, both large
companies and small companies, are in trouble. Business and per-
sonal bankruptcies are increasing. Interest rates remain at
unacceptably high levels, and record Federal deficits will keep
them there in a way which will abort any sustained recovery. In
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short, gentlemen, the situation requires an immediate, we think,
midcourse correction.

The economy cannot afford a stalemate or halfhearted action
merely because this is an election year. While I know that this
committee fully understands the situation, I have to say that some
of the comment I hear gives the impression that the gravity of the
country’s economic predicament is not fully realized in Washing-
ton. Let me emphasize the most important domestic social pro-
gram, the most important foreign policy initiative, the most impor-
tant national security effort we can undertake is to get the Ameri-
can economy on a sound footing again.

Point 3, the deficit reduction targets the Congress is currently
debating do not go far enough, none of them. The Senate adopted-
ceiling of $116 billion, $92 billion, and $65 billion in fiscal years
1983-85. These do not, frankly, give us much encouragement. The
various House proposals are not much better. We are deeply trou-
bled by the estimates of Federal borrowinﬁ recently released by the
Office of Management and Budget which show that Washington
will soak up more than half of the total available credit in fiscal
years 1982 and 1983, up from an average of only 28 percent over
the previous 5 years. I hope you will agree that this is not an ac-
ceptable Federal fiscal policy result. We must, simply must do_
better or all of the struggling over budiets and taxes will not pro-
duce the economic rebound we want. Any of the bills now being
considered in the House and Senate is better than no budget at all.
But the marketplace will simply yawn at all of these. It will not
respond if this is the best that can be done. None of these proposals
will impress anyone or cause any real change in economic funda-
mentals. What then does the Business Roundtable recommend that
you do? The first point, and the highest priority: further reductions
in Federdl spending have to be your first priority. We fully recog-
nize that the Congress and the administration teamed up last year
to make many difficult and significant cuts. But Federal %sending
as a percentage of gross national product is still rising. We have
not gone far enough. I would like to join the spokesmen for the bi-
partisan appeal, Secretaries Peterson and Blumenthal, who just
testified in urging the Congress to be credible and realistic in these
efforts. Dubious reductions through such things as overestimating
management savings or overestimating tax receipts, or by shifting
cost between sectors are not the answer. Tough program reductions
on an across-the-board basis, with no area of the budget being held
sacrosanct, are what is needed. This does include reduction in the
rate (ﬁ' growth of defense-spending and in key domestic programs
as well. ‘

Point 5, slowing the growth of entitlement programs, including
modification of indexing, simply cannot be avoided. And, I repeat,
cannot be avoided. This committee has a special opportunity and a
sFecial responsibility to play a leadership role in dealing with enti-
tlements. These programs comprise 47 percent of Federal expendi-
tures in 1983. They have been growing at a rate of about 15 per-
cent a year. There is little the business community can suigest
about how to make these reductions that you and your staffs have
not already considered. My point is simply to.urge you to make
that commitment in a way that the financial markets will take se-
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riously. If election year pressures mean that specific program re-
ductions cannot be made until a post-November session, then I ask
you to find some way to commit the Congress now to act at that
time. You must act to restrain the growth in these programs or you
cannot possibly hope to achieve a responsible budget either for the
short term or the long term, nor can you sustain economic recovery
unless these programs are restrained.

Point 6, we recognize that significant additional revenues will
have to be reised to bring the deficits down. As an initial step, we
believe that you should examine a variety of consumption taxes as
least likely to undercut the advances made in the Economic Recov-
ery Tax Act of 1981. Increases in excise taxes, user fees, accelerated
deregulation of natural gas are options which raise revenues while
avoiding disruption of incentives to work, to save and to invest.

Gentlemen, we do not favor modifying the 10-percent individual
tax cuts scheduled for next month, July 1982. It is needed for eco-
nomic stimulation and it is probably too late in any event. We
would support a stretch out or delay of the July 1983 individual tax
cut-as a painful but probably necessary last resort in order to raise
revenues.

We also believe that the business community must carry its-
share of tax increases. Now, I cannot tell you that the Business
Roundtable has a consensus on specific business taxes that should
be enacted. We do believe that you should avoid undercutting the
incentives for investment that you created last year. We have indi-
cated that some modification of the 1981 leasing legislation would
be desirable to correct possible abuses and, speaking for my own
industry of insurance, we have proposed a means to the Congress, a
means of increasing our own Federal tax payments over the 1981
levels. Beyond this, we would seek the opportunity to work closely
with you as you seek personal and business tax increases that are
not self-defeating. I would like to put a caveat, an important
caveat, on tax increases, however. They should not become a
scheme for avoidance of spending reductions. In fact, I urge you to
be inventive in tying the two together through some procedural
device so that the American l1:eople, the financial markets, and the
business community know that they are not being asked to pay
more in taxes so that Government can spend more on programs.

If the Congress is going to seek tax increases now—and I believe
that you have to—it must also commit itself now to spending re-
ductions, even if some of those are not consummated until after
November. This brings me, gentlemen, to my final point.

The congressional budget process, in our view, must be pre-
served. Whatever its shortcomings and whatever the problems it
creates for authorizing and appropriating committees, that process
is still our best means of packaging spending and tax commit-
ments. Through it, I hope that you can fashion some kind of fiscal
social contract with the voters and the many interest groups so
that there can be a sense of sharing of the burdens necessary to
achieve specific deficit and economic goals.

Mr. Chairman, this committee is one of the keys to the restora-
tion of health to the American economy. The United States, in our
view, is a very, very strong nation, including strong economically.
Its people are resourceful, quite willing to work and quite willing
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to share burdens. Our present economic circumstances are not
cause for doom and gloom. We are a very strong nation.” But we
must get our fiscal affairs under control, must get them under con-
trol. It canrot be avoided or we will be a very weak nation.

Now more than any time since the Second World War is the
time for statement to provide leadership. That is both your oppor-
tunity and your responsibility. I would just like to pledge to you
that. the Business Roundtable looks forward to the opportunity to
working with you and helping you pursue that path of statesmen-
like leadership. Thank you. ' )

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank ycu very much. The adjectives
that I was struck by in the first 2 hours were the characterizations
of the deficits as “large, rising and uncontrolied” and of the solu-
tions “speedy, bipartisan, realistic, and a fair share of the sacri-
fice.” And I take it you are going to agree with that characteriza-
tion, both to the problem and the solution.

I just want to ask you one question that relates to the tax side of
this as opposed to the spending side. The other thing we talked
about in the first panel was, in addition to a $60 billion tax in-
crease for fiscal year 1985, the tax policy. And you have referred I
think to something we all agree with, and that is that we have too
long lives with a tax policy that taxes investment and subsidizes
consumption. -

And we talked about 280 billion dollars’ worth of subsidies to
energy taxes and so forth.

My question of you is, as long as we are talking about everyone
being statesmen, does the Business Roundtable have a position on
various of the proposals that are before this committee that would
continue the process of removing the subsidizations from consump-
tion and/or the taxability of investments? For example, a fuel min-
erals tax, whether it is an import fee or a Btu tax or a per barrel
fee, a gasoline tax; the removal of the casualty deduction; the re-
moval of the medical deduction; subsidization for fully paid, no cost
share of the employer’s health care contribution; the consumer in-
terest deduction; state and local tax deduction; mortgage interest
deduction; and items like that. Has the roundtable taken a position
on some-of those recommendations?

Mr. KiLpATRICK. Senator, we have not taken a position on all of
those that you mentioned. It is perfectly fair to say that the Round-
table favors taxes that are consumption oriented, as opposed to
taxing investments. It would be fair to say I believe that the round-
table, while it does not have that position now, would support a-
broad based energy tax. I am not referring to any one of the specif-
ic ones that you mentioned there, but a broad based energy tax on
oil, coal, steam, whatever you want to do with it. I think that
would ultimately be supported. -

We have come out saying that we believe you should stretch out
or delay the third year of the tax cut, which would be the fastest
way to raise lots of revenue. I think, as you go along in the delib-
erations, you will find that we have also favored user taxes. We
have favored deregulating natural gas, which, in our view, would
create more revenue, would probably drive the cost ultimately of
gas down: So I think we are in favor of most of these without being

97-039 0 - 82 - 8
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able to say that I can respond to each of the specifics that you men-
tioned there. '

Senator DURENBERGER. Can I ask you with your two hats on, one
your own corporate capacity and then the involvement with the
roundtable, one of those charts that came up earlier in connection
with social security was the medicare chart. And there is very few
people in this country-that seem to understand that we have now
got ourselves into the box with interfund borrowing where we are
cutting back on our medicare budget, shifting the cost of hospital-
ization over on to health insurance companies like yours and on
private paying individuals so that we can put a little more money
in the pot so that the folke-that are out there on social security
retirement can get their 7.4-percent increase. And one of those-
charts showed us that it is the per beneficiary cost, not the number
of beneficiaries, that is raising this: And-one of the tax proposals,
or a cougle of the tax proposals, that are on our agenda right now
deal with the medical deduction, deal with the cost-free nature of
fully paid health care benefits. And some of us who would like to
do something about the high cost of health care and the high cost
of medicare and everything else would like to see some support for
tax policy changes in that regard. What would your recommenda-
tion to us be?

Mr. KiLrATRICK. On that $150 cap, Senator, I think that what
you have here is a tax that is going to anger everybody—the
unions, employers, the doctors, the hospitals, right down the whole
spectrum—and it is gojng to produce very little revenue, to be
quite frank about ity - -

Now, the roundtable has not even considered that specific one. I
am speaking as a person employing a lot of people and also selling
a lot of health insurance around the country. I think that tax is
one that started out to bé one that was under the guise of cost con-
trol. It is now a revenue measure. Frankly, Senator, it does neither
very well. It is an attempt at tax reform without having thought it
all the way through.

Senator DURENBERGER. Well, I just share with you the frustra-
tion of sitting here dealing with these costs, being accused of pick-
ing on the needy to help out the well-to-do elderly in this country,
and not seeing a heck of a lot of help out there from people who
are stake holders. Maybe there are better alternatives. This alter-
native is not on the platter just because it raises some revenue. It
does. raise some reventue. But if we wait for the business communi-
ty and the employer communit{ of America to decide which form
of tax policy as it relates to health care, we will never get to it any
more than you can come to a consensus on corporate tax changes.
And, frankly, we need your help. We cannot do it without you.

Mr. KivraTricK. Well, let me say this, Senator. And [ mean it in
- a most sincere way. It is hard to find who speaks for the business
community, if anyone. Let me say this. I think the business com-
munity generally is so alarmed by the current situation, so
alarmed by the record deficits that we are developing, and so
alarmed by the fact that if we are not in crisis economically now,
we are headed for crisis. I believe ultimately the business commu-
nity is going to support you, if you gentlemen and your colleagues
throughout the Houses have heard all the arguments and decide in
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a forthright and a statesmanlike way that you are going to get con-
trol of fiscal affairs. Why, you will have people arguing over bits
and pieces here and there, including my own industry, I think that
you will find generally, though, the business community will be
supportive. That is exactly why I am suggesting to you today that
you ought to get after these entitlements programs, which is not
popular. It is not i)opular for us either because we employ thou-
sands of people. I also think that you ought to delay that third year
tax cut. Furthermore, I think that there are other areas, including
the tax that my own industry proposed, which raises our own -
taxes. I think you are finding the business community being fairly
statesmenlike in that, even though I can’t say that anyone does
speak for them.

I do believe ultimately if you decide on a package that is credible
in the marketplace, you are going to find a lot of people thai won't
like certain pieces of it, but I believe it will be supported, and I
urge you to do it.

enator DURENBERGER. Let me just say that your company has
been very helpful, I mean, just as a company. And let me make
sure I get that on the record in terms of changing health policy.
And we appreciate that.

Mr. KirpaTrick. Thank you, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Long.

Senator LonG. I agree with what you say here, Mr. Kilpatrick,
but let me just submit to you part of the problem. I sat with that
group of 17 down at the White House that tried to work out a.
budget, and I started out thinking that the project could succeed
and that it ought to succeed. But we discovered in short order that
the Democrats on the House side—not necessarily the Senate
Democrats but the House Democrats—were not going to agree to
cut anything from social security. And then I got my real shock:
Over on the administration side where I thought that on the taxing
end we could raise whatever amount of revenue might be neces-
sary, the administration was not willing to support anything we
could pass that made any real sense. For example, the easiest thing
to pass would be what you suggested, just to defer the third year
tax cut. A poll taken of American people indicated that the major-
ity of people favored that—and they hadn’t.even had the argument
explained to them—on the basis that we couldn’t afford it. Now,
the best I could make of it, Senator Roth and Mr. Kemp thought
that, by all means, the Kemp-Roth tax cut should go forward no
matter what. Well, that’s par for the course. But in the White
House I thought ever[ybody had agreed with my view that this
would be the easiest place to raise the money——exceft,for a major-
il?' of one up there. One man, the President himself, agreed with

r. Kemp and Mr. Roth that under no circumstances, that tax cut
was the one thing that was sacred; you must not touch that. All
riglpt, so there is $37 billion a year that you can’t touch.

hen you look at the next point. Here we are, subsidizing the
consumption of energy. The Arabs are getting ready to put the boy-
cott back to us. And here we are subsidizin% energy consumption to
the tune of $80 billion a year by Federal policy. My thought is, why
don’t we put a tax on energy. And I am tired of having the tax law
single out oil. We produce a lot of oil in Louisiana, more than any
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State in the Nation for the size of our State. Why don’t we all pa,
something? Let everybody come up to this lick log. You are famil-
iar with that old expression from Louisiana, Mr. Kilpatrick. Tell
. them all to come up to the lick log and put their licks in. You all
_have got to pay something. That way it would be uniform and no
State would have an advantage over the other. Its not fair to say
we can’t tax gas, where they are getting subsidized $80 billion a
year. Can’t touch that. Can’t touch coal, even though we are in the
position to heat the whole wide world with coal. All we can tax is oil.

Well, now, if we can’t raise money by doing anything but taxing
production, we are in bad shape. Imagine, here we are, we agree
that we ouiht to produce more and consume less. The logic of that
would be that you ought to tax consumption rather than produc-
tion. But, oh, no, we have got to raise money all by taxing produc-
tion. . .

I think that your group has been very generous; they are willing
to come up and pay another $1 billion in taxes. But, oh, no, that’s
not enough. You have got to pay $2 billion. In good grace, I think
your people are wondering, why are we taxing other people? Why
can't they pa{ something? But, no, now you are going to pick u
some money taxing industrﬁ. And who are you going to tax?
The poorest fellow out there, the guy who's broke. He is the gu,
they are going after now by taking away leasing. If they succee«i
40 percent of the companies around here are not going to get the
benefit of all that we voted. In other words, we go out here'and tell
people look what we did for you. But if you speak to a business au-
dience and tell them all you did, you had better say, now look, I am
only talking about you fellows that are doing very well indeed. The
rest of you, we decided to leave you out. You know, the investment
tax credit and the accelerated depreciation don’t apply to them be-
cause they are not making a profit. _

The only way we can raise the money, as I see it, is by taxing
across the board, taxing somewhat uniformly. This idea of just
taxing production doesn't make too much sense. But that is my
logic. I am not bein% plagued at the moment by the theory of ahi-
mony for the rich. It looks like the Republicans are getting that
put on them, but it doesn’t bother most of us Democrats. So we can
vote a tax across the board and tax rather uniformly and help bal-
ance the budget.

Let’s look at the budget process. It has failed. It has never given
us a balanced budget yet. In fact, half the time both Budget Com-
mittees have been asking for a bigger deficit than most people in
Congress thought made any sense anyway. And they haven’t suc-
ceeded in doing anything this round.

We have got a chance with this debt limit bill coming up to do
.what we didn’t do with the budget process. We have got an oppor-
tunity to say that instead of giving the administration another
$200 billion to %:,) spend and then come back for more, we will just
stretch it out. We will give you the debt limit increase bit by bit.
But that should mean we increase the debt at the rate of maybe $5
or $6 billion a month rather.than $10 billion a month, and next
year maybe only go in additional debt at $4 billion a month, and it
would phase on down so that over a period of time we would have
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a balanced budget. I think we have a chance to do something if we
start out with those 21 Senators who voted for a balanced budget
in 8 years. Did you know if that had happened in the Senate before
we passed that debt limit, it would have put us in debt forever?
Those 21 Senators, 12 Republicans and 9 Democrats, voted to bal-
ance the budget in 3 years.

It seems to me as though we have a chance to do something
along that line. But I think you are leaning on a weak reed when
you are leaning on the people who Have never given us anything
like a balanced budget yet. )

Do you realize that since we initiated the congressional budget
process, we have had the biggest deficits in history? The Budget
Committees have yet to even recommend a balanced budget. The
only time they came out with something was when an amendment
was put on a debt limit bill requiring them to recommend a bal-
anced budget for a future year, and on that occasion they did. I
really think that this committee right here would be as good a
prospect as any. We would have a try at that debt limit bill to see
if we could bring spending-under control, because the Budget Com-
mittee has had their chance. :

Mr. KiLpATRICK. Senator, talking about the budget process, my
reason for mentioning that is that I fear that a constitutional
amendment is picking up steam, and the people are going to look
on that as some panacea as to how to force the Congress, if you
will, to balance the budget. And at least the present version that I
have seen has no possible way of accomplishing anything any
better than the present process.

My point was that I think you have something that has been in
being since 1974 that you need to continue to work with and try to
refine it year after year. And I believe if you fall back on the ver-
sions of the constitutional amendment that we are talking about
now, it is going to lull the Congress and the people, if you will, to
sleep a little while until they finally found a solution. And it
doesn’t appear to be a solution. .

Senator LonG. All they have got to do to conform to that version
of a constitutional amendment is do what they are doing now;
namely, just bring in a bunch of rosy assumptions, assume that
they are going to collect more taxes than they are really-going to
collect, and assume that they are not going to have anything go
contrary to the way they would like it to go and they can finance
the Government with rosy assumptions and every year run the
deficits just as big as they are running now. You are aware of that,

‘1 take it?

Mr. KiLpATRICK. Oh, yes.

Senator LoNG. So that is a very weak reed to lean on, and there
is no real assurance that it would do anything that the budget
process couldn’t do. - .

Mr. KiLpATRICK. Yes, sir.

Senator Long. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Let the record show that the Congress is not
hard to lull. I mean, here we are, the year is half over, and we
haven't done anythini yet, except I guess the House did pass Na-
tional Peach Month. [Laughter.]
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And we are working on that. So we have had a great year so far.
[Laughter.] _

We have got to do something because there is another recess
coming up. We would like to do something between recesses. And
the House goes out again on June 24. So they are going to send us
a 30-day extension on the debt or maybe a 60-day extension just in
case another recess should occur before we got around to that. So
we are experts in not doing very much very quickly. But I do think
that Senator Long has touched on an area that we might use as a
vehicle. And I appreciate the fact that the roundtable and others
who will follow, even though it may be at some sacrifice or maybe
a contribution is a better positive word for the economic recovery, -
understand how serious it is. And we don’t want to raise anyone’s
taxes.

I found it a lot easier last year giving away money than collect-
ing it this year. That's why we keep postponing our meetings. We
have got to figure out how to get 11 votes. [Laughter.]

So, in any event, we are working on that. Senator Brady, do you
have any comment or questions?

Senator BRADY. Just one question, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Kilpatrick, would you make any differentiation between the
size of this year’s déficit of about $116 billion in the Senate thing,
and the continuation in the second and third year? In other words,
do you feel that it is the size of the deficit that’s booked for 1983 or
the fgct that it continues at roughly the same level for 2 or 3
years?

Mr. KILPATRICK. Senator, I think it's the combination of the size .
which we believe is too large. None of the bills have stepped up to
the entitlement programs. And then it is the believability of it. It'is
the fact that it is not credible. While we can start out in goed faith
and say it is a certain level, $116 billion, or whatever. The market-
place has been conditioned to beclieve that those figures will come
out to be something substantially larger a little bit down the road.
So it is a complex situation. A credible budget to us would be
sgmetl;ing that started out well. under $100 billion and it
showaed——

Senator Brapy. Excuse me. But if you could start it out where it
is now, not try to tackle this year’s budget and slope it way down,
then suppose it went down to 30 and zero in the second and third
year, what would your opinion be of that kind of a plan?

Mr. KivpATrIicK. I think we would regard that as credible, pro-
vided it had built into it restraints on the entitlements programs
and a tax structure that we felt had some chance of being sus-
tained over a period of years.

If you don't restrain the entitlements programs, there is no credi-
bility at all to any budget. -

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Kilpatrick. We appre-
ciate your coming and your waiting.

Mr. KiwpaTriCcK. Thank you, Mr. Chairmen.

[The prepared s\tatement of Robert D. Kilpatrick follows:]
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Thank you for inviting The Business Roundtable to be part of this
important discussion today., I am Bob Xilpatrick, President and CEO of
CIGNA Corporation. I chair The Business Roundtable's Canmittee on the
Federal Budget.

I would like to present some short but perhaps not very sweet remarks
on the state of the economy and the need for corrective steps. Let me
nurber the points I will make for purposes of clarity and emphasis. A

There are just seven.

1. We oontinue to support the basic thrust of President Reagan's

- economic program. His recipe for restoring t.‘.ae health of the American
econamy through a package of lower government spending, reduced taxation,
relief from regulatory burdens, and a stable monetary policy is sound.

In fact, it has produced a more rapid reduction in the rate of inflation
than virtually any business person had dared to predict. 'i’hat is a great
accomplishment and must constantly be enphasized and preserved. We

should resist at all costs any "fixes" right now which would rekindle
inflationary pr&sxn'&s-—su@ as shifting boAa significantly more expansionary
monetary policy.

2. The current and prospective econamic situation is seriocus and

requires prampt Congressional action. We are in a severe recession.

Unemployment has reached a post-war high. Corporate profits are down
substantially and many companies both la;rge and small are in trouble.
Btasipess and personal bankruptcies are increasing, Interest rates remain
at unacceptably high levels, and record Federal deficits will keep them
there in a way which will abort any sustained recovery.
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In short, the situation reqmr&s an immediate mid-course correction.

The econamy cannot afford a stalemate or half hearted action merely

because this is an election year. Wwhile I know that this Camnittee fully
understands the situation, I have to say that same of the camment I hear
gives the impression that the gravity of our economic predicatmtf is not
fully realized in Washington. Let me emphasize—the most important -
domestic social program, the most important foreign policy initiative,

the most inportant national security effort we can undertake is to get

our economy back on the track again.

3. The deficit reduction targets the Congress is currently debating

& not go far enough. The Senate adopted ceilings of $116 billion, $92

billion, and $65 billion in FY 1983-85 do not, frankly, g_i.ve me much
enoouragerent. The various House proposals are not much better., Ue are
deeply troubled by the estimates of Federal borrowing recently released
_ by the OMB which show Washington soaking up-over half of total credit in
\ FY 1982 and 1983--up fram an average of 28 percent over the previous
five years. I hove you will agree with me that this is not an acceptable
Federal fiscal policy result. Ve rmust do better or all of the struggling
over hudgets and taxes will not produce the economic rebound we seek.
What, then do we recommend that you do?

4. Further reductions in Federal svending have to be your first priority.

We fully recognize that the Cangress and the Administration teamed up
last year to make many difficult cuts. But Federal spending as a percent
of QWP is still rising., We simply have not gone far enough. And let me
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join the spokesmen for the Bipartisan Appeal who just testified in urging
the Congress to be credible and realistic in these efforts. Dubious
reductions, throush such things as overestimating management savings or

\ tax receipts, or by shifting costs between sectors, are not the answer.
Tough program reductious on an ac\mss-the-—board basis, with no area of
the budget being held sacrosanct, are what is needed. This includes
reducticn in the rate of growth of defense spending and in key damestic

programs as well. -

5. Slowing the growth of entitlement orograms, including modification

of indexing, simply cannot be awoided—I repeat, cannot be awoided. This

Camittee has a special opportunity and respo:'usibility to play a leadership
role in dealing with entitlements, These programs ocomprise 47 percent of
Federal expenditures in 1983; they have been growing at a rate of 15 percent
a year. There is little the business ccmunity can suggest about how to
make these reductions-that you and your staffs have not already oonsidered.
My point is simply to urge you to make that commitment in a way that the
financial markets will take seriously. If election year pressures mean
that specific program reductions cannot be made until a post-November
session, then I askyoubofindsanewaytoommitthermsmvtoact
at this time. You must act to restrain the growth in these programs, or
you cannot possibly hope to achieve a responsible budget or sustained
economic recovery.
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6. We reocognize that significant additional revenuves will have to be

raised to bring the deficits down, As an initial step, we believe that

you should examine a variety of consumption taxes as least likely to undercut
the important advances made in the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981.
Increases in excise taxes, user fees, and accelerated deregulation of
natural gas are options which raise revenue while §voiding disruption of

incentives to work, save and invest. - ) N

We do not favor modifying the 10 percent individual~tax cut scheduled
for July, 1982. It is needed for economic stimulation. ¥e would support
a stretchout of the July, 1983 individual tax cut as a painful but probably

necessary last resort.

We also believe that business rmust carry its share of tax increases. 1
cannot tell you that The Business Roundtable has a consensus on specific
‘business taxes that should be enacted. We do believe that you should

avoid undercutting the incentives for investment that you ;:reated last year.
We have indicated that same modification of the 1981 leasing legislation
would be desirable to correct possible abuses and, speaking for my own
industry of insurance, we have proposed a means of increasing our own Federal
tax payments over 1981 levels.

Beyond this, we would seek the opportunity to work closely with you as
you seek personal and business tax increases that are not self-defeating.
I would like to put an important caveat on tax increases, however. They
should not became a scheme for awoidance of spending reductions. In fact,
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I urge you to be inventive in tying the two together through same procedural
dévicesomatﬂemar{canpeopleandbmmessmmitymmatrhey

amnotbeihgaskedtopaymreintamsothatgcvennentcanspéndmre
onpmg;ax:s. If the Congress is going to seek tax increa now, it must

also cormit itselfnowto@é\dmgreductims-evmifmofﬂnseam
not consummated un:il after Noverber. This brings me to my final voint.

7. The Congressional budget process must be preserved. Whatever its

shortoamings and the problems it creates for authorizing and appropriating
committees, that process is still ourbestme_am; of packaging spending and
tax commitments. Through it, I hope that you can fashion a kind of fiscal

social contract with the woters and the many interest groups so that there
can be a sense of sharing of burdens to achieve specific deficit and econcmic

goals, -

Mr. Chairman, this Camittee is one of the Keys to the restoration of health
of the American econamy. The Business Roundtable pledges its support to
you as you pursue that goal. ’
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The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness is Mr. Robert W. Dixon, chair-
man of Harvey Hubbell, Inc. Orange, Conn., on behalf of the
American Business Conference; Mr. James Herr, president, Herr's
Potato Chips, Nottingham, Pa., on behalf of the National Feder-
ation of Independent Business; and Mr. Harley W. Snyder, presi-
dent-elect, National Association of Realtors.

I don’t know whether you have a game plan or not, but we will
Brocee‘;i maybe in the way, the order, your names were called. Mr.

ixon?

Mr. DixoN. That'’s fine. ~ -

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Long is coming right back. He had to
step out, but go ahead.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. DIXON, CHAli!MAN, HARVEY HUB-
BELL, INC., ORANGE, CONN., ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN
BUSINESS CONFERENCE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. DixoN. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it is a
pleasure for me to have the opportunity to appear today before this
distinguished committee. I am the chairman and chief executive of-
ficer of Harvey Hubbell, Inc., a manufacturer of electrical products
for the commercial, industrial, utility, transportation, residential,
and telecommunication markets. I am also a member of the board
of directors of the American Business Conference.

The American Business Conference is a relatively new organiza-
tion limited to the chief executive officers of 100 of America’s most
energetic and successful firms. These firms have annual revenues
of between $25 million and $1 billion, and each has doubled in size
over the last 5 years. They are located in all regions of the country
and represent the full spectrum of American commerce. :

Recentlfy, the successful entrepreneurs who comprise the mem-
bership of the American Business Conference came to Washington
to discuss their perspectives on the state of the economy. At the
end of 2 days of meetings with key policymakers, the CEQO’s reaf-
firmed their support for the basic direction of the tax program that
you enacted last year.

Mr. Chairman, that program signaled a dramatic turnaround in
the design of our tax structure. Previously, the goal was to use the

aduated income tax system to gradually equalize the after-tax
income of all Americans. The income inequality produced by the
play of the marketplace was to be rectified by the tax and spending
actions of the Federal Government. The long-term result of this
myopic and archaic economic philosophy was that the investment
g:(si discouraged, thrift was thwarte({, and production was penal-

Mr. Chairman, the members of the American Business Confer-
ence believe that it is imperative for the Congress to move forward
and enact spending and revenue measures which will reduce the
size of the impending Federal deficits over the next several years.
The deficit for the fiscal year 1983 should be less than $100 billion,
and the deficits in later years should trend even lower. We urge
this Congress and this committee to enact a balanced program of
spending reductions and appropriate tax increases which achieves
that objective. Mr. Chairman, we urge this committee to act quick-
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ly. Otherwise, we fear that the positive steps taken last year will
be swamped by the effects of a prolonged recession. At the present
moment, there is little confidence on the part of the business com-
munity or consumers.

A significant reduction in the deficit is necessary to reduce inter-
est rates. High interest rates are the fundamental problem with
our economy. High interest rates force businesses to borrow even
more in order to cover larger lending costs. The detrimental effects
of high deficits and high interest rates extend to all facets of the
economy. High interest rates raise the value of the dollar and
weaken U.S. exports. Lower interest rates would be the best export
promotion mechanism that this Congress could devise. Significant
reductions in future deficits would be better than any export pro-
motion scheme and would defuse any efforts toward greater protec-
tionism.

The successful entrepreneurs who constitute the membership of
the American Business Conference believe that the Congress
should reduce the indexation of entitlement programs, including
social security; push for more moderate increases in defense spend-
ing; and cut discretionary expenditures even further.

The American Business Conference believes that it is best not to
defer or postpone the third year of the individual tax cut. No one
can predict our economic circumstances a year from now, and I
think we should send a signal of consistency rather than change to
the financial markets. Marginal tax rate reductions for individuals
are the key to reversing the erosion of the incentive structure of
the American economy. Restoration of that incentive structure is
the key to increasing the capacity of this economy to sustain a high
rate of growth over the long term. The American Business Confer-
ence continues to believe that Federal deficits will not decline sig-
nificantly without a strong economy, and a strong economy is
predicated upon the absence of disincentives to economic revitaliza-
tion. -

In what I believe to be a dramatic and courageous step, the mem-
bers of our group voted to urge the Congress to examine all corpo-
rate tax benefits in the search for additional sources of revenue.
Specifically, we recommended that Congress repeal the inefficient
and porous safe harbor leasing provisions enacted last year.

Mr. Chairman, when was the last time a business organization
suggested that corporate tax relief is expendable, while individual
tax reduction is not? ~

We at the American Business Conference are realistic. We know
that the budget deficits are too large and that corporate tax in-
creases will be one of the roads used to narrow the widening gap
between revenue and expenditures. We hope that as you try to
mold a program of measures to raise revenues, you will not com-
promise the essence of the tax revisions made last year—the resto-
ration of incentives and stimulus to capital formation.

In the last few weeks there has been a lot of talk about imposing
either a corporate minimum tax or a corporate surtax. I believe
that the tax policies that you set this year should spread the pain
of the tax increases around as evenly as possible. A minimum tax
would fall unevenly across industry lines, and a surtax would force
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firms in high tax brackets to continue to shoulder more than their
share of the burden of raising revenue.

I hope that you can devise a tax that is a hybrid of the minimum
tax and surtax; a hybrid which is as broad based as possible and
which does not place a disproportionately large share of the burden
on any one industry or group of industries. Yet, I am well aware
that the process of fashioning an equitable hybrid approach will
not be easy. In fact, it will be quite a formidable task. The complex- .
ity and difficulty of the undertaking is the direct result of the con-
dition and structure of our present Tax Code. The Tax Code is a
nightmare of confusing and complicated regulations which are con-
stantly being altered or reinterpreted. I think that we should start
to give serious consideration to a move toward a flat rate system of
taxation. Under this kind of system, all income—from individuals
and from corporations—would be taxed. We would no longer be
faced with a maze of deductions, special credits, loopholes, bracket
creep, marriage penalties, success penalties, and the like.

A comprehensive, flat tax rate system would be easy to” under-
stand and administer and would be fair. Over a certam minimum,
all income would be taxed at the same rate. The minimum would
be set at a level which would provide adequate protection for lower
income families.

More resources would be allocated according to basic supply and
demand factors rather than according to tax considerations. Long-

. term investment commitments could be made without concern that

the next Congress would again change tax guidelines. This would
be of great value to our domestic economy and to our international
competitive position. I think that it is time for the Congress to un-
dertake a serious study of the feasibility of a comprehensive, flat
fate tax approach such as that recently proposed by Senator Brad-
ey

In the meantime, while I do not relish the prospect of higher
taxes any more than any of my colleagues on this panel, I think
that the business community must have the courage to help
~ narrow the deficit, and, furthermore, we must do it w1th good
grace. Thank you very much.

The CsHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Dixon.

[The prepared statement of Robert W. Dixon follows:]
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

IT IS A PLEASURE FOR ME TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR
TODAY BEFORE THIS DISTINGUISHED COMMITTEE.

I AM THE CHAIRMAN AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF HARVEY
HUBBELL, INC., A MANUFACTURER OF ELECTRICAL PRODUCTS FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION, RESIDENTIAL, AND TELECOMMUNICATION# MARKETS. I AM
ALSO A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS dr THE AMERICAN BUSINESS
CONFERENCE.

THE AMERICAN BUSINESS CONFERENCE IS A RELATIVELY NEW ORGANI-
ZATION LIMITED TO THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS OF 105 OF
AMERICA'S MOST éusncsrrc AND SUCCESSFUL FIRMS. THESE FIRMS HAVE
ANNUAL REVENUES BETWEEN $25 MILLION AND $1 BILLION, AND EACH HAS
DOUBLED IN SIZE OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS. %nay ARE LOCATED IN ALL
REGIONS OF THE ~ COUNTRY AND REPRESENT THE FULL SPECTRUM OF
AMERICAN COMMERCE.

RECENTLY, THE SUCCESSFUL ENTREPRENEURS WHO COMPRISE THE

MEMBERSHIP OF THE AMERICAN BUSINESS CONFERENCE CAME TO WASHINGTON

97-039 0 - 82 - ¢
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TO DISCUSS THEIR PERSFECTIVES ON THB.STA‘I‘E OF THE ECONOMY. AT THE
END OF TWO DAYS OF MEETINGS WITH KEY POLICYMAKERS, THE CEO'S
REAFFIRMED THEIR SUPPORT FOR THE BASIC DIRECTION OF THE TAX
PROGRAM THAT YOU ENACTBDV LAST YEAR.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THAT ECONOMIC PROGRAM SIGNALLED A DRAMATIC

TURNAROUND IN THE DESIGN OF OUR TAX STRUCTURE. PREVIOUSLY, THE
GOAL WAS TO USE THE GRADUATED INCOME T-AX SYSTEM TO GRADUALLY
EQUALIZE TH2 AF‘I‘ER-.TAX INCOME OF ALL AMERICANS. THE INCOME
INEQUALITY PRODUCED BY THE PI;AY OF THE MARKETPLACE WAS TO BE
RECTIFIED BY THE TAX AND SPENDING ACTIONS OF THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT. THE LONG TERM RESULT OF THIS MYOPIC AND ARCHAIC
EbONOMIC PHILOSOPHY WAS T;iAT INVESTMENT WAS DISCOURAGED, THRIFT
WAS THWARTED, AND PRODUCTION WAS PENALIZED.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THE MEMBERS OF THE AMERICAN BUSINESS
CONFERENCE BELIEVE THAT IT IS i;iPBRATI\;E FOR THE CONGRESS TO MOVE

FORWARD AND ENACT SPENDING AND REVENUE MEASURES WHICH WILL REDUCE

THE SIZE OF THE IMPENDING FEDERAL DEFICITS OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL
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YEARS. THE DEFICIT FOR PISCAL YEAR 1983 SHOULD BE LESS THAN $100
BILLION, AND THE DEFICITS IN LATER YEARS SHOULD TREND EVEN LOWER.
WE URGE THIS CONGRESS AND THIS COMMITTEE TO ENACT A BALANCED
PROS;RAH OF SPENDING ;!EDUCTIONS AND APPROPRIATE TAX INCREASES
WHICH (CHIEVES THAT OBJECTIVE. MRV. CHAIRMAN, WE URGE THIS
COMMITTEE TO ACT QUICKLY. OTHERWISE, WE FEAR THAT THE POSITIVE
STEPS TAKEN LAST YEAR WILL BE SWAMPEI; BY THE EFFECTS OF A
PROLONGED RECESSION. AT THE PRESﬁNT MOMENT, THERE IS LITTLE
CONFIDENCE ON THE PART OF THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY OR CONSUMERS.

A SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION IN THE DEFICIT IS NECESSARY TO
REDUCE INTEREST RATES. HIGH INTEREST RATES ARE THE FUNDAMENTAL

PROBLEM WITR OUR ECONOMY. HIGR INTEREST RATES FORCE BUSINESSES TO

BORROW EVEN MORE IN ORDER TO COVER LARGER LENDING COSTS. THE
DETRIMENTAL EFFECTS OF HIGH DEFICITS AND HIGH INTEREST RATES
EXTEND TO ALL FACETS OF THE !;‘CONOMY. HIGH INTEREST RATES RAiSE
THE VlALUE OF THE DOLLAR AND WEAKEN U.S. EXPORTS. LOWER INTER-

EST RATES WOULD BE THE BEST EXPORT PROMOTION MECHANISM THAT THIS
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CONGRESS COULD DEVISE. SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS IN FUTURE DEFICITS
WOULD BE BETTER THAN ANY EXPORT PROMOTION SCHEME AND WOULD DEFUSE
ANY EFFORTS TOWARDS GREATER PROTECTIONISM.

THE SUCCESSFUL ENTREPRENEURS WHO CONSTITUTE THE MEMBERSHIP
OF THE AMERICAN BUSINESS CONFERENCE BELIEVE- THAT THE CONGRESS

SHOULD:

* REDUCE THE INDEXATION OF ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS, INCLUDING .

SOCIAL SECURITY,
* PUSH FOR MORE MODERATE INCREASES IN DEFENSE SPENDING,
AND

* CUT DISCRETIONARY EXPENDITURES EVEN FURTHER.

THE AMERICAN BUSINESS CONFERENCE BELIEVES IT BEST NOT TO
DEFER OR POSTPONE THE THIRD YEAR OF THE INDIVIDUAL TAX CUT. NO
ONE CAN PREDICT OUR ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES A YEAR FROM NOW, AND I

THINK WE SHOULD SEND A SIGNAL OF CONSISTENCY RATHER THAN CHANGE
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T0 THE FINANCIAL MARKETS. MARGINAL TAX RATE REDUCTIONS FOR IN-
DIVIDUALS ARE THE KEY TO REVERSING THE EROSION OF THE INCENTIVE
STRUCTURE OF THE AMERICAN ECONOMY. RESTO&ATION OF THAT INCENTIVE
STRUCTURE IS THE KEY TO INCREASING THE CAPACITY OF THIS ECONOMY
TO SUSTAIN A HIGH RATE OF GROWTH'OVER THE LONG TERM. THE AMERICAN
BUSINESS CONFERENCE CONTINUES TO BELIEVE THAT FEDERAL DEFICITS
WILL NOT DECLINE SIGNIFICANTLY WITHOUT A STRONG ECONOMY, AND A
STRONG ECONOMY IS PREDICATED UPON THE ABSENCE OF DISINCENTIVES TO
ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION.

IN WHAT I BELIEVE TO BE A DRAMATIC AND COURAGEOUS STEP, THE
MEMBERS OF THE AMERICAN BUSINESS CONFERENCE VOTED TO URGE THE
CONGRESS TO EXAMINE ALL CORPORATE TAX BéNEFITS IN THE éEARCH FOR
ADDI;IONAL-SOURCES OF REVENUE. SPECIFICALLY, WE RECOMMENDED THAT
CONGRESS REPEAL THE INEFFICIENT ANC POROUS SAFE HARBOR LEASING
PROVISIONS ENACTED LAST YEAR.

MR. CHAIRMAN, WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME A BUSINESS ORGANIZATION

SUGGESTED THAT CORPORATE TAX RELIEF IS EXPENDABLE, WHILE

INDIVIDUAL TAX REDUCTION IS NOT?
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WE AT ’I‘HB~ AMERICAN ?USINESS CONFERENCE ARE REALISTIC. WE
KNOW THAT THE BUDGET DEFICITS ARE TOO LARGE AND THAT CORPORATE
TAX INCREASES WILL BE ONE OF THE ROADS USED TO NARROW THE
WIDENING GAP BETWEEN REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES. WE HOPE THAT AS
YOU TRY TO MOLD A PROGRAM OF MEASURES TO RAISE REVENUES, YOU WILL
NOT COMPROMISE THE ESSENCE OF THE TAX REVISIONS MADE LAST YEAR -~
THE RESTORATION OF INCENTIVES AND-STIMULUﬁ TO CAPITAL FORMATION.

IN THE LAST FEW WEEKS THERE HAS BEEN A LOT OF TALK ABOUT
IMPOSING EITHER A CORPORATE MINIMUM TAX OR A CORPORATE SUR’!‘AX.‘ I
BELIEVE THAT THE TAX POLICIES THAT YOU SET TI;IS YEAR SHOULD
SPREAD THE PAIN OF THE TAX INC{(EASES AROUND AS EVENLY AS
~POSSIBLE. A MINIMUM TAX WOULD FALL UNEVENLY ACROSS INDUSTRY

LINES, AND A SURTAX WOULD FORCE FIRMS IN HIGH TAX BRACKETS TO

CONTINUE TO SHOULDER MORE THAN THEIR SHARE OF THE BURDEN OF
RAISING REVENUE. -

I HOPE THAT YOU CAN DEVISE A TAX THAT IS A HYBRID OF THE

- MINIMUM TAX AND THE SURTAX; A HYBRID WHICH IS AS BROAD BASED AS



181

POSSIBLE AND WHICE DOES NOT PLACE A DISPROPORTIONATELY LARGE

SHARE OF THE BURDEN ON ANY ONE INDUSTRY OR GROUP OF INDUSTRIES.

YET, I AM WELL. AWARE THAT THE PROCESS OF FASHIONING AN

EQUITABLE BYBRID APPROACH WILL NOT BE EBASY. IN PFACT, IT WILL BE

QUITE A FORMIDABLE TASK. THE COMPLEXITY AND DIFFICULTY OF THE

UNDERTAKING IS THE DIRECT RESULT OF THE CONDITION AND STRUCTURE

OF OUR TAX CODE.

TODAY, THE TAX CODE IS A NIGRTMARE OF CONFUSING AND
COMPLICATED REGULATIONS WHICH ARE CONSTANTLY BEING ALTERED OR
REINTERPRETED. I THINK THAT WE SHOULD START TO GIVE SERIOUS CON-
SIDERATI‘ON TO A MOVE TOWARDS A FLAT RATE SYSTEM OF TAXATION.
UNDER THIS KIND OF SYSTEM, ALL INCOME -- FROM INDIVIDUALS AND
FROM CORPORATIONS -- WOULD BE TAXED. WE WOULD NO LONGER BE FACED
WITH A MAZE OF :DEDUCTIONS, SPECIAL CREDITS, LOOPHOLES, BRACKET'
CREEP, MARRIAGE PENALTIES, SU&;:ESS PENALITIES, AND THE LIKE,

A COMPREHENSIVE, FLAT RATE TAX SYSTEM WOULD BE EASY TO

UNDERSTAND AND ADMINISTER == AND WOULD BE FAIR. OVER A CERTAIN

MINIMUM, ALL INCOME WOULD BE TAXED AT THE SAME RATE. THE MINIMUM
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WOULD BE SET AT A LEVEL WHICH WOULD PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION

FOR LOWER INCOME FAMILIES.

MORE RESOURCES WOULD BE ALLOCATED ACCORDING TO BASIC SUPPLY

AND DEMAND FACTORS RATB-ER THAN ACCORDING TO TAX CONSIDERATIONS.
LONG-TERM INVESTMENT COWITmTS COULD BE MADE WITHOUT CONCERN
THAT THE NEXT CONGRESS WOULD AGAIN CHANGE TAX GUIDELINES. THIS
WOULD BE OF GREAT VALUE TO OUR DOMESTIC ECOFOMY AND TO OUR
INTERNATIONAL COMPET;’I‘IVE POSITION. -

I THINK THAT IT IS TIME FOR THE CONGRESS TO UNDERTAKE A
SERIOUS STUDY OF THE FEASIBILITY OF A COMPREHENSIVE, FLAT RATE
TAX APPROACH SUCH AS THAT RECENTLY PROPOSED BY SENATOR BRADLEY.

IN THE MEANTIME, WHILE I DO NOT RELISH THE PROSPECT OF
HIGHER TAXES ANY MORE THAN ANY 6? MY COLLEAGUES ON THIS PANEL, I

THINK THAT THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY MUST HAVE THE COURAGE TO HBLP

NARROW THE DEFICIT, AND, FURTHERMORE, THAT WE MUST DO IT WITH

GOOD GRACE. i



133

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Herr. -

'STATEMENT OF JAMES HERR, PRESIDENT, HERR'S POTATO
CHIPS, NOTTINGHAM, PA. ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL FED-
ERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Herr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I might say for the benefit of the witnesses that
your entire statements will be made a part of the record. We are
told there may be a vote in a few minutes, and if you would sum-
marize it would be helpful. ;

Mr. Herr. All right. Mr. Chairman, I am James S. Herr, presi-
dent of Herr's Potato Chips, Inc., Nottingham, Pa., and a director
of the National Federation of Independent Business. On -behalf of
its over 530,000 small business members, I am pleased to be here
today to discuss the current state of small business and the need
for congressional action on the Federal budget crisis. And I intend
to summarize the full statement and hope that the full statement
can be included in the record. )

[The prepared statement of James S. Herr follows:]
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STATEMENT OF

JAMES S. HERR
DIRECTOR

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS

BEFORE: Senate Finance Committee
DATE: June 10, 1982
SUBJECT: The Need for Action on the Federal Budget Crisis

I am James S. Herr, President of Herr's Potato Chips, Inc. of
Nottingham, Pennaylvaé}a. and a Director of the National Federation
of Independent Business (NFIB). On behalf of its over 530,000 small
business members, I am pleased to be here today to discuss the
current state of small business and the need for Congressional
action on the federal budget crisis.

Every quarter NFIB surveys a sample of our membership to
‘determine the current state of the small business eéo;omy. The
Quarterly Economic 53295; (QER)* has been in existence since 1973,
and through the years has proven to bé a true and accurate barometer
of the state of small business, both during good times and bad.

times. Members are surveyed about planned and actual inventory,

*The Quarterly Economic Report is published quarterly by the NFIB

in cooperation with W am Dunkelberg of Purdue University,

Jonathan Scott of Southern Methodist University, and William Dennis,
« Director of Research, NFIB.
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capital expenditures, employment, sales, prices, and changes in
borrowing. The most recent QER dated April, 1982, surveyed economic
conditions for the first quarter of 1982, the results of which have
just been made available.

The small bdsiness economy could best be described as "adrift".
During the ffrst quarter it just seemed to float, and small
entrepreneurs expected more of the same during the second quarter.
While the survey provided no evidence of a further slump in the
economy, it also produced vittuallx nothing over which to be
optimistic about future economic conditions. 1In fact, the tenor of ~
the survey results strongly resembled those of the late 1970's when
& recession was just around the corner; recovery is the phenomonon
now alleged to be ready to occur at any moment. Unfortunately,
there is still no evidence of recovery, at least samong small
business.

Employment among operating small businesses fell in the first
quarter, marking the tenth consecutive quarterly decline on.a
seasonally adjusted basis. The drop was .39 employees per firm.
This was less than half of the disastrou; .77 employees tegiitered
fn the fourth quarter, 1981.

The unique phenomenon of the enormous drop in emall business
employment during the fourth quarter was that ?11 three service
sectors lost employees. By April, the situation had reversed {tself
and returned to what has been normal over the past two years. The

number of job openings small business cannot fill were virtually
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identical to those reported in October, 1981, and January, 1982,
Expected changes in the labor force were positive. Eighteen percent
rehbrted plans to increase employment and 8% reported plans to cut
it. ‘

- The Index of Small Business Sales (seasonally adjusted) again
fell during the first quarter and surpassed the previous low
recorded in the first quart;} of 1975. It was the fourth
consecutive drop in the Index following the modest three quarter
upturn in the second half of 1980 and the first quarter of 1981.

Expectations for second quarter sales rose on a seasonally
adjusted basis, providing a modest improvement from January, 1982,
The April, 1982, sales expectations figures were virtually identical
to those recorded one year ago. Whether the improvement represents
the early signals of stronger future sales or an attitude of
desperation--"it can't get worse'--remains to be seen.

Clearly, sales are the critical element for small business.

With few exceptions, strong sales can compensate for other problems,
e.g. high interest rates, high inflation rates, etc. But if sales
are weak and don't of themselves destroy a small firm, they
exacerbate other problems that may exfst. The tumble in small
business sales appears to have begun in the third quarter of 1979
and, with various ebbs and flows, continues through the present. 1t
is 1ittle wonder, therefore, that the cumulative effect of slow
sales and accompanying problems such as high interest rates has
resulted in the greatest number of business failures since the Great

Depression.
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The Index of Small Business Earnings jumped substantially in
April. While the sharp rise would normally provide considerable
optimism, the Index's absolute level was little higher than that
registered for the third quarter of 1981. The fincrease did,
however, break a three-quarter slide in the Index.

The April figures just underecore the degree of troudble in the
fourth quarter of 1981. Facing even greater downward pressure on
selling prices, no changes in carrying costs and even slower sales
in the first quarter of 1982 than the prior quarter, the Index still
rose. These data seem terribly inconsistent. However, there are
several plausible explanations. The number of borrowers was down,
thereby cutting fixed costs for a particular segment of the
popﬁlatlon. It i{s possible that the beneficial effects of -lower
inflation rates have begun to help some firms, but it should be
clear that the absolute level from which the Index is measuring
change is so low that any improvement will provide a sharp increase.

At the beginning of the fourth quarter of 1981, small business
{nventories were badly out of balance. Twice as many firms reported
inventories too high as reported them too low. Three months later
(January), the situation had improved, but no further improvement
occurred in the first quarter despite significant price cutting.

Without a.substantial increase fn real sales, there can be no
new inventory accumulation by small firms during the second
quarter. Interest rates still being high, small firms must waft for

a justification before rebuilding stocks. Clearly, no justificatien

is seen.
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Capital expendltures continued their gradual drift downward
during the first qJ;rter. Fifty-two percent made some type of
capital expenditure, down one percentage point from the previous
quarter. Over the last three years, the number of firms making a
capit;I expendfture of $5,000 or more within a six-month period has
fallen from 45% to 34% (or about one-quarter) of the population.

Small business expecté'?f;iually fno change in capital
expenditures over the next six months from the previous six months.
April figures were ‘irtually identical to January, which in turn
were virtually identical to October, 1981, figures. It f{s as if
evérything were oq'hgié. » o

For the first quarter, a whopping 19% reported lower prices than
in the previous quarter, in contrast to only 27% reporting higher
prices. Both figures were survey records. With prices softening
throughout the economy, th@fhumber of small businesses planning
price increases in the second quarter dropped one-third from the .
January level. Only 20% of respondents planned to raise prices in
the second quarter, matching a survey record low. Significantly all
three service fndustries reported less frequent planﬁed increases
than the small business-avérage.—Retail stood at 23%.

While the softening of prices is good news for consumers,
certain observations must be made regarding the fall in the rate of
small business price increases. First, lower prices which in large
part result from slow sales/put a severe strain on earnings.

Second, a large portion of the price fall still rests on the

L3

B
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constructfon and allied industries, e.g. real estate. That
phenomenon can only continue so long before the entire fndustry
collapses or other sectors slow as well,

Credit Conditions

Interest rates continued to plague small business during the
first quarter. Small firms paid an average of 17.8% on short-term
loans, 1/10 of one percent (10 basis points) less than the prior
quarter. Nearly four out of five paid between 16.0% and 18.9%.

" Given the-current inflation rate and reasonable expectations for

changes in the rate over the next twelve months (maximum duration of
a short-term loan), .it is clear that small business is paying a real
interest rate of well into double-digit figures.

Table 1 provides the distribution of interest rates charged
small firms on short-term loans, the average rate, and the average
prime rate at the end of the quarter. Note that as prime has rlseﬁ;
the average interest rate charged small firms lagged. The same was
true as the prime began to fall. In other words, the trend (n prime
preceeded the trend in small business interest rates. The second
point to note on Table 1 {s the coalescence of rates paid. For
example, during the fourth quarter of 1980 (just over one year ago),
the distribution of interest rates paid on short-term loans was
- enormously diverse. Twenty-two percent reported paying between
13.0% and 15.9%. Yet another 22% reported paying 21% or more. By
the first quarter of 1982, 79% réported short-term loans at between

16.0% and 18.9%.
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TABLE 1
Interest Rates Paid on Short-term Loans

Percentsge Reportin
Interest Rate Paid 79:4 80:1 B0:4 EE:I B1:7 81:3 8l:4

2 -

Under 10% 2 2% 1% 1% 1% o+

10 €0 12.9% 22 8 5 2 1 1 1

13 ko 15.9% 45 25 22 14 8 4 9

16 €0 18:91 23 35 33 sS4 35 33 63

19 ko 20.% e 22 17 20 29 33 18

2146} more 2 8 ) 22 9 25 29 9

Ayerage Rate 6.6 16.4 18.0 17.7 19.0 19.3 17.9
;Et?e Rate at 15.3 19.8 20.2 17.2  20.4 18.5 15.8

end of quarter

Interest Rates-Financing continues as the most important problem
faced by small business. In April of 1982, 371 of respondents cited
Interest Rates-Financing as thefr single most {mportant 6tob1em. of
the small firms directly impacted because they borrowed in the last
quarter, 56% cited Interest Rates-Financing as their single most
important problem.

It fs becoming itncreasingly clear that non-borrowers enjoy an

advantagevove: borrowers, as revealed in net earnings. Since
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mid-1979, non-borrowers have reported a consistently higher net
earnings change than borrowers. This deterforating earnings
positfon is due to: 1) gorrowets not generating sufficient sales
increases to cover increaséd borrowing costs; and 2) the inability
of borrowers to pass all of the higher “interest cost on Iin the form
of higher prices. )

The cumulative impact of high interest rates on borrowing small
businesses' earnings has caused them to reduce capital expenditures
relative to non-borrowers. The difference between the net percent
" reporting capital expenditures for borrowers and non-borrowers has
fallen from an';verage of 18% in late 1979 to an average ;f 7% from
1980 to the pregent.‘ Higher interest rates have also caused
borrowing smallwbusinesses to reduce their hiring relative to
non-borrowing small businesses.

It is clear that an economic expansion led by small business
will not happen unless interest rates fall. During the mid-1970's,
small business accounted for almost 80% of all new jobs. The
contind;d high level of interest rates has brought small business
employment gains to a halt and has substantially reduced the capital
expenditures necessary to expand businesses.

Deficits continue to be the culprit which prevents ani real
improvement in the interest rate pfctute from occurring. 1In 1982,
over 90% of all individual savings* will be borrowed by the

féderal treasury to finance a burgeoning federal deficit, and

*Sources: Federal Reserve Board; Treasury Department;
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company

" 97-03%3 0 - 82 - 10
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long-range budget projections offer little hope of a balanced budget
untfl 1986 or beyond. Meanwhile the debt service on the national
debt will increase to well in excess of $100 billion because the
Federal Treasuvy is borroul;g constantly at higher rates, driving up
the average cost of maintaining the public debt.

Claims are made that no empirical evidence exists to show high

.deficits as being a cause of high interest rates. However, the
actions of the financial community speak for themselves. The
constant pressure on money markets due to government borrowing
needs--both on and off budget as well as current and
estimated--signals the money managers to hedge their bets and to
maintain high rates as protection against future credit squeezes,

In 1981 total Federal borrowing--the sum of direct Treasury
borrowing, Federaliy guaranteed loans, and borrowings by federally
sponsored enterprises--accounted for almost 741 of total national
savings. In 1982 OMB's projected federal borrowing activity is
projecied to exceed 930% of national savings. While these figures.
may be disproportionately high because private sector borrowing
would replace much of the off-budget lending, a dangerous trend can
be seen. The point to be made is that excessive federal borrowing
will limit future economic growth by absorbing too high a percentage
of our national savings pool., 1If any upturn in the economy does
materialize, the pressure from competition with Treasury borrowing
will most likely force interest rate increases, thereby stalling any

potentfal recovery before it even gets rolling.
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How the deficit is reduced is as important as reduction itself.
Reducing the deficit through revenue raising measutres is clearly an
inappropriate way to reduce the deficit problem. Spending
reductions, which include adjustments in all federal progtaﬁs
including defense and social security, are imperative. Automatic
cost of living adjustments (COLA) must be reduced as well.

Balancing the budget by rajsing taxes during a recession has several
undesirable side effects. First, increased taxes will severely
wesken the strength of any recovery. Second, the lack of future
spending teductions reinforces the impression that Congress is
unable to tackle tough decisions and thereby transmits the wrong
signal to the fingncial comnunity. Future increases_in spending
demands will result in greater revenue needs by the federal
government which must be met with further revenue increases or
greater deficits. Reduction of spending levels commensurate with
automatic spending adjustments will demonstrate the fiscal
tesponsibility that the banking and financial community are looking
for. _

Through deficit spénding we _have been mortgaging our future. As
everyone eventually discovers, you run out of future to mortgage.

We are at such a critical juncture that we must reorganize and
restructure our spending patterns or we will find ourselves with all
of our assets mortgaged and unable to handle current operating costs.

Oéviously. the cuts in spending programs must be made by

Congress. Just as obviously, the serious delays by Congress in
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moving towards tough political decisions, but necessary economic
ones, is exacerbating the current economic crisis. Money markets do
not see that Congress is serious about f!scal responsibility. Thefir
response is to keep interest rates high because the markets will
still be strained in the future. Comparisons between long-term
rates and short-term rates reveal a major symptom of our economic
malaise. Long-term rates historically have exceeded short-term
rates by 30-40%. Current differences are within a few percentage
points. This factor slone points to a deep concern over our economy
in the short run by those who tisk their capital by lending to
others. Currently, a historically high risk premium of almost 6% is
being asked by lenders, another indication of a tremendous lack of
long-term confidence.

Congress needs to exercise its responsibility on fiscal policy,
and it must do so before too much more time passes. Just a short
year ago we all complained about inflation's hidden tex. _Now we can
complain about the tax we pay to support runaway federal deficits.
This tax is reflected fn current {nterest rates and, as any punitive
tax does, is draining off capital and savings from useful investment.

We must reiterate, Congress must go forward with a budget and
must do so in a fiscally responsible manner.

NFIB members in recent polls through our Mandate have stated

emphatfcally that:

1., Budget deficits are of prime fmportance and must be reduced,

and
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2. Raising revenues through tax increases is unacceptable.

Eliminating budgét deficits by a éombination of spending
reductions and revenue increases was also rejected by the membershi§.

While we would have preferred no increased revenues in the
Senate'budget, we are cognizant of your tesponsibilities and duties
as elected representatives the following is a list of guideposts
which can be used in deciding whether a particuler proposal is
favorable or unfavorable for small business. To repeat, we would
prefer to see no tax revenuerincreases but the following guidelines

fllustrate areas where small business taxes can be increased in a

fair manner.

A. Do not undo the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA)

The 1981 ctax bill included many incentives for capital formatior.
and tetention. These incentives are still necessary to B
encourage investment in small business and to help reverse the

~ overtaxation of our capital base. Many of the incentives helped
small business and large business, though in different degrees
and in different ways. Certainly ACRS is & major part of the
incentfve package. But the individual tax cuts are a major

small business incentive as well.

Over 60% of small firms pay taxes as individuals. Rate
teductions for these smaller labor intensive firms provide the

only effective way to provide a capital formation incentive, for
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a sgall business owner will take a tax reduction and
characteristically plow it right back i{nto the business for
expansion.

Another major aspect of last year's tax bill was the method by
which incentives for capital formation could beyused and
u;detstood. ‘Complexity in the tax law penalizes small business,
particularly because small firms do not have the funds to hire
tax expertise familiar with all the loopholes in the tax

system. Many use neither an attorney or accountant for tax
advice. Simplificatfon in deprecfation rules and inventory
rules were a major concern for small business last year, and
these goals to varying degrees were attained. In the haste with
which you must come up with revenue increases, please keep this
concept in mind, Ne;>comp1ex formulas will result in a major

burden for small firms.

Tax Increases NFIB Supports

Several specific tax changes have been proposed by Congress
which NFIB members have been polled on and support.

Specifically the tax increases which NFIB members do concur with
are elimination of safe-harbor leasing and a change in ACRS

accounting procedures to an open-ended accounting system.

Safe harbor leasing provides an inefficient method for

transferring tax benefits as a condition of a sale of certain
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capital assets. It has proven to be a loan to large firms who
have taken advantage of one of the most popular loopholes ever

devised. -

Changing to an open-ended accounting system for ACRS would be a
simplification in accounting procedures under ACRS, but one

which also raises revenues.

Structural Tax Changes Which Could be Supported

The alternative minimum tax proposal and the Adminfstration's
proposal for legislative changes to the completed contract
mehtod of accounting pose difficult problems for small

business. Both proposals would introduce vast new complexities
in tax compliance while pot raising much in revenues from small
business. The alternative minimum tax alters the effect of
investment tax credits and net opersting losses for small firms
in such a fashion that taxes are raised out of proportion to the

firm's tax liability,

The completed contract proposal forces wholesale changes in
accounting procedures which complicate matters for small
contractors who defer tax li{abilities-for one year instead of
ten or fifteen. This proposal as well as the minimum tax
proposal need to be reworked structurally to be supportable by

NFIB.
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The Following Items are Strongly Opposed by NFIB
1. Attering the 3rd year of the individual tax cut scheduled

for 1983,

2, Elimination of indexing.

3. A corporate or individual surtax.

4. Increases in employment taxes (e.g. FICA or FUTA).

S. Reéduction in the investmen; tax credit.

Conclusion

The 1981 tax bill concentrated its benefits on capital intensive
industries, of which small business comprises approximately 25% of
the population. While we recognize that the Senate is now mandated
to raise taxes, it would be unfair to now tax evenly capital
intensive with labor and 1nv;ntory intensive firms who received less
in the ﬁ;y of tax benefits last year. Labor and inventory intensive
firms pay a higher ef}ective tax rate than almost every other
fndustry, making specific types of proposals even more burdensome
for these firms. )

We would hope that in your deliberations you take this
perspective into account in determining which industries have to
give something up.

It 18 our sincerest desire that Congress take action which would
reduce the Federal deflcit and bring down interest rates. We are
convinced, as is almost every economist, business owner, and money

manager, that further Congressional inaction can only result in a

longer recession.

85T
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Mr. Herr. And I am sure that you are all acquainted with the
fact that NFIB has a survey. We survey our membership. This is
called the Quarterly Economic Reﬂort, which has been in existence
since 1973, and through the years has proven to be a true and accu-
rate barometer of the state of small business, both during good
times and bad times. Members are surveyed about planned and
actual inventory, capital expenditures, employment, sales, prices,
and changes in borrowing. The most recent QER, dated April 1982,
surveyed economic conditions for the first quarter of 1982, the re-
sults of which have just been made available. The small business
economy could best be described as adrift. During the first quarter,
it seemed to float, and small entrepreneurs expected more of the
same during the second quarter. While the survey provided no evi-
dence of a further slumgein the economy, it also produced virtually
nothing over which to be optimistic about future economic condi-
tions. - )

In fact, the tenor of the survey results strongly resemble those of
the late 1970’s when a recession was just around the corner; recov-
ery is the phenomenon now alleged to be ready to occur at any
moment. Unfortunately, there is still no evidence of recovery, at
least among small business. .

Employment among operating small businesses fell in the first
quarter, marking the 10th consecutive quarterly decline on a sea-
sonally adjusted basis.

Clearly, sales are the critical element for small business. With
few exceptions, strong sales can compensate for other problems,
such as high interest rates, high iuflation rates, et cetera. But if
sales are weak and don’t of themselves destroy a small business
firm, they tend to exacerbate other problems that may exist.

The tumble in small business sales agspears to have begun in the
third quarter of 1979 with various ebbs and flows and continues
through the tpz'esent. It is little wonder, therefore, that the cumule-
tive effect of slow sales and accompanying problems such as high
interest rates has resulted in the greatest number of business fail-
ures since the Great Depression. Without a substantial increase in
real sales, there can be no new inventory accumulation by small
firms during the second quarter. Interest rates still being hiil;,
small firms must wait for a justification before rebuilding stocks.
Clearly, no justification is seen. Capital expenditures continued
their gradual drift downward during the first quarter, and small
business expects virtually no change over the next 6 months from
the Frevious 6 months. It is as if everything were on a hold. For
the first quarter, a whopping 19 percent reported lower prices than
in the previous quarter, in contrast to only 27 percent reporting
hi% prices.

ile the softening of prices is good news for the consumer, cer-

tain observations must be made regarding the fail in the rate of
small business price increases. First, lower prices which in large
art result from slower sales put a severe strain on earnings.
ond, a large portion of the price fall still rests on the construc-
tion and allied industries, such as real estate. That phenomena can
only continue so long before the entire industry collapses or other .
sectors slow as well. :
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Interest rates continue to plague small business during the first
quarter. Small firms paid an average of 17.8 percent on short-term
loans, one-tenth of 1 percent—10 basis points less than the prior
quarter. Nearly 4 out of 5 paid between 16 percent and 18.9 per-
cent. Given the current inflation rate and reasonable expectations
for changes in the rate over the next 12 months, it is clear that
small business is paying a real interest rate of well into double-
digit figures. .

Obviously, interest rates financing continues as the most impor-
tant problem faced by small business. In April 1982, 37 percent of
respondents cited interest rates financing as their single most im-
portant problem. Of the small firms directly impacted because they
borrowed in the last quarter, 56 percent cited interest rate financ-
in%‘as their single most important problem.

herefore, NGIB believes that the immediate action is needed to
reduce the Federal deficit in order to allow the economy to recover
and expand. Uncertainty by the business community about what
Congress will do, and delay in its doing anything are, in them-
selves, hurting small businesses.

While NFIB members strongly believe that the current budget
crisis should be solved by further cuts in spending and not wide
range tax increases, we urge this committee and the Congress to
quickly be about its business of setting in place a budget, even if it
means some tax increases. The urgency of the situation can hardly
be overemphasized. Many small businesses are not going to be
around to see the recovery if we don’t act soon.

NFIB wants you to act quickly, but, please, responsibly and in
ways that don’t make the situation worse than it already is. And
some of the ways we think it should be done is not undo the capital
formation and retention goals of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of
1981; not disproportionately increase taxes on labor intensive busi-
ness, which received less benefit under ERTA than capital inten-
sive businesses; not repeal the third year individual tax cut; and
not repeal indexing; not increase labor taxes; not impose a surtax
of ax:iy‘ kind; and not increase the complexity of the Tax Code. But,
in addition, they do urge you to repeal the Safe Harbor Leasing
Act; consider an open-ended accounting system for ACRS; and re-
structure the proposed minimum corporate tax so as not to intro-
duce vast new complexities. .

In short, Mr. Chairman, small business people do not like the
idea of tax increases, but since they must be raised in this budget
fight, we urge that you do it quickly and to do it in a way that
gives the greatest hope for economic recovery. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. -

Mr. Snyder.

STATEMENT OF HARLEY W. SNYDER, PRESIDENT-ELECT,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS, VALPARAISO, IND.

Mr. SNYDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Harleﬁew.
Snyder. I am president-elect of the National Association of Real-
tors, and 1 am appearing here before you today on behalf of the
over 640,000 members of our national association. We greatly ap-
preciate the opportunity to present our testimony.

-
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We have submitted for the record our written statement, along
with many attachments. However, I would like to summarize that
statement if I might, just touch on briefly some of the more salient
points there.

[The prepared statement of Harley W. Snyder follows:]
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STATEMENT
A . on behalf of the
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®
regarding
THE NEED TO REDUCE FEDERAL DEFICITS
to the

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

by
HARLEY W. SNYDER
June 10, 1982

- -

I am Harley W. Snyder, President-elect of the NATIONAL

ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®. I am accompanied by Albert E.
Abrahams, Senior Vice President for Government Affairs of the
Association. - .

on behalf of the over 640,000 members of the National
Association, we greatly appreciate the opportunity to present
our views on the need to reduce the federal deficit.

The overall economy declined at an annualized raée of 4.6
percent during tje. fonrth quarter of 1981 and declined nearly
4.0 percent during the first quarter of 1982. Also,
unemployment has topped 9.5 percent according to the latest
Bureau of Labor Statistics reporﬁs. Moreover, the economy has
been sick for nearly 3 years. The hardest hit sector has been
shelter which accounts for over one-third of the Gross National
Product.

Housing activity has deciined for 42 months and this decline
has accelerated during the last 12 months. We are in the worst
housing depression since the 1930s. Existing and new home sales
and starts have fallen by more than 50 percent from peak to
trough in dramatic and stark contrast to the overall national

economy. More Americans have lost the opportunity to satisfy
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their homeownership need than at any other time in the United
States' history (Attachment 1). Over the last three years about
5 million households have been denied the opportunity to buy
adequate housing of their own, of which nearly 3-1/2 million
would have been purchases of existing homes.
\ The Federal government is the primary cause of the current
economic recession and housing depression and has impacted the

economy primarily through:

{1) Record deficits and record borrowing by the Federal
government to fund deficits (Attachment 2).
(2) Record taking away of savings from use by housing and

industry (Attachment 2).
These events:

(3) Have resulted in record real interest rates, double and
triple normal levels which have increased from the normal
3 percent level during the post-war period to an average of
7.8 percent during 1981; 11.9 percent so far in 1982; and
8.5 percent in our forecast for 1983 (Attachment 3).

(4) Have, in turn, resulted in real long-term interest rates
that are far higher than other industrial nations whose
central government deficits take smaller shares of savings
(Attachment 4).

(5) Will completely offset the stimulating effects of last
year's tax incentives to invest (Attachment 5}.

(6) Will limit the next economic recovery to about one~half the
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normal rate (Attachment 6). .

(7) Will continue to cripple the interest-sensitive sectors
including real estate, automobile, farm, and small business
{Attachment 7).

(8) Will lead to greater economic concentration and conglomerate
tying arrangements which will likely cause higher housing
costs and less homeowner choice in financing and products

and other services.

We and others have urged that deficit reductions in FY 1983,
1984, and 1985 be achieved preferably and primarily by slowing
the growth of spending. Revenue increases should be adopted in
addition to spending reductions only as necessary to significantly
reduce the deficit. We believe that the actions to date on l
adoption of the FY 1983 budget make clear that the urgent need to
reduce the FY 1983 and subsequent deficits now requires action to

increase revenue.
RECOMMENDATIONS

The NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® has strongly

recommended:

(1) That Congress adopt a total federal deficit of much less than
$100 billion for 1983 and a balanced budget by 1985 or 1986.
Spending this fiscal year has oberrun the commitments of the
President and Congress by double the rate compared to past
Presidents and Congress' during the last 10 years (Attach-

ment 9).
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(3)

(4)

(5)
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Federal spending growth must be slowed down in all parts of
the federal budget. Congressional action on éhe budget
this year has shown a degree of willingness to slow the
growth on domestic discretionar} programs, but Congress and
the President must be willing to reduce the growth in
entitlement "and defense spending which together account for
close to 72 percent of the total federal budget. Reduction
must be made now in defense budget authority to have
significant effect in later years. Additionally, to control
future budgets requires curtailing the runaway growth of
entitlements through changes in the cost of living adjust-
ments,

Tax relief planned for July 1983 and indexing scheduled for
1985 should be deferred. As an alternative, the imposition
of a surtax on individuals should also be considered on a
short-term emergency basis. REALTORS® 1981 recommendations
on size of tax relief are provided in Attachment 10.

Other tax increases to discourage consumption, but not
savings and investment, should be adopted to the extent
spending changes are insufficient to meet the deficit goal.
Such. increases could take the form of an 0il import fee or
raising excise taxes on gigaréttes, liquor, and so on.
Administrative and legislative changes should be made to
remove barriers to the efficient use of the existing state
and municipal housing bond program which is provided for in
che existing budget for FY 1982 and in the President's

FY 1983 budget. This would provide as much as another
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$10 billion for more ﬁortgages, equivalent to helping
300,000 to 400,000 families. These amendments could be
implemented in the House-Senate Conference on H.R. 4717,
the Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 198l1. We strongly believe
this is the most immediate Qay to provide some relief, for
housing. If these barriers to efficient use are removed,

it would:

a. Not add to deficit estimates.
b. Be temporary by being sunsetted in 1983.
¢. Be limited to first-time homeowners (90 percent of whom
cannot now qualify for the medium-priced home).
d. Include new and existing homgs. Existing home sales
stimulate as many jobs for Americans as Are created by .
" new homes.

(6) The National Association supports the enactment of a
reasonable alternative minimum tax rather than an add-on
minimum tax. A reasonable alternative minimum tax should be
déveloped. We would welcome the opportunity to work with
this Committee in the development of suggested tax preference
items for an alternative minimum tax.

(7) The use of industrial development bonds should be restricted
to eliminate abuses. Specifically, IDB financing should be
prohibited if 25% or more of the proceeds were used to
provide a facility the primary purpose of which is motor
vehicle sales or service, the retail sale of food or

beverages, or the provision of recreation or entertainment.
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(12)
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The capital cost recovery provisions contained in last year's
tax bill shoqld be retained and given time to work. When
‘interest rates decline, we are confident that these
provisions will induce investment and economic growth
intended by Congress. ‘

The safe harbor leasing rules contained in the Economic
Recovery Tax Act should be modified. These rules have
generated many well-publicized abuses and have simply not
provided the tax equality envisioned when this provision was
enacted.

Because everyone should pay his or her fair share of tax,

we support irnicreased tax compliance and penalty provisions
directed at the so-called underground economy such as those
contained in the Dole-Grassley Taxpayer Compliance bill,

S. 2198.

We support the improved information reporting requirements
on payments to independent contractors and the safe harbor
classification standards for these individuéls contained in
S. 2369, introduced by Chairman Dole.

The tax treatment of pension plans set up by private
individuals should bé reformed to eliminate the abuses that
have arisen, and to provide a level playing field between
self-employed individuals and those who choose to incorporate
themselves. The mere fact that an individual chooses to
incorporate himself, such as many doctors and iawyers have
done, should not allow the individual to defer taxation on

amounts ranging to $100,000 per year when others are limited

97-039 0 - 82 - 11
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to KEOGH contributions of $15,000 per year.

(13) The All) Savers program should be repealed. This program has
not provided the stimulus intended for housing when it was
enacted nor has it provided any continuing assistance to
the savings and loan industry. Why retain a program that

has not helped anyone?

In summary, it is essential that the budget deficits be
reduced to permit interest rates to come down. It is clear that
Congressional actions to slow spending growth will be inadequate
to bring the 1983 deficit below $100 billion and that some of the

revenue increases we have discussed should be enacted.
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- ATTACHMENTS

1. Periods of Decline in Existing Home Sales
2. Record Deficits
3. Record Real Interest Rates
4. Central Government Deficits and Real Interest Rates in
Major Industrial'Countries
5. Tax Incentives to Invest Offset by Interest Rates
6. Reco;érv Limited
7. May 1, 1982 Forecast Tables
8. Housing as Share of Loanable Funds
9. Spendipq Overruns Beyond President's Budgets
10. REALTORS® 1981 ﬁecommendations on Size of Tax Relief

11. June 8, 1982 REALTORS® Advertisement
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PERIODS OF DECLINE IN EXISTING HOME SALES

ATTACHMENT 1

Duration of | Percent Decline Dollar Volume
Housing Sales Cycle | in Existing Home | Unit Volume | of Sales Lost
Recession (Peak to Sales (Peak to of Sales (in Billions
Recovery) Trough) Lost of Dollars)
Dec. 1968 to :
Mar. 1970 21 months ~19.9 percent 236,000 $ 5.7
Feb. 1973 to
Jan. 1975 32 months ~18.4 percent 489,000 $17.4
Nov. 1978 to
Apr. 1982 42 months -53.7 percent 3,714,000 $267.4
(So Far) (So Far)

Source: NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF

REALTORS®
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THE FEDERAL TOTAL DEFICIT AND SAVINGS

($ Billfons)

ATTACHMENT 2

Surplus or Deficit(-)

Fiscal
Year

[Percent
of
GNP

Percent of
[Personal
Savings

Percent of
Private
Savings

1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1917
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982 e
1983 e
1984 e

-
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U N
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~o

NWLNRWHAINANWDONWWETWHAMOWON

11
[SSSN0
W

-14.9
-6.1
-53.2
-73.7
-53.6
-59.2
-40.2
-73.8
-78.9
-118.3 (131.3)[145.5)
-107.2 (137.1)[164.0)
-97.2 (144.1)C162.73

(4.3) (4.7}
(4.0)14.8)
(3.8)[4.3)

NWWRNNFRRNNEWORNRNOOWHROOHOMOONQOQO~OQOMONMGO &
PO PONRONCEERNFNWEOHANODBWNH YUY NORW®R RO NN

1

weN oo

w

[ el s

NS W VN NN

CNALENONLWWNVNOINFHOVNWRNBRR S WS- OONDOWW

~ SN
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~
I3

90.3 (100.2) (111.0}
65.4 (83.6) £100.
48.5 (71.8)¢ 81.1]

Footnote
Footnote

SOQURCE:

1:
2:

Figures in parenthesis are based on CBO budget estimates.
Figures in C ] are based on REALTORS® budget estimates.

Budget of the United States Government, 1983, Congressional Budget Office,
An Analysis of the President's Budgetary Proposals For Fiscal Year 1983
Savings data from the national income accounts and estimates by the
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®.
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- ATTACHMENT 3

REAL INTEREST RATES IN THE UNITED STATES

- Real Long-Term 1/
Period : Interest Rates =
1350 - 1959 Average 2.0
1960 ~ 1969 Average _ 3.4
1970 ~ 1979 Average 2.2
1980 4.2
1981 7.8
1982 (Forecast) 9.7
1983  (Forecast) 8.5
1984  (Forecast) 9.0 -

3/ Real long-term interest rates are defined as mortgage rates minus the
rate of inflation as measured by the percent change in the GNP deflator.

SOURCE: NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®
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MAJOR INDUSTRIAL COUNTRIES

ATTACHMENT 4

IN

FY 1982 Deficit 1/ Real

Country Long-term

$ U.S. X of Personal Interest

billions Savings in 1982 2/ Rates
United States | 118.3 (145.5) 3/ 100.2 (111.0) 7-8
United Kingdom 15.6 62.5 5.0
West Germany 23.2 37.8 3.0
Prance 11.6 19.0 3.0
Japan 31.8 18.3 2-3

1/ Federal deficit for U.S., general government current account deficits
for calendar 1982 for 21l other countries.

2/ 1982 personal savings figures for all countries other than the U.S,
supplied by Wharton Econoplc Forecasting Associates.

3/ Figures in parenthesis are REALTOR® estimates.

SOURCE:

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®
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ATTACHMENT 5.1

THE COMPARATIVE IMPACT OF THE ECONOMIC RECOVERY TAX ACT
AND HIGH INTEREST RATES

In 1981, Congress rassed the Economic Recovery Tax Act (ERTA)
in an effort to stimulate savings and investment. A major feature
of the new tax package directed at boosting investment, was the
Accelerated Cost Recovery System under which tax lives for invest-
ment in equipuent, commercial and industrial buildings and rental
housing were reduced and certain tax creditsenlarged or enhanced.
ERTA also contained many other provisions havingstimulative effects
on savings and investment, including expansion of IRA and Keogh Plan
provisions, reduced maximum tax rates on ncn-service income, and
the All Savers Certificate program.

However, by far the largest component of ERTA in terms of revenue
cost was the phased across-the-bcard reduction in individual income
tax rates. While these individual rate reductions provide some
modest incentive for savings and investment, most of the impact of
these tax rate reauctions is reflected in higher consumer spending.

In all, almost 75 percent of the ERTA tax cuts are directed primarily
at increased consumption and only 25 percent at directly stimulating
savings and investment, one of the smallest proportions in the post
war period.

Exploding Federal deficits and excessively tight credit grcwth
policies have forced both long- and shcrt-term interest rates o
record levels, even after adjusting for inflation. ¢Unfortunately,
this has and will continue to offset the impact of ERTA :in stimulating
1nvestment. As a result the share 5f hcth ncn-residential and
housing investment in Gross Natiocnal Przduct cconzinues %o fall,
the very oppcsite of the intent of ERTA ‘see Takle fhelicw!.

Share of Investment and Consumpticon 1a GN2
(Percent)

Actua!l Forecast

Average -
1370-79 1383 1981 1932 1983 1984

Private Ccnsumption 6§2.4 63.2 K3.5 65.0 65.0 64.7
Non-Residential Investment PRI | Ww.Tow 2.5 0.5 19.¢
Investment 1n Housing 4.2 3.2 3.2 2.9 3.3 3.6
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ATTACHMENT 5.2

The reascnswhy high interest rates have more than offset the
impact of ERTA on investment are demonstrated. The Accelerated Cost
Recovery System, the main investment stimulus in the overall package,
increased the rate of return (the incentive to invest) in new non-
residential structures by about one percentage point--about the
same effect as a one percent drop in long-term borrowing costs (see
Table below). For rental housing, the increases in return were
slightly larger--around 1.8 percentage points--although this still
provided very little incentive for new construction because of the
uneconomic return prevailing in the industry before ERTA was passed.

Impact of ERTA on Returnsl/ to New Investment

Holding Perind Years

S 10 15 20
Non-Residential Construction +1.0 +0.8 +1.3 +2.5
Rental Housing +1.9 +1.9 +1.6 +1.3

1/ The effect of a one percentage point increase on after tax returns
to investment is approximately equivalent to a one percentage point
decrease in interest rates.

Against this, nominal interest rates have risen by almost five
percentage points since 1979 and even after adjusting for inflation,
are currently more than five percent above normal levels.

This does not imply that the investment incentives in ERTA were
inappropriate: on the contrary, they were necessary to stimulate
capital formation. However, Congress has the opportunity to enhance
the impact of these incentives even more by significantly lowering
the Federal deficit, which would allow the Federal Reserve Board to
ease its excessively tight credit policies and bring about a sizeable
reduction in interest rates.
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ATTACEMENT 6

The Next Recovery Will Be Weoker
Than Normal in the Post War Perlod

C(A¢ Meosured By Growth Rotec From The Recesslon Low Point)

Normal Recovery
8T
6T "/ e

/.
4—-!—
Next Recovery

2T

! i — l 3
° 1 I i 1 r

III v 4 1 II III v

1982 1983

SCURCE: NATICONAL ASSOCIATION IF FEALTCFS:.
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ATTACHMENT 7.2
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ATTACHMENT 8

Stare of Housing in Totel Funds Borrowed
On U.S. Credit Markets, 1952 to 198t

20—.._

', 4

L T N Y A S N S S N S
52 S4 56 S8 60 62 64 66 68 7@ 72 74 76 7

SCURCE: NATIINAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTIRS®,
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ATTACHMENT 9
OVERRUN IN FEDERAL SPENDING CONTRASTED
TO PRESIDENTS' ORIGINAL COMMITMENTS
(Dollars inm Billions) .
In{cial Spending Overrun
Fiscal (January) Actual
Year Budget Estimate Budget Spending Percentige l Agount
1972 §229.2 $232.0 1.2 $2.8
1973 246.3 247.1 0.3 0.8
1974 268.7 269.6 0.3 0.9
1975 304. 4 326.2 7.1 21.8
1976 349.4 366.4 . 4.9 17.0
1977 394.2 402.7 2.2 8.5
1978 440.0 450.8 2.5 190.8
1379 500.2 493.6 -1.3 -6.6
1980 531.6 579.6 3.0 48.0
1981 €15.8 660.5 7.3 44,7
1982 695.3 May 15
(3/10/8L) -Congress 695.5e 0.0e 0.2e
July 15
-President 704 . e l.4e 9.5e
Sept. 10
-CBO 7232 4.Ce 27.7e
Sept. 2%
-President  °09.le I.%e 14.0e
Feb. 3
-President t29.2ef +.%e 33.7%
-REALTORSZ Tel. et .3 47 e
June 2
~CRD T3 def T.e <8.6e
72-82
Average 3.7 1T.%e
1983 Th2.LE Feb. 25
-C30 783, lef i.7e 13.Ce
Aprii %
-President  'Tl.sef 1.2 3. e
May 5
-C30 790.4ef 3. Te 28. e

e = estimate
f = adjusted for zonmparability Sv facreasiang S<.% 5illicn in 1923 and $3.% 5illiza
{n 1982 for SMI and VSI Insurance premisrs ax:l.ded {ron soending figures
starting in 1983 Sudget.
SCURCE: Budgets <f the U.5. Gevernrent, First Zoncurrent Budget Reso.lution
1332, Comgressicnal Budget Jffice Rerorts, ani publi: statexment of the
President.
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ATTACHMENT 10

EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT OF
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®
TO SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE

April 6, 1981

Because of the need for keeping spending reductions and
tax relief linked and the nced to stimulate savings, we recommend
limiting across-the-board cersonal income tax relief to 5 percent
annually over the next 3 years, starting no sooner than July

1981.
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Mr. SNypeRr. I think, as you are keenly aware, the overall econo-
my has-declined at an annualized rate of 4.6 percent during the
first guarter of 1981 and nearly 4 percent during the first quarter
of 1982. And as has been said earlier here today, unemployment
has topped the 9%-percent level. And while we are here today tes-
tifying on behalf of the National Association of Realtors and all of
its members, I think we are here to suggest to you and the other
members of this committee that we are more keenly aware about
the total economy, because we feel that if we have a healthy econo-
my, then indeed we will have a healthy real estate industry.

And I would like to just make a couple cf comments that I have
experienced and talked to individuals about in the past several
weeks, during the time which the National Association of Realtors
has been trying to encourage other groups, as well as the citizens
of this country, about the gravity of the problem. I come from, in
addition to an industrial area, also an agricultural area. In our
area, farmers who borrowed money in 1981 to plant their crops,
which they typically do, and as they do all acroes this country, ex-
perienced in most areas of the country in 1981 a poor crop year be-
cause of bad weather under the conditions. Those same farmers
find themselves now in a position where they must borrow money
in 1982 to not only ﬁut their crops in this year and hopefully have
a better crop year than they had in 1981, but they are also finding
themselves in a position where they have to borrow money to serv-
ice the debt that they incurred last g'ear, because of high interest
rates and all of the other problems that have gone with the illness
of the economy that we are experiencing today.

I happened to have the privilege of sitting on a board of directors
with the general superintendent of one of the major steel compa-
nies in our area, and he tells me that their order book is only 60 to
756 days out. And this in a time when, clearly, the program was
supposed to be for industry to expand and encourage jobs, and, in
fact, encourage a more healthy economy. And I think we all recog-
nize the fact that industry cannot exist on 60 to 75 days out. We
have experienced in our area unemployment far higher than the
9.5 ﬁl;cent acroes the country. And business, in general, certainly
has been hurt severely. So what we are concerned about is not just
the real estate economy, but, more importantly, the total economy
of this country. Record deficits and record torrowing by the Feder-
al Government to fund the deficits are what has created the eco-
nomic recession, and what we feel almost trending toward depres-
sionary conditions that we are in today. Of course, this has brought
about record taking away of savings from use by housing and in-
dustry. And that has resulted in record real interest rates which
have increased from the normal 3-percent level to an average of 7.8
percent during 1981, an 11.9 so far in 1982, and as near as we can
see, about 8% percent projected in our forecast for 1983. And in ad-
dition to that, they have resulted in long-term interest raies that
are far higher than other industrial nations, and they will com-
pletely offset, in our opinion, the stimulating effect of last year’s
tax incentives to invest.

And I might just say there that while 1982, in some few short
weeks we are going to see the 1982 tax credit coming forth to the
people of this country. And as we see it, this may encourage some
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modest increase in the economic conditions, but unless there is
something done dramatically to reduce the deficits that are project-
ed in the 1983 budget and the out years, we see that the fall of this
year will merely bring us back to the same condition that we are in
right now, and that we have been in for the last 3 years. We are
deeply concerned about the problems that are continuing with
these long-term debts that we are having with the Federal Govern-
ment.

We and others have urged that the deficit reductions in fiscal
years 1983, 1984, and 1985 should be achieved preferably and pri-
marily by slowing the growth of spending. Revenue increases
should be adopted in addition to spending reductions only as neces-
sary to significantly reduce the deficit. We believe that the actions
taken to date on adoption of the fiscal year 1983 budget make clear
that the urgent need to reduce the fiscal year 1983 and subsequent
deficits now requires action to increase revenue.

I know my time is up, Mr. Chairman. I would like to just com-
ment on a statement made by the Business Roundtable which I
think is somewhat of an overstatement, that only by the entitle-
ment cuts will Wall Street take it seriously. And certainly we, the
National Association of Realtors, have encouraged entitlement
cuts, but we cannot live with the $182 billion deficit that is project-
ed if we don't get a budget out of this Congress. And we think that
the Senate budget only call for modest entitlement cuts, and cer-
tainly under the latter alternative that is before the House, there
are only modest entitlement cuts.

And, in closing, let me say, Mr. Chairman, that we are here
today, as I said, not only to appear before this Senate Finance Com-
mittee but also because, as you are well aware, the House has a
vote. And I would like to submit for the record a letter that the
National Association of Realtors has sent to all the Members of the
House of Representatives today encouraging their support on the
latter alternative that will be voted on today. So I would like to
submit that for the record also.

(The letter follows:]
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June 9, 1982

Dear Representative:

The NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® urges your vote tomorrow for
the budget resolution to be offered by Rep. Latta because it reduces ine
FY 1983 deficit below $100 bfllion and it contains a binding reconciliatiocn
date which wvill force the process toward a balanced budget in future years.

We belfeve that passage of a federal budpet reducing the deficit below
$100 billion 1o 1983 {5 a necessary step toward the real goal of interest
rates declining to normal levels. Without this action, governoent spending
will continue to increase faster than people's income and federal deficit
borrowing vill consume virtually the entire savings pool of the Aserican
people. R

Congress must write a budget that will rezain control over the deficit
and provide the impetus necessary to restore the health of the cany interest-
sensitive segments of the nation which have been devastated by unaffordable
interest rates. We are hopeful that this action will result in a decline
in interest rates sufficient to generate econonic recovery.

We are not happy with the high deficits in the “out' years forecast by
the lLatta Resolution. 1n recent months, we have urged on the Congress a -
deferral of the personal tax cuts which, regrettably, s not fncluded in
this package. But we have opted for the Latta Substitute Resolution because
its direction remains the best altemative for future vears. The President’'s
original proposal of February 8 is the worst of the three choices, since it
has the highest deficit. The Jones Alternative that the country and the
Congress 1is being offered appears to move away from the budget decisions of
last year.

The real test of will and judgment 1§ now cefore you.

C0\> /{
Julio S. Laguarta

President Predident-Elect
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Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for the op-
portunity. I would like to just say that we feel it is essential that
the budget deficits be uced to permit interest rates to come
down. And it is clear that congressional action to slow spendin

owth will be inadequate to bring the 1983 deficit below $100 bil-
ion, and that some of the revenue increases that I suggested
should be certainly considered or discussed. Thank you very much,
sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. And I want to thank each
member, not only for your statement, but for giving up your time
to be here this morning. I think the message, as I understand it, is
we have to do something. You may not like everything we do, but
we must do something and we must do it very quickly. Would that
be a fair summary?

Mr. DixoN. You have to establish confidence in the whole po‘fula-
tion and not just one particular group. And it is that confidence
that only a declining budget deficit can create on a realistic basis.

Mr. SNYDER. We couldn’t agree more with that. I think that what
we would strongly like to see is a 1983 fiscal year budget with a’
deficit no more than $100 billion and, hopefully, significantly less
than that; 1984, something in the range of probably $70 billion;
trending down to in the range of $40 billion in 1985, with a pros-
pect, and the target, for a balanced budget in 1986.

Mr. HErRr. I think it has been a very good sign when we see infla-
tion come down to the rates and the levels it is. It makes you think
of the good old days. But now the interest rates, there is so much
difference between the inflation rate and the interest rates, and
this is the thing that is really hurting us. And I think we all know
that. I wouldn't want to be naive to just quickly say that I know
what the answer is, but I think that you gentlemen—we have con-
fidence in you that you can get some kind of a solution to bring
those interest rates down. And I think that really is going to put
confidence back into the people out where we live, anyhow. It
seems to me that that is what will get the thing going again be-
cause if you can get down to 11 or 12 percent, which I am predict-
ing, by-October, I think that we can live with that. And that is my
own personal opinion, by the way. That is not NFIB.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durenberger sup‘ports that. ughter.)

Well, what we intend to do is to excerpt trom each of the state-
ments and other witnesses this morning and have those statement
summaries available next, either Monday or Tuesday when we
start trying to mark up a Eroposal here which will have spending
reduction provision—I think that is where the emphasis must come
first—and the revenues necessary. No one wants to increase rev-
enues. Certainly we don’t enjoy doing that. The aiternatives that
you have outlined are not very promising. We have got to lower
the deficit. It is our primary responsibility in this committee. And
even though 10 of the 20 members of this committee happen to be
running for reelection, I am an optimist. I hope they are optimistic.
One is retiring, so it leaves about nine of us on active duty. But we
have a number of options. We have options A, B, and C that we are
looking at on the revenue side, but we are not ignoring the spend-
ing reduction side. Medicare, for example. So I am hopeful that we
will have a budget resolution adopted in the House although I un-
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derstand that is sort of touch and go. We don’t want to keep you
any longer. If you could go over and contact a few wavering souls it
would be helpful. But without it, we will just have to proceed on
the debt ceiling.

I think there are some specml interest groups” that figure if
there is no budget then they won’t be affected. Well, that may be
true but I don’t think s0o. We have got other ways to address the
problem other than the budget resolution.

Mr. DixoN. Well, the battle is half won with the inflation rate
being down so significantly. And rather than look at the horren-
dous situation we are in and throw up our hands, if we can take
this additional step, what a wonderful, strong, solid economy we
are going to have for a number of years.

The CHAIRMAN. We are on the threshold. If we just do the right
thing, whatever it is.

Mr. Dixon. It can be done.

Mr. Herr. I think that you folks put too much emphasis on what
do the people think about us touching these entitlement programs.
And actually there are a lot of us that are saying, look, whatever
you have to do, the interest rates must come down. If you can get
that accomplished and get confidence in the people, they want the
right thing done, even people that are on some of these programs.
And I think that you need to come out and make it clear to us
what you are doing. Too many people get the idea with the news
media blowing up the taking away of these benefits, and so on. And
I think when it actually comes down to it, you are not doing that
much taking away. It is just a matter of holding the line. And all
of us out there are holding the line on our businesses. And actually
some of us are taking less increases in wages, and some taking
cuts. And I think if they can see that all across the board, that
there is not going to be the reaction that I think the people who
are being up for reelection think there would be.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we appreciate your testimony. And your
entire statements will be made a part of the record. And the hear-
ing record will remain open for a period of 5 days in the event you
would like to add anything to your testimony.

Mr. DixoN. Thank you for the opportunity.

Mr. HErRr. Thank you.

[{Whereupon, at 12:48 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

[By direction of the chairman the following communications were
made a part of the hearing record:]
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Mr, Chairman, I am Robert W. Stump of Aciington, Va. I an an independent
consultant in the field of training and human rescurce development. I
have a Doctorate of Public Administration from the University of
Southern California with a concentration in Puolic Finance, Prior to
starting my consulting practice 1in 1980, I worked for over seven years
with the Natiocnal Institute of Zducation, the research and develcopment
arm of the U.S. Department of Education. My major responsibtilities dealt
with the irpact of and returns to individual and public expenditures

for education and traininaz,

Siven my experience and professional backzrosund, I would like to
focus my remarks on one of the major elemerts in the Tederal tudget
crisis -- the high rate of unerployment. 1ts costs are to the eccnomy
in lest productivity and to the federal budget in lost tax revenues and
increased expenditures for unemployment compensaticr, welfare, and
other social progzrams to aid those we call "disadvantaged." As many
have noted, a one percent increase in unerployment rate means tens

of billicns of deollars lost to the Federal Treasu

The Fecderal :-udget crisis and the potential ccsts to scciety
will be reduced by efforts to get individuals back to work -- in
the private sector -- with the least cost to the puclic, The Conzress”’
task is to pass a budget that ensures every dollar-will be spent on
the most efficient means to alleviate the several causes of the

crisis.
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Traditional approaches to getting the disadvantaged into private
sector emplc “ient have relied on subsidies to pre-employment training,
While thas approach is often the only viable one and may for some
indivicduals continue to be the best, I have often wished there were
a mechanism to have this expenditure paid off more quickly. Under the
training approach, there is no payoff until the training is finished,

a job is foun; and the individual's cumulative incame grows. The chances
of ever recouping this training investment depend on many factors,
1ncludi-g 1ts cost, the chances of employment after the training, the
future demand for certain skills, and a host of other factors which

could nct be controlled and possibly not predicted at the time the
training xnuestmén: is made.

In 1978, Congress enacted the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC)
progfam. It represented a reasoned refinement of other attempts to use
the tax credit mechanism to ease unemployment and focused the effort
on disadvantased individuals., The program was extended in 1982, with
some changes, and is proposed for extension with the current bill,
$.2455, sponsored by Senator Heinz, Senator Domenici, and fourteen
fellow Senators.

I support this extension on the grounds that TJTC will be an
economically ef?icient way to make some headway in alleviating one cause
of the budget crisis and of aiding the disadvantaged, It will be
efficient pecause of its relatively low cost and the short amount of
tire before returns on the public investment are realized.

My support is based on analysis 1 did for one of my clients, the
Vrain Corporation of Martinsville, VA, whose principal officers have
almost three decades experience in training unskilled and low skilled

workers for private sector employment. In the past several years,
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Vrain has assisted employers to find and hire workers who are TJTC
elijible. Currently these employers have over 1,300 emplcyees and the
numbers are growing, in contrast tothe naticnal figures cited belcw.
Nearly half these individuals are in their second year with the
employer, and the second year net impact on the Federal budget is
significantly more positive,

This fact was noted in testimony presented last year by Mr.

Fred Schuermann, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, American
Furniture Company (Hearings, Subcommittee on Economic Growth, Employment
and Revenue Sharing, Committee on Finance, United States Senate, April
3, 1981, pp. 296-302). Mr. Schuermann noted that over two years, his
corporation might take a $2,565 credit on an individual employee,
However, since the credit is offset by %axes paid by the employee and
the company totaling $3,916, the net effect 1s an increase in Federal
income of $1,351. 1In the first year of employment, this increase would
be $248; in the second year $1,10), Unfortunately, the information 1$
not available on the TJTC program naticnally to examine the

total impact of employees who arein their second year of employment
under the program.

My analysis of the TJTC program nationaily is not thoroughly rigorous
because, as one observer put 1%, the TJTC projgram is “data poor,” 3ecause
of problems in administration and implementation which last year's
changes did a great deal to eliminate, the information available 1s
not the best nor as complete as one would like. As a taxpayer and
someone with a professional interest, 1 urge the Senate to request
the Administration to conduct a study to assess adequately and thoroughly

the program's impact on taxes, expenditures, revenues and employwment .
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The most recent estimate of TJTC's cost comes from the Joint
Committee on Taxaticn's ahnual report on tax expendi%t.res, 1n March 1981,
the TJTC tax expenditures were estimated before the prograr's
extension las: August. At that time, the FY 82 and later costs were
estimated to be $170 million. In March 1982, the Committee's figures for
FY 82 and later are based on the cne year extension. These additicnal
costs, $250 million, 1s the Committee's tax expenditire estimate for the
one year extension, although the tax expenditures are spread out cver several
fiscal years.1

My major concern with the Committee report, however, 1S that
it gives an incomplete picture of the cos:t of the program. Because
the credit is granted only when someone 1s emplioyed, there are
substantial offsetting Federal revenues which occur automatically and
immediately, For each dollar of wages, both the emplcyer and the
individual employee make contributicns to Sccial Secority -- a total of
13,4 percent in 1982, 1In addition, those participants earming
sufficient incaome, and some do, pay personal income taxes.

Under the assumption that these individuals would not otherwise
be employed, these two offcettxng revenues would amourt to approximately
$157 million. Thus, the net cost to the Federal Treasury 1s less

than $93 million, {See attached table of estimates.) If the

1lx-u any one fiscal year, the tax expenditures consist of credits for new

hires, credits on the second year of an employee's wajes, and credits that
corporations carry over fram one tax year to another, Part of the “data
poor” nature of this program is not having more than estimates of the
anounts involved in 2ach of these during the current and future fiscal
years. See sunmary table at the end of this text,
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certification figqures in this table were for fiscal year 1982,

the revenues of $157 million would offset the Comittee's
estimated tax expenditure of $235 million, for a net expenditure of
only $78 million,

Earlier studies of the TIJTC implementation have raised questions
about whether the incividuals would have been hire’ without the credit,
1f it could be shown that only half were in this category and
only half the 5137 million revenue is generated by the credit,
the cost of TITC would have been only two thirds of the Committee'’s
estimate.

1 made the point earlier that TJTC 1s one of the more economucal
ways to deal with unemployment. If the net cost 1is between $8C and
$100 million o serve about 300,000 disadvantajed ycuth and young
adults, this amounts to between 5250 and $300 per person -- an
amount far less than traditional approaches whose graduates may pay
taxes in the future, if they get )jobs.

This Committee ought to consider other current year savings that
may result from the employment generated by the TJTC. For each week that
a teenager or young adult does not draw unemployment compensation, these
current year monies are savec. With the national average compensation
running about $108, a week, if only one third of the non-cocperative
education participants did not draw a week of compensation, this would
save between $55 and 560 million dollars.

Introducing testipony before the Committee last year {April J, 1981),
Senator Heinz noted a number of other ways in which TJTC might have a

beneficial impact on the Federal budget. A portion of the impact is
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by having employed persons no longer dependent on other Federal
programs for survival, Examples from one manufacturer in the footwear
industry shows that these effects do occur, although we cannot estimate
what they amount to in the aggregate,

o A sixteen year old male no longer uses welfare and medicare
to support his wife and child, His job is the base family
income and the company insurance helps with the medical
bills,

o A seventeen year old mother - abandoned by her husband --
no lenger subsists on food stamps anc AFDC, Her TJTC
eligible employment helps her pay expenses, is allowing her
to buy the trailer she lives in and erables her to use
private health insurance for the child and her own
arthritis,

o A young male raised in subsidized foster homes and publicly
supported residential schools is now living with foster
parents, He contributes to the family income and has the
prospect of becoming independent in the near future,

We are not in a position to assert that TJTC is a money maker, but,
if these kinds of savings occur on any scale, the potential certainly

exists.

The Congress' task of cutting Federal deficits will not be easy, and
it may not be popular with members of this Committee to suggest
continued spending even of this relatively modest proportion.
Nevertheless, when a program has this potential impact on present and
future employment, it should be continued, I recommend that you approve
5.2455 to continue the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit program. It is not
fcee, But it is a wise expenditure of Federal dollars -- fewer
than many estimates; it is more economical than other remedies; and
it will have its impact on unemployment and the Federal budqet

immediately and for some time to come.
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Estimated Tax Expenditures

TIJTC Extension from Dec,

Tax Expenditures for Targeted Jobs Credit

1981 to Dec.

1982

Committe (Millions of Dollars)

Reports FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87
March 8, 1982 235 75 60 35 10 S
March 16, 1981 150 20 - - - -
Difference 85 55 60 35 10 S

lJoint Committee on Taxation, "Estimates of Federal Tax Expenditures

for Fiscal Years 1982-87," March 8, 1982, p.15; and "Estimates of

Federal Tax Expenditures 1981-86," March 16, 1981, p.l2,



Targeted Johs Tax Credit

1
Fstimate of Net Tax i.xprnditures

Disadvantaged

. Youth

Wane "ate per hour $3.19
Houxs per week x 25
Weeks per year x a5
Estimated Annual Waqges $3,768
Tax Credit @ 46 Percent
Corporate Tax zate $1,017
Estimated Number of Certifications
in FY 82 (Thousands) 129.5
Total Amount of Tax Credit
(Millions of Dollars) 31,7
Social Security Taxes

Employer Contribution $754

Employee Contribution 254
Pederal Income Tax (Single individual) .54
Total FPederal levenues prr p»rson 594
Total Federal i evenues (Millions) “73.0
Net Tax Experviiture (Millions) $S5A,7

lSee Notes Attached

Disadvantaned
Cooperative
Fducation
$3.3%

15
3

51,809

102,9

$50.3

$121
121

242
$24.9

$25.4

Other
Target
Groups Total

$5.00
30 '
45

$6,750

$1,620

42,5

Ser.9 $250,9

$452
452

AD8
1,386

$58.9 $15h,8

59,9 $94.1

2
Other target qroups include Vietnam Veterans, Ex-convicts, Handicapped, and recipients

of SS1 and General Welfare payments

981
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Targeted Jobs Tax Credit

Estimate of Net Tax Expenditures

Notes

Wages. Averace initial wage rates for non cooperative education
certifications through the first three quarters of FY 1981 was $3,84
per hour, Almost three out of four were earning below $4.00. No initial
wage rates have been reported for cooperative education students and
they have been assumed to start at the minimum wage. Hours and weeks
worked are estimated from reported experience and national averages.

Number of Certifications, Preliminary figures for the first quarter of
FY 82 show a decline from the first quarter o’£ FY 81, The decline could
be attributed to a combination of (1) recession, (2) elimination of
non-disadvantaged cooperative education students, and (3) elimination
of retroactive certifications, For this estimate, the participation
has been set at 58 percent of the FY 81 under the assumption that

in the short term these conditions will lead to further reductions.

Social Security Taxes., 6,7 percent of the wages contributed by employee
and employer alike.

Federal Income Tax, Based on a single individual tax rate for 1982,
with standard deduction and personal exemption of $1,000,

Disadvantaged Cooperative Education, The TJTC extension approved

last year allows eligibility only for cooperative education
students who are also economically disadvartaged according to the
law's definition, Estimates are that the disadvantaged students
are 60 percent of the total who were in the program prior to the
1981 amendment.
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Senator Dole and Members of che Committas:

My name is Richard A. Saelling, and I am tha Governor of Vermont.
I am currently serving as Chairman Cf the Nacional Governors’ Association
and am here as a representativa of NGA today. Accompanying ae {s Governor
Scott Matheson of Utah, who will succeed na as Chairman of NGA. [t is our
plan that I will conceatrate on the President’s federalism inittacive,
and vith a nusber cf discrecionary grant programs under the purview of your
Committes. Governor Matheson will concentrate ou the effect of the FY 1983
budget on encitlement programs which are the joint responsibility of the states aad
the federal governmenc. The two are interrelated, hovever, and our cescimony

will, I hope, make that point.

Before proceeding with that gemeral division of labor, I would like to
aake a fev couments designed to place the statements we are deliverting to

you today in a common framework.

The importance of the decisions which this Congress will be zaking in
the weeks ahesd may very well be unparallelad in the nodarn history of this
nation. Seldom before has a sense of perspective been so assential Ico the
likelihood of a satisfactory outcome. ?2resident Ronald Reagan has correctly
identified three separate but celated tasks which the nactior nust promptly address.

These are:
1. to restore the nation's econoamic health;
2. to rebuild our defenses; and

3. to recapture that fundaneantal sense, upon vhich all other strengths
depend, that our govermment is "of the people”.

Each of tha three urgent rational sgendas {s separately an 2ssential
goal, but they are also interrelated.

97-039 0 - 82 - 13
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A scrong defense cannot be obtained dy the purchase of arms ac a rate
that endangers the economy. It is che economy wvhich azust support the

capacity for defense.

Neicher a strong economy nor a stroag Jdefense can be achieved uanless the
the public has confidence in the competence and fatrneis of cthe zovernment.
Since President eagan's election, it is ais proposals which has Seen
deteraining the shape and substance of che national debate. We have, quite
properly, put aside debate on how fasc taxes can increase and instead we ire
debscing tow fast. they can decrease. e are no longer allowing defense
spending ¢o become a dwindling portion of the >udget; we are considering
how fast it should increase to afford the requisite security. and, for
the first time in 2 half century, the oation is discussing how to return S~
greacer responsibility to state and local governments.

I+ is the ducvy of the nation to pick up the ?resident's charge and
ohrase a response in haraony with a national sense of what will Se worthy
to endure. Mr. Chairman, you have a critical role in this endeavor, and !
want you to now that the Governors sre ;repared to work with you ia any
way you would find helpful.

FEDERALISY RETORNM.

Lat 3e turn now to the federalism reform opportunicy before us. While
I raalize that this Committee is a20sc immediacely concerned with racommendacions
on che FY 1983 3udget, the President's federalism ‘nitiative provides an
important new framework for chose decisions.
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Before turning to the specific action taken by the Governors at our
winter meeting last month, Mr. Chairman, [ believe it would be helpful to
4i{scuss for a moment vhy we feel that progress on intergovernmental caform
is urgently needad. Although the grant-in-aid systea nas certainly done
much to alleviaca noverty {n this country, to strengthen the nation's capttal
infrastructure, and to advance socisl goals, all the evidence now points to
the need to re-examins tte intergovernmental partnership. An eleven volume
study recently published by the Advisory Commission on I[atergovernmental
Relations concluded chat che federal sysceam is overburdened. Indeed, ve all
know that it {s. With our hands tied by 500 separate categorical prograas
and their attendant regulations, over 1000 separate mandates on stace and local
government, and a paperwork burden estimated co cost $$ billion fn 1977, we are
not surprised that many Americans simulcaneously believe that zovernment {s not
meeting their aneeds and that {t costs too much.

Governor Georze Busbee described the confusion of roles and responsidilicias
in the current intergovernmental system as follows: It is “difficule to imagine
an issue too local of parochial to avoid the attention of Washington policymakers.
Pot-hole repair, fire fighting, garbage disposal, building codes, have all been
the subject of solemn daliberations on the Potomac...to a point vhere the
Congressional Record sometimes bears an uncanny resemblance to the zinuces of
a county commission meeting."”

In view of the urgency with which the Governors view the intergoverumental
situation, we velcome the priority cthat ths President has placed on the {ssue
by speaking about it so exteansively in his State of the Union address. By his
action, the President has elevated federalisa reform to a topic of national
debate. The action taken ty your Committse will have a major impact on the

structure of the Congressional respouse.

NGA policy sets forth many federalism principles and guidelines that are
compatible with the President's federalisam inf{tiative. We are in full accord
with his proposal for federal assumption of Medicaid. We also welcome his far
resching suggestion that a rarge of catagorical programs be transferred to
state respoasibility. And we believe, as does the President, that & zechanisa
for financial transition {s esseatial.
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The President's federalism proposals contain some elements that are not
consistent with existing policy positions of the National Governors' Association,
such as assigning responsibilities for food stamps and AFDC to the states.
However ,“’we feel these differences can either be reconciled by negotiation or
temporarily set aside as we build a program based on existing areas of mutual
agreement. To this end, NGA and the White House have begun negotiations on the
federalism legislation to be submitted to Congress.

In nreparation for these negociations, the Goverrnors worked at the
winzer meeting to identify areas of consensus and to develop a federalism
inftiacive premissd on the areas of agreement. Governor Matheson had a lead
role in crafting this compromise. Our proposal is as follows:

i. The federal government .;ou_ld assume full responsibility for
Medicaid. The axact savings to the states would depend upon the
fiscal year 1983 appropriations levels and the services actually
assumed by the faderal zovermment.

~

The AFDC-food stamp portion of che original proposal would be
deferred for further negotiatfions. The staces will continue discussions
on the details of a later proposal for AFDC and food stamps.

3. The statas would take over some aegotiated set of federal categorical
programs (excluding tranmsportation programs). Decisions on programs
ceturned to the statas will be made in a spirit of partnership and

cooperation with local governmeats.

4. During the first year, states would be required to fund all programs
at the previous vear’s level. Over the rext three years, states
would have full discretion over the use of the funds.

3. The transportation programs and the highway trust fund would be
dealt with separately, to recognize the unique relaticnship that
has existed between user fees (e.g. the motor fuels tax) and
transporctacion initiatives and the desirability cf separacing human

capital and physical capital ‘programs.
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6. Because of the cost to the states of the returned programs is in
excess of the federal govermment's estimaced cost to assume Medicaid
programs, a trust fund would be created at the level of swap
difference. The trust fund would not increase in size, and would
be funded from any federal revenue sources.

7. During fiscal year 1984, distribution of the trust fund would be

" based on historical expenditure levels to hold states harmless.
In fiscal year 1985, 20% of the fund could be distributed according
to the fiscal capacity of the states; in fiscal year 1986, 40% in fiscal
year 1987, 60%; in fiscal year 1988, 80%; and in fiscal year 1989, 100%
could be distributed based upon fiscal capacity.

8. In fiscal year 1989, the President and Congress would re-evaluate the
total amount required for the trust fund and determine the most
efficient manner to allow the states to retain the appropriate revenue

base for returned services.

Mr. Chairmam, this last point {s an important one. We shouldn't start down
the program turnback and trust fund phaseout road without considering where {t
ends. We are not a nation of separate, sovereign, self-sufficient states. I
con't beliave the founding fathers saw it that way and certainly no thoughtful
person would see our nation that way today. We are enormously impacted as states
by national policy, our own historical development, interstate migration, and
the luck of the draw as to where natural resources in current demand are located.

Mr. Chairman, it is not conceivable to me that the end of this federalism
road is the turnback of responsibility for the domestic affairs of chis nation
with the resources to pay for them left to the 50 states to work out for themselves.

Just as the President, with his Medicaid proposal, has moved in our

direction, we have moved in his: .
First, we bave agreed to take over a substantial portion of the 3rant-in-

aid system without guarantees of permanenc funding. The President proposed a
- $3C billion swap. We have accepted his proposal. -

97-039 0 ~ 82 - 14
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Second, we have accepted the concept of a trust fund that does not
increase in size. This position would have been unthinkable before this year.

Third, we have agreed to discuss an issue which arises in Congress whenever
reauthorization of major prcgrams is debacted on the floor. I refer nere, of
course, to the formulas through which federal funds are distributed ro the
states. 4s you inow, this is a divisive issue. However, many sctudents of
federalism agree that restructuring of the system cannot take place without
review of the currenc distribution of funds. Our proposal addresses this
issue.

Finally, we heve agreed to defer for furcher negotiations the AFDC-food
stamps portion of the origzinal proposal. There {s a strong consensus on the
historic NGA policy position that inccme security is a federal rasponsibility.
This policy was reaffirmed by the Governor last month. State assumption of
food stamps-~now a fully federally-funded initiacive--and AFEC {s antithetical
to this policy. But we have agreed to continue discussions on AFDC an{»food

stamps.

DISCRETIONARY' PROGRAMS

Now I would like to turm briefly to the discretionary graant programs which

are under the jurisdiction of the Finance Committee.

T If the Precident's projections are accepted by Congress, aid to states
and local governments will drop from 15.9% of the federal budgec in 1380 to
9.6% in 1985. Spending on education, training, employment, and social services
will drop 20%Z. The block grant programs, which support such important activities
as maternal and child health, rehabilitation, alcohol and drug abuse, and child
welfare, wi{ll be cut 15.7% on top of 13.2% cut last year.
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Three programs deserve special mention. First, the FY 1933 Rudget- again
proposes to reduce funding for the low income energy assistance program by sver
$500 mtllion and to count the remaining funds in determining eligibility and
benefits {n the AFDC and food stamp programs. 4s you xmow, Mr. Chairman, this
program was designed to offset the increase in energy costs that resulted from
decontrol. While we have seen some stabilization of oil prices, we have also
seen rapid increases {n the cost of natural gas. There has not been sufficient
time for basic aid programs to adjust to these increases and continued assistance
is needed. Equally important, tnese payments for special needs should not se

used to reduce payments for the basic needs provided by food stamps and welfare.

Second, the FY 1983 Budget racommends that the Social Service Block Grzat
Se reduced by some $426 million and funded at a level of 31.974 tillion. This
cut would leave social service funding some 34 percent below its FY 1981 level.
These reductions, when combined with other proposed reductions in WIN funding
and employment and training programs, will seriously hamper state efforts to
assist welfare recipients in becoming self-sufficient. In addition, other wital
servicas such as those which help to reduce the need faor insctitutional care
will also be reduced. Such changes will work real hardship on individuals ia aeéd
of servica and may, in che lorger term, actually increase governmental axpendituras

on the movre costly entitlement >rograms.

Finally, the FY¥ 1981 Budget proposes a new child welfares block zrant to
be funded at $380 million. We are concerned that this funding level, a cut of
over 27 percent from FY 1981, will e inadequate to arsure the availability of
the aeeded array cf preventive and foster care services for abused, neglected
or homeless children. This proposed funding reduction is particularly
distressing in light of Congressional action over the past several years to
develop a more comprenensive srogram designed o help children find permanent

homes.

Mr. Chairman, citizens are complaining that government does not deliver
for them now. In the judgment of the Governors, the cuts proposed by the
Administration in these and other zrant programs ;6 deeper chan the fat {n
the grants system. It I3 for this reason that we have callad for level funding

of discretionary grant programs in FY 1983.
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Mr. Cbairma;. we agree that the economy is the major domestic {ssue with
that Congress must tackle this session. But as I have pointed out, the
important problems addressed by intergovernmental grants cannot be neglected.
These problems will not be met by withered federal programs...programs starved
for funds and flexibility...programs burdened by regulations designed for an
era of growing appropriations and unsophisticated state and local governments.
That is why we believe that the President's federalism initiative deserves
immediate and sericus consideration by Congress and that such an initiative must
be based on funding levels no less than those provided {n the current fiscal

year.

Mr. Chairman, this Committee is in a unique position ro reflect, through
its discussion of functional spending levels for FY 1984, the commitment of
Congress to a2ddress the current imbalance in the federal system. We hope
your work will reflect support for enactmeant of federalism legislation chac
will permit Congress to focus ca truly national corcerns, that will untie the
hands of state and local officials to deliver services they are hest equipped
to handle, and thac will restore citizens' faith in their government.
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STATEMENT BY THE NGA EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
May 5, 1982

This nation is in trouble. The federal budget is in shambles, and each day the
economy continues to suffer.

With high unemployment, high interest rates, trade imbalance and a declining
economy the prospects for improvement are dim.

With a breakdown in negotiations for a bipartisan budget the nation faces a deficit
of approximately $600 billion over the next three years. $200 billion dollars is almost $50
billion more than all the states spend annually. That adds $9,950 to each family's share of
the r;atiolnal debt. It is on top of the existing trillion dollar national debt, which is $16,500
per family.

Such deficits would further aggravate our economic chaos.

Unfortunately during an election year, the President and some of the Democratic
and Republican leadership in the Congress have declared certain items in the budget and
tax laws to be untouchable.

For the last seven months the Governors have consistently suggested —and we
continue to believe — that defense, indexed entitlements, taxes, and tax expenditures
should all be considered as part of a FY 1983 budget compromise.

NGA feels that conditions of our economy demand that the automatic growth of
entitlements and cost of living adjustments must be examined.

While we- strongly- support defense, we feel that the defense budget is touchable,
that waste exists, and that some defense items are of higher priority than others.

A responsible budget should close tax loopholes and may require new revenues.

Before the discussions ended, budget negotiators from the Administration and
Congress had agreed on many elements of the approach we have advocated. The
Governors believe that the President and the Tongressional leadership have an obligation
to return-to the negotiating table immediately and reach a bipartisan budget agreement at
the earliest possible date. It is past time for federal officials in Washington to understand
the severe damage to the people which their failure to come to agreement is causing. We
pledge our full bipartisan support to this renewed effort. The national interest demands
nothing less.

Whatever political discontent that would result is dwarfed by the benefits that
economic recovery would bring to every American.
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COMMITTEE FOR EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES
" 1101 CoNNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W. + FIFrTH FLOOR
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

- Written Statement of the

Committee for Employment Opportunities

on

The Need for Action on the Federal Budget Crisis

Committee on Finance -
United States Senate
"June 15, 1982
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The Committee on Employment Opportunities, 1101 Connecticut
Avenue, N.W., Suite 500, Washington, D.C. 20036, submits this
written testimony concerning its thoughts on the immediate need
to bring the federal budget-under control. The Committee believes
this can be done by increasing employment, thereby bringing more
federal taxes and social security tﬁxes into the government from
employees and employers and also lowering the federal outlays
to those receiving them prior to employment. A major cause of
the current federal deficit is the extraordinarily high and un-
acceptable rate of unemployment. The federal deficit can be
substaniially reduced by placing persons currently receiving wel-

fare or other government payments in private sector jobs.

CEO believes an extremely effective stimulus to increase
employment and thereby lower the federal deficit is the Targeted
Jobs Tax Credit, which unfortunately is due to expire at the
end of this year. The CEO strongly supports S. 2455 introduced
by Senators Heinz and Domenici and sponsored by a bi-partisan

majority of the Finance Committee.

The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit was originally enacted in 1978.
In 1981 the program was extended for one year to allow the
Department of Labor to develop statistics concerning the program.
On January 24, 1982 the United States Employment Service Office
of Program Review released statistics indicating the Targeted Jobs
Tax Credit is working to put these targeted individuals into
productive, private sector jobs. For fiscal year 1981, 411,Séi

certifications were issued under the program. As the Secretary
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of Labor has recently indicated, after an uncertain start, the
program is working and should be extended.

The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit offers a way out of poverty
and joblessness for those targeted individuals who Are looking
for productive private sector employment opporcunities. It has
been referred to as the human cost recovery act. Much like
the capital cost recovery act, the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit

is concerned with making an investment now for a better future.

The credit is available for hiring jindividuals in one of
the nine targeted groups. These groups are targeted because
they need this special incentive for employers to hire them.
The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit lowers the barrier to a productive

life for these targeted individuals.

The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit certainly must be extended.
S. 2455 extends the credit for five years. It also makes two
small changes to the law that should make the program even more
effective. One change relates to the cooperative education
category. Originally, the credit extended to all cooperative
education/work study/vocational education students. 1In 1981, the
Senate bill included all cooperative education students at a
somewhat lower wabe base. However, the Conference on the Econo-
mic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 concluded that only economically
disadvantaged vocational education students should be eligible for
the credit. That policy is unsound and S. 2455 correctly allows
the credit for a11<cooperative education students. This change is
particularly important to vocational educators. These educators

have found the "labelling" of parts of a peer group has caused
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serious morale problems among the students. It is similar to

a situation, since wisely corrected, -that stigmatized certain
persons in lunch programs as disadvantaged. The experience there
was that persons would go hungry rather than admit to being dis-
advantaged. Cooperative education students, the majority of

whom are educationally or economically disadvantaged, are like-
wise highly reluctant to being stigmatized. This inclusion of
only disadvantaged cooperative education students in the credit

has built up barriers the credit was intended to lower. 1In

-

addition, this group currently needs to be double certified, once
as a cooperative student and once as disadvantaged. This obviously
causes administrative problems for both the school and the poten-
tial employer. Finally, all vocational education students need
the employment incentive to acquire needed skills and thereby

assimilate into a workplace environment as productive citizens.

In order to further restrict abuse situations, but clarify
the current rules, the credit should not be allowed on persons
who have worked for the employer within the last 180 days. 1In
addition, S. 2455 makes crystal clear that a targeted person
cannot be "churned" by providing a maximum credit ;vailability -
directly in the legislation. However, this techhical provision

should simplify employment procedures in small, rural communities.

In summary, CEO has a relatively simple solution to lower
the federal deficit -- put people to work that are currentlf
receiving federal government ;ocial safety net payments. This
would allow more to be paid in and less to be paid out -- a double

whammy on the deficit. S. 2455 does exactly that and must be

enacted.
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SUBMISSION OF THE
DISTILLED SPIRITS COUNCIL OF
THE UN;TED STATES
TO THE ~
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

ON B

THE FEDERAL EXCISE TAX

JUNE 10, 1982
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DISTILLED SPIRITS COUNCIL oF vve UNITED STATES. INC.

[/
* tngon P

1300 PENNSYLVANIA BUNLDING
WASHINGTON D C 20004
202.820 3344

June 8, 1982

The Honorable Robert Dole
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

As you debate budget and tax issues in the next days or weeks, we in the
distilled spirits industry urge you not to consider an increase in the
Federal fxcise Tax (FET) on our product, As President of the Distilled
Spirits Council of the U.S., Inc. (DISCUS), I want to hring to your attention
several important facts about our industry and the FET which are more fully
explained and supported in the accompanying material.

The distilled spirits industry already is hit harder and more
inequitably by the Federal excise tax than any other U.S. industry. 1In
total, 47 percent of the typical retail price of our product is Federal,
state and local tax., Fully 26 percent of the retail price of a typical
bottle of spirits is accounted for solely by the FET. This is double the tax
share on cigarettes, eight times the tax share on gasoline, four times the
tax share on beer and fifteen times the tax share on wine.

State governments rely increasingly on beverage alcohol taxes for
revenue to meet heightened pressures to raise more money to offset inflation
and provide basic services. 1In the last thirty years, state and local
revenues from spirits have nearly quintupled, State revenues/gallon rose
over 120 percent in the same period. In the first four months of 1982 alone,
forty-four states proposed tax/markup increases on distilled spirits. Any
incresse in the FET will lead to substantial excise revenue losses in the
states from reduced sales. Further, lost jobs and profits in the industry
mean reduced state income taxes and other revenue costs. Most important, an
FET increase will preempt this key state revenue source at the same time that
states are asked to handle a larger financial burden under the New
Federalism.

Lost jobs and threatened businesses will mean further economic distress
for the states. Nationally, the beverage alcohol industry employs 826,000
workers in 398,000 businesses -- predominately small taverns, retail package
stores, restaurants and other retailers. There are an estimated 250,000
workers in supplier industries -- grain processing, cans, bottles, shipping.
Please note especially the attached fact sheet on your state of Kansas which
shows that the beverage alcohol industry yielded $28 million to the Kansas
Treasury in 1979, 42 percent from spirits alone, and provides nearly 5,000
jobs and $109 million in payroll and profit income.
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A 100 percent FET increase will mean at least a 20 - 25 percent spirits
industry sales reduction. Even a 5 - 20 percent employment loss would mean
40,000 - 80,000 jobs lost nationally. In a time of economic recession, with
an unemployment rate of roughly 9 percent, punitive taxation of our industry
will add further to the economic problems of the states.

Other sound economic points concerning the FET and distilled spirits:
e The FET {s an regressive tax, compounded by state excise and sales

taxes (also regressive taxes), which hits hardest at low- and
niddle~income consumers,

The FET is an inefficient tax, devastating an industry and its
workers for the sake of perhaps $2 billion (your Committee's
estimate) which will be eaten away in lost industry Federal income
taxes, lost taxes from supplier industries and other costs.

The FET is an unreliable tax due to already anemic market
conditions which will be further exacerbated by dramatic price
increases -- FET revenues from spirits in 1981 were 2.3 percent
below 1979 levels from poor market conditions.

The FET 1s a harmful tax, providing incentives for production of
untaxed, dangerous illegal spirits.

Finally, President Reagan carefully ccnsidered excise tax increases
earlier in the year. 1In recognition of the importance of this revenue source
to the states, he proposed phasing out the FET in his New Federalism plans,
not increasing it at the expense of the states. Further, a proposal to
increase the FET was rejected by the National Governors' Association as less
desirable than leaving the revenue sources to the states,

We urge you to be aware of the facts presented about our industry and
the FET and not increase an already excessive and inequitable FET on
distilled spirits.

Please contact me if you ﬁéve any questions or desire further
information., Our industry leaders, of course, would be pleased to discuss
this {ssue with you at any time.

Sincerely,

! Hoedh

F.A. Meister
President

FAM:sk
Attachments
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ON FEDERAL EXCISE TAX

1. The FET is a regressive tax, hitting hardest at the ilow and middle
income people. Its regressivity is compounded by state excise and sales
taxes -- also regressive taxes.

2. Current taxes take 47 percent of typical retail bottle ptice of
distilled spirits -- higher than on any other product.

o The Federal Government takes 26 percent
® State and local governments take 21 percent.

3. The federal- excise tax share of the retail bottle price of distilled
spirits is the highest excise tax of all,

e Double the tax share on cigarettes
e 5 times the airline ticket tax share
o 4 times the beer tax share

¢ 15 times the wine tax share

® 8 times the gas tax share

4, States increasingly are relying on beverage alcohol taxes. An FET
increase will preempt a key state revenue source. President Reagan, in
recognition of that fact, as well as wishing to return power to the states,
has proposed phasing out the federal excise tax,

® Distilled spirits is the second most highly taxed product at the
state level,

@ States will lose their excise revenues from reduced sales if the
FET is increased.

e In 1981, state and local governments collected $2.9 billion in
taxes on distilled spirits. State and local revenues nearly have
quintupled in the last 30 years.

5. While the federal excise tax has not been raised since 1951, license
states have increased-distilled spirits excise taxes by 76 percent since
that time.

6. Federal beverage alcohel revenues are already jeopardized by poor
market conditions for spirits,

® FET revenues fell in 1979 and 1980. By 1981, FET revenues were
helow 1973 levels.

® Per capita consumption has shown virtually no growth in the past
seven years.

o Doubling the federal excise tax could {ncrease liquor prices~by as
much as 50 percent, and decrease consumption by 20 to 25 percent,
with a devastating effect on the 826,000 people in 398,000
businesses, many of them small retailers, in the beverage alcohol
industry.
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7. 1In other countries, an increase in FET has caused the following
problems:

® nustralia increased tax in 1978 by 82 percent, prices rose 40
percent and spirits sales declined 26 percent.

L In the UK, following tax increases for 1980 and 1981, Treasury
forecasts of a 10 percent increase were wrong. The increase was
only .6 percent, 1/17 of the projection.

® Danish 1977 tax increases of 37.5 percent caused a 12 percent drop
in tax revenues. Revenues have not yet recovered pre-tax levels,

8. Major excise tax increases could provide incentives for the production
of untaxed, dangerous, illegal alcohol - a probability enhanced by the
roughly 11,000 licenses now outstanding for the production of fuel alcohol,
which could easily be switched to beverage production.

9. Doubling excise taxes exacerbates the already major differences in
taxes among spirits, wine, and beer (the FET share of retail prices on
spirits 1s 26 percent, while on beer it fs only 7 percent, and on wine it is
an insignificant 1.7 percent).

o Distilled spirits seeks no special tax break., It only wants to
keep a bad situation from getting worse.

" 10, Doubling the federal excise tax provides about $2 billion for budget
deficit purposes at a catastrophic cost to the industry while more than
$100 billion is needed to balance the budget.

® 1t is debatable whether, after reduction of the spirits volume
taxbase, Federal and state income losses on reduced industry
payroll and profits, costs of unemployment compensation, reduced
state excise tax revenues and replacement of legal spirits with
untaxed fllegal spirits, that a dramatic increase in the FET will
result in any net revenue increase.
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WHITE PAPER

PROBLEMS WITH INCREASING
THE

EXCISE TAX ON BEVERAGE ALCOHOL

Prepared by

Distilled Spirits Council

of the United States, Inc.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sor : members of Congress continue to propose an increase in the.federal
excise tax (FET) on distilled spirits of as much as 100 percent despite:

® The President's refusal to recommend excise tax increases, after
considerable and extensive debate, in his State of the Union
and budget messages;

o A recent, explicit rejection of excise tax increases solely to
balance the budget by Democrats of the Joint Economic Committee;

e The evidence that spirits already bears an excessive tax burden
and any further tax increases will burden consumers, threaten the
industry and create problems for many state governments.

Currently, the beverage alcohol industry pays:

¢ Over $1 million an hour to all levels of government;

e At least $2.1 billion in regular personal and corporate
taxes;

e At least S$11.1 billion in excise taxes and other taxes
and fees.

Current taxes take 47 percent of the retail price of distilled spirits:
e Federal government takes 26 percent; )
e State and local governments take 2} percent.
Current FET share of retzil price on distilled spirits is:
& Double what it is on cigarettes;
e Five times what it is on airline tickets;
¢ Nearly four times what §t is on beer;
e Five to six times what it Is on tires;
» Eight times what it is on gasoline;

o Thirteen times what it 1is on teletypewriters;

e More than fifteen times what it is on wine.

97-033 0 - 82 - 15
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States increasingly rely on the beverage alcohol tax:

State and local governments have quintupled their revenues
from beverage alcohol sources in the last 25 years;

State and local Bovernments collected $5.3 btillion in
revenues in 1979;

$5.3 billion is about equal to what the 50 states spend for
health programs and over twice their expenditures for police
protection;

State and local governments, on the average, received almost
$24.00 per capita from taxes and fees on beverage alcohol.

The argument that there have been no new federal excise taxes on beverage

alcohol

Federal

since 1951 fails to recogmize that: _

State and local governments have increased their distilled
spirits excise tax rates by 76 parcent in the last 30 years;

Federal policy has been to create a broad-based, comprehensive
neutral tax system;

Republican and Democratic administrations, since 1965, have
sought to reduce and eliminate excises;

Federal government has dropped excises on such items as furs,
jewelry, luggage and toiletries;

Tax code should mot be used to dictate morality or personal
tastes. -

beverage alcohol revenues already are jeopardized by poor spirits

market conditions:

The bulk (roughly 70%) of Federal revenues from beverage alcohol
comes from distilled spirits;

Per capita consumption of spirits has shown virtually no growth
in the past seven years;

Because of poor market conditions, the growth in Federal tax
revenue has dropped dramatically. There was an actual decline
in Federal revenues in 1979 and 1980. Any increase in the FET
could accelerate a decline in industry sales and thus Federal
and state revenue growth. -
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Advocates of an increase in the FET should be aware of other
countries' experiences:

Australia increased excises and duties by 82 percent in 1978
and saw sales of spirits decline by 26 percent. Australia's
revenues were less than anticipated;

In the U.K., following tax increases in 1980 and 1981, Treasury
1980/1981 forecasts of a 10 percent increase in spirits revenues later
reduced to a marginal 0.6 percent increase, one-seventeenth of
projected additfonsi revenues;

In Denmark, following a 1977 tax increase of 37.5%, tax revenues from
spirits fell 12 percent the next year and have yet to reach 1977
revenue levels. ~

increase in the FET could affect:

The 100 millfon corsumers who use alcohol in moderation by an
unprecedented "shock" effect of significant price increases;

The lower and middle income classes, by having them pay a
proportionately higher tax than the upper income class because
excise taxes are very regressive;

The ability of the states to provide the services that the
"new federalism” requires;

The industry, by reducing consumption of distilled spirits
significantly 2nd thus causing workers to be laid off;

The industry, by -ffecting its prodictivity and attractiveness
to investcrs;

The industry, by requiring them to pay significantly more interest
on new borrowing because they must pay the excise tax before they
receive income from their sales;

Tax revenues and health by increased illegal production, parti-
cularly because of roughly 11,000 Federal licenses granted in
all states for fuel-alconol stills which can produce illegal,
untaxed beverage alcohol;
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e The federal deficit oniy marginally while wreaking havoc on the
industry and its consumers by an unprecedented discriminatory tax
scheme.

Opposing an increase in the FET:
e Is not an appeal for special tax break, only fairness;

e Seeks to keep a bad tax situation from becoming worse by
preventing a few industries from having to assume unreasonable
burdens; N

e Continues the effort to achieve a fair, equitable and neutral
federal tax system.

Letter of December 29, 1981, to President Reagan from F.A. Meister,
President of Distilled Spirits Council of the United States, Inc., and
letter of January 12, 1982, to President Reagan from Governor Richard A.
Snelling, Chalrman of Nationali Governors' Association.
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THE PROBLEM -- STILL MORE TAXES ADVOCATED

While the President, in his State of the Union message, did not propose
excise tax increases after careful consi&eration of the igsue and, nore
recently, Democraty of the Joint Economic Committee explicitly opposed
regressive increases in Federal excise taxes solely to balance the budget,
debate still continues on possible revenue enhancers, including excise:
tax increases. Some members of Congress specifically have proposed
raising the excise tax on disti{lled spirits, by as much as 100 percent,
in spite of the President's policy.- This paper explains in detail why
any increase in the federal excise tax (FET) on distilled sgirits
15 unwarranted and discriminatory taxation., It could create financial
difficulties for many state governments and place new and additional
burdens on over 100 million consumers, while doing little to reduce

projected federal deficits.

A RIGHLY TAXED INDUSTRY h
) T

In 1;80 the beverage alcohol industry -~ distilled spirits, beer,>
and wine -- paid over one million dollars an hour in taxes to all 1ev;ls
of government.

LIKE other businesses, the beverage alcohol industry pays corporate
taxes and the owners and employees pay personal income taxes ($2.1 billion
in 1979). =

UNLIKE many other businesses, the distilled spirits industry has
excise taxes and other fees on its products -- the highest tax burden
of any industry on which such taxes are placed (§6.9 billion in 1979).

ALMOST 50 PERCENT OF THE COST IS TAXES -

Forty~seven percent of the average purchase price of a bottle of

distilled spirits is taxes. The federal excise tax amounts to 26 percent
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of the retail price. State and local government taxes and fees amount

to another 21 percent of the retail price. Each day distilled spirite

taxes provide $18 million to the treasuries of federal, state and local
governments. All levels of American government benefit from the taxes

and fees imposed on the beverage alcohol industry.

HIGHEST EXCISE TAX ALREADY -

The FET share of the retail pricé on spirits is more than that
imposed on any other product. The FET share of retail price on spirits
is 26 percent.

o Almost double the share on cigarettes (10 percent to l4 percent);
e Five times the share on airline tickets (5 percent);

o Nearly four times the share on beer (7 percent);

e Five to six times the share on tires (3-6 percent);

e Eight times the share on gasoline (3 percent);

e More than fifteen times the share on wine (1.7 percent).

The present Eed;ral excise tax on alcohol already is levied inequit-
ably on the three major cla;ses of beverage alcohol products. An ounce
of pure aicohoi contained in a distilled spirits product bears a federal
tax of 16.4¢, the same amount of alcohol in a bottle of beer is taxed at
4.93¢ and in a bottle of table wine the alcohol is taxed at l.Oéc per
ounce. Any increases in current taxes would compound this inequitable
taxation. Stated differently, the FET share of retail prices on spirits

is 26 percent, while on beer it-is only 7 percent and on wine is an

insignificant 1.7 percent.
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STATES INCREASINGLY RELY ON BEVERAGE ALCOHOL TAXES

State ygovernments have increased their reliance on taxes generated
from beverage alcohol. In 1980, 21 percent of the price of a bottle of
distilled spirits went to state and local governments. In contrast, in -
1955 only 12 percent of the price went to state and local governments.

In the 25 years, 1955 to 1980, the federal revenues on distilled spirits
doubled while state and local revenues have nearly quintupled.

In 1979, the most recent year for which ;nformation is available,
revenues collected by state und‘local governments from the sale of
beverage alcohol totaled $5.3 billion, with liquor accounting for almost
53 percent of the‘total. On the average, state and local governments
received almost $24.00 per capita during 1979 for taxes and fees on
beverage alcohol. The sums the states receive‘from this source are
significant. For example, California received $477 million and Texas
collected $340 million in 1979 from taxes on the sale of beverage alcohol,

Distilled spirits produce $2.8 billion in revenues for state an;
local governments. This sum would pay the state police budgets in every
state and the state share of housing and urban renewal expenses. The
beverage alcohol industry (spirits, beer and wine) generates $5.3 billion
for state and local governments. This revenue is about equal to what

the 50 states spend for health programs, or twice what cthey spend for

police protection.
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States rely heavily on income raised from beverage alcohol sales.
A major concern of states is that this revenue is dropping because of
unstable economic conditions. State and local revenue growth from
beverage alcchol, in spite of tax increases, has slowed. This is due
predominately to slow growth in spirits consumption (per capita consumption
has been stable for the past seven years) and spirits revenues. The growth
in §pirlts revenues has dropped by more than half ~-- from a 57 percent
increase between 1964 and 1969 to a 24 percent increase between 1974 and
1979. State and local revenues from spirits barely increased in 1979 -~ by
2 percent. A Staff analysis of the National Governor's Association states
"“the alcohol tax, with its heavy emphasis on distilled spirits . . . may
show little growth and might even have declining yields if a trend away from
distilled spirits continues." Further tax increases, particularly a major
increase with its unprecedented "shock" impact, could lead to serious
revenue declines and eliminate alcohol taxes as a stable current and future
source of income. For example, nearly half the states already are exper-
{fencing declining sales of spirits.

WHAT'S THE RATIONALE?

In the next three years the federal deficit has been projected to
be at least $100 billion a year. Such deficits will create problems for
the government and the American economy, but sound public policy is not
served by singling out the beverage alcohol industry for punitive taxa- .

tion which compounds present inequities.
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A major argument cited for an FET increase is that there has not
been an increase since léSl. It might be intéresting to ask why the
"temporary" excise tax increase levied in 1951 to raise revenues for the
Korgan War is still with us? In any case, this Qrgument fails to recog-
nize historic and eco;omic developments which have taken place since 1951,
While the federal government has not imposed any new excise tax on
beverage alcohol, consumers have paid increased state and local taxes
on the product. State governments have increased their excise tax rates
on distilled spirits by 76 percent in the last 30 years. According to the
Federation of Tax Administrators, more states raised excise or sales taxes
on cigarettes and beverage alcohol in 198! than in any year in the past
decade. ;
Tax experts and economists have found excise taxes to be an inequit-
able way to raise revenue. Democrats of the Joint Economic Committee
recently opposed excise tax increases. "Increases in Federal excise taxes
are a superficially attractive way of raising new Federal revenues. This
temptation should be avoided." A report of the>in5titute for Research on
the Economics of Taxation concluded that:
"Selective excises should not be employed merely to

N raise revenues., These taxes are distortionary and,
given the current emphasis on broad-based, comprehen-
sive neutral tax systems, the use of excises purely
for revenue purposes would be a giant step backwards."

The study also stated that "excises should be methods of last resort,

given all the uncertainty surrounding their use." -
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Increasing the federal excise tax is contrary to the efforts of
previous administrations, both Republican and Democratic, to reduce and
eliminate excise taxes. In 1965, Congress pagsed the Excise Tax
Reduction Act which eliminated many of the wartime excises. Further
reductions were made in the nation's excise taxes in 1971 and 1977. A
tax on sugarAmanufactured in the United States was allowed to expire
in 1975 and excises on toll telephone service and teletypewriter service
are to expire in 1983,

Photographic equipment, fuirs, jewelry, luggage and toiletries have
been dropped from the list of items taxed. These items are no longer
subject to the excis; tax, but beverage alcohol is being considered for
an FET increase of as much as 100 percent. The inequity of the situa-
tion is obvious and 1t is easy to understand why economists and tax
experts find excise taxes of little value and difficult co-defend.

Some anti-alcohol groups have sought to defend taxing the beverage
alcohol industry in terms of making "sin'" expensive. It is not sound
public policy to use the~tax code in this manner. The Institute for
Research on the Economics of Taxation study makes this point by noting
". . . the tax code is hardly a place to dictate morality or personal
tastes to the American populace." An estimated one hundred million

Americans use beverage alcohol responsibly and they should not be pena-

lized for the enjoyment they derive from d:inking their favorite beverage.
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After reviewing the arguments set forth for increasing the excise
tax on beverage alcohol it is difficult to perceive a sound and rational
basis for a tax increase. The detrimental effects of such a policy deci-
sion would weigh especially heavy against distilled spirits since any FET
increase would perpetuate and distort even more greatly the unfair FET

burden on spirits compared to wine and beer.

BAD FEDERAL POLICY

Reliance on the FET 1s bad federal public policy. 1Increasing the
excise tax on beverage alcohol could csuse a8 drop in federal excise tax
revenue, due to a drop in alcohol production and consumption. Already,
a marked reversal in spirits consumprion growth in recent years has led
to virtually stagnant growth in Federal beverage alcohol revenues. Spirits
revenues account for the bulk (roughly 70 percent) of Federal beverage
alcohol revenues. Per capita consumption of spirits has shown virtually no
growth in the past seven years. Consequently, Federal revenues from spirite
basically have stagnated and actually declined in 1979 and, based on pre-
liminary estimates, declined again in 1980. Further tax increases
could worsen this already poor revenue picture. There i{s a limit to how
high taxation oa a product may rise before it is counterproductive,

Recent experience in Britain, Australia and other countries has
demonstrated that punitive levels of taxation can lead to serious
Jecreases in consumption, thus affecring public revenues, which depend

on steady or increacing consumption.
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In Augusc 1978, Australia increased the excise tax and duty tax on
spirits by 82 percent. The next year showed an overill decline in spirits’
sales by 26 percent. Recently, the Australian government has rolled back
sowe of the tax. The actual revenues the new tax generated were below
estimates. The spirits industry's normal growth has been retarded. The
result of this effort was not what the government anticipated, but it was
what the industry feared would happen. In the United Kingdom, following
tax increases in 1980 and 1981, Treasury forecasts for 1980/81 of a 10
percent increase in revenues from spirits were reduced to a marginal 0.6%
increase, one-seventeenth of expected additional revenues. In Denmark,
following a 37.5% tax increase in 1977, tax revenues from spirits actually
declined by 12 percent the following year; revenues have not yet reached
pre~tax increase levels. Further increases in the FET could produce these

types of unanticipated resulfs in the United States.

Raising the FET flies in the face of the Administration's commit-
ment and efforts to reduce taxes and create a fair tax structure. In
its first year in office, the Administration championed tax reductions
for businesses and individuals. A major increase in the FET will
nullify the 1981 tax reduction for this industry.

The industry will face layoffs and mergers from business failures
as it seeks to meer the problem such an unreasonable action will create.
It is not simply a 'consumption tax" as some public officials have

mentioned. The manufacturer initially pays the tax. Since sales will
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drop, the productivity of the industry will decline, and investing in

the industry will be less attractive. Additionally, firms in the industry
will have to pay significantly more in interest on new borrowing because
they must pay the excise tax before they receive income from their sales.

STATES FACE MOUNTING PROBLEMS

Large and drastic changes in the federal excise tax could affect
the ability of the states to provide essential services to their citizens.
State officials, such as Governor Richard A. Snelling of Vermont, who
is chairman of the National Governor's Association, have opposed any
increase in the Federal excise tax on spirits. ", . ..these taxes have
long been regarded as state revenue sources and should remain so."
Currently, state revenues from beverage alcohol are used to fund
important programs. In 1979, Florida received $377 million from beverage
alcohol sources which would pay for 70 percent of state expenditures
for health and hospitals or 49 percent of the highway budget. California
received $412 million which accounts for 32 percent of its h;;lth and
hospital spending or 35 percent of its highway budget.
It is unsound public policy to create more uncertainty for state
and local éovernment officials when they already are unsure whether the
resources are available to perform their necessary tasks. Increasing
the FET could reduce state revenues and undermine their fiscal position.
Numerous leading legislators such as Ways and Means Chairman

Dan Rostenkowsk!, House Budget Committee Chairman Jim Jones, and

Senator Wendell Ford have noted the regressive, unfair nature of any
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increase in the excise tax. Democrats of the Joint Economic Committee
recently opposed an excise tax increase because of its inflationary and
regressive nature. Economist Walter Heller recently stated that "recognizing
that the poor suffered severely in the 198) fiscal give and take . . . this
is hardly the time to hit them again, harder, with regressive excise or sales -
taxes."” The people who will suffer financially from increasing the FET
are the nation's middle and low income families. Since the tax is a con-
stant rate for all income levels, middle income and poor Americans who
enjoy beverage alcohol products in moderation would pay a higher propor-
tion of their income for such pleasure than high income Americans.

This situation is especfally troublesome since the distilled spirits
industry traditionally has kept its price increases substantially
below the increase measured by the Consumer Price Index (CPI)}. Between
1974 and 1979, prices for spirits have risen 14.8 percent which 1is in
sharp contrast-to the 47.2 percent increase for consumer products during
the same five-year period.

ILLEGAL PRODUCTION

Some may think that the problem of illegal spirits production, with
consequent health hazards and lost tax revenues, is a relic of the past
or a minor problem associated with "backwoods moonshiners." Excessive
spirits taxation, however, could lead to a potentially serious problem
of illegal production, particularly because the Federal government has granted
roughly 11,000 licenses for fuel-alcohol stills capable of producing

illegal beverage alcohol.
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These fuel-alcohol still licenses have been granted in every state
in the country. Ovec 100 licenses have been granted in each of thirty-one
states., Over 1,000 licenses have been granted in California; over 500
licenses in Michigan and Texas; over 400 licenses in Alabama, Florida,
North Carolina, Ohio and Washington; over 30C licenses in Iowa, Illinois,
Indiana, and Oregon. -

With sufficient economic incentives due to further tax increases,
these fuel-alcohol stills, which are not closely supervised by the Federal
government and whose owner's usually are not bonded, are capabtle of
producing 1llegal and untaxed beverage alcohol. This is especially the
case because there currently is low demand for gasohol. Recently, an
alcohol-fuel permit owner pleaded guilty to selling illegal beverage
alcohol and was sentenced to five years in prison. Additionally, exces-
sive spirits taxation will provide incentives for production by other
means of potentially lethal, home~distilled spirits.

Illegal production means lost tax revenue. Each of these "small"
stills has an annual capacity of 10,000 proof gallons. If running at
capacity, each still deprives Federal, state and local governments of
over §180,000 in lost tax revenues. In 1952, after several wartime
excise tax increases, consumption of illegal, tax-free spirits was
estimated to account for 18 percent of total U.S. consumption. In 1954,
it is estimated cthat Federal and state governments lost over $900
million due to illegal production. If only 10 percent of current spirits
consumption shifted to illegally produced spirits with a doubling of the FET,

Federal and state governments would lose over $1 billion In tax revenues.
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The health consequences of illegal production can be severe.
Illegal spirits can contain poisons, frequently lethal lead salts.
Deadly methanol spirits may be sold instead éf ethanol-based beverage
alcohol. In the Soviet Union, where there is high taxation and
other severe restrictions on beverage alcotol availability, it is
estimated that one-third of total spirits consumed are home-distilled.
The Soviet Union has the world's highest death rate from acute alcohol

poisoning.

HEALTH CONSEQUENCES

While some would argue that a major increase in the FET will reduce
consumption and thus ameliorate alcohol abuse problems, there is no
valid, supportable evidence for this position. One leading expert in the
alcohol abuse field, Dr. David Pittman, has stated, "The values and
attitudes of any population group toward beverage alcohel are deeply
embedded in the structure of society . . . cosmeric devices such as taxa-
tion increases are doomed to failure . . ."

4 - Dr. Morris E. Chafetz, leading expert and formerly director of the
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohclism, notes that increasing
the excise tax on beverage alcohol will reduce consumption among people
“who can take alcohol or leave it. Using taxes as a deterrent to con-

sumption can reduce healthy drinking, leaving unhealthy drinking as the

chief roje model for the young."
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Nor should anyone delude himself that increasing the excise tax will
cure the alcoholic. The problem drinker will have to find additional
money to pay the increased cost of the product. Increasing tﬁe price
of beverage alcohol adds to the alcoholic's problems without doing any-
thing about the illness.

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON THE BEVERAGE ALCOHOL INDUSTRY

Our industry estimates that doubling the federal excise tax, as some
have proposed, could increase liquor prices by as much as 50 percent’
($2-3 on an average $6 bottle of spirits) and reduce consumption by as
puch as 20 to 25 percent. Such a drop in sales would have & devastating:
effect on the industry and the estimated 822.000 people employed in the
manufacturing, wholesaling and retailing levels of the beverage alcohol
industry in the United States,

The beverage alcohol industry contributes $15.3 billion in payroll
and profits and $51 billion in retail sales to the American eccnomy. A
major increase in the FET would cause employee layoffs and some small
firms might be forced to close their doors. Small retailers and tavern ~
owners would face difficult times as reduced sales would cut intc their
profit margins and payrolls.

It is estimated that for every ten persons employed in be;etage
alcohol manufacturing there are 37 persons employed indirectly in
suppliers sectors, such as farmers, grain processors, bottle and can _
manufacturers, paper and printing, railroads and trucﬁing. These groups

also would suffer.

97-039 0 - B2 ~ 16
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Proposals to raise excise taxes already have received extensive and
considerable public debate. After careful consideration, the President
decided not to propose excise tax increases as part of his State of the
Union and budget messages. Recently, Democrats of the Joint Economic
Committee explicitly opposed any increases in excise taxes because of
their inflationary and regressive nature. Despite this, some members
of Congress continue to propose*éxcise_tax increases of as much as 100
percent.

There have been few, if any, times that an industry has faced con-
tinued proposals for a tax Increase of such a large magnitude and so
punitive an impact. The potential shock effect of a federal excise tax
increase of the magnitudes being considered hardly can be overestimated.
The beverage alcohol industry will lose sales. The distilled spiri{ts
industry, in particular, which already faces flat sales, will be espe-
cially hard hit. Any increase in the FET with the current tax system
will unfairly penalize spirits compared to beer and wine.

State governments, who depend heavily upon income from beverage
alcohol sales, will find this revenue source threatened and in many
cases diminished. _

The beverage alcohol industry is not asking foer a special favor or
a tax break. We are asking for a fair, equitable treatment. The

distilled spirits industry already finds itself in a situation where

an astounding 47 percent cf the retail price of our product is taxes.
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Surely, this is a great enough burden for any product or industry to
bear. The 100 million consumers who use our product in moderation also
. will be discriminated against ;nd penalized by an FET increase. Prices
could go up significantly and hit low and niddle income families in a
most regressive fashion.

but industry, our employees and our stockholders contribute at
-least their fair share to government revenues.

Finally, while a federal excise tax increase would cause these
severe problems, the revenue raised, at best a few billion dollars
from a doubling of the FET, will be insignificant when compared to budget
deficits of over 100 billion dollars in each of the forthcoming years.
Sound public policy requires that all segments of society share

equitably in the solution to national problems.
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L.S. FACT SHEET

o Taxes crn discillied spirics account for rcughly 47 percent of average
. Fadezal taxes alone account for 26 peccent of
retatl price, almost doubla the excise tax cooponent of any other product.

spirics retall price

e The U.5. beverage alcchol irdusery generates Sil.! olilion {n Federal,
scate and local revenues. .

o While discilled spirits accounts for only one-ecnird of the pure beverage
slcohol sold {n che U.S., due to its highar tax rata compared to deer
and wine, i¢ sccounts for nearly two-thirds ($6.9 billica) of public
teveauds {roa beverage aicchol,

o The beverage alcohol i{ndustry contribuces over $5.5 billion to the Fadaral
treasury, $3.8 bilifon (nearly 7C percent) from dfstilled spirdits. Beverage

alcohol taxas are the thir

_estale taxer.

e« The beverage alcohol industry cont:tbu:és $5.3 %

ir1e
.22

largest cax source after income, gift and

ento state and local

goverrments, about equzl to all state expendituras on health, twice stacte

expenditures on polica protaction.

o There are close to 400,000 deverage alcohoi manufacturers, wholesalers
and retallers in the U.S. eaploying 226,000 pecple direccly (full-time
equivalerc). Addicionally, for every taa pecsons employed ian bevarage
aicohol manufacturing, there are 37 persons employed {adirectly ia

suppiler sectors.

¢ The baverage aloohol i{aduscry concributas $15.3 Sillicn iz payroll and
profits and §51 dbillion fa recail sales to zhe U.S. aconomy.

s The Tederal goverrment has licensed construction of 1C,513 smail
fuel-alcohoi plants {n cthe U.S., esch capadle of zroducing up ta 10,CCC

preof gallons snnually cf {llegal, non-taxed spirits.

Contribucion to Pudblic Revecues

Federai Tax Stete & local (Excise and Total Tax
Collections Other Tax) Collecticns Collecticns
Year ($aillions) (Smillions) ($nillions)
Beverage Beverage Beverage
Spirits Aicohol Spirits Alcohol Spirics  Alcohol
2k $3,392 85,487 §2,551 $4,503 §6.:43 $10,089
1979 L, 3,526 2,728 4,967 §,947 10,992
1979 3,973 5,677 1,752 5,285 6,353 i1,091
1930 3,228 5,:88 N/A NSA NfA L ETAN

Isplovment**

2avrolls® 3 Profics (Sail)

Ratail Sales (Smil)

Year Eszablishnmencs*
1967 365,348
1972 361,804
1977 389,260
13782 399,717
1979¢ 397,771

1980 397,971

746,632
793,009
814,840
821,458
832,000
826,156

§ 5,992
8,474
11,441
12,428
12,871
15,297

§i2,025
22,303
39,233
42,521
47,270
50,802
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* Includes manufacturing, wholesale and recail.
**  Iacludes full-time equivalent employees and pavroll at retail.

E - Escinated, N/A - Vot Available.

Sources: Escirated Zrom dats of Bureau of Ceasus; Alcohoi, lobaczo and
Firearms; Labor Statistics; Economic Analysis; also Iaternal Revenue Sarvice,
Cistilled Splirits Council of the U.S., Uline Institute and U.S. Brewers
Association, and tax authcrities of the several states and Distrizc of
Coluchtie,

Distilled Spirics Council of tha U.S. - March 12, 1982
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FACT SREET

FEDERAL EXCISE TAX INCREASE ON DISTILLED SPIRITS

ISSUE

An increase in the Federzl excise tax (FET) on distilled spirits is
unwarranted and inequitable,

FACTS

1. Excise tax increases already have been rejected as a seneible policy
prescription, after considerable public debate, by the Administration
and others.

e The President, after extenmsive public debate and careful considera-
tiom, did not propose excise tax increases in his State of the Union
or budget messages.

e The National Governors' Association in & letter to the President,
expressed strong concern about the potentially deleterious impact
on state revenues >f an FET increase.

¢ Democrats of the Joint Economic Committee recently rejected excise
tax increases solely to balance the budget as regressive and
inflationary,

2, The distilled spirits industry already-beats 2n excessive and
{nequitable tax burden.

o Nearly half (47 percent) of the average retail price of spirits
is Federal, state and local tax. The Federal excise tax accounts
for 26 percent of the average retail spirits price, state and
local taxes account for another 21 percent.

e The beverage alcohol industry already pays more’than its fair
share in taxes. . .

=~ Like every other industry, it pays personal and corporate
income taxes -- $2.1 billfon in 1979.

~= Unlike most industries, the beverage alcohol industry pays
excise taxes and other taxes and fees ~-- $1l1.1 billion in
1979, nearly twe-thirds ($6.9 billion) from spirits alonme.
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-- The beverage alcohol industry contributes over $1 million
dollars per hour to all levels of governmeant. The spirits
industry contribution alone is enough to cover all Federal
spending for health, highways, and police.

The Federal excise tax on spirits is disproportionately higher
than on any other industry paying excise taxes.

-~ The FET share of retail prices (26 perceat) is double the
share on cigarettes, five times the FET share on airlire
tickets, five to six times the FET share on tires, eight times
the FET share of gasoline prices.

Within the beverage alcohol industry, the FET on spirits is
discriminatory.

-~ An ounce of pure alcohol contained in a distilled spirits
product bears a Federal tax of 16¢ while the same amount of
alcohol in a bottle of beer is taxed 5¢ and in table wine
is taxed only le¢.

-- The FET on beer only accounts for 7 percent of average
retail price and a mere 1.7 perceant of table wine prices,
compared to 26 percent of spirits prices.

The fact that the FET has not been increased since 1951 -~ the

purported rationale for the tax increase -- i{s basically {rrelevant.

The 26 percent Federal tax share already is a disproportionate
turden on the spirits industry.

While the FET has r.t increased, state tax rates have increased
significantly, by 76 percent in the past 30 years,

‘Tax experts have criticized excise taxes as a form of revenue

mising.

-= A recent study by the Institute for Research on the
Economics of Taxation concluded that:

"Selective excises should not be employed merely to raise revenues
These taxes are distortionary and, given the current emphasis

on broad-based, comprehensive neutral tax systems, the use of
excises purely for revenue purposes would be a giant step backwards"
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e Increasing the FEI {s contrary to efforts of previous Aduinistrations,
both Republican and Democratic, to reduce excise taxes.

-- 1o 1965, Congress passed the Excise Tax Reduction Act which
eliminated many of the wartime excises. Further reductions
were made in 1971 and 1977. A tax on sugar expired {n 1975 and
excises on toll telephone service and teletypewriter service
will expire in 1983,

== 1t 1s a fundamental public policy inequity to punitively raise
the FET on beverage alcohol when excises on many other "luxury"
icems - furs, jewelry, luggage, toiletries, photographic equip~
ment ~ have been eliminated.

o It is not sound public policy to punish an industry with a punitive
tax increase on the basis of some organizations' perceived moral
view of the FET as a "sin" tax.

~- The Institute for Research on the Economics of Taxation states
this forcefully. ". . .The tax code is hardly the place to
dictate morality or personal tastes to the American populace.”

-~ An estimated 100 million consumers use beverage alcohol
responsibly. It is a fuodamental inequity to penalize them
for the excesses of a few or to use the tax code to super-
cede the criminal code.

4. Any increase in the FET is unsound Federal tax poliey.

e Singling out a few industries for a discriminatory and punitive
tax increase will not begin to solve the massive Federal budget
deficit problem. The few billion dollars collected from the
spirits industry s insignificant in the face of a deficit exceed-
ing $100 billion.

o Federal revenue growth from beverage alcohol already is jeopardized
by slow-growth in spirits. Any increase in the FET could accelerate
8 decline in industry sales and thus Federal and state revenue growth.

~-= The bulk (roughly 70%) of Federal revenues from beverage alcohol
comes from distilled spirits.

-- Per capita consumption of spirits has shown virtually no growth
in the past seven years.

-- Because of poor market conditions, the growth in Federal tax
revenues has dropped dramatically. There was an actual decline
in Federal revenues in 1979 arnd 1980.
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== Recent experience in other countries demonstrates the threat
to revenues from excessive taxation. In Australia, an 82 percent
spirits tax increase led to & consumption drop of 26 percent and
less-than-expected revenues. In the U.K., following tax increases
in 1980 and 1981, Treasury 1980/81 forecasts of a 10 percent
growth in spirits revenues were reduced to a marginal 0.6 percent
increase. 1o Denmark, following a 1977 tax increase of 37.5 percent,
spirics revenues actually fell 12 percent the next year and have
not yet recovered.

o A punitive tax increase on an industry with the nation's highest tax
burden violates this Administration's commitment to reduce the tax
burden on industry, stisulate investment, and create a fair tax
structure.

-- A'major increase will nullify the 1981 tax reduction for the
spisits industry. It would be an added barrier to investment
and employment, not a stimulus.

=~ Raising the FET punishes an industry with a good productivity
and anti-inflation record. Price increases for spirits have
risen at roughly one~third the rate of overall price increases
and the industry has one of the nation's higher productivity rates.

S. Rajsing the FET could jeopardize the revenue base of the states.

o States increasingly rely on beversge alcohol taxes.

-- The state share of spirits retail price has risen from 12
percent in 1955 to 21 percent in 1980,

-~ State and local revenues from distilled spirits have nearly
quintupled since 1555 while Federal revenues collected from
distilled spirits have doudled.

-- State revenue collections from beverage slcohol are significant -
a total of $5.3 billion dollars in 1979, or $24 per capita.
This {s about equal to what states spend for health programs
and twice their expenditures on police protection.

-~ Dmstic changes in the FET could affect the states' abilicy
to use excise taxes on beverage alcohol to meet their revenue
needs at a time when the Administration's proposed "New
Federalisn" will place greater financial burdens on states.
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-= Many states will lose revenues from consumption drops if the FET
is increased and all states may find it increasingly difficule
to raise beverage alcohol excise taxes on top of & major FET
increase without threatening their revenue base,

6. An FET iucrease is a regressive and potentially harmful tax on consumers.

Since the FET {s the same for all income levels, middle-~ and low-
income Americans who enjoy beverage alcohol in moderation unfairly
will be penalized more severely. Democrats of the Joint Economic
Committee explicitly have opposed excise tax increases as regressive.

Further taxation of spirits could lead to a serfous problem of
illegal production, especially since the Federal government has
granted licenses for roughly 11,000 fuel-alcohol stills. These
stills are capable of producing illegal spirits, depriving goverument
of tax revenues and posing a potential health hazard.

Dr. Morris E. Chafetz, former director of the National Institute
on Alcohol Abuse & Alcoholism, has stated that {ncreasing excise
taxes on beverage alcohol could reduce consumption among people
"who can take alcchol or leave it, Using taxes as a deterrent to
consumption can raduce healthy drinking, leaving unhealthy drinking
as the chief role modasl for the young."

7. Raising the FET will have an adverse impact on an important

Awmerican industry.

The beverage alcohol industry is a major American industry. It
contributes $15.3 billion in payroll and profits and $51 billion in
retail sales to the American economy.

A major increase in the FET will raise spirits prices significantly
and dramatically worsen already poor spirits market conditioms.

For example, a 100 percent increase in the FET could increase spirits
prices by as much as 50 percent and reduce comsumption by 20-25
“percent. 3
A drop in consumption could have a severe impact on the 826,000
people employed in the manufacturing, wholesaling and retailing of
beverage alcohol,

A major tax increase could cause employee layoffs and some
swall firms might be forced to close their doors.

-
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~= The many suppliers to the spirits industry - bottlers, truckers,
farmers and others - would face reduced sales.

=~ Small retailers and tavern owners would face difficult economic
times as reduced sales could cut into their profit margins and
payrolls.

CONCLUSION -

The distilled spirits industry is not asking Congress for a special
tax break. 1t only requests that Congress not worsen an already excessive
and inequitable tax burden by legislating a punitive end unwarranted FET
iacrease.
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Fact Sheet

IMPACT ON STATES OF INCREASING THE FEDERAL EXCISE TAX ON SPIRITS

I SSUE

Threatened increases of Federal excise taxes on distf{lled spirits will
jeopardize current and future state income from spirits.

REY POINTS

1. Taxes on aicohol beverages, especially distilled spirits, contribute
gsignificantly to state and local revenues.

e Collections of such taxes totaled $5.3 billion in 1979, adbout equal
to state expenditures on health and double state expenditures on
police protection. B

¢ Revenues from distilled spirits alone amounted to $2.8 billionm,
53 percent of all alcohol beverage revenues collected by state and
local governments. Most of the states rely on distilled spirits as
the major source of revenue from beverage alcohol. (Table 1)

-- State and local goverrments, on average, earned $6.24* per gallon
of spirits sold in 1979 compared to 37¢ per gallon of beer and
$1.19 per gallon of wine.

e Taxes from distilled spirits and other alcohol beverages have been
.an increasing source of funds for state and local jurisdictions.
Average excise revenues per wine gallon of spirits in license states
increased 76 percent from $1.54 in 1951 to $2.71 in"1980. Total
state and local revenues from spirits nearly quintupled from §620_
million in 1955 to $2.8 billion in 1979. State and local revenues
from all alcohol beverages increased from $1.0 billfon to $5.3 billion
in this period.

* Inc ludes excise taxes, salas taxes, state monopoly profits, license fees,
and other sources of reveaue,
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e Revenues collected from beverage alcohol are significant for many
states. Io New Hampshire, state revenues from alcohol beverages
were 11.0 percent of total revenues, and in Florida 8.8 percent with
varying percentages in other states (Table 2). In New England,
such taxes contributed $278 million or 4 percent to total state
revenues, in the Scuth Atlantic Region, $1.02 billion or 5.4 percent,
and in the West South Central Region, $§455 million or 4.4 percent.

Beverage Alcohol Revenues Finance Major State Needs.

e The $377 million of state beverage alcohol taxes collected in Florida
in 1979 would cover 69 percent of expenditures for health and hospi-
tals in the state or 49 percent of the highway budget.

¢ In Washington State, 70 percent of state expenditures for health and
hospitals would be covered by state beverage alcohol revenues or
28 percent of highway expenditures.

o In Nevada 64 percent or 22 percent respectively, of health and hospi-
tal or highway expenditures would be covered, in California 32 percent
or 35 percent, and in Maine 62 percent or 24 percent. Examples for
all states are given {n Table 3.

The burden of taxes on distilled spirits is excessive and inequitable.

e Nearly half (47 percent) of the average retail price of spirits {is
Federal, state and local taxes. Federal taxes ($1.67 per 750 ml
bottle) are 26 percent of the price. State and local taxes (§1.29
per bottle) are 21 percent of the retail price. (Figure 1)

e The FET share of retail spirits price (26 percent) is discriminatorily
high compared to cigarettes (10-14X), beer (7Z), airline tickets (5%),
gasoline (3%) and wine (1.7%).

e Canbined Federal, state and local taxes increased the retail cost of
a typical bottle of spirits 89 percent over production and marketing
costs in 1980,

e State and local taxes increased from 12 percent of the average retail
price of a typical bottle in 1955 to 21 percent in 1980.
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Figure 1

Typical Retail
Price: $6.29

Federal Tax
(26% of Total)

"$1.29 State &
Local Taxes
(21%2)

$3.33
Covers All

Other Costs
(53%)

Typical Proof
80°
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e State and local taxes roughly esqual the entire cost of retailing
including retail profits, ($1.29). These taxes are more than double
wholesale costs and profits of $0.26. (Figure 2)

e State and local taxes, ($1.28), were 91 percent of distiller's and
importer's costs and profits (§1.41).

Figure 2
1980

- Typical Retail
Price: $6.29

$1.29 Scacte &
- Local Taxes
(21%)

$1.30 Retail
Costs
(21%)

$0.62 Wholesale
Costs (10%)

1.41 Discill-
ers & lmport-

ers Costs
(223)

Typical Proof
80‘

4. The States have a relatively larger stake in alcohol beverage revenues
then the Federal Government.

e State revenues from beverage alconol (excluding local) were 4 percent
of total state revenues compared with | percent of total Federal
Government revenues obtained from beverage alcohol.
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Distilled spirits' revenues (excluding local) were $2.6 billion or
2 percent of revenues raised in the states compared with $3.9 billion
or 0.7 nurcent of total Federal revenues.

5. The increasingly large stake of state and local governments in distilled

spirits revenues will be jeopardized bv excessive tuxation at the Federal

level.

Nationally, spirits already is a slow-growth market. Spirits con-
sumption increased by 6.3 percent between 1975 and 1980, compared to
31 percent growth in wine consumption and 20 percent growth in beer
consumption,

A major {ucrease in the FET could cause a significant drop in spirits
consumption. The unprecedented "shock" impact of a large tax increase
could lead to serious revenue declines and eliminste spirits taxes as
a stable current and future source of state incoms:,

Because spirits is the predominate source of beverage alcohol revenues,
nearly half the states already face threats to their excise tax
revenu: base from declining spirits consumpticn. (Table 4) Doubling
the FET could worsen greatly poor market conditions for spirits, de-
pressing sales and state revenues even furtter.

-- State and local revenues decline by $6.24* for every one gallon

drop in spirits consumption. It requires sales of 17 gallons of
beer or 5 gallons of wine, on average, to make up for this lost

spirits revenue,

-~ A staff analysis from the National Governors' Association states
that “the alcohol tax, with {ts heavy emphasis on distilled
spirits . . . -~ay show little growtlt and might even have decliniag
yields if a treand away from distilled spirits continues.”

The legitimate concern of states over Federal excise tax increases was
expressed by Governor Richard Saelling, Chairman of the Natfonal
Governors' Association, in a latter to President Reagan:

"First, these revenue sources are important to the states and already
account for about one-eighth of state revenues. Last year 15 states
increased alcoholic beverege taxes, 6 states increased tobacco products
taxes, and 26 states increased motor fuel taxes.

* Includes excise taxes, fales taxes, state monopoly profits, license
fees and other sources of revenue.
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Second, these taxes have long been regarded as state revenue sources
and should remain so. The Governors share your desire to return
revenue sources to the states, not to remove them. It is hard to see
what federalism objectives are to be served by federal increases in
taxes which any state can, if it wishes, increase to meet its own
needs. Even a plan to collect and then return the increased federal
revenues to the states is less desirable, in terms of federalism,
than leaving the revenue sources to the states."

97-039 0 - 82 - 17
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TABLE 1

RELIANCE OF STATF AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ON REVENUES

FROM DISTILLED SPIRITS, 1979

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Revenues from Distilled Spirits
as % of Total State and Local
Revenues from Beverage Alcohol

53.4%
59.1%
5.2 -
44.2%
50.7%
47.8%
53.9%
69.8%
62.8%
43.0%
43.9%
39.1%
49.2%
$1.3%
46.8%
63.5%
41.9%
$6.0%
38.2%
64.1%
50.0%
62.9%
56.2%
59.3%
69.2%
46.7%



Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

Avg.
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Revenues from Distilled Spirits
as ¥ of Total State and Local
Revenues from Beverage Alcohol

61.1%
42.7%
60.4%
70.5%
57.9%
36.8%
61.62
45.1%
48,52
€1.9%
53.22
84.32%
$5.8%
46.5%
44,52
50.0%
42.1%
45.42
61.8%
65.72
71.9%
58.8%
51.8%
62.8%

52.8%
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TABLE 2

PERCENTAGE STATE ALCOHOL BEVERAGE TAX REVENUES

ARE OF TOTAL STATE TAX REVENUES, 19791/

license States

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Californis
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columdis

Florida
Georgia

Havaii
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky

Lovisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Missouri

Nebraska
Nevada
Nev Jersey
New Mexico
New York

North Dakota

Oklahoma

Rhode Island

Snuth Carolina
ith Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Wisconsin

Percent of Total
Revenues from

Alcohol  Distilled
Beverages _Spirits
1.0 0.6
2.9 1.4
2.8 1.3
2.5 1.3
3.4 1.7
4.6 2.4
1.0 0.7
2.6 1.6
8.8 3.8
4.8 2.1
2.7 1.0
2.8 t.4
2.9 1.4
2.4 1.0
1.8 1.0
3.4 1.4
2.7 1.4
2.8 1.8
2.8 1.7
2.7 1.3
2.9 1.3
5.4 3.4
3.2 1.9
2.1 0.8
2.7 1.8
3.3 1.6
2.7 1.4
3.8 1.8
6.9 3.1
5.2 2.6
3.9 2.3
5.4 2.5
2.6 1.3

1/Excluding local revenues.

Control States

Alabama
1daho
lova
Maine
Michigan

Mississippi
Montana

New Hampshire
North Carolina
Chic

Oregeon
Pennsylvania
Utah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington
West Virginia
Wyoming

—

Percent of Total
Revenues from

Alcohol  Distilled
Beverages _Spirits
6.6 3.?
4.4 2.1
4.4 2.8
5.7 3.7
4.0 2.2
5.5 2.7
5.4 3.3
1.0 7.7
s.1 2.4
5.2 3.2
4.7 3.9
3.9 2.2
3.4 2.2
6.0 4.0
S.1 2.5
5.9 - 4.2
3.1 1.9
2.6 1.7
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TABLE 3

Stace Expenditures for Highvays, Reslch and dospitals, 1979

Revenues from

Alcohol Baverages
$ Millioe

License States

Alaska

Arizoea

Arkansas

California N
Colorado

Connecticut

Delavare

District of Columbis
Florids

Georgia

lawali
Illinois
ladiena
Ransas
Kentucky

Lsuisisns -
Marylaand
Mageachusates
Mianesots
Missouri

Nebrasks
Nevada
Nev Jersey
New Maxico
Mew Tork

¥orth Dakots
Oklahoma
Rhode Island
Souch Carolina
South Daketa

Teonesses
Texas
Wisconsia

Control Statas

Alabaas
ldaho
lova
Maine
Michigan

Miseissippi

Montana

Nev Hampshite

North Carolins -
onio

Ovregon
Penasylvania
Ocad

Verso..t
Virginia

Washington
West Virgiois
Wycning

[$

9
33
18
36

8
3%
(33
21
26

v
L&

Alcohol Beverage Ravecus s

ercens of Expesditures for
Highvays SuEth s Yospitals

2aghveys
(34



STATES WITH DECLINING SPIRITS CONSIMPTION

State
LICENSE

California
Connecticut

~ District of Coluzmbia
Georgia
I!linois
Maryland
Missouri
Nevada
New York
Ok lahowma
Rhode Island
South Carolina

CONTROL

Alabama

Iova

Michigan
Mississippi
Wew Hampshire
Ohio

Oregon
Peansylvania
Vermont

West Virginia
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TABLE 4

(wine galloas)

Apparent Consumption

12 Mos. Ending
Sept. 30, 1981

12 Mos. Ending
Sept. 30, 1980

56,499,959
7,321,239
3,804,982

10,975,874

26,776,660

11,007,069
6,812,134
4,477,881

39,389,854
4,355,526
1,985,186
6,258,167

5,316,803
3,912,102
17,827,712
3,958,156
4,631,450
14,282,788
4,755,962
16,830,727
1,343,230
2,697,174

57,601,740
7,619,158
3,832,595

11,195,835

25,044,214

11,185,652
7,087,690
4,592,507

40,147,484
4,503,613
2,158,341
6,400,350

5,710,047
3,976,042
18,249,586
3,979,745
4,460,072
14,962,709
4,771,369
16,937,354
1,377,596
2,718,906

L
Percent Change

~1.9%
-1.3%
~0.7%
-2.0%
-1.12
~1.62
=3.5%
=2.5%
-1.9%
=3.3%
-8.0%
~2.2%

-6.9%
-1.6%
-2.3%
~0.52
=0.6%
-4.5%
=0.3%
-0.6%
~2.5%
-8.22



ISSUE

241

‘Fact Sheet

Excessive Taxation of Distilled Soirits Jeopardizes

Future Revenue Growth

A major increase in the Federal Excise Tax (FET) on distilled
spirits will jeopardize future revenue growth potential from distilled
spirits.

KEY POINTS

1. Major increases in bdeverage alcohol taxation will ifmpact especially

hard on spirits consumption.

Increases in beverage alcohol taxation will have a more severe
impact on-spirits than on other beverage alcohol products.

The FET on a typical gallon of 80 proof spirits is $8.40

while on a gallon of beer fr is 29¢ &nd on a gallon of table
wine it is 17¢. Therefore, any FET i{ncrease raises the spirits
tax by a far higher dollar amount per gallon.

Spirits prices will f{ncrease sich more sharply than beer and
wine prices.

For example it is estimated that {f the FET were doudbled,
spirits prices could rise by as much as 50 percent, while beer
and wine prices would increase by an estimated 1l percent and
8 percent, respectively.

Spirits consumption would be more severely impacted.

"Because price increases would be more dramstic for spirits,
it is likely that spirits consumption would decrease mosc
sharply. Beer and wine consumption might decrease sligh:ly
or even increase as consumers substitute beer or wine for
spirits.
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2. Distilled spirits is the major revenue source for Federal and state
beverage alcohol taxes.

e Distilled spirits provide substantially more revenues for each
gallon sold.

-- For every gallon of spirits sold, Federal, state and local
governments receive $15.31, while for wine and beer they
receive only $1.74 and $.65, respectively.

Figure 3

Total Revenues per Gallon of Beverage
by Beverage Type for Selected Years

- ] Beer
Wioe
3 visnted spirits $14.60
A—Wine Gaflon Basis
51353
27 Z 77
$1.74

\

1959 1969 ’ 1979
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~~ The Federal govermment alone in 1979 received an average
$9.08 per gallon of spirits, compared to 29¢ per gallon of
beer and 56¢ per gallon of wine.

-~ For standard servings containing the same amount of pure

alcohol, the Federal government receives far more frow spirits
than beer or table wine.

= 10* Federal tax

1 cocktall
(1.5 oz spirits)

b‘ g = 2.7* Federal Tax

12 oz. beer

= 2/3 of a penny Federal tax

5 oz. wine
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e Distilled spirits provides the bulk of beverage alcohol taxes.

— Spirits contributes roughly 70 perceant of all Federal beverage
alcohol taxes.

» Sources of Federal Beverage
Alcohol Tax Revenues, 1979

N\
o
v-
@
\

o
N\
N
o
2

-- Spirits provides 53 percent of all state and local beverage
alcohol taxes. States and local governments in 1979 received
on average, $12.46 per capita from spirits, $8,81 from beer
and $2.32 from wine sales.

~- The majority of states rely wost heavily on spirits taxes for
their beverage alcohol revenue. (Attachment I)

3. There already is a dramatic slowdown in the growth of the (highly
taxed) spirits market, in favor of (lower-taxed) beer and wine.

e Per capita consumption of spirits rose only 1.0 percent between
1975 and 1980, while per capita beer and wine consumption rose
14 percent and 24 percent, respectively.

-~ Total spirits consumption rose only 6.3 percent between 1975
and 1980, while beer and wine consumption rose 19.9 percent
and 10.5 percent, respectively.
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Slow-growth in spirits consumption is a marked reversal of higher
growth rates in previous years, while lower-taxed beer and wine
consumption have continued to show substantial increases.

Percent Increase in Consumption
of Spirits, Beer and Wine

40.2% 41.2% .

30.5%

Rl

1965-1970 1970-1975 1975-1980
-- While wine consumption grew !.6 times faster than spirits
consumption between 1965 and 1970, {t increased three times

faster between 1970 and 1975, and five times faster between
1975 and 1980.

-- Beer consumption between 1965 and 1970 grew at roughly the
same rate as spirits but between 1975 and 1980 increased more
than three times faster.

In the most recent years for which data is available, 1979 and 1980,
spirits consumption barely increased, while beer and wine consump-
tion grew far more rapidly.
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Percent increase in Consumptlon
of Spirits, Beer and Wine

9%
8%
7%
6%
5%
4%
3%
2%
1%

197¢ 1880

~-- In 1980, U.S. consumption of wine at 472 million gallons
exceeded spirits consumption (450 million gallons) for the
first time.

e Spirits consumption has been falling in nearly half the states
(Attachment I1I), jeopardizing their tax revenue base.

4. Beverage alcohol revenue growth is slowing because of the trend in

consumption away from high-tax spirits.

e Percentage incresses in beverage alcohol revenues have slowed from
a growth of 36.5% between 1964 and 1969 to a growth of 16.4%
between 1974 and 1979.
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Percent increase in
Total Beverage Alcohol Revenues

40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

36.5%

26.3%

16.4%

5%

1964-1969 1969-1974 1974-1979

e The slowing of beverage alcohol revenue growth has occurred at
both Federal and state levels —— most severely at the Federal
level.
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Percent Increase in
Beverage Alcohol Revenues

65%
60% 57.6%

55% |
50% 48.7%

45%
40%

3% ' State 32.1%

30%| 285%

25% Stale
20%
15% Fed. 13.8%
10%

5%

State ,

Fed. 5.0%
Fed.
1964-1969 1963-1974 1974-1979

~- Federal revenue growth has slowed from 28.5% in 1964-1969 to
S%Z in 1974-1972. There wecs an actual decrease in Federal
revenues of 2 percent in 1979. Preliminary estimates indicate
another drop in 1980.

~- State and, local revenue growth, in spite of tax increases,
has slowed from a 57.6% increase between 1964 znd 1969 to a
32% increase between 1974 and 1979.

The predominate cause of slowing revenue growth is the slow growth
in the spirits market and consequently in spirits revenue.
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Percent Growth in Revenues From
Spirits, Beer and Wine

65%
60%

55%
50%
45%

57%

35%
0%
25%
20%
T15%
10%
5%

1969-1974 . 1974-1979

-= Between 1969 and 1974, total revenue growth slowed from the
19646-1969 period (from 37X growth to 26X growth) in spite of
acceleration in beer and wine revenue growth because revenue
growth in spirits dropped sharply (from 39% growth to 19%
growth).
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~~ Betwean 1974 and 1979, total revenue growth again dropped below
the 1964-1969 period (from 37% growth to 16% growth), even
though beer revenue growth was not substantislly reduced and
wine reverue growth was higher, because of another drop in
spirits revenue growth (from 39X growth to 9X growth).

¢ The slowing of Federal revenue growth from beverage alcohol has
been due basically to the slow growth of highly taxed spirits.

Percent Increase In Federal Revenues
From Spirits, Beer and Wine

28.5%

Splrits 0.8%

2327 RONNY

1969-1974 1974-1979

-- Even though the growth in Federal beer and wine revenues
sccelerated slightly in 1969-1974 over the 1964-1969 period
(from 20% growth to 22X growth), total revenue growth dropped
sharply with a dramatic slowdown in spirits revenue growth
(from 32X growth to 117 growth).

-=- Between 1974 and 1979, the growth in Federal beer and wine
revenues decreased slightly compared o the previous five
years (from 22% growth to 16% growth). However, total
revenue growth in 1974-1979 dropped dramatically (frow 142X
to 52) with virtually nc growth in spirits revenues.
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S. A tax increase inducing further substitution away from higher-tax

spirits toward lower-tax beer and wine will reduce future revenue

growth potential.

To replace revenues from & 1 percent volume drop in spirits
consumption requires a 2.4 percent growth in volume of beer
consumption or a 17.2 percent growth in volume of wine consump~
tion at current average tax rvates.

It requires the sale of 30 cases of beer or 49 cases of table
wine to gencrate the Federal tax revenues of a single case of
spirits.

It requires sales of 5 gallons of wine or 17 gallons of Seer
to generate the state and local tax revenues of a single gallon
of spirits.

The staff analysis from the National Govermor's Association states
that "The slcohol tax, with its heavy emphasis on distilled
spirits . . . may show little growth and might even have declining
yields if a trend away from distilled spirits continues.”

A najor FET increase also would create a more favorable economic
climate for {llegal spirits production, which would reduce further
the spirits tax base.

6. The impact of excessive taxation of spirits on revenue growth is
dramatically 11llustrated in other countries.

# In Australia, an 82X tax increase in 1978 led to a 26% drop in

spirits consumption, and a slight decline in beer consumption.
At the same time, consumption of wine, which has no excise tax,
increased. Revenue growth, however, was below expectations with
the decline in spirits and beer consumption.

In the U.K., following tax increases in 1980 and 1981, it has been
estimated that 1980/1981 Treasury forecasts of revenues from
beverage alcohol were vastly overestimated. Estimates for 1981

of a 102 increase in spirits revenues were reduced to a marginal
0.6% improvement in revenues, an overestimate of 110 million.

The actual spirits revenue increase was only one-seventeenth of
what was forecasted originally.

97-039 0 - 82 - 18
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-- The same report estimates that combined taxation receipts from
alcohol and tobacco in 1980/1981 will not be less than 270
million below the official budget forecasts, and revenue fore-
casts for the following year (1981/1982) will be close to 600
million below official forecasts, only half of the additional
revenue forecasted.

Denmark, after the tax was increased 37.5% in 1977, the tax
revenue from spirits actually declined 12 percent the following
year. Revenues have not reached pre-tax increase levels since
the 1977 tax increase.
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Attachment I

RELIANCE OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ON REVENUES

FROM DISTILLED SPIRITS, 1979

Revenues from Distilled Spirits
as % of Total State and Local
Revenues from Beverage Alcohol

Algbama ) ' ' 55.4%
Alaska 59.1%
Arizona 45.2%
Arkansas 44.22
California 50.7%
Colorado 47.8%
Connecticut 53.9%
Deiaware 69.8%
District of Columbia 62.8%
Florida . 43.0%
Georgia 43.92
Hawaii ©39.12
Idaho 49.2%
Illinois 51.3%
Indiana 46.8%

Iowa : 63.5%
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Kansas

Ken tucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Rampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio

 Revenues from Distilled Spirits

as X of Total State and Local
Revenues from Beverage Alcohol

41.9%
56.0% -
38.2%
64.1%
50.0%
62.9%
56.2%
59.3%
49.2%
46.7%
61.1%
42.7%
60.4%
70.5%
57.9%
36.8%
61.6%
45.1%
48.5%
61.9%



Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvanis
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

U tah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

Avg.
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Revenues from D{stilled 3pirits
as T of Total State and Local
Revenues from Beverage Alcohol

53.2%
84.3%
55.8%
46.52
44.5%
50.0%
42.12
45.4%
61.82
€5.7%
47.0%
71.92
58.82
51.8%
62.8%

52.8%
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ATTACHMENT 11

STATES WITH DECLINING SPIRITS CONSUMPTION
(wine gallons)

Apparent Consumption

12 Mos. Ending 12 Mos. Ending

State Sept. 30, 1951 Sept. 3G, 1980 Percent Change
LICENSE N

Californis ' 56,499,959 57,601,740 -1.92
Connecticut 7,321,329 7,419,158 -1.3%
Dist. of Columbia 3,804,982 3,832,595 -0.7%
Georgla 10,975,874 11,195,835 -2.0%
Illinots 24,776,660 25,044,214 -1.1%
Maryland 11,007,069 11,185,652 -1.62
Missouri 6,842,134 7,087,690 -3.52
Nevada 4,477,881 4,592,507 -2.52
New York 39,389,854 40,147,484 -1.9%
Oklahoma 4,335,526 4,503,413 -3.32
Rhode Island 1.985,186 2,158,341 -8.0%
South Carolina’ 6,258,167 6,400,350 -2.21
CONTROL

Alabama 5,316,803 5,710,047 -6.92
Tova 3,912,102 3,976,042 -1.6%

Mich{gan 17,827,712 18,249,584 -2.3%



CONTROL
Mississippi
New Hampshire
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Verumont

West Virginjia

3,958,154
4,431,450
14,282,788
4,755,942
16,830,727
1,343,230
2,497,174

263

3,979.?5}
4,460,072
14,962,709
4,771,369
16,937,354
1,377,594

2,718,906

-0.5%
-0.62
-4,5%
-0.3%
-0.6%
-2.5%
-8.2%
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Fact Sheet

FET INCREASE IMPACT ON ILLEGAL PRODUCTION OF LIQUOR B

ISSUE

An increase in the FET on distilled spirits will encourage production and
consumption of {llegal, untaxed and potentially dangerous substitutes for
commercially~produced liquor.

KEY POINTS

1. A ma_,r increase in the FET on distilled spirits will add strong
economic incentives for the production of illegal liquor.

o There is no serious problem now in the U.S. with production
and sale of illegal spirits.

== In the past twenty years, legal distillers have eroded
steadily the profit on illegal liquor by raising pro-
ductivity (one of the highest and fastest growing im
the U.S.) and keeping price increases low.

-- At the same time, Federal and state seizures of illegal
stills have fallen to a minimal level from much higher
levels in the previous three decades.

-- Tllegal producers have been further discouraged by the
high price of sugar, a key ingredient, in recent years.
o A major increase ‘n the FET could generate strong incentives
for illegal production.

~-=- An increase in the FET could raise spirits prices significantly.
For example. a 100 percent increage in the FET could raise
spirits prices by as much as SO percent, making illegal pro-
duction far more economically profitadble.

e The roughly 11,000 "small" fuel-alcohol still licenses granted in
the last few years by the Federal government could become an
important source of illegal, untaxed liquor. These government
licenses for small stills have been granted in every state in
the country. In California, over 1,000 licenses have been granted,
in Michigan and Texas over 500 licenses; in Alabama, Florida,
North Carolina, Ohio, and Washington over 400 licenses; in Ilowa,
Illinois, Indiana, and Oregon over 300 licenses. In thirty-one
states over 100 licenses for "small" stills have been granted.
(Attachment I)
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-- These "small” stills (up to 10,000 proof gallon capacity) are
not closely supervised by the Federal government, nor are the
owners usually bonded. (Medium and large fuel-alcohol stills
are inspected at licensing and their owners bonded).

-= The "small" fuel-alcohol stills are capable of producing
beverage alcohol as well as fuel--alcohol. There currently
1s an oversupply of fuel-alcohol, making it uneconomic
to produce and making production of beverage alcohol a more
attractive alternative.

o A further economic incentive is the low price of sugar, down
substantially from higher levels in prior years.

e According to the Wall Street Journal (1973): "The nuamber of
moonshiners is decreasing, but their stills are getting bigger
all the time. In North Carolina, for example, the capacity of
the average still 15 years ago was 400 gallons, Federal men
estimated. Today it is 1,800 gallons."

e In the U.S. on September 29, 1981, lawmen in Henry County,
Virginia destroyed a 10-pot whiskey st{ll with an annual
production capacity of 52,000 gallons.

e Recently an alcohol-fuel permit holder pleaded guilty to
selling 1llegal, non-taxed beverage alcohol and was sentenced
to five years in prison.

3. Historically, prohibitive taxation and strict regulation have led
to increased illegal production of liguor im the U.S.

¢ During Prohibitien, “bathtub gin", tax-free liquor from Canada
and backwoods "moonshine" flowed freely in the U.S.

e By 1952, when the FET on distilled spirits had increased 425
percent over the 1934 post-Repeal level, U.S. consumption of
tax-free liquor exceeded 60 million gallons, or 18 percent of
total consumption,

¢ The average annual number of stills seized by Federal agents
increased 33 percent after the 16 percent FET increase of 1951.
The average rose from 8,109 stills in 1947-50 to 10,852 stills
in 1951-54,
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4. The experience of other countries which have prohibitive liquor

taxation or strict regulation indicates the serious potential for

illegal production.

o The National Institute for Alcohol Research in Norway estimated

that 20 percent of the liquor consumed is produced illegally
and sold outside the restrictive national liquor monopoly.

In the Soviet Union, with strict limitations on the availability
of alcohol and high taxation of liquor that accounts for 10
percent of its budget, an estimated one-third of total spirits
consumed is home-distilled and it has the world's highest death
rates from acute alcohol poisoning (160 per million persons).

5. Tax-free production of liquor can cost Federal and stste‘goveﬁnments

over a billion dollars in lost tax revenues.

e In 1954, three years after a 16 percent FET increase, Federal

and state governments lost over $900 million on an estimated
output of 72 million gallons of moonshine.

In 1983, if only 10 percent of total consumption shifted to
illegal liquor following a massive FET increase, state and
local governments could lose about $300 millfon and the Federal
government could lose roughly $750 million.

6. Illegal liquor production will raise enforcement costs for the

states.

The Federal goverrment is considering dismantling the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, which may shift more enforce-
ment to the states,

Any reduction in Federal enforcement cocupled with a major
FET increase could be added incentive to illegal producers,
combining prospects of higher profits with lower risks.

7. 1llegal production :nd consumption of liquor poses a serious

health hazard.

Legal distillers are subject to strict quality-control
standards by law to ensure the purity of the product.

Ill egal producers often sell a product that is dangerous
and even fatal.
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Illegal producers often use car radiators to distill liquor,
poisoning the product with lethal lead salts. This poison
was found in 90 percent of seized stills in 1973.

Illegal producers may sell deadly methanol-spirits (wood

alcohol) instead of ethanol-spirits to uawary consumers.

In 1955, eight New Yorkers died from illegal spirits con-
taining wood alcohol.

In February, 1981, Georgia agents searched for an illegal
still responsible for at least six deaths because traces
of rubbing alcohol were contained in the illegal liquor.

In January, 1981, 29 people died and 80 others were
hospitalized in Malaysia from alcohol poisoning.

“In July, 1981, 311 people died in India from a single

batch of illegal spirits made with methanol.
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State Licenses

Tennessee - 244

Texas ‘ 545

Utah 120 )

Vermont 30 R
Virginia 154

Washington 497 -
West Virgin;a ' 59

Wisconsin ) 245

Wyoming 33

TOTAL 10,515 )

N.B. Small Alcohol Fuel Plants are capable of producing up to 10,000
proof gallons annually.

Source: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms
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ATTACHMENT 1

Small Alcohol Fuel Plant Licenses

as of September 30, lébl

State Licenses
Alabama . 441
Alaska 13
Arizona ‘ ' 159
Arkansas 261
California 1,037
Colorado 164
- Connecticut 26
Delaware 20
?istrict of Columbia S
Florida 417
Georgia ' 241
Hawail 15
Idaho ) 190
Illinois 305
Indiana 330
I owa 320
Kansas 261
Kentucky 226

Louisiana 88
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State Licenses
Maine — - 38 )
Maryland 132
Massachusetts 61
Michigan 523
Minnesota 292
Mississippi 81
Missouri ' 239
Montana 94
Nebraska 191
Nevada 41
" New Hampshire N 24
New Jersey 60
New Mexico 73
New York 216
North Carolira 416
North Dakota 45
oOhio 449
Oklahoma 124
Oregon 378
Pennsylvania 266
Rhode Island 16
South Carolina 245
South Dakota . 65



