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CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

TUESDAY, JUNE 23, 1959

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a.m., in room 2221,-

New Senate Office Building, Senator Harry Flood Byrd (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators Byrd, Kerr Frear, Long, Smathers, Anderson,
Douglas, Gore, Talmadge, Mcdarthy, Hartke, Williams, Carlson,
Bennett, Butler, Cotton, and Curtis.

Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk, and Colin F.
Starn, chief of staff, Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
The bill before the committee is H.R. 7523, providing a 1-year

extension of the existing corporate normal-tax rate and of certain
excise-tax rates.

(The bill referred to, H.R. 7523, is as follows:)

(f.R. 7523, 86th Cong., 1st sess.)

AN ACT To provide a 1-year extension of the existing corporate normal-tax rate and of certain excise-tax
rates

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United State8
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the "Tax Rate
Extension Act of 1959".
SEC. 2. ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CORPORATE NORMAL-TAX RATE.

Section 11(b) (relating to corporate normal tax), section 821(a)(1) (A) (relat-
ing to mutual insurance companies other than interinsurers), and section 821(b) (1)
(relating to interinsurers) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 are amended
as follows:

(1) by striking out "JuLY I, 19s9" each place it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof "JULY i, 1960"-

(2) by striking out "July 1, 1959" each place it appears and inserting in
lieu thereof "July 1, 1960";

(3) by striking out "JUNE 30, 1989" each place it appears and inserting in
lieu thereof "JuNE. s0, 1OW";

(4) by striking out "June 30, 1959" each place it appears and inserting
in lieu thereof "June 30, 1960".

SEC. . ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CERTAIN EXCISE TAX RATES
(a) EXTENSION OF RATEs.-The following provisions of the Internal Revenue

Code of 1954 are amended by striking out "July 1, 1959" each place it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1960"-

(1) section 4061 (relating to motor vehicles);
(2) section 5001(a) (1) (relating to distilled spirits);
(3) section 5001(a) (3) (relating to imported perfumes containing distilled

spirits);
(4) section 5022 (relating to cordials and liqueurs containing wine);

section 5041(b) (relating to wines);
6 section 5051(a) (relating to beer); and
(7 section 5701(c) (1) (relating to cigarettes).
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(b) TECHNICAL A.%iEINDMENTS.-The following provisions of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 are amended as follows:

(I) Section 5063 (relating to floor stocks refunds on distilled spirits, wines,
cordials, and beer) is amended by striking out "July 1, 1959" each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1960", and by striking out
"October 1, 1959" and inserting in lieu thereof "October 1, 1960".

(2) SubsectiQns (a) and (b) of section 5707 (relating to floor stocks refunds
ji cigarettes> are amended,'by $triking out "July 1, 1959" eachi place it
appars and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1,' 1960", and by striking out"Ocobr 1 159" and inserting in lieu thereof "O0ctober 1, 1960".

(3) Section 6412(a)(1) (relating to floor stocks refunds on automobiles) is
amended by striking out "July 1, 1959" each lace it appears and inserting
in lieu thereof ''July ], 1960", by striking out "October 1, 1959" and inserting
in lieu thereof "October 1, 1960", and by striking out "November 10, 1959"
each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "November 10, 1960".

Section 497 of the Revenue Act of 1951 (relating to refunds on articles from foreign
trade zones), as amended, is amended by striking out "July 1, 1959" each place it
appearss and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1960".

i(c) APPLICATION.-For purposes of this section, references to provisions in
cAiAPter 51 of the Internl Revenue Code of 1954 are references to such provisions
as contained in such chapter as amended by section 201 of the Excise Tax Tech-
itical Changes Act of 1958.

Passed the House of Representativs June 8, 1959.
Attest:

RALPH R. ROBERTS, Clerk.
The I CHAIRMAN. The first witnesses will be Mr. Maurice H. Stalls,

Director, Bureau of the Budget, and Mr. David A. Lindsay, assistant
to Secretary of the Treasury.

I will ask both of these gentlemen to come to the witness table.
You gentlemen can decide who will make tho first presentation.
Mr. STANS . Suppose Mr. Lindsay makes the first presentation,

anl I hoped I could then present mine, and we could both be ques-
tioned then at the same time.
: The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.

STATEMENT OF DAVID A. LINDSAY, ASSISTANT TO THE SECRE-
TARY OF THE TREASURY

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee on
Finance, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you in support
of H.R. 7523 which was passed by the House of Representatives on
June 8, 1959. This legislation would extend for 1 year the present
tax rates on corporation incomes and the excise rates on liquor,
cigarettes, automobiles, and automobile parts and accessories.

gAs you know, the President in his budget message to the Congress
this year stated that the budget outlook for 1960 makes it essential
to extend these existing tax rates another year beyond their present,
expiration (late of June 30, 1959.

If this legislation were not adopted there would be a revenue loss in
a full year of operation of about $3.1 billion; $2.2 billion of this would
be in corporation income taxes aI( $0.9 billion in the following excise
taxes: $241 million of various alcohol taxes, $205 million of the tax
on cigarettes, and $435 million of the taxes on automobiles and auto-
mobile parts and accessories.

Of the total of approximately $3.1 billion, $2.0 billion woulh come
in the fiscal year 1960 and $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1961.

The rates now in effect were established by the Revenue Act of
1951, under which tie increases were. scheduled to terminate on March
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31, 1954. The higher rates have been continued by successive rate
extension acts, on a 1-year basis in 1954, 1955, 1956, and 1958, and
for 15 months in 1957. If H.R. 7523 were not enacted, the present
corporate income tax rate of 52 percent would revert on July 1, 1959,
to 47 percent through a reduction of the normal rate from 30 percent
to 25 percent. Further details as to the particular taxes, the respec-
tive rates, and the revenue effects for both fiscal years are presented
in the accompanying table which is attached to the prepared statement.

(The table referred to is as follows:)
Increase in revenue I resulting from extension of present corporation income *and

excise tax rates for I year beyond June 30, 1959

tIn millions of dollars)

Increase in receipts
Decrease

in
Scheduled rate reduction Fiscal year refunds

Full (1960
year only)1960 1961

Corporation income tax ----------------- 5 2 percent to 47 percent... 1,000 3 1,200 2,200 ........
Excise taxes:

Alcohol:
Distilled spirts --------------- $10.50 to $9 per gallon. 157 3 160 130
Beer ---------------------------- $9 to $8 per barrel --------- 72 1 73 8
Wines ---- ...-------------------- Various ..............------ 8 ------ 8 5

Total alcohol ---------------.---------------------------- 237 4 241 143
Tobacco: Cigarettes (small) --------- $4 to $3.50 per thousand... 201 4 205 20

Manufacturers' excise taxes:
Passenger automobiles ........... 10 percent to 7 percent of 315 60 375 45

manufacturers' gross
price.

Parts and accessories for auto- 8 percent to 5 percent of 50 10 60 -
mobiles, manufacturers' gross

price.
Total, manufacturers' excise --------------------------- 36 70 435 45

taxes.

Total excise taxes .......................................... 803 78 881 208

Total increase in receipts ................................ 1,803 1,278 3,081 208

'At levels of income estimated for the calendar year 1959 and fiscal year 1960.
3 Includes small receipts in succeeding years.
3 Sparkling wines (champagne), $3.40 to $3 per gallon. Artificially carbonated wines, $2.40 to $2 per

gallon. Still wines: Not more than 14 percent alcohol, 17 cents to 15 cents per gallon; more than 14 percent,
not over 21 percent alcohol, 67 cents to 60 cents rer gallon; more than 21 percent, not over 24 percent alcohol,
$2.25 to $2 per gallon. Wine liqueurs or cordials produced domestically containing over 2 and one-half per-
cent wine, which wine contains over 14 percent alcohol (in lieu of rectification tax). $1.92 to $1.60 per gallon.

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, Tax Analysis Staff.

Mr. LINDSAY. The reductions in tax rates tilat would take place
without the adoption of H.R. 7523 would go to only a few of the tax
sources of the Federal Government. When budgetarv conditions
make it, possible to consider tax reductions, we believe that con-
sideration should be given to the tax system as a whole. The Treas-
ury is of the opinions that a reduction of corporate rates is not justified
wfven reduction in the rates of individuals cannot properly be made.
We also believe that when a suitable opportunity is available for the
reduction of excise tax rates, we should reexamille the overall pattern
of rates to determine which should then enjoy priority in reduction.

At the present time we must keep striving io close the gap between
revenues and expenditures and to achieve a surplus. To do other-
wise would add to the burden of an already heavy debt which en-
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cumbers our economy, not only by the cost of interest but by s6i-
stantial interference in the financial markets of private business,
States, municipalities, and other political subdivisions competing for
national savings.

We are indeed appreciative of the thoughtful and cooperative
consideration which has consistently been given to these problems by
your committee.

Thank you.
The CHAIMAN. Yes, sir. It is the desire of the committee to hear

Mr. Stans, and then question the two witnesses together.
Mr. Stans, will you make your presentation?

STATEMENT OF MAURICE H. STANS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE
BUDGET

Mr. STANS. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in order
to assist your consideration of the President's recommendation for
extending the present excise and corporation income tax rates, I
would like to review briefly the budgetary outlook.

For the fiscal year 1959, which ends in a week, last January's budget
estimated expenditures of $80.9 billion and a deficit of nearly $13
billion. Although there is a possibility that the budget deficit may
turn out to be a few hundred million' dollars less, the actual result
will not differ substantiallv from the January estimate.

For fiscal year 1960, a balanced budget, was proposed in January.
Expenditures were estimated at $77 billion and revenue at $77.1
billion, with a small budgetary surplus of $70 million. The only
change in the January estimate of budget expenditures which seems
definite as of now is for interest on the public debt. Because of
currently higher interest rates, expenditures for interest may be
about one-half billion dollars more than estimated last January.
However, as the President pointed out in his June 8 message to the
Congress, the strength of economic recovery and growth beyond our
earlier estimates is now expected to increase revenues by enough to
offset the increased interest costs on the public debt.

In addition to the expected increase in interest expenditures, there
are other factors-still not definite--which might affect the total of
1960 expenditures.

Here are some that seem important enough to warrant special
attention.

Most of the regular appropriation bills for fiscal year 1960 are still
pending before the Congress. The same is true of some major
substantive legislative measures. While congressional action to date
on appropriation bills alone indicates the possibility of some expendi-
ture reductions, taken altogether, action on all bills thus far would
result in more increases than decreases in the budget if they were
enacted in substantially their present forms.

Other factors which are important to an appraisal of the 1960
budget outlook include the recommendations of the President to raise
postal rates and to increase taxes on motor and aviation fuels. If
these increases are not enacted the estimate of budget expenditures
for 1960 would increase by more than $900 million and the estimated
surplus would be affected accordingly.



CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

It is my hope that the Congress will see fit to hold the line on budget
expenditures so that the balanced budget proposed by the President
will be attainable. Holding the line on spending wherever we can is
particularly important in view of the uncertainties which always exist
in estimating for a period a year or more ahead. For example, the
quantity of surplus farm commodities which must be acquired under
existing laws might turn out to be more than we now estimate. In
addition, there are always uncertainties as to the course of inter-
national events.

As this committee knows, the estimate of budget receipts for 1960
includes about $2 billion of revenues that are contingent on the ex-
tension of the existing rates for corporation income taxes and for
excises. The extension of these rates is therefore one of the essential
steps in achieving a balanced budget and a sound fiscal situation in
1960. In a period of growing prosperity, such as the present, the
Government's income ought to cover its outgo. I accordingly urge
the enactment of the rate extensions now under consideration.

For 1961 and later years, as the President pointed out in the budget
message, the fiscal outlook will be influenced by general economic
trends and by actions taken by the Congress on the 1960 budget.
The validity of this conclusion is becoming increasingly evident.

With a growing national economy we can expect rising revenues
under current tax rates. The magnitudes of the revenues for a period
as distant as 1961, however, cannot be estimated with any certainty.

The same is true with respect to expenditures. Outlays in 1961 will
depend to a significant extent on action taken by the Congress now.
However, there are a number of expenditures with built-in increases
because of commitments required by existing laws. Without any
new action by the Congress authorizing additional programs or proj-
ects, spending for some major activities will almost certainly rise after
1960. Urban renewal and water resource projects are some examples
outer space and defense education programs are others.

With these facts in mind, the President recommended in the 1960
budget message a number of changes in existing laws which would
adapt programs to changed circumstances and make possible long-run
economies. Adoption of these proposals could save taxpayers billions
of dollars in the years ahead. He also recommended that new pro-
grams and proposals be examined critically in terms of their impact
on the Nation, both today and in the future.

Although it is not possible to predict at present precisely what
the budget totals will be for fiscal 1960 and 1961, it is clear that to
keep our financial house in order we have to extend the tax rates
which would otherwise expire or be reduced on June 30.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Stans, does your statement mean taking the
appropriation bills so far enacted as a total the result would be more
increases than decreases in the budget?

Mr. STANS. Senator, I did not mean to imply that. What I meant
was that the confessional action on appropriation bills, as well as on
substantive legislation, taken as a wiole, would produce moie in-
creases than decreases.

The CHAIRMAN. What would be the amount?
Mr. STANS. -Well, one factor is the housing bill which is now before

the House; another is the increase in-well there are quite a number,
Senator, and I can give you a table. I don't have an estimate of the
amount, but at the moment-



6 CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

The CHAIRMAN. The housing bill is before the President, is it not?
Mr. STANS. I think the House still has not passed the conference

report.
[NoT.-The conference report was approved by the House of

Representatives later this same day.]
The CHAIRMAN. It is practically before the President.
Now how much increase is involved in the housing bill on an

expenditure basis?
Mr. STANS. Well, there is not a great deal of increase on an ex-

penditure basis in the housing bill for 1960. We estimate it would
increase $70 million-

Senator DOUGLAS. I didn't hear the reply of the Director of the
Budget. What is the increase for 1960?

Mr. STANS. I am just coming to it, Senator. The increase in
expenditures in fiscal 1960 in the Congress bill over the administration
bill is about $70 million.

Senator DouGLAS. How much?
Mr. STANS. $70 million.
Senator DOUGLAS. Seventeen?
Mr. STANS. No, 70.
Senator DOUGLAS. Seventy. Is that expenditures?
Mr. STANS. That is expenditures.
The CHAIRMAN. What would be the total increase
Senator DOUGLAS. Do you regard this as a serious thing, as throw-

ing the budget out of balance seriously?
Mr. STANS. Well, I consider it serious, not wholly because of the

effect upon 1960, but because of the effect on other years as well.
And of course, we have a budget in 1960 which is balanced by only
$70 million.

The CHAIRMAN. What. would be the total increase through the
years if the bill should be signed by the President?

Mr. STANS. Through all the years, Senator? The total new authori-
zation provided for all the years covered is about $600 million above
the administration bill, and of course the administration bill extends
the urban renewal program over 6 years, whereas this bill provides
only for 2 years' funding of it.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, there is a $600 million increase. Does that
cover the full period in all the items in the housing bill?

Mr. STANS. Yes, Senator; but that is a minimum, because as I say
that only provides for 2 years of urban renewal, and if the program
were to continue beyond those 2 years, this bill would lead ultimately
to expenditures considerably greater than the administration program.

The CHAIRMAN. How many years would the $600 million cover?
Mr. STANS. Well, the $600 million covers the life of the bill. Actu-

al expenditures over the next 4 years under the conference bill would
be about $400 million more than under the administration bill for a
4-year period.

The CHAIRMAN. How long does the bill last?
Mr. STANS. Well, the various items in the bill have different dura-

tions, Senator, so that I can't specifically give the entire bill a terminal
(late.

But the urban renewal portion of the conference bill provides author-
ity for 2 years.



CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES FXTENSION

The CHAIRMAN. It creates an obligation to spend $600 million more
than would otherwise be spent had the bill not been enacted?

Mr. STANS. That is correct; $600 million more than the bill recom-
mended by the President, as we see it.

The CHAIRMAN. You mention that $900 million has been recom-
mended by the President for the increase in postal rates and the tax
upon motor and aviation fuels. Should that not be enacted, what
effect would that have on the balanced budget for the next fiscal
year?

Mr. STANS. It would mean, Senator, that our budget would be un-
balanced, and we would charge that $900 million against the small
surplus that we had hoped to have, leaving a deficit.

The CHAIRMAN. Assuming that the Congress does not increase the
recommendation of the President, and does not enact the increased
taxes, in your opinion what would be the deficit next year?

Mr. STANS. If the Congress does not enact the Housing bill above
the administration level or any other substantive legislation providing
for expenditures above the administration level, and also fails to enact
the postal rate increase and the gasoline tax rate increase, then my
estimate would be that the budget would be out of balance by abou
$1 billion to $1.5 billion. That is my best estimate as of now.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, if the taxes were increased and
the expenses are not increased, you would anticipate the budget for
next fiscal year would be practically balanced?

Mr. STANS. We could be in approximate balance if we got the
gasoline tax and the postal rate increase, and the authorization bills
did not exceed the President's request.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kerr.
Senator KERR. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Senator FREAR. Yes.
Mr. Stans, I didn't quite understand this statement you just gave

to the chairman on the $600 million in the urban renewal on the
Housing bill.

Maybe I am in error, but, as I understood in statements made on
the floor of the Senate yesterday, that even though the Senate ver-
sion of the conferees as passed yesterday was an extension of 2 years,
rather than a 6-year extension offered by the administration.

I believe the administration's figures were $1.550 billion over a
6-year period on urban renewal.

Mr. STANS. The administration figure for the 6-year period was
$1.450 billion, as I have it..

Senator FREAR. Well, I am sorry; I made a hundred million error.
But the House, or the version yesterday as passed by the Senate,'

was $900 million for 2 years.
'Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator FRE:AR. But included in that $900 million, as I understood

'it, was including two recommendations by the administration, on&
in the amount of $100 million, vbich was sort of a kitty for the-
administration to use in emergencies, and another one in the amount
of $100 million, or $150 million, the purpose of which I have forgotten
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at the moment, but if we took those into consideration the additional
expenditures in 1960, if this is enacted into law, in urban renewal will
be $150 million additional.

Mr. STANS. You are now speaking of the 2 years alone?
Senator FREAR. I think that must be 1961.
Mr. STANS. Well, for 1961 the administration program was $250

million, and this bill of the conference committee provides for $400
million.

Senator FREAR. That is $150 million in 1961?
Mr. STANS. That is correct, and in the 1960 budget, the adminis-

tration had proposed $250 million plus $100 million for the remainder
of 1959, or a total of $350 million, and the conference bill provides
for $500 million.

Senator FREAR. Well, that is the same, it is $150 million in 1960,
and $150 million in 1961, or over that period there is $300 million.

Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator FREAR. If that is not extended, and that is the end of the

urban renewal appropriations, as I understood it yesterday. How-
ever, they were only authorizations and not appropriations, Mr.
Stans; is that true?

Mr. STANS. I am not sure about that. Iy recollection is that it
came out of the conference committee as a contract authority and
that no further appropriation is required for obligations to be incurred.

Senator FREAR. I don't want to differ with you, but I would like
to be cleared on it, however.

Mr. STANS. I would have to check to get the answer for certain.
But my recollection is that the House bill required appropriation action,
the Senate bill did not, and it came out of conference without re-
quiring appropriation action, but I admit I am giving that from re-
collection, and I am not certain of it.

Senator FREAR. If I remember the statements made on the floor
of the Senate yesterday, it was authorizations. However, when the
chairman of the subcommittee was questioned it was acknowledged,
I believe, that it was a moral obligation to make appropriations for
this authorization to the extent of $900 million over the period of 2
years.

Mr. STANS. Of course, I am not any more certain of it than I have
indicated, and I would have to check to be sure.

(Mr. Stans later provided the following information for the record:)
The statements made from my recollection are essentially correct. The con-

ference bill provides contract authority which permits obligations to be incurred
without the necessity of an appropriation. Later on an appropriation will be
required to pay off these obligations. At that time the Government has a
contractual commitment-not merely a moral one--to provide the necessary cash.

Senator FREAR. Now, it is also a fact that if the administration
disagrees with this bill as presented, the President can veto it.

Mr. STANS. Yes, it is a fact.
Senator FREAR. Do you want to offer any opinion as to his action?
Mr. SrANS. Well, the President makes it quite clear that he never

discusses the possibility of his action in advance of the bill reaching
his desk. I can only say that I think, as Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, I would recommend that he veto it.

Senator FREAR. That he veto it.



CORPORATE AND EXCIM--AX- RATES E' ifON

May I ask this question, Mr.'Stans: Would your recommendation
be to the urban renewal part of the bill or the bill in general?

Mr. STANS. It is on a great many elements in the bill including the
urban renewal portion, including the public housing, including a con-
siderable number of other provisions in the bill.

I don't have all the details before me, but there are quite a number
of features that we think are undesirable.

Senator FREAAR. Has the President or the administration taken a
stand on college housing and facility loans?

Mr. STANS. Yes. The budget nicssage recommends that the college
housing program be changed to basically a guarantee program, and
that it not te extended to help finance, in particular, State-owned
educational institutions.

Senator FREAR. You say the budget message recommends that the
college housing program not be extended to help finance?

Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator FREAR. Well, what do you mean by State-owned? Are

they State-supported institutions?
Mr. STANS. Yes; what we mean is the budget, as proposed, that

the college housing program not be used to finance the construction
of housing for institutions supported by State or other bodies that
have tax-exempt privileges.

Senator FREAR. Would that be in any percentage degree? Most
State-supported institutions have income other than fees from stu-
dents and the moneys from the State treasuries, do they not?

Mr. ST.NS. Yes, I am sure they do.
Senator FREAR. Then would that prohibit those institutions from

obtaining loans from the Government under this bill?
Mr. STANS. If they have the power of tax exemption to finance this

type of construction, it would be prohibited under the administration
proposals.

Senator FREAR. You don't know whether that is true under the
conference bill?

Mr. STANS. It is my understanding that it is not true; that that
type of financing is permitted under the conference bill.

Senator FREAR. Yes.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The C IAIRMA--. Any further questions?
Senator SMATHERS. 7Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Smathers.
Senator SMATHERS. Mr. Stans, I am interested in this sentence,

where you say:
While congressional action to date on appropriation bills alone indicates the

possibility of sonre expenditure reductions, taken altogether, action on all bills
thus far would result in more increases than decreases in the budget, if they were
enacted in substantially their present form.

I thought, sir, and you might clear me up on this, that thus far with
respect to the appropriation bills, which have passed the House, there
has been a reduction of some $856 million below that which the Presi-
dent had requested.

Mr. STANS. The Senator is entirely right on that. 1 would like to
make it clear that the reference to all bills in this sentence is intended
to include not only appropriation bills, but also substantive legislation
such as the housing bill and others.
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Senator SMATHERS. Well, you will appreciate that it is the appro-
priation bills that really determine whether the budget is actually out
of balance or in balance; is that not true?
. Mr. STANS. Only in part, Senator, because if substantive legislation
is enacted which authorizes expenditures from debt receipts or from
revenues, that, of course, increases expenditures as well, and there are
some bills of that type pending.

Senator SMATHERS. (an you tell us what bill it is thus far-, except
for the housing bill, that has passed the Congress which exceeds the
President's request?

.Mr. STANS. Well, I don't think any have passed the Congress. I
am referring here to action taken so far on bills. In other words,
Senator, this is in a state of flux. It is very difficult to appraise what
will happen expenditurewise as a result o1 congressional action, and
all I am saying here is that I can't tell now what the final results for
the year will be, but-
Senator SMATHERS. Therefore, would it not be only fair to state

that it could be that after this flux you are talkitjg about, the Congress
wVould end up appropriating less money than it actually has requested?

11r. STANS. As I said later, Senator, that is my hope that the
Congress will do that,and that it will also restrain the enactment of
substantive legislation providing for expenditures beyond that which
the administration has requested.

Senator FREAR. So therefore it is only fair to imply in your state-
ment that thus far in actual point of fact Congress has been proceeding
with respect to appropriations below the figure which the President
had originally asked for in all the bills except the housing bill, and
there only $70 million above the recommended figure. Looking at
what has happened thus far, you, as a reasonable man, could conclude
that the Congress would appropriate less money than the President
originally asked for.
* Mr. STAINS. If the Senator will permit me, I would like to point out,
there is one appropriation bill in which the Congress so far has added
several hundred million dollars to the appropriations suggested by
the President, and that is the appropriations for the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

Outside of that, the action on appropriation bills has been
downward.

Senator FnFR AU. $856 million.
Mr. STANS. I think that is the correct, figure, Senator, approxi-

mately, including action on 1959 supplementals as well as 1960
appropriations.
.. Senator FRIEAR. And we still have the foreign aid bill to go, do we
not?

Mr. STANS. Yes.
Senator FREAI. There have been indications that that would be

substantially reduced.
Mr. STANS. I understand so.
Senator SMATHER. So there is actually the indication that would lead

reasonable people to believe that the Congress, contrary to spending
money above that requested by the President, above that, amount
requested by the administration thus far, it Would be only fair to
conclude the Congress is g6ing to appropriate less money than the
President has asked for.
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Mr. STANS. On appropriations, I think that is a very reasonable
conclusi n, and I hope the Senator is entirely right.

Senator SMATHERS. All right, sir. We certainly share that hope.
One other sentence you have in here that intrigues me very much.

You say:
Be-ause of currently higher interest rates, expenditures for interest may be

about one-half billion dollars more than estimated last January.

What do you mean by that? How did these interest rates go up
what was the reason for that?

Mr. STANS. Well, you are now in an area, Senator, in which perhaps
the Treasury can testify better than I can. But the fact of the matter
is that we had estimated in the budget that interest costs on our
national debt would run about $8 billion in fiscal 1960. The trend of
the market has been upward, and the recent Treasury financings have
been at higher rate, and a recalculation of that estimated cost for
1960 now indicates that it will be about $8.5 billion.

Senator SMATHERS. Would it be your opinion-and I presume in the
job which you hold any statement you made would be considered that
of all expert certainly in fiscal matters-would it be your opinion that
if the Congress accedes to the request of the Treasury to permit the
interest payments on. Government bonds to exceed that limit now
authorized by law, that that eventually would result in a greater
cost to the Government financing its debt?

Mr. STANS. Well, as to the year 1960, the effect of that legislation
is included within the $500 million estimate that I have given. Obvi-
ously, the trend of future rates will determine what the cost will be in
subsequent years.

Senator SMATHERS. If interest rates continue to go up, of course,
that increases, does it not, the Government debt?

Mr. STANS. Yes, but-
Senator SMATHERS. I mean the expense of taking care of the

Government debt?
Mr. STANS. It certainly does.
Senator SMATHZRS. And thereby, it calls for greater expense to the

Government.
Mr. STANS. Yes. I was only hesitating in my answer because I

wanted to make it clear that the .nere fact of raising the interest limit
wouldn't necessarily cost the Government more money unless the
market price of interest also coni~jnued to increase.

Senator SMATHERS. Do you have any doubt if you raise the limit
which the Government could priy on Government bonds that un-
doubtedly the market price would go up?

In other words, the maximum would tend to become the limit set
by law.

Mr. STANS. Senator, you arc in an area now in which I would much
refer to defer to the views c I. the Treasury, who have that responsi-

Senator SMATHERS. I know. I understand. I was just interested,
however, in your views because you have always been very frank
and straightforward in your manner of testifying before us, just as
the Treasury has, but there is some divergence of opinion in this and I
was interested in what your views would be.

Actually, do you not think that this would result, in obviously a
greater expense to the Government and a greater cost to the Govern-
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meant in meeting its obligations, if we permitted this law to be changed?
Mr. STANS. Senator, there are many factors that bear on the

answer, and my conclusion would be that one would have to evaluate
all those factors in order to have an opinion.

For example, this limit of 4.25 percent now applies only on bonds
over 5 years. If it isn't raised, the Treasury will presumably have
to do its financing in the short-term market, and I am just not in a
position to estimate what the consequences of that would be.

Senator SMATRERs. All right, sir. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Senator CARLSON. Just one question: Mr. Stans, we have extended

these tax rates in 1954, 1955, 1956, 1957, and 1958, and now we are
requested to extend them in 1959.

I am sure that the membership of this committee and the Congress
would be very happy to place termination dates on some of these
taxes, and not only that, but to eliminate some of them, but then I
come to your statement, anti I read this:

However, there are a number of expenditures with "built-in" increases because
of commitments required by existing laws.

Could you mention some of them that are going to haunt us, if I
may use that term, in 1961, 1962, 1963, 1964, and 1965? If you
don't have them, I would like to have you put them in the record.

Mr. STANS. I have a list of them here, Senator.
This, Senator, is one of the most difficult parts of preparing the

annual budget, because there are so many programs underway and
so many laws underway that automatically'carry with them provisions
that will increase the level of expenditures from one year to the next.

For example, the conservation reserve program of the Department
of Agriculture is on an increasing basis of authorization, and expendi-
tures will follow on an increasing basis.

The Development Loan Fund in the mutual security appropriation
is relatively new. As its commitments continue, its expenditures
will lag a year or so behind, but will gradually continue to increase.

The veterans' pension program is one which, by its own provisions,
is going to increase, regardless of the change in the law which the
Congress is now considering.

Construction on public works projects that have already been
started will require increasing amounts of money as the construction
progresses.

The space program of the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration began just a year or so ago, and is on a basis of increasing
authorization which is going to be followed by increasing levels of
expenditures.

The Defense Education Act enacted by Congress a year or so ago
is under the same circumstances, and will increase in expenditures
over a period of time.

The program of the Federal Aviation Agency to improve the safety
features of the airways system is going to be increasingly expensive
as construction progresses and as maintenance and operation costs
go up as the added facilities are placed in use.

The housing programs have a number of built-in features, the
principal one of which is in the urban renewal program. There, is P
case in which authorizations and commitments made one year don't
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result in expenditures in some cases for 3 or 4 years or more later.
But now the expenditures are beginning to rise. There are a number
of other programs like that in which commitments made one year
cause budget expenditures to increase in successive years, and my
estimate is that we have a couple of billion dollars of built-in increases
that we have to face up to in the 1961 budget above the 1960 level
for programs of this type.

Senator CARLJSON. IfI understand your statement correctly, you
don't give us much encouragement for reducing or not extending this
excise tax in 1960 to take action in 1959.

Mr. STANS. I can't honestly give you much encouragement,
Senator. We are in a situation in which expenditures are continuing
to increase.

Senator CARLSON. Those are, of course, commitments that Congress
itself has authorized or made.

Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator CARLSON. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stans, when you mention

these authorizations ultimately will result in appropriations, and urge
that we be aware of them, did you include in this the authorizations
which we are making at the request of the administration for the
World Bank or the International Monetary Fund?

Mr. STANS. Well, the World Bank authorization is not one that
involves any present or foreseeable expenditures.

Senator DOUGLAS. I mean, but it could be a due note, could it not?
Mr. STANS. It could be; at the moment it is a guarantee.
Senator DOUGLAS. And the administration requested this, isn't

that true?
Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator DOUGLAS. How much did that authorization amount to?
Mr. STANS. Well, that is an authorization which, as I say, is equiv-

alent to a guarantee of $3.175 or $3.2 billion.
Senator D)OUGLAS. $3.175 billion. That is quite a large sum, I

think.
What about the International Monetary Fund, how much did that

amount to?
Mr. STANS. That amounted to $1.375 billion.
Senator DOUGLAS. And that will not be called on until fiscal year

1960, will it, but it is charged against the 1959 budget, isn't that true?
Mr. STANS. It will be paid in fiscal 1959, and charged to 1959.
Senator DOUGLAS. Just at the end of the year, is that not true,just getting under the wire so it won't be charged against the 1960

budget, isn't that true?
Mr. STANS. Senator, the law has just been passed and the payment

is being made promptly.
Senator DOUGLAS. Yes. It is now the 23d of June, and the year

would expire in 7 days. You are going to be pretty certain to have
it paid over in the next 7 (lays so that it won't overlap into fiscal 1960.
isn't that true?

Mr. STANS. Senator, all I can say is that the request was made by
the administration many months ago, and it will be paid now that
the law has been enacted.

42355-59-2
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Senator DOUGLAS. Yes. This is an authorization, and you will
see that the persons who run it do so promptly.

I want to congratulate you on your earnestness in this matter.
May I ask about your housing figures. You stated that the

housing bill for fiscal 1960 calls for added expenditure of $70 million.
I would like to point out two things:

First, that we should not confuse authorization with expenditure.
For instance, we have authorized under urban renewal since 1949, in
those 10 years, $1.350 billion. But there have actually only been ex-
p ended $181 million, indicating that the expenditures thus far have
been only a fraction of the authorizations.

Now, it. is true that we are authorizing $500 million the first year,
and $400 million the second year; but in order to reach these sums
there would have to be a long preliminary period of submission of
plans, approving of plans, and so forth, so that probably only a very
small fraction will be chargeable against the-of the entire bill, will
be chargeable against the 1960 budget.

Senator Sparkman, who is a very careful man, has estimated that the
outlays under the administration bill for fiscal 1960 would have been
$4.5 million, and that the outlay under the bill as passed will only
be $27 million.

I think your figure of $70 million must. be in error, and I hope that
the press will not get the impression that the housing bill is going
to throw the budget out, of balance, and I think that on this basis,
that if you advise a veto it would not be in the public interest.

Mr. STANS. May I comment on that, Senator?
I hope the Senator is clear that the $70 million that I referred to is

an increase in expenditure in 1960 over the administration budget as
a result of the entire housing bill and not just in urban renewal.

Senator DOUGLAS. That is what I was referring to.
Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator DOUGLAS. The entire bill.
Mr. STANS. If the Senator wishes, I would be happy to put a table

in the record indicating how we compute the $70 million.
Senator DOUGLAS. I think it would be helpful, and then we could

get comparison with the figures of Senator Sparkman.
Mr. Stans. I will.
As shown in the following table, expenditures in fiscal 1960 are

estimated at $75 million under the conference bill compared with
$5 million under the administration bill. The difference is the $70
million referred to.

(The table submitted by Mr. Stans, and the table and statement
submitted by Senator Douglas follow:)

(Table submitted by Mr. Stans:)
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Housing legi8lation-Codparison of authorizations and expenditures proposed by
Administration with Conference Housing Bill (S. 57)

tin millions]

Estimated budget expenditures
New obliga-

tional authority
Fiscal year 1960 Fiscal year 1961 Total 1960-63

Purpose

Admin- Con- Admin- Con- Admini- Con- Admin. Con.
istra- ference istra- ference istra- ference Lstra- ference
tion tion tion tion

Urban renewal:
1959 ---------------------------- $100 ..........................................................
1960 ------------------------ 20 $500.0
1961-------------------------250 400.0.....................-......................................
1962-65 ----------------------- (M6)-------------- -------- -------- -------- -------- ---

Total----------------------- 1600 00. 0 $3 $11 $23 841 $135 $270
College housing loans --------------- 200 300.0 ---------------- 125 130 200 300
College classroom loans ------------------- 62.5 ........ 3 -------- 35 ........ 62
FNM A purchase of cooperative

mortgages -----------------------------. 37.5 -------- 12 ......................... 13

Other author-
izations

Public housing ---------------------- p - . 874.5 -------- 19 .... 32
Loans for housing for the elderly ----------- 6 ,50.0 2....... 2 2 "0
Other ------------------------------ 1 10 3 25.4 2 5 4 9 10 25

Total ------------------------ 1810 2,249.9 5 76 152 240 345 752

I Amounts proposed by administration for urban renewal for 1962-6 not included in totals since conference
bill did not provide advance authorization for these years. Program continuation at conference convittee
level for 1961 would require additional authorization of $1.6 billion for 1962-65.
* I Conference bill provides authority, without appropriation action, to enter into annual contributions
contracts for 45,000 public housing units, with a 40-year cost of about $874.5 million and, at the discretion
of the President, approximately 145,000 additional units with a 40-year cost of $2,825 million. App, 3pria-
tions would be required to meet subsequent annual contractual payments.

3 Authorization for appropriation. New obligational authority when actually appropriated.

STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DOUGLAS BASED ON SENATE HOUSING
COMMITTEE TABLES

During debate on the conference report on S. 57, the Housing Act of 1959, a
table, prepared by the Housing and Home Finance Agency, was inserted in the
record, which table purports to show that S. 57 will increase the Federal budget
for fiscal year 1960 by $75.34 million. Mr. Stans testified the figure would be
$70 million. There was also inserted in the record a table, prepared by the staff
of the Subcommittee on Housing, which table purports to show that the impact
of S. 57 on the budget for fiscal 1960 will be only $28.5 million.

In my opinion, the estimate submitted by the Housing and Home Finance
Agency is exaggerated and unreliable. This is particularly true for their esti-
mates concerning the program of direct loans to build housing for elderly persons
and the effect which the bill would have upon planning and construction loans
for public housing.
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A comparison of the figures prepared by the 3ubcommittee staff with those
prepared by the administration is given below.

Farm housing

Expenditures for fiscal year 1960:
Administration table ---------------------------------- $400, 000
Subcommittee staff table ---------------------------------- None

An expenditure for fiscal year 1960 would have to be appropriated, and in view
of the fact that the administration has refused to ask for this money, it is unlikely
that any of it will I.K spent in the coining fiscal year.

College classroom loans

Expenditurts for fiscal year 1960: Mluriorn
Administration table ------------------------------------------ $3. 5
Subcommittee staff table -------------------------------------- 2. 5

Past experience would indicate that a new program such as this would be very
slow in getting underway. By the time regulations have been prepared and
agreed to by both the Community Facilities Administration and the Health,
Education, and Welfare Department, many months will have passed before any
commitments are made under this new authority. It is most unlikely that the
amount actually disbursed in the coming fiscal year will exceed $2.5 million.

Relocation payments

Expenditures for fiscal year 1960: Aluio4
Administration table ------------------------------------------ $3. 0,
Subcommittee staff table -------------------------------------- None

S. 57 would authorize an increase in maximum payments for families from $100
to $200, and for businesses from $2,500 to $3,000. Under present law, the average
moving cost for families is $60 on a national basis and, in New York City, where
costs are high, it is only $70. The moving costs for businesses is averaging $800.
The new increases are expected to be paid only in a few unusual cases and to
increase the overall average by only a small amount. The effect-of-this increase on
projects in execution in fiscal 1960 will be negligible.

Urban planning grants

Expenditures for fiscal year 1960: MlloW
Administration talle ------------------------------------------- $1.7
Subcommittee staff table --------------------------------------- 1. 1

The staff believes that the authorization of $10 million, which was recommended
by the administration, will have no significant impact on the 1960 budget, but is
willing to concede that the provisions in S. 57 might cause an expenditure of
approximately $1.1 million. The President's 1960 budget estimates an expendi-
ture for 1960 of $3.5 million. All of this, however, is from amounts already
authorized by previous legislation; none from this year's legislation. The budget
includes a figure of $2.3 million out of the new proposed authorization, which will
be committed but not spent in 1960. The provision in this year's bill to expand
the coverage of the program may increase the commitment of funds for 1960,
but should affect the expenditures by not more than $1.1 million.

Elderly housing direct loans

Expenditures for fiscal year 1960: Mtio1
Administration table ------------------------------------------ $25. 0
Subcommittee staff table -------------------.------------------ 2. 5

It is extremely unlikely that the administration will complete the preparation
of new regulations, ask for supplemental appropriations, and process loans and
disburse funds for more than a token amount during fiscal year 1960. Our estimate
is approximately $2.5 million.
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Public housing advances

Expenditures for fiscal year 1960: ,'an
Administration table -------------------------------------------- $19
Subcommittee staff table ---------------------------------------- 5

The administration figures assume that preliminary loans will be approved for
all 45,000 units in fiscal year 1960. Based on past experience, this is extremely
unlikely. During the year following the passage of the Housing Act of 1956,
only 10,000 units were approved for preliminary loans. Approvals and disburse-
ments of $5 million is a realistic estimate for fiscal year 1960.

FNMA special assistance for cooperative housing

Expenditures for fiscal year 1960: Mlluion
Administration table ------------------------------------------ $12. 5
Subcommittee staff table -------------------------------------- 6. 3

The bill provides new authorization of $37.5 million: $25 million to be used for
consumer-cooperatives, and $12.5 million for builder-sponsor cooperatives.
Because there is already a balance of $30 million in FNMA for consumer-cooper-
atives, it is unlikely that any of the new funds will be committed and disbursed in
1960. It takes 18"to 24 months to get a project to completion from the date of
commitment. It is possible, however, that approximately one-half of the $12.5
million becoming available for commitments to builder-sponsor cooperatives will
be disbursed in 1960.

Allowing for reasonable differences of opinion about the impact of S. 57, I
believe that the $28.5 million figure is far more accurate than the $75.34 million
figure submitted by the administration.

(Table submitted by Senator Douglas:)



PROPOSED HOUSiG'. LEGISLATION
Comparative summary of new obligational authority and estimated expenditures for fiscal year 1960

[In millions]

New obligational authority

I Administra-
tion (S. 65
and 612)

Grants:
U rb a n ren ew a l ......... ............................ .....Urban planning (701) ------------------------------. ....
Scholarship . . ......................
D defense hospital ----------------------__-- ----" ----- ----
Farm Housing research ------------ ;;---------_---

Lons:
Elderly housing direct loans .........................
U rban renew al advances . ..................... --- -"
Public housing advances ----------------------------------
College housing loans ...................... ...
College classroom loans --------------- ----------Mortgage purchases: FNMA special assistance for cooperative

h ou sin g .----------------------------------------------......

Total

34.61
_______ I ________________ I _______ Iau~uurrzaaious jar a b-year penoo.

t Atrorlt=lOns or a i-ye persd.Appropriations in 2 fiscal yewrs.

'5$1,5150.0
10.0

-- .
--- ---- --- ---

--------
------...... --_210-0_]]/

Estimated expenditure, fiscal year
1 I -,

Senate
(5.57)

I .s 100.0
ii0. 0
1.5

15.0
.2

300.0
12&.0

1,760.01 2,551.7

House
(S. 57)

2$1.1500.0
10.0

1&0
,.

Conference
(8.57)

g$00.0
10.0

.3
15.0

-1

Administra-
tion (S. 65ad 612)
arId 6fl)

Senate
(s. 57)

2.5---- -- - -

100.0 50.0 .............. I-----------
-..... -. -. ---..------------- 3.6 8 0

400.0 300. - ----------- --------------.
--- --- 7-... . . 62.5 -------------- & 0

75.0 1 37.5 1 ......... ........ -- -- -------.

2100.1 1, 375. 4

House
(S, 57)

2.5

&0
8.5
5.0

------ - -

12.51

3 Authorizations for a 2-year period.
Table prepared by staff of Senate Housing Subcommittee.

0

Conference
(8. 57)

2. 5

.W]5'-
Lw:

4.3

Z)5

I

.. .. .. 0iO
............-

|
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The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Senator CURTIS. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator CURTIS. Mr. Stans, what kind of a budget are you referring

to here in your statement? -Is that an expenditure budget?
Mr. STANS. Yes.
Senator CURTIS. Does it include expenditures for which no appro-

priations are made?
Mr. STANS. Yes, if the expenditure authorized other than by

appropriations.
Senator CURTIS. Doe' include trust fund?
Mr. STANS. No; it es not.
Senator CURTIS. does not include al security?
Mr. STANS. N ,it does not.
Senator CUR s.But it s hi ud an, au. matic' expe diture*

that are made ithout QC ress a prop iat m
Senator K R. With ut What?
Senator C RTIS. Wit 1 ut-Co aP riatin it
Senator RR. What would t
Senator NNET. Interest e d t.
Senator URTIS. I st ont d ,and c n thin of one of he

largest exp nditures ever a ea' the orial
British la There ever w any m ey ropriated for it. h6
bill original d in the Senate. I ca r i authorized the ptei
and said it all be t ate ubl a tion. It p ed
the House ]a er, even ho h the i says tht money ills
shall originat in the House. And I, k th record w out,

napropit wa=vea -1 it; iat t Co ess direc d theno ap priati5 was ever m a i fo g[ h

Treasury to ma the expen iture and t at it as public de trans-
action.

Would you supp the answer to tha for the record?
Mr. STANs. I wil s l y the answer to that.
(The information refe to is as follows:)

U.S. CREDIT TO TH IGO

The joint resolution to implement further the purposes of the B on Woods
Agreements Act by. authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to carry out-an
agreement with the United Kingdom, and for other purposes (Public Law 609,
79th Cong S.J. Res. 138) stated:

"Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled * * *

"SEc. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the agreement dated December 6 1945,
between the United States and the United Kingdom, the Secretary of the TFreas-
ury is authorized to use as a public-debt transaction not to exceed $3,750,009,000
of the proceeds of any securities hereafter issued under the Second Liberty Bond
Act, as amended, and the purposes for which securities may be issued under that
Act are extended to include such purpose. Payments to the United Kingdon)
under this joint resolution and pursuant to the agreement and repayments thereof
shall be treated as public~debt transactions of the United States. Payments-of
interest to the United States under the agreement shall be covered into the Treass
ury as miscellaneous receipts."

Expenditures from debt receipts authorized by this joint resolution were made
in fiscal years 1947 and 1948 in the amounts of $2,050 million and $1,700 million,
respectively. These amounts were included in total budget expenditures for those
years and are shown on page 852 of the "1949 Budget Document" for fiscal year
1947 and on page 929 of the "1950 Budget Document" for fiscal year 1948. No
appropriation was enacted.

19
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Senator CURTIS. Now, it occurs to me that perhaps there are some
hidden increases in some of these bills which have been passed. Is it
true that the Housing bill, for instance, eliminates the limit on income
of potential occupants of pul)lic housing?

Mr. STANS. Senator I am sorry, but I don't have information on
all the details of the dousing bill.

Senator CURTIS. Can you supply that, Mr. Bennett?
Senator BENNETT. The Housing bill removes the requirement that

ceilings on income for occupants of public housing be under the control
of the Housing Administrator and puts them under the control of the
local Housing Authority, so that so far as the Federal Government is
concerned its control over the limits on income of people who occupy
public housing will be removed if the bill becomes law.

Senator CURTIs. I would like to ask Mr. Stans this:
If at the present time no one can demand public housing unless their

income falls below a certain figure and the Federal Government relin-
quishes that power to determine the ceiling and gives it to every
ambitious mayor in the country, is that going to increase or decrease
expenditures?

Mr. STANS. Well, I should think in the long run a provision of that
type would tend to increase expenditures.

Senator, there are many other provisions changing the administra-
tion of the Housing program in a great many respects that we think
are also highly undesirable.

Senator CURTIS. I just cite this as one.
Mr. STANS. Yes.
Senator CURTIS. Could you list those?
Mr. STANS. Yes, I will be very happy to put a list in the record.
Senator CURTIS. You would prefer to do that rather than providing

them now.
Mr. STANS. Unfortunately, 1 don't have any papers with me in

any details on the provisions of the Housing bill, and I would rather
not trust my recollection on many of them.

(The information referred to is as follows:)

MAJOR DEFECTS OF CONFERENCE Housusm BILl, (S. 57)

1. Budget eflec.-The bill provides authorizations of $2,250 million (excluding
$2,825 million available for public housing at the President's discretion) against
the comparable recommendation of the President for $810 million. The budgetary
effects of the additional authority would be felt not only in 1960 hut for many
subsequent years. (See table previously inserted in response to Senator Douglas'
inquiry.)

2. Direct loans.-The present college housing program would be continued at
50 percent above the recommended amount without either adjusting interest
rates (currently 2% percent) to cover the cost of money to the Treasury or
excluding public institutions which can borrow privately about as cheaply as
the Treasury. In addition, the bill would authorize, at the same interest rates,
two nen direct loan programs for college classrooms ($62.5 million) and housing
for the elderly ($50 million). The latter authorization would be used almost
exclusively for projects ready to go forward under the existing FHA mortgage
insurance program.

3. mortgage putchases.-The bill would reinstate the requirement that the
Federal National Mortgage Association purchase mortgages at not less than par,
reduce fees charged, and increase the maximum mortgage eligible for purchase.
This would result in substantial unnecessary purchases well above market prices
with corresponding subsidies to sellers. The chief beneficiaries would be the
builders of high rent apartments on urban renewal sites. The bill also includes
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unneeded authority to purchase co-op mortgages ($37.5 million) und-authorizes
a new program for direct "warehousing" loasi backed by FHA and VA mortgages.

4. U rban renewl.-The bill not only omits most of the Preeident's proposal,
but also makes major undesirable changes which will utlimately require even
greater amounts than the substantial authorizations included in the bill. It
would prohibit any limit on the size of any project or on the amount of grants for
any one city-thu, making sound management and equitable allocation of funds
almost impossible. it would sharply reduce the buying power of the J ederal
urban renewal dollar by permitting localities to claims two-thirds Federal reim-
bursement for facilities constructed as lonq as 5 years before project approval
and for unrelated expenditures by universities for land acquisition and clearance
in or near urban renewal areas; by increases in 100 percent Federal payments
to displaced families and businesses and extension of eligibility for such payments
to displacees of other programs; and by eliminating the local share on urban
renewal sites used for public housing. It would permit the diversion of 20 percent
of grants for projects with nu e/iect upon housing and living conditions.

5. Federal Housrg Adnzinistration.-The bill provides insufficient flexibility
with respect to both interest rates (particularly oi Capehart armed services
housing) and additional mortgage insurance authority. It includes numerous
undesirable liberalizations of terms and authorizes an unnecessary new program
for rental housing in defense areas.

6. Public housing.-The bill would continue public housing for up to 190,000
units at a cost of $3.7 billion. This approach to housing low income families is
no longer desirable or effective, and available housing is adequate for most urgent
needs.

Senator CURTIS. Now, in the Bureau of the Budget, do you use
any terms such as controllable expenditure and uncontrollable
expenditure, anything of that sort?

Mr. STANS. We use it, yes; in a general sort of way.
Senator CURTIS. Now, for instance, if the Congress passed a wage

increase for Government employees, that would be characterized as
an uncontrollable expenditure, then, would it?

Mr. STANS. Yes, it would.
Senator CURTIS. Programs would have to be eliminated and em-

ployees discharged, or else it would be necessary for the Congress
and the executive to provide more money to run it, is that correct?

Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator CURTIS. That is true also in many other fields, is it not?
Mr. STANS. Yes, it is true in a great many.
Senator CURTIS. Can you think of some more?
Mr. STANS. Well, I can think of a number where the provisions of

the law fix the formula for the making of the payments. One is in the
case of many of the veterans' benefits, particularly veterans' pensions
and compensation.

Another, at the time a budget is prepared, is the farm price support
programs because they are announced for the crop year ahead of the
time that we prepare the budget.

Another item in which
Senator CURTIS. Just a minute on that agricultural thing. The

Congress directs that a given commodity shall be supported at a
certain level, isn't that true?

Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator CURTIS. But the laws of nature determine how many units

of that you will have to support, is that right?
Mr. STANS. Unfortunately, that is correct.
Senator CURTIS. If you reduce the acres, why, the fertilizer people

sell more fertilizer, and the thing still goes on.
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Certain action Congress takes onl retirenitt bill- is inl thi; ,ategor
too, is it, not?

lr. S'r.k 's. Yeg, retirenet of (4overinnint eliiployees.
Another ite 1 in this .aine category is the publi assistance pro-

gra ni-----
Senator ('uvru. yes.
Nlr. ST'A,\s (Continning). V!,1ih P1moon I..; to smvrnl hilliol ,dollars1

t year.
Senator CItis. The Congress passes a law, and fixes the amoult

of Federal eXl)emdittire according to a forniula for eachE possible
recipient; is that corret?

Mr. STANS. That is correct.
Senator CurTIs. And then we leave to the States the leterninlatio:i

of who is eligible t-) receive it; isn't that correct?
Mr. SrANs. That is correct.
Senator CuRTis. For instance, in the old-age assistance we have

some States where out of every hundred people over 65 there are per-
haps 14 or 15 drawing old-age assistance, the major part of which funds
come from the Federal treasury.

On the other hand, we have some States that are, or at least one
State where more than 60 percent of every 100 people over 65 are
drawing a payment, is that correct?

Mr. STANS. I am not sure of the ratios of the number of people.
Senator CURTIS,. But it is a wide variation.
Mr. STANS. It is wide, and the Federal Government pays 80 percent

of the first $30 to each beneficiary, per month.
Senator CuRTIs. I think it is very conmend!, ble when the people

over the country rise up and insist that appropriations must be held
(town in a given year. But out of the total budget of $77 billion, only
a small portion of that is really controllable in that year, isn't that
correct?

Mr. STANS. Senator, if you were to assume that the defense program
is almost uncontrollable under present world conditions, then the por-
tion of the budget with which there remains any margin of flexibility
is extremely small.

Senator CURTIS. In other words, if you accept the premise that the
defense program is dependent upon the world situation, an'd keeping
abreast with scientific development, if you take that out, then you
take out the interest, on the national debt, either at high or low interest,
and then you take out commitments for social benefits, and matching
money with the States, commitments for wage increases, commitments
for agricultural supports, commitments on retirement programs, do
you have an estimate of what portion of the budget is controllable in
a given year?

Mr. STANS. Well, our estimates are that there are about $10 billion
of the budget on which we can exercise any measure of flexibility at
the time we put the budget together, for the reasons that the Senator
has describe'l.

Senator CURTIs. Out of $77 billion, about $10 billion has some
flexibility?

Mr. STANS. Right.
Senator CURTIS. That is assuming you remove the defense expendi-

tures from flexibility?
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Mr. STANS. That is correct, and as to that $10 billion, as I pointed
out earlier, we are handicapped by built-in increases as a result of
existing legislation, that tends to force them up rather than downward.

Senator CuTis. Then does it follow, Mr. Stans, that, and of course
all of that $10 billion can't be eliminated, can it?

Mr. STANS. Of course not.
Senator CUIITIS. It involves some of the essential services of Gov-

ernment, does it not?
M Mr. STANS. Oi, yes.
Senator CURTIS. Running the courts, and-
Mr. STANS. The collection of taxes the operation of the Depart.

ment of Justice, the Department of Labor, many of the operations
of the Department of State, the Post Office Department deficit, part
of the operations of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, are all included in that $10 billion.

Senator CURTIS. In other words, it follows, then, that the only
hope of balanced budgets and ultimate hope of reduction of taxes
and payment of debts depend upon a trend downward in the pro.
grains undertaken by the Federal Government, isn't that correct?

Mr. STANS. That is exactly correct, Senator, and it is the only solu-
tion I see, particularly in view of the fact that there is the time lag
between authorization and expenditure, it will take several years to
get the budget on a declining basis.

Senator CURTIS. Well, of course, Congress is going to meet in the
meantime and give you more.

Mfr. STANS. I hope not.
Senator Cuwiis. Well, I am afraid we will have to meet, but Iagree

with you, I am pessimistic about it. But I want to ask you this:. To'what extent can the Executive decline to spend money appro-
priated by Congress?

Mr. STANS. Well, where programs are not fixed in such mandatory
tirns as the veterans program and others that we have discussed, the
executive branch can construe appropriations as being authorization
to spend, but not a mandate to spend.

However, the Senator is quite aware of the fact that any withholding
by the administration of authorized expenditures is generally followed
by a tremendous amount of criticism from the public.

Senator.CuRTis. There. is a limitation also on how far you can go
b '"the practicalities of the situati6n.

Mr. STANS. Yes, by the practicalities of the situation; yes, in the
seise the programs have to be continued.

. Senator CURTIS. For instance, if it is a public works program, you
an in order to balance the budget in one particular year, cause a

slowdown, just not go quite so fast, and maybe'save 5 or 10 percent in
actual expenditures from the Treasury in a given year. Maybe my
percentage is not correct, but you could do that, could you not.? -

- Mr. STANS. Yes.
Senator CURIMs. But if you made your slowdown too soon,'. then

the committed project would increase in overhead expenditures, be-
cause the (late of completion would be so far removed, isn't that
conect?

I Mr. STANs. That-could very well be thie case.
Senator CURTIS. Yes.
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Now a question about interest rates. Maybe the Treasury wants
to answer this.

If Government interest rates do not go up and voluntary purchases
of bonds are not sufficient to meet the needs, manage the debt, pay
the bonds that are due, and make the expenditures that Congress says
must be made, what steps can the Treasury take to meet our obliga-
tions?

I want all the steps mentioned, whether they are good or bad, in
your opinion.

Mr. LINDSAY. Right.
First, let me reiterate what Mr. Stans stated before in1 that there is

no fixed ceiling on the interest rate on tile short-term bond, under 5
years.

We have been moving into more short-term financing all along,
which has the effect of more frequent refundings and going into the
market more frequently during each year.

So that it merely means there will be more short-term financings at
higher interest rates with more refundings.

Now it is true also that we could probably-
Senator CURTIS. Give me a term for those short-range financings.
Mr. LINDSAY. I am afraid the short term is more interesting to the

commercial banks rather than to the long-term savers, which creates
deposits and tends to be inflationary.

Senator CURTIS. I don't want to invite a discussion of the Congress
and the country, but is that inflationary or not?

Mr. LINDSAY. It is the belief of the experts in the Treasury and
many others I know that selling bonds to the commercial banks
creates deposits which in turn increases the money supply, but I am
not competent personally in that area.

I might say, if I may, that today the Secretary of the Treasury and
the Under Secretary for Monetary Affairs are before the House Ways
and Means Committee in executive session and have been in session
since the public hearings on these very questions as to what can be
done and what is the effect of removing the 4.25 percent limit on the
long-term securities.

It is a very lengthy and complete presentation, and we are very
hopeful that appropriate legislation will be passed so that that can be
carefully reviewed by this committee, by the Secretary and the
Under Secretary for Monetary Affairs.

Senator CURTIS. What does the Treasury do-in case there are not
takers either for long-term or short-term bonds?

Mr. LINDSAY. There is-we either must borrow or raise taxes.
There is no other appropriate course where receipts do not meet our
expenditures.

Senator CURTIS. Does the Government, as a whole, have any means,
good or bad, to directly or indirectly force the purchase of bonds?

Mr. LINDSAY. I dont know of any appropriate means, and it is
a-

Senator CURTIS. I want to know what the answer is.
Mr. LINDSAY. This gets into the question of whether or not the

Federal Reserve bank would be required to take up the Government
bonds, and it is a question really that I would prefer not to answer
ecause I don't know enough -about it.
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Senator CURTIS. But is it true or not that the Federal Reserve
or any other agency could by their actions get somebody to take these
bonds?

Mr. LINDSAY. It may be true.
Senator CURTIS. How would they do it?
Mr. LINDSAY. Well, I would rather not get into the mechanics of

that question, Senator Curtis.
Senator CURTIS. I am not arguing your position, but I realize that

there is a lot of confusion over the country. They look upon the
sovereign power of the Federal Government and seem to think that
we could, by legislative action, decide, for instance, that with this
tremendous debt so burdensome on the people, that Congress might
say, "Well, 3 percent is enough."

Mr. LINDSAY. In 3 percent you are referring to the interest rate?
Senator CURTIS. Yes.
Mr. LINDSAY. I think the best chance we have of managing the

debt is to get into longer term securities, and to do that we ought to
be able to meet market conditions competitively with all the other
forces that create the market, the private corporations, the munici-
palities, and other borrowers.

Senator CURTIS. Now what other actions of Government tend-
not related to the management of the national debt-tend to make
our competitors willing to pay more interest and get the money?

First, who are our competitors?
Mr. LINDSAY. Our competitors are all borrowers, which include

private corporations and municipalities.
There are housing mortgages that are guaranteed by the Federal

Government that, I suppose, are competitors in a sense of the Gov-
ernment bonds.

All debt securities that are sold every year are competing in the
market, and the Federal Government is competing with them in the
sale of its Government bonds.

Senator CURTIS. In other words, when we pass a Federal program
that calls for States and localities to raise more money to match
Federal programs, we are adding to our burdens of raising our own
money by borrowings, if the States and localities borrow?

Mr. LINDSAY. Yes, we are.
I suggest that since this whole subject is being now covered by the

Secretary before the Ways and Means Connittee, and he anticipates
coming before this committee on the very same subject, that, perhaps,
we could go into it at that time.

Senator CURTIS. My latter question really is not in your depart-
ment, i%'t that true?

Mr. L:NDSAY. Yes.
Senator Cuirs. That is all.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator CoTToN. One question.
Mr. Stans, when you replied to Senator Curtis' question and indi-

cated that of the $77 billion budget only about $10 was controllable
or flexible, whatever term you wish to apply, I noted that either you
or the Senator indicated that that did not include any of the money
that goes to the Defense Department.
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* When you set up the budget, is it true that none of the defense
expenditures are subjected to at least all effort, in setting up the
budget, to control them?

Xir. STANS. No, I would not want to convey that impression at all.
What I was implying by that answer was that tile level of defense

expenditures which, as you know, is running about $40 billion a year,
is not likely to decrease substantially so long as we have the kind of
cold war situatio i that we have today.

Now, within any budget submission by Defense, of course, there
are many questions that can be raised, and are raised, just as within
any of the budgets submitted by the other departments of the Gov-
ermnent there is always the question of whether or not they cannot
operate more efficiently or with less money.

But I am trying to point out that in terms of a $77 billion budget
level, there is very, very little that the President or the Director of the
Budget can do in the way of varying the level of that budget., in the
absence of changes in substantive legislation by the r ongress.

Senator COTTON. Well, in order to arrive at a final general estimate,
and I understand that these are very general, that they are relative,
but what small controls you might, have or seek to exert, over eertaiii
aspects of defense spending, wouId that add'a little to your estimate of
$10 billion that is actually the limit of what you have control ovr?
In other words; is that $10 billion final, because I understood that'it
excluded any consideration .of defense spendifig, and it seems to me
that, perhaps, your present attitude indicates there is somie compa-
tively minor control over defensee spending.

Mr. STANS. Again I would like to repeat, Senator, that I do not
mean to imply that there are not many items in the Defense budget
that are subject. to question an( some change in amount. . . I

On the other hand, a very large part of the expenditures of Defense
in any I year are the result of authorizations in the preceding year or
preceding years, and across the whole budget a very large part of the
expenditures in any 1 year are the result of previous authorizations.

I have made the point a number of times that the budgets for 192
and 1963 are actually being made by actions in this session of the
Congress, and that is very largely the fact.

That is why I say that at the time we prepare a budget there is very
little flexibility within which to work.

Senator COTTON. I understand, and the only thing that troubled
me was the definite leaving out of defense, so that you would still
indicate that as near as you can arrive at an approximation, that only
$10 billion of the $77 billion budget is flexible? .

Mr. STANS. Yes, except, as I say--
Senator COTTON. Including defense.
Mr. STANS. That is correct; except, as I said, to, the extent that we

can build greater efficiency or otherwise improve te activities of the
agencies under existing programs.

Senator COTTON. That is all.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Stans I have one question in regard to there

line of questions of Senator durtis which I would like to ask. Is it
not true, and I would like to have a memorandum for the committee' ,
that since 1954 practically all of increase in expenditures has been in
what we call the domestic civilian category? It is not in defense, it is
not in atomic energy, it, is not, in foreign aid.
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Senator KERR. Would it be appropriate for the witness to put into
the record a statement of the expenditures when they were $64
billion, and when they were $81 billion, and the proposal for $77
billion, and identifying each one in that classification which belongs,
so that the record will disclose the purpose both for which the expendi-
ture was made and the comparison between the expenditure for the
separate years?

Mr. STANS. I will be very happy to do that, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. I thought Mr. Stans would answer that question

because it is well defined, the classifications are well defined, of these
expenditures.

Mr. STANS. I can answer it, Senator.
The increase of $13 billion in expenditures between 1955 and 1960

divide roughly into $5 billion for the military and $8 billion for
civilian programs.

Senator KERR. You see, in order for the committee to have the
full information it would be very helpful to have that $8 billion for-
the civilian expenditures identified.

The CHAIRMAN. We are going to ask Mr. Stans to do that.
Senator ANDERSON. Would not $2 billion of that be in interest

alone, that you call civilian?
Mr. STANS. About $1.6 billion of it is in interest.
Senator KERR. Does that $1.6 billion include the additional $506

million which you just told us would result from increasing the interest
rates from January to July?

Mr. STANS. The Senator's point is well taken; it does not..
Senator ANDERSON. That is right, $2 billion.
Mr. SANS. $2.1 billion.
Senator ANDERSON. You call that civilian, do you?
Mr. STANS. Yes, in the category-
Senator ANDERSON. What civilian gets that? What civilian activ-

ity, interest paying civilian activity? Interest on past debts, past
wars?

Mr. STANS. Senator, I was just answering a question of the chair-
man as to how much-

Senator ANDERSON. I know. But you call that civilian. Don't
you think you ought to break civilian down into what is and. what. is
not civilian?

Mr. STANS. I think it is very clear, Senator. I will supply a table
which will break it down into all those categories..

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Stans, we have got certain categories classified
as, identified as, expenses for national defense.

Mr. STANS, That is correct. .

The CHAIRMAN. And atomic energy.
Mr. STANS.' Correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Is that usually included in national defense?
Mr. STANS. That is included in our general description of what we

call national security.
The CHAIRMAN. Foreign aid, is that included, the military part of

it, in national defense?
Mr. STANS. The military part of it is included in national security.
The CHAIRMAN. It is not?
Mr. STANS. It is.
The CHAIRMAN. It is included.
Where is the economic foreign aid included?
Mr. STANS. That is included in our category of international affairs.
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The CHAIRMAN. Then the next category is domestic civilian; is that
correct?

Mr. STANS. Well there are a number of other categories into which
we classify the budget for understanding, by function, and the next
category is called commerce and housing, and we follow that with a
category on agricultural, one on natural resources, one on labor and
welfare, one on veterans' services and benefits, one on interest, and
one on general government.

The CHAIRMAN. In accordance with Senator Kerr's suggestion, you
will furnish for the record a statement of the increase. think $64
billion is the lowest expenditures we have had since when?

Mr. STANS. $64 billion in fiscal 1955.
The CHAIRMAN. 1955, was it?
Mr. STANS. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That is the lowest for how many years?
Mr. STANS. That is the" lowest going back to 1951, which had not

yet reflected the full impact of the Korean war.
The CHAIRMAN. I am inserting a table which I have prepared

showing expenditures, by categories, since 1954. Budget documents
are the source of the figures. If you will furnish a statement of the
increases from that date to the present, with such suggestions as you
would care to make as to the necessity of these increases that have
been made, the committee would appreciate it.

(The table referred to follows:)
FEDERAL, EXPENDITURyS-FSCAL YEARS 1954-60

Broken categoricatly to show national security, foreign aid, etc., and doineafic-cipilian

[In .piions]

Actual Estimated

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960

National security:
Military functios.............------.$40, 336 $35.532 $35, 791 $3, 439 $39,082 $40,800 $40, 945
Stockpile and defense production ......... 1,045 944 58 490 025 378 265
Atomic energy ........................... 1,895 1,857 1,65 1,990 2, 268 2, 30 2,745

Subtotal, national security ............. 43,275 38,334 38,030 40,918 41,95 43,808 48,95
Foreign ald:Military assistance ....................... 3,629 2,292 2,611 2,352 2,187 2, 312 1,80

Economic and other ...................... 1,511 1.960 1,616 1,686 1, 909 3,321 1,768

Subtotal, foreign aid---------------...5,140 4,252 4,227 4,038 4, 096 5,3 388
International affairs .......................... 221 231 290 324 3 360

Total, other than domestio-civilan..... 48,.636' 42,807 42,487 45,246 48376 .40,828 41,934

Domestic-civilan:
Veterans' services and benefits ........... 4,256 4,457 4,756 4,793 5.026 5,198 8,088
Labor ad welfare ........................ 485 2,75 821 3,022 3,447 4,380 129
Agriculture and agricultural resources. - 2, 557 4,389 4,868 4,526 4,389 0,775 '996
Naturalresources ........................ 1,315 1,202 1,104 1,296 1,543 1,7 08 710
Commerce and housing ................. 817 1,420 2,142 3,392 3, 816 6.421 6,864
General government ..................... 1,199 1,627 1,787 1, 353 1, 673 1,73
Interest,-.-.....------------------- 6,470 6,438 6,846 7,l308 7,6890 7,8001 6,096
Allowance for contingencies ...........................-........-........ 200 100

Total, domesti-cvilianI ............... 19,136 21.679 24,165 26,124 27,267 33,955 32,717

Orandtotal- ........................... 67,772 84,488 68,852 71,370 73,643 83,873 80,651

I Since 1954 expenditures for Federal National Mortgage Association and highways have been dropped
from the general fund budget and converted into so-called trust funds-FNMA in 1955 and highways in
1957. Commerce and housing figures and affected totals above are adjusted to Include these figures through-
out for complete and accurate comparison over the period. For this reason the President's budget shows
total expenditures estimated at $77 billion for fiscal year 190 and the attached table shows $$0.Milon.
The $3.7 billion difference is entirely in FNMA and highway expenditures-$48, million for ENMA and
$3.1 billion for highways.



CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

Senator Kimi. You mean aside from the fact that Congress has
appropriated?

The CHAIRAI.N. A statement as to whether or not the Director of
the Budget thought that was necessary, they were necessary expend-
itures. le is entitled to his opinion, like the rest of us.

'Mr. SAxs. Senator, I will supply that information and I will
supply a list of the 18 recommendations that are in ,the 1960 budget,
as to how, over the long range, some of these categories could be
reduced.

(The following was subsequently received for the record:)

Budget expenditures, 1951-60

[Fiscal years. In millions of dollars]

Actual Estimate
Function __

1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 11960

Major national sccurlty. ------------- 22, 441 43,97650,363 46,904 40,626 40,641 43,270 44. 142 46,120 45,805
International affairs and finance -------- 3,736 2,826 2,216 1,732 2,181 1,846 1; 976 2,234 3,708 2,129
Commerce and housing ------------- 2,217 2,624 2,501 817 1,504 2,030 1,455 2,109 3,509 2,243
Agriculture and agricultural resources-i 650 1,045 2,930 2,557 4,389 4,868 4, 526 4,389 6,775 5,996
Natural resources --------------------- 1,267 1,366 1,476 1,315 1,202 1,104 1,296 1,543 1,708 1,710
Labor and welfare -_ . ..----------------- 2,065 2,168 2,426 2,485 2,575 2,821 3,022 3,447 4,380 4,129
Veterans' services and benefits ......... 5,342 4,863 4, 4,256 4,457 4,756 4,793 5,026 5,198 5,088
Interest ------------------------------- 5,714 5,934 6,583 6,470 6,438 6,846 7,308 7,689 7,601 8,596
Generalgovernment _-------------- 1,327 1,463 1,472 1,235 1,199 1,627 1,787 1,356 1,673 1,735
Allowance for contingencies - --- ------ ------------------------------------------ 200 100
Adjustment to daily Treasury state-

ment basis -- _------------- -- -705 -857 ...................... ...... .........
Total---------------------...4,065,408 7 67,772 64, 570 66,540 69, 433 71, 936 80,87177, 530

NOTE.-1960 estimate Includes latest Increase in estimate for interest.

Increases in budget expenditures from 1955 to 1960

[In millions]

Increase (+)
Function 1955 1960 or de-

crease (-)

Major national security -------------------------------------- $40,626 $45, 805 +$5,179
International affairs and finance .............................. 2,181 2,129 -52
Commerce and housing -------------------------------------- 1,504 2,243 +739
Agriculture and agrlculturai resources ......................... 4,389 5,996 +1,607
Natural resources -------------------------------------------- 1,202 1,710 +508
Labor and welfare -------------------------------------------- 2,575 4,129 +1,554
Veterans' services and benefiltq ------------------------------- 4,457 5,088 +631
Interest ----------------------------------------------------- 6,438 8,596 +2,158
General government .......................................... 1, 199 1,735 +536'
Allowance for contingencies ................................................. 00 +00

Ttl ............................................... ,50 77, 530 +12, 960Total----------------------------64,570 7750 +1,6

NECESSITY OF EXPENDITURE INCREASES

The increase of approximately $13 billion in budget expenditures between 1955
and 1960 contains elements of different degrees of necessity. For example, $5.2
billion, or 40 percent of the increase, occurs in major national security programs
and reflects civilian and military pay increases that were enacted in 1955 and 1958
as well as the higher cost of more complex weapons, stepped-up res,,arch and
development and so on.

Of the remaining $7.8 billion of estimated expenditure increase between 1955
and 1960, interest costs account for $2.2 billion, or 28 percent. This results from
higher interest rates and from the public debt added to finance the net budget
deficit of over $16 billion incurred between the beginning of fiscal 1955 and the
end of fiscal 1959 (estimated).

42355--59-3
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Another $1 billion, approximately, is the impact of the pay increases enacted
in 1955 and 1958 on the expenditures of the civilian agencies of the Government.

The remaining $4.6 billion, or 59 percent, is the net increase resulting from all
other factors including increased workloads (as in the postal service), new legis-
lation enacted, and approved expansions in going programs. This net figure
also takes account of reductions in cost, such as that resulting from the enacted
and proposed postal rate !ncreases.

Since such additions seem to occur with some regularity, it is extremely im-
portant to reduce the burden arising from carrying on activities which no longer
serve the purposes for which they were enacted or which have become much more
expensive than initially visualized. For this reason, in the 1960 budget the
President recommended revisions in the agriculture price support program and
also listed 18 other legislative proposals to adapt programs to changed circum-
stances. These proposals could not save much money immediately, but after
several years, if enacted, they could lead to an annual budget reduction of several
billions of dollars. The proposals are summarized in the following list.:

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS TO ADAPT PROGRAMS TO CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES

Encourage more private financing for credit programs through flexible interest
rates and other changes:

1. Veterans housing loans.
2. Rental, military, and cooperative housing mortgages.
3. Rural electrification and telephone loans.
4. College housing loans.
5. Maritime mortgages.

Authorize sale of property:
6. Surplus military and other real property.
7. Alaska communications system and related facilities.

Review and revise operating and benefit standards:
8. Foreign bidding on certain military contracts.
9. Agricultural conservation program.

10. Military service credits for railroad retirement.
11. Veterans pension and other programs.

Expand non-Federal participation:
12. Urban renewal.
13. Flood control.
14. School aid in federally affected areas.
15. Waste treatment construction grants.
16. Vocational education grants.
17. Public assistance.
18. Feed and seed assistance in disaster areas.

The CHAIRMAN. You testified before the House committee that the
loss in the next general fund by not increasing the gasoline tax would
be $241 million and $350 million for a 5-cent postage; that adds up to
about $700 million instead of $900 million.

Mr. STANS. Senator, since that last testimony there has been a new
estimate by the Administrator of the highway program, and his esti-
mate now'is that the expenditure in fiscal 1960 will exceed the re-
sources of the highway trust fund by about $500 million.

The CHAIRMAN. This is your testimony dated June 3, 1959.
Mr. STANS. Yes, sir. The new estimate that has come in within

the last couple of weeks.
The CHAIRMAN. Would you furnish a memorandum to explain that,

Mr. Stans?
Mr. STANS. Yes; I would.
(The information referred to is as follows:)

There are two main reasons why the estimated 1960 deficit in the highway trust
fund has been increased from the $241 million, which appeared in the 1960 budget,
to over $500 million: First, highway construction work on the Interstate System is
being completed more rapidly than was originally anticipated; and second, the
States are billing the Bureau of Public Roads more promptly than past experience
indicated they would. For these reasons, highway trust fund expenditures are
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expected to exceed the earlier estimate, and the estimated deficit in the highway
trust fund will be affected accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator GORE. Mr. Stans, it is perfectly human and perfectly

normal for all of us to be proud of our President's accomplishments.
Senator KERR. Would the Senator speak louder?
Senator GORE. The juggling of figures, the bookkeeping legerde-

main, the meeting of obligations in the current fiscal year which would
normally fall in lhe next, has left me a bit puzzled.

I wonder if you would be willing to reveal to the committee in
which the President has invested the greatest amount of pride, the
possibility of a balanced budget for next year, or the largest peacetime
deficit in history this year? [Laughter.]

Mr. STANS. Senator, I must say that I respectfully differ with you
about the fact that there has been any legerdemain or-

Senator GORE. Well, let us forget the buildup. Just answer the
question.

Mr. STANS. I do not think anything is more distressing to the
President than the fact that the fiscal year is going to end up with a
$13 billion deficit.

It is the result of a combination of circumstances, including a re-
cession which I am sure none of us welcomed, that caused our revenues
to go down considerably, as you know, and caused the generation of a
number of expenditure programs that had not been contemplated
when the budget, was originally prepared.

I think we all believe that the time has come when budgets should
be balanced and all of our efforts, to the extent we can properly do so
be devoted toward maintaining a balanced budget for 1960 and
developing a balanced budget for 1961.

Senator GORE. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator LONG. I would like to ask a question.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Long.
Senator LoNG. In your position, Mr. Stans, you do have responsi-

bility in connection with almost every item of expenditure, do you
not,'to advise how much to budget and what decisions might be made
with regard to possible reductions in expenditures?

Mr. STANs. Yes, we have a responsibility in that area.
Senator LONG. You do have to advise the President, for example,

with regard to policies involving this $2% billion, that is, the $2.1
billion increase in interest costs, do you not?

Mr. STANS. Yes, although I think it is fair to say on that that the
Bureau of the Budget defers to the Secretary of the Treasury as the
one who manages the debt, and who has that basic responsibility.

Senator LONG. Well, you are consulted about that and you have
to advise at least in some connection, I take it?

Mr. STANS. Yes.
Senator LONG. With the possible exception of the controversy that

resulted in the so-called Treasury-Federal Reserve Board accord -i
1951, do you know of any instance in history where the Federal
Reserve Board does not necessarily go along with the fiscal and
monetary policies of the President?

Mr. STANS. You are asking me about a matter of which I really
have no direct knowledge, Senator.
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Senator Loy.. I have discussed it occasionally an(d perhaps the
'treasurV might know about it. If sonicone knows of any other
ilistanice where the administration of a President adopted an attitude
toward Illoietary and fiscal policy tilt was not acceded to by the
Federal Reserve Board, with that possible exceI)tion--andl, I might
say, it is doubtful whether that was an exception-or if there is
anyone here represelitillg the a(lmilistration who knows of any
instance where the Federal Reserve Board did not go along with the
nionetarv ald fiscal policies of the President, I wotll like to know
that.

Mr. LINvDS.Y. Senator Long, I (1o not have any direct knowledge
on tlihe subject either.

Senator K .l. I call help out oii that a little. [Laughter.]
lit Mr.\ lieibert Hoover's memoirs he very carefullv detailed and

do(IIunellte1 a report of the controversy aid disagreelnent that lie
had with tit( Federal Reserve Boarl, ill re'iiarks whiell I put into
the ri'eord ill our hearings lre, and referred to 11 our hearings here
2 years ago, in, which Ite outlined not only tile degree of controversy
thut exist((l betweeii him and th( Feleral Reserve Board, but tieir
applivation of tile situation then existing in 1927.

It. is vtry, interestilng reeling . iid illuminating, and I certainly
would not presume for aity inember of the committee, but I sure
would suggest it for tile 11a11 who occupies tie White House.

Senator Goeu:. Will the Senator yield?
Senator Lox'o,. Yes.
Senator ( nmn:. If I recall ('oricctv11 v t1e memoirs of Mr. Hoover, (lidt

he not, Sena tor Kerr, go further a111d inidilate that the 1igid appli(.atiot
of the tight Ilolev policy was a (iranloatically effective incident that
brought on tile collpse?t s

Seunator K ruItn. It was certailv dentified as a Very strong Col-
trihlting factor, and act iallv it was identified by -Mr. Hoover as being
the philosophy of the then 'Secretary of the T'easury, and it quoted
Mr. Mellon along tlie lint of bringing nl)out a conditiOn of liquidation
which hie seilled to recognize alnl tIl e.'spouse, that tile only cure to
tile economic situation then in existence, that being a situation which
Was very lealt Iv to 1)rodhuce )eriodieahly.

Senator UlLONG. I just, want to say thfis. From What little I have
been able to learn in serving oil this conittee, and sitting through
these icarings, this interest on the national debt appears to be tile
easiest item to raise and the easiest item to reduce, just based oil
administration policy. 'Maybe I am wrong about that. But jtllt
saying, tile administration coming ill here and defen(ling these deci-
sions to raise this item by $2 billion, defending Jt step by step, and
then trying to disclaim responsibility Onil the other hlanito me does
not make much se1se.
What is Iliore, I know, and you people know, that everyi)ody who

goes on that Board Ihas to have the approval of the Secretary of. the
Treasury7 and )e looked over down there at the White House, and
ever"vl)odlv who is realp)lintel.

If tile ad inllistration were to come in i re and ask for these billions
for increases in interest rates, and then disclainting responsibility on
the other, that just does not make any sense to n1e.
- It seesl to mie as Ihough you either are for this tight money,
hiigh illtvrest policy, you are either for a program that alleges it is
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going to (1o something about inflation, and attempt to do it, or you
are not for it.

It seems to me-and frankly, it seems to me this, plus some of the
expenditures in foreign aid, are some of the things that are inex-
cusable-

Mr. LINDSAY. Senator Long, might I point out that the rise in
interest cost's is, in part, due to additional debt that has to be financed,
and, in part, due to not trying to increase rates as such, but to meet
competitive conditions in the short-term market.

This is a question, as I indicated, that will be thoroughly gone over
with this committee by the Secretary, I hope, within a matter of
(lays or weeks.

Senator A-nE isoN. Mr. Chairman, maybe we can get a little
preliminary information on it.

Do you think the $2 billion figure-I had not intended to get into
it-is nearly enough?

For instance, the Bank of Canada last week raised its rate to 5.47,
which is the highest rate ii, history, and a year ago it was 1.12 percent.
That is a tremendous jull).

Now, if we take off these limits, can we anticipate some tremendous
jumps that might change everything?

For instance, we have got 5.2 billion of these 1% certificates
coming up August 1 that you are going to have to refinance in July.
At what rate (o you think they are going to be refinanced?

Mr. LINDsAY. I certainly wold not be able to answer that question,
Senator Anderson. But if we cannot refinance in long terms, we have
to (1o it in short terms, and there is no limit on short-term interest.

Senator ANDERSON. Well, these Canadians, incidentally, offered
some 9-month bonds which were priced to yield 5.50 percent; and
17% months were priced to yield 5.68 percent.

Yesterday, you could buy 2/& of February 15, 1965, to yield 4.47.
That is a 6-year bond. If you can get 4.7 on them, and anybody
who worries about capital gains as against current yield, why in the
world would you buy E-bonds?

Mr. LINDSAY. You raise an interesting point on the pricing to get
the yield.

Senator ANDERSON. I am just trying to go through the E-bond
yield. There is not a single E-bond yield, even with the advantages,
that will cover a 1-year 2%-well, it is 1961, 2Y, that would yield you
4.45; a 1963 2% yields you a 4.42, and, as I say, I have acquired some
1965's yesterday for tihe company because we are looking for very.
easy investments, and that is 4.47.

Is there any reason to believe that when a man can get 4.47 in just
the open market that lie is going to buy a 1% that expires here
August I?he public holds $2 billion worth of these. These are not just all

bank holdings. You figure the $500 million is nearly enough?
Mr. LINDSAY. As I indicated to Senator Curtis, this is not my

department, and will be thoroughly considered with this committee
by the Secretary.Senator ANDERSON. I only mention it because Mr. Stans, here, in
one of his early paragraphs, says that because of currentl hi her
interest rates expenditure for interest may be about one-half billion
dollars more than estimated last January.
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That figure could be considerably higher than that with the present
situation in the money market, could it, not?

Wouldn't you think so, Mr. Stalls?
Mr. STA.N.S. Senator, the estimate of $500 million assumes the

necessity of refinancings during the year at the present higher rates,
including the 1% that you have mentioned.

Senator ANDERSON'. You must have figured out what they are likely
to yield. Did you think they will yield less than 3%?

Mr. STANS. Probably not, but I say this is a computation made by
the Treasury Department and reflects the present trend of the market.
Now, it is entirely possible that it could be a bit too high or a bit too
low.

Senator ANDERSON. You have $7 billion coming in the last quarter-
between $6 billion and $7 billion. You know those are going to be
up. You know this $5 billion that comes August 1 has to be higher.
I mean, people are not completely idiotic; if they can go into the
market and buy something that yields them 4.47, why would they
take a 5-year bond that yielded them 2?

You just would have to-assume they arc going to be smart enough
to do something else; are they not?

Mr. STANS. I certainly think so.
Senator ANDERSON. I would think so. I do not think your $500

million is nearly high enough.
Mr. STANS. Well, I suggest that could be gone into again when the

Secretary of the Treasury is here on the interest rate bill.
Senator LON(;. Let me just ask one further question.
Suppose we do one of these days have us a President and a Secretary

of the Treasury and some people appointed on that Board, who are
willing to use their influence to bring the interest rates down rather
than to bring them up.

Sup-ose we get us a President who does not wish a policy which is
fattening the rich by skinning the poor. Why shouldn't we keep
this on a short-term basis so that you cannot saddle this country with
high interest rates for the next 2 y-ears?

This administration only has a year and a half to go. Why not hold
it to short term at, high rates, and when we have long terms in there
we will havw somebody in the White House who believes in low interest
rates.

Wouldn't that be a good idea-and we would have somebody in the
Government exercising his responsibilities?

Mr. LiN'DSAY. It is a question of whether or not you can sell securi-
ties in a controlled market or whether y-ou can do it in a free market,
and the Treasury attempts to meet fr e market conditions in. selling
its securities.

Senator Lo.c,. I have one more amendment that I have in mind
offering to one of these bills when the opportunity comes. The Gov-
ernment is insuring all these housing mortgages, and with this high
interest rate policy, it is getting down to where the interest costs lots
more than the hose does. The thought occurs to me that we ought
to put in there that these Government-insured mortgages would
require a stipulation that those can be refinaned within a couple of
years when you might have a lower interest rate policy, and that
people might have the benefit of a major reduction in their rates.
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Would the administration have any particular objection to veterans
and people who buy houses under FRA mortgages having the
opportunity to refinance those mortgages with, perhaps, a 1-percent
penalty, to get out from under this high interest rate policy?

Mr. 'LINDSAY. Again, I think this overall question that is being
raised here on interest rates and monetary policy might very well be
discussed when that subject comes before the" committee'and the
proper officials from the Treasury are competent to speak on that
subject.

Senator LONG. Is there no one here who cares to comment on that
then as to what the views of the administration would be on giving
people the opportunity to refinance under an administration that
might believe in lower interest rates-that will use its influence along
that line?

Mr. STANS. I would rather not comment, Senator, although I would
be happy to review it if we had a specific proposal before us and could
study it in relation to all of our programs.

Senator LONG. I will work one of them up for you.
Those are all the questions I have in mind, Mr. Chairman.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I have a question.
Mr. Lindsay, who is the Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board

at the present time?
Mr. LINDSAY. William McChesney Martin.
Senator WILLIAMS. Who first appointed him to that position?
Mr. LINDSAY. I think President Truman.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Mr. LINDSAY. I think President Truman appointed him to that

position.
Senator TMCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, do I understand that the

Secretary of the Treasury will not testify on this bill?
The CHAIRMAN. On this bill, Mr. Lindsay, Senator, is representing

the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Secretary of the Treasury wil
be here on Thursday when we take up the debt limit.

Mr. LINDSAY. The Secretary of the Treasury is before the Ways
and Means Committee this morning.

The CHAIRMAN. Then, of course, the question of interest rates wll
be coming up in later legislation, and the Secretary of the Treasury,
I assume, will be here.

Senator MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one or two
questions about general tax policies.

As I understand it, the administration is recommending, in addi-
to this extension of taxes on corporate profits and excise taxes, also an
increase in postal rates and also an increase in gasoline taxes.

Mr. STANS. That is correct, Senator.
Senator MCCARTHY. The increase in gasoline taxes, according to

your estimate, would amount to revenue in the amount of-would
bring in revenue of approximately what-$650 million to $700 million,
$689 million?

Mr. STANS. I think it is a little higher than that, Senator. I do
not have the exact amount, but it is a little higher than that.

Senator MCCARTHY. And this was originally proposed when you
anticipated a deficit in the highway fund of $240 million?

Mr. LINDSAY. $241 million.
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Mr. STANS. We expected a deficit in the highway fund of $241
million in 1960.

Senator MCCARTHY. You raise that now to-
Mr. STANS. Now it apparently will be a half billion because the

States are spending money for the progress of the program faster than
had been expected and are making their claims against the Federal
Government for reimbursement at a faster rate.

Now, beyond 1960, Senator, we had calculated a deficiency in the
highway fund of another $800 million in 1961, and another $1 billion
in 1962.

Senator MCCARTHY. The extension of the excise taxes on auto-
mobiles is estimated to bring in about $345 million-the 3 percent?

Mr. STANS. Undr this bill; that is correct.
Senator MCCARTHY. There has been some agitation that revenue

derived from that excise tax bo earmarked for the highway fund.
Mr. STAxs. I understand there has been. Tile administration does

not agree with that procedure.
Senator MCCARTHY. If the Congress should decide to do that, and

not to increase the excise taxes on gasoline which the administration
is recommending, does the administration have any proposals to bring
in additional revenue to meet the general expense of the Government?

Mr. STANS. Not at this time, Senator. The administration is of the
opinion that the solution to this problem is to raise the gasoline tax.

Senator MCCARTHY. I ktow. But the administration has learned
within the last few weeks it might be good to have an extra arrow in
their quiver, have they not?

Mr. STANS. Well, I suppose that is always good policy, Senator.
Senator MCCARThY. Would you say they do not have one, or they

are just keeping it hidden?
.Mr. STANS. No. This, Senator, as far as we can see, is the right

solution, and time transfer on---..
Senator MCCARTHY. I know every position you take is the right

one. But assuming you do not get us to agree with you, do you have
an alternative proposal?

Let us assume we do not increase the excise taxes on gasoline, and
we do earmark this $435 million for the highway fund. This would
leave you with an additional shortage of about $435 million in revenue
for fiscal 1960.

We assume Congress might be willing to increase some taxes.
Would the administration recommend or support any such increases?

Have you given any thought to any alternative tax?
Mr. LINDSAY. We have studied alternative taxes and methods of

increasing revenues, but have not come to agreement and made any
recommendations to the Congress.

We wish and hope that the Congress would give favorable considera-
tion to increased gas taxes. Allocating the automobile excise tax
receipts into the highway fund is just a method of taking funds from
our general receipts, for our general expenditures, and allocating it to
the highway trust fund, and departing from the whole premise of the
highway trust fund which was originally to be financed out of fuel tax
revenues, plus a very small margin of the receipts from trucks.

Senator MCCARTHY. Of course, once you begin to earmark funds,
the origin of tile money itself will become a secondary consideration
and there is just as much of an argument to be made, I think, for ear-
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marking the revenue derived from excise taxes on automobiles as there
is to earmark the revenue from an excise tax on trucks or on gasoline.

As you know, a number of us have introduced legislation providing
for tax increases. One bill, in particular, which I authored, would
repeal the dividend exclusion and dividend deduction that was
written into the 1954 act.

Tie estimate we have is that this would involve about $350 million
in revenue. As you recall, in 1954 when this was included in the tax
code, the administration argued that the effect would be to encourage
investments in corporate stocks. They said this would be a stimulant.

I-, it your opinion that it has worked as a stimulant?
Mr. LINDSAY. There has been a relatively short time to tell how

much of a stimulant this credit on the dividend received has been.
However, one of the major purposes of the credit was a recognition

of the fact that a stockholder in a corporation is paying double taxes;
one is a corporate tax, and two, the additional tax on the dividend
received by the stockholder.

Now, the benefits of that provision accrue to many, many taxpayers
throughout the country, and tax credit for dividends is claimed in
2 million tax return., in" 1 year.

Mr. Mills, wtthTrauy's cooperation, is undertaking to re-
examine the question of (loulble t-axation on corporate shareholders and
corporations to determine whether or not there ought to be a further
credit or an elimination of the credit, and as to what alternatives
there might be in the treatment of corporate dividends.

Senator MCCARTHY. Of course, if you are going to raise the ques-
tion of the number of taxpayers, stockholders, who would benefit,
certainly a reduction in the excise tax on gasoline or the refusa-l of
Congress to increase that excise tax, would benefit more potential
taxpayers than would, and does, the provision regarding dividend
exclusion and dividend deduction.

Mr. LINDSAY. The tax on motor fuels is a user tax, and depends
somewhat on the use by the taxpayer of the highways.

Senator MCCARTHY. Of course, the dividendexclusion depends upon
the amount of investment one has in stocks. I might point out at
the time this double taxation issue was raised, the Congress was also
considering the extension of the corporate profits tax, and if the
administration had been simply concerned about double taxation, let
me raise this question: Why did they not simply propose that we
reduce the corporate profits tax rate instead of being in the new
concept of dividend exclusion?

Mr. LINDSAY. The reduction of the corporate tax rate does not
answer the fundamental question of double taxation on corporate
profits.

Senator MCCARTHY. That was the argument that was made.
Mr. LINDSAY. In that year the excess profits tax was eliminated

on the corporations.
Senator M CCARTHY. They had the 52-percent rate before Congress.
Mr. LINDSAY. We had die 52-percent rate continued then and

before us today.
Senator M CUARTHY. M3 question is, Why would it not have been

just as reasonable to reduce the corporate profit rate, say, from 52 to 51
percent, and not have bothered with dividend exclusion or deduction,
if we are concerned about double taxation?
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Mr. LINDSAY. Well, the question really is a matter of degree as to
whether or not we were attempting to approach the question of double
taxation in the tax law, or just reduce rates to soften the impact of the
overall tax burden.

Senator MCCARTHY. But the argument against double taxation
was made that these were taxed on corporate profits and taxed again
on individual income.

Mr. LINDSAY. I cited that, Feiiator McCarthy, as cne of the reasons
for the dividends received credit, and $50 dividend exclusion that was
put in the 1954 code.

Senator MCCARTHY. Is it not true that the effect of that failure
was to reduce surtax rates on individual incomes?

Mr. LINDSAY. To the extent that dividends are paid. If you reduce
the corporate tax, that would also give equal reduction to accumula-
tions of funds within corporations where they are not paid out as
dividends to the stockholders.

Senator MCCARTHY. Is it not generally agreed that the corporate
profits tax is a regressive tax, and that the principal burden of it is
borne by the purchaser and consumer of the product?

Mr. LINDSAY. I think that in the long run any tax rate in excess of
50 percent on corporations may affect pricing policies and other deci-
sions of the corporation.

But whether or not you could say that a reduction from 52 to 50
percent or 47 percent would make any substantial difference in that
regard is difficult to say.

Senator MCCARTHY. Let me ask one other question.
What would be the effect, in terms of procedure, if we were to

extend the excise taxes which are now before us, but take some time
with regard to corporate profits?

Mr. LINDSAY. Automatically, on June 30 the corporate rate would
revert to 47 percent, that is to say, the normal tax-

Senator MCCARTHY. Would it be possible to pass it retroactively
since corporate profits are paid generally on a quarterly basis?

Mr. LiNDSAY. They pay on a. quarterly basis.
Senator MCCARTHY. We could catch up with that.
Mr. LINDSAY. I do not-
Senator MCCARTHY. In the case of excise taxes, we could not.
Mr. LINDSAY. In the case of excise taxes you could not.
Senator MCCARTHY. There would be less'danger in delaying on the

corporate profits if Congress should decide to do that?
Mr. LINDSAY. If Congress should later decide to reduce the corpo-

rate rates, they could do that-having extended the rate, they could
do that, perhaps, more easily than reimposing the tax after letting it
expire.

Senator MCCARTHY. That is so far as the Congress is concerned,
when we take into account the administration as part of the equation,
then the situation changes some, does it not?

Mr. LINDSAY. I would say it does.
Senator MCCARTHY. It would have to be considered.
I would suggest to the Senator from Louisiana, with regard to this

question as to the size of the deficit in 1959, that the administration
seems to be celebrating a kind of Mardi gras. They are going to
commit all their sins in 1959, and are going to be pure and decent
from that time on.
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Mr. Chairman, I have no other questions.
Senator KERR. I want to ask a question, if I may.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kerr.
Senator KERR. The Senator from Delaware asked who had ap-

pointed Mr. Martin to the Federal Reserve Board, and I believe tie.
answer was "President Truman."

Can you tell us the date cf that?
Mr. LINDSAY. Not offhand, Senator Kerr.
Senator KERR. The information I have is that it was April 2, 1951,

and at that time what was Mr. Martin's position, prior to that?
Mr. LINDSAY. At one time he had been the head of the stock

exchange, I believe; I do not know whether it was before that
Senator KERR. I think he was Assistant Secretary of the Treasury,

was he not, Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. I think that is correct, and I think he was

reappointed since that time by President Eisenhower.
Senator KERR. Yes. That is very true.
Senator WILLIAMS. Confirmed unanimously both times by the

U.S. Senate.
Senator KERR. As 1 recall, apparently the days of unanimous

affirmation of appointees may no longer be upon us, I do not know.
[Laughter.]

Senator KERR. But if I may be permitted to ask him some questions:
The Treasury, while he was Assistant Secretary, had pursued a

policy that had either contributed to or resulted in, by the operation
of the Federal Reserve Board, of the fiscal and monetary control
policies in such a way that the interest on the public debt for fiscal
1952 was about $2.6 billion less than it is now estimated it will be
in fiscal 1960.

I am making that as a statement. If you care to comment on it,
I would be glad to have you do so. It is preparatory to this question:
Is it not a fact that President Eisenhower redesignated Mr. Martin
"Chairman" in March 1955 and renamed him to the Board in Febru-
ary of 1956, where he continues to sit as Chairman?

Mr. LINDSAY. I assume that is correct.
Senator KERR. Well, that assumption is well founded, and 1 must

say that as an observation I believe the record of the Federal Reserve
Board since Mr. Eisenhower became President, with Mr. Martin as
the Chairman, has been vastly different than at the time he was
appointed to the Board and designated "Chairman" by President
Truman.

Would that be an assumption equally well founded, in your
judgmeut, Mr. Lindsay?

Mr. LINDSAY. I am not familiar enough with the Federal Reserve
Board to comment on that, Senator.

Senator KERR. Well, you are familiar with the outward manifesta-
tions in the form of interest rates? [Laughter.]

Senator KERR. And to the extent that the Federal Reserve Board's
policies contribute to them, there would at least be a basis for a
reasonable man to assume that there was some difference in the
policies, would there not?

Mr. LINDSAY. I am not in a position to evaluate what effect the
Federal Reserve Board action has on the interest rates.
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Senator KERR. But to, the extent that tile Federal Reserve Board's
policies do affect interest rates, there is evidence that would lead
either a reasonable mail, or one who did not know some fact to the
contrary, to believe that there was some difference in tile Federal
'Reserve Board policies now and in 1951?

Mr. LINDSAY. Yes; if there is such evidence, Senator Kerr, i sup-
pose the evidence would speak for itself.

Senator KEnn. You have addressed yourself to some of the evi-
dence, which was that the interest rates are now much higher than
they were then. That is correct, is it not?

Mr. LINDSAY. That is correct, Senator Kerr.
Senator KEImII. And if the Federal Reserve Board policy deter-

mines interest rates?
Mr. LINDSAY. If they' determine interest rates, then I must agree.
Senator KnII. Tleii there is evidence to indicate that there is a

differencee in the policies now and then. Would that be a reasonable
assumption, if the Federal Reserve Board's policies determine interest
rates?

Mlr. LINDSAY. Yes. If the-
* Senator KEm. Because there is a great difference in interest rates,
is there not?

M[r. LiNDs.tY. And it may be the Federal Reserve Board would seek
to determine interest rates, but would be unable to have as much
influence as one might imagine.

Senator K1maR. I am not, going to go into that, nor (1o I want to
trap a very fine witness, and a man who is not here, who fixes policies,
but o is Counsel to the Treasury, and I an not asking you in your
professional capacity but just in your capacity as an observer, a
reasonable citizen, if the Federal Reserve Boardl either determined,
their policies either determined interest rates or substantially contrib-
uted to them, there is a good deal of evidence there woulrf be a dif-
ferent policy today than they had in 1951, is there not?

Mr. LiVDs.Yv. On your assumption, Senator Kerr-
Senator KEi.m On the assumption that I have voiced.
Mr. LNDs.. This is an area, in which I am not in position to

comment on at, all.
Senator KEmIm. Well, there could be a difference between being in

position to comment and having the ability to (1o so, and since you
have put it on the former, I will not press thic question.

Mr. LINDsAY. That is very kind of you, Senator.
Senator BE-NNETT. M[r. Chairman, may I make just one observa-

-tion?
On April 2, 1951, we were engaged in tie Korean conflict, with all

the attendant problems that. go with preparationl for what at that
time we had no way of knowing might not have been a continuing
and extended conflict. We were engaged in the problems of financing
or facing the potential of financing a very serious war. S-o I would
agree with Senator Kerr that the interest policy in 1951 was different
from what it is now. The Federal Reserve's policy was different,
and the conditions they faced were different certainly to that extent.

Senator Kjm. Well, we have nearly as large a public debt now as
then, do we not?

Senator BENNETT. But iii time of war, with the prospect of having
to finance the problems and operations of war, it has always been our
policy to operate on an easy money basis.
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Senator KERR. Are we not now in a cold war?
Senator BENNETT. We are not now in a shooting war.
Senator KERR. I did not ask you that.
Senator BENNETT. But there is a difference.
Senator KERR. Are we not now in a cold war?
Senator BENNETT. That is a phrase that is used to describethe

situation, but there is a difference between a war- t
Senator KERR. And has it not produced a greater deficit during

this current fiscal year than was the situation during any year of the
Korean conflict?
Senator BENNETT. But it is not the existence of the cold war in

my opinion, that produced the present deficit.
Senator KERR. In other words, a statement of the Director of the

Budget awhile ago with reference to the difference between the 1955
expenditures and the proposed, the proposed expenditures for 1960,
showing that of the $13 billion in 1955 budget was directly attribut-
able to national defense requirements, and about $2.1 billion difference
on the.

Senator BENNETT. No, $8 billion.
Senator KERR. No, about $2.1 billion difference in the item of

interest on the public debt would make at least $7 billion of that $13
billion attributable directly or indirectly to national defense.

Senato: BENNETT, I am not talking about national defense. I
am talking about-
Senator KERR. We were talking about the expenditure for the

cold war, and I presume that the expenditures for national defense
would have some relation to the cold war.

Would that be an unjustified assumption?
Senator BENNETT. NO.
Senator KERn. I did not think so.
Senator BENNETT. But I still come back to the assumption that

there is a difference between a cold war and a shooting war in terms
of basic monetarypolicies. . I

Senator Kerr. But the expenditures that create deficits n-ad$
necessary to meet the obligation of cold wars, should not be treated
in a manner vastly different by the Federal Reserve Board than thdso
which are upon us in a hot war, should they come, in your judgment?

Senator BENNETT. I think tile Federal Reserve should answer tat
quest-ion......

Senator KERR. You are answering for them. Do you want to
stop? I )

Senator BENNETT. I was just trying to bring out the historical
fact that in April of 1951 we were engaged in a shooting war.

Senator KER. I was just bringing out the corollary to that,
that in June of 1959 we were engaged in a cold war, and in the midst
of the greatest peacetime deficit in history, brought on in large part
by the requirements of that cold war, and that, in the judgment of the
humble Senator from Oklahoma, the Federal Reserve Board should
be just as aware of the necessity for the availability of money and the
cost, of interest en the public debt in the midst of a cold war and a
deficit, as the S,,nator indicates, they should have been in the midst
of a hot war when there was no deficit.

Senator BENNETT. It is obvious that the two Senators have -a
different approach to this particular problem. But I think-

4k
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Senator KERR. I will admit that.
(Laughter.)
Senator BENNETT. The point has been made.
Sector SMATHERS. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest we proceed

with the questioning of the witnesses in the interest of time.
The CHAIRMAN. The position of the Senator from Florida is well

taken.
Are there any further questions?
Thank you very much, Mr. Stans.
Thank you very much, Mr. Lindsay.
The Chair recognizes the Senator from Oklahoma for a statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT S. KERR, U.S.ISENATOR FROI! THE
STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Senator KERR. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
several weeks ago I introduced S. 2090 to provide a termination date
of June 30, 1960, for the Federal excise tax on communication services.

I am authorized to say that Senator Frear joins me in sponsoring
this Amendment and in this statement of support of it.

(The bill referred to follows:)

IS. 2090, 86th Cong., 1st sems.)

A BILL To repeal the excise tax on communications provided by subchapter B of chapter 33 of the
Internal Revenue code of 1954

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) subchapter B of chapter 33 of the Internal
Retkenue Code of 1954 (relating to tax on communications) is repealed.
t : (b) The table of subehapters for chapter 33 of such Code is amended by
striking out

"SuascuiTsz B. Communications."

(c) Section 4292 of such Code (relating to State and local governmental exemp-
tion) is amended by striking out "4251 or".

(d) Section 4293 of such Code (relating to exemption for United States and
possessioiis) is amended by striking out "subchapters B and C" and inserting

subehapter C".
(e) Section 4294 of such Code (relating to exemption for nonprofit educational

organizations) is amended by striking out "4251 or".
(f) Section 6103(a) (2) of such Code (relating to publicity of returns and lists

of taxpayers) is amended by striking out "B, C," and inserting "C".
(g) Section 6415 of such Code (relating to credits or refunds to persons who

collected certain taxes) is amended by striking out "4251," each place it appears
therein.

(h) The amendments made by this section shall apply with respect to amounts
paid after June 30, 1960, for communication services rendered after such day.

Senator KERR. Now that we have before us the 1959 Tax Rate
Extension Act passed by the House, we strongly urge that the com-
mittee accept our bill as an amendment when the'House bill is reported
to the Senate.

Mr. Chairman, I will not read this statement in its entirety. I will
ask that it be included in the record in full.

I would state only this: In providing this amendment that the same
termination date be fixed with reference to the excise taxes on com-
inunications that are put into this bill as a termination date with
reference to those increased rate,, whih under the bill would be ex-
tended to June 30, 1960.
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And I further call the attention of the committee to this situation.
The budget given us this year indicates a balance for fiscal 1960 under
current revenues, and this will not affect current revenues.

Both that budget and the statement of the Director of the Budget
this morning indicate to us that in the opinion of the administration,
current tax rates and continuing improvement in the economy will
bring a surplus in fiscal 1961.

It is the purpose of this amendment to give the same termination
date to the excise taxes on communications provided under this bill
and I would say this in that connection: If a demand for Federal
revenue outweighs all other considerations next June, -the Congress at
that time could, of course, extend the tax, if it had to, just as it will'
have before it probably the proposal of the administration to extend
the other taxes which are the subject of this act or bill before us.

(The joint statement of Senators Kerr and Frear follows:)

STATEMENT OF SENATORS KERR AND FREAR IN SUPPORT OF S. 2090 AS AN AMEND-
MENT TO H.R. 7523

Several weeks ago, I introduced S. 2090 to provide a termination date of June 30,
1960, for the Federal excise tax on communication services. I am authorized to
say that Senator Frear joinb me in sponsoring this amendment and in this state-
ment in support of it. Now that we have before us the 1959 Tax Rate Extension
Act passed by the House, we strongly urge that the committee accept our bill as
an amendment when the House bill is reported to the Senate.

Excise taxes on telegraph and long distance telephone service were first levied
to raise revenue and curtail the use of an essentialservice during World War I.
These taxes were repealed by the Revenue Act of 1924. The tax was reapplied
in a limited way to telegrams and long distance telephone service in the depression
emergency of 1932. These taxes in 1939 provided revenues in the total sum of
only $24 million.

All the rest of the communication taxes were enacted for wartime purpo.-'P by
the Revenue Acts of 1941, 1942, and 1944. The legislative history, reflected by
committee reports, shows that these World War II communications taxes were
enacted to discourage the use of communications facilities except for wartime
purposes and only incidentally to raise additional revenues. The Federal excise
tax was applied for the first time to local telephone service in 1941.

Only two home utility services have ever been the subject of a Federal excise
tax-telephones and electricity. The tax on electricity was imposed in 1941 when,
a Federal tax was imposed for the first time on home telephone service. In 1951,
despite the tremendous demand for Federal revenue created by the war in Korea,
the tax on electricity was repealed as excessively burdensome, leaving the tele-
phone tax as the only one remaining on the Federal taxbooks applying to the four
essential household utilities-water, gas, electricity, and telephone. In my judg-
ment, a tax on a necessary public utility service is altogether different than a tax
on commodities, many of which are not necessities.

Communication services are a necessity not a luxury, and yet as a matter of
Federal tax policy they have been treated in the same luxury category as furs,
jewelry, tobacco, liquor, admission to horse races, and cabaret bills.

Today we are again being told that Federal taxes cannot be reduced, or elimi-
nated, because of the Government's requirements for revenue. We are, however
advised by the President and the Treasury that for fiscal 1960, the Treasury should
be in balance, and that, thereafter, we can hope for some downward adjustments
in Federal taxes.

We remind the committee that our bill would not result in the losing of any
revenue in fiscal 1960, since its effective date is June 30, 1960, and would, there-
fore, apply only beginning in fiscal 1961.

Leaders in both parties in both Houses of the Congress have consistently recog-
nized that the communications excise taxes are wartime emergency period taxes,
temporary in nature, and to be removed at the earliest feasible time. WVi believe
it is time we declare our intention to bring this tax to an end. Only last year, in
debate on the conference report on the Tax Rate Extension Act of 1958, Chairman
Mills, of the House Ways and Means Committee, pointed to the fact that a tax
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is paid on local telephone service by millions of people if they do nothing more
than call their next-door neighbor. He said:

"Now to me that is the most discriminatory tax that we have left in the field
of excises * * *" (Congressional Record, June 27, 1958, p. 11333).

Today telephone service is supplied to approximately 39 million American
homes and to more than 6 million business establishments. Each of these sub-
scribers is, therefore, reminded at least 12 times each year that they are still
paying wartime emergency taxes levied against what they regard as one of the
necessities of life.

Repeal of these taxes would guarantee that the full amount of the savings would
be passed along to the taxpayers. The rates set for these services are established
by Federal and State regulatory commissions. The excise tax is added as a sur-
charge to these rates on the customers' bills, so, as a result, 100 percent of the tax
savings would automatically go into the pocket of the American co-isumers upon
whom the tax is thus imposed directly. At least nine State legislatures have
adopted resolutions since the first of this year calling on Congress to abolish the
tax on communications services.

Many of the State regulatory commissions have passed similar resolutions and
many of you gentlemen have received copies of the same. Likewise, we also call
your attention to a report recently received from the Rural Electrification Admin-
ist rat ion meeting of November 24-25, 1958, embodying a report of their Telephone
Advisory Committee, a portion of which reads as follows:

"It was the consensus of the entire committee that the excise tax is a discrimina-
tory burden on the telephone user and that it is continuing to have a detrimental
effect on the rural telephone program."

We have likewise had communication from the Independent Telephone Asso-
ciation supporting our proposed amendment. Wetnust remember that telephone
service is siipplied in this country by both large and small companies'. There are.
or example, approximately 4,000 independent telephone companies-most of
them serving ilt small cities and towns, and serving extensively in rural areas.

We sincerely hope that the committee will accept our proposed amendment to
the Tax Rate Extension Act of 1959, and that the communications tax will be
allowed to expire June 30, 1060. If the demand for Federal revenue outweighs
all other considerations next June, the Congress at that time could, of course.
extend the tax if it had to. We feel, however, that there is a moral obligation on
the part of the Congress to at least make a start toward carrying out its often
repeated promise to remove this onerous tax. The very least that we can do is
provide a termination date I year hence.

Sellator CARLSON. Mi'. Chairman, I am supporting the amendment
that would terminate the Federal excise tax on communications on
June 30, 1960.

This tax was never intended to be a nerman ent one, but was designed
to raise revenue and curtail the use of an essential service in wartime.

The CHAIRMAN. Timnk you, Senator Carlson.
Senator BENNETT. Mr.'Chairman, before we hear from Senator

Smathers, may I ask Senator Kerr a question?
Senator KRn. Despite the suggestion of Senator Smathers?
[Laughter.]
Senator BENHNETT. He called for the regular order and said we had

to question witnesses rather than discuss with each other.
Senator SMATHItS. I think the Senator from Oklahoma is in the

posture of a witness.
Senator KERR. I an a witness now, an(d I am glad to make myself

available to the Senator or any other Senator.
Senator BENETT. Is the tax oil communications the only excise

tax that has no termination (late?
Senator KERR. It is not. However, it is, as I call attention in this

statement, the only excise tax remaining on either of the four essen-
tial household utilities-water, gas, electricity, or telephone.

Senator BENNETT. I think for the record it would be interesting if
the staff could supply us with a list of other existing excise taxes that
now have no termination date.
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(The-following-was subsequently received for the-record:)

FEDERAL EXCISE-TAx DATA

Excise taxes in effect Jan. 1, 1959

Internal .
Reve-
nue Item Rates

Code
Section

No.

Liquor taxes:
502t Rectified spirits and wines, additional tax ..............

Special occupational taxes:
5111 Wholesale dealers in liquor .....................
5121 Retail dealers in liquor .........................
081 Rectifiers:

Less tian 20,000 gallons a year ..................
20,000 gallons or more a year ....................

5101 Manufacturers of stilts ..............................
5101 Stills or condenser, each ... ...............
5131 Nonbeverage manufacturers, per annual with-

drawals:
Not more than 25 proof gallon .................
Not more than 50 proof gallons ................
More than 50 proof gallons ......................

5091 Brewers:
Less than 500 barrels a year per brewery ........
500 barrels or more a year per brewery ..........

5111 W holesale dealers in beer ------------------ -------
5121 Retail dealers in beer .................. ....
5121 Limited dealers in beer and wines ................
5701 Tobacco taxes:

Cigarettes: Large, weighing more than 3 pounds per
1,000.2

Cigars:
Small, weighing not mo-e than 3 pounds per 1,000..
Large, weighing more than 3 pounds per 1,000 if

intended to retail at-
Not over 2j cents -------------.. ... ..--------
Over 2 to 4 cents .............................
Over 4 to 6 cents ...............................
Over 6 to 8 cents -------------------------
Over 8 to 15 cents .......................
Over 15 to 20 cents ------------------------------
Over 20 cents ..................................

Tobacco, chewing and smoking ...................
Snuff ...................................................
Cigarette paper and tubes:

Paper, each set or book containing over 25 papers...
C igarette tubes -------------------------------------

Stamp taxes, documentary, etc.:
4311 Bond issues ...........................................

4331 Bond transfers .........................................

4301 Stock issues ...........................................

4321 Stock transfers ........................................

4361 Conveyances (deeds, instruments or writing conveying
realty).

4371 Foreign insurance policies:
Life, sickness, accident, annuity contracts, and con-

tracts of reinsurance.
Other ..............................................

4451 Playing cards .........................................

4891 Silver bullion sales or transfers of amount by which
selling price exceeds cost plus allowed expenses.

Manufacturers' excise taxes (based generally on manufac-
turers' sales price):

4111 Air conditioners, self-contained units ------------------
4061 Automobiles etc.:
4071 Tires, ot

6
er 8 ..............................

4071 Inner tubes ............................
491 Business machines 4 .........................
4.71 Cameras, lenses and film (except commercial and Indus-

trial types).
42D1 I Cigarette, cigar, and pipe mechanical lighters 3 .........

See footnotes at end of table, p. 47.
42355--59--4

30 cents per proof gallon.

$255 per year
t

$54 per year.'

$110 per year.
$220 per year.
$5 per year.
$22.

$25 per year,
$50 per year.
$100 per year.

$55 per year.
$A10 per year.
$123 per year.'
$24 per year.

1

$2.20 per month.

$8.40 per 1,000.

75 cents per 1,000.

$2.50 per 1,000.
$3 per 1,000.
$4 per 1,000.
$7 per 1,000.
$10 per 1,000.
$15 per 1,000.
$20 per 1,000.
10 cents per paund.

Do.

38 cent per 50 or fraction.
I cent per 50 or fraction.

11 cents per $100 face value or
fraction.

5 cents per $106 face value or
fraction.

10 cents per $100 or major fraction
of actual value.

4 cents per $100 or major fraction
of actual value not to exceed 8
cents per share.

55 cents on amount over $100 and
not over $500; 55 cents on each
additional $500 or fraction.

I cent per dollar or fraction of
premium.

4 cents per dollar or'fraction of
premium.

13 cents per pack of not more
than 54.

50 percent.

10 percent.

S cents per pound.
9 cents per pound.
10 percent.

Do.

Do.
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Excise taxes in effect Jan. 1, 1959-Continued

Internal
Reve-
nue Item Rates

Code
Section
No.

4121
4131
4191
4201

4211
4211
4801
4151
4091

4141
4181
4141
4111

4161
4141

4011
4001
4031
4021

4231

Manufacturers' excise taxes-Continued
Electr, gas, and oil appliances I ......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Electric-light bulbs and tubes ..........................
Firearms shells, and cartridges ..........................
Fountain pens, mechanical peucils, ball-point pens I....
Matches:

Ordinary ...........................................
Fancy wood .........................
White phosphorus ..................................

Musical instruments ...................................
Oils:

Lubricating ......................................
Cutting ...........................................

Phonographs 8 and phonograph records .................
Pistols and revolvers ...................................
Radio receiving sets, components, etc.9 .................
Refrigerators, refrigerating apparatus, and quick-freze

units.
Sporting goods and equipment .........................

elevision sets, components, etc ....................
Retailers' excise taxes (based on retailers' sales price):

Furs and fur articles ..............................
Jewelry, etc.' ..........................................
Luggage, handbass, etc ................................
Toilet preparations if ...................................

Miscellaneous excise taxes:
Admissions:

General: 11
Single admissions, on amount in excess of $1 ....

Season tickets, on amount in excess of $1i multi-
plied by number of admissions provided by
ticket.

Iforsm and dog races ................................

Lea of boxes or seats ............................

Ticket broker sales in excess of regular price ........
Excess charge by proprietor .......................
Cabarets, roof gardens etc . .

4471 Bowling alleys, billard and pool ble. .........
4241 Club dues and initiation fees ...........................
4511 Coconut and palm oil processed, first domestic process-

Ing.
4481 Coin'operated amusement or gaming devices:

Amusement or music machines .....................
Gaming devices ....................................

4251 Communications:
General telephone service .......................
Toll telephone service 3 ...........................
Telegraph service .................................
Teletypewriter exchange service ....................
Wire mileage service ................................
Wire and equipment service ........................

4285 Leases of safe-deposit boxes .............................
Oleomargarine, adulterated butter, filled cheese:

4591 Oleomargarine, Imported only, in addition to Im-
port duties.

Adulterated or process buttor:
Adulterated butter:

4811 Adulteratad butter .........................
4821 Naiufn c urers ............................
4821 Wholesale dealers .........................
4821 Retail daiers ............................

Process buttr:
4811 Procems batter ..............................
4821 Manufacturers .............................

Filed cheese:
4831 Domeitie .......................................
481t hnp,)rted, in addition to import duties .........
4811 Manufacturers, per factory ....................
4811 Wh lcale de ders ............................
4811 Rot:all :le tlers ...............................
4261 Transportation of persons:

Commutation or season tickets for single trips of
less than 30 miles or commutation tickets for I
month or lers.

Amounts palid, 60 cents or leas .....................
Amounts paid, over 60 cents, generally 17 ........
Seats and berths 1T ...........................

ice footnotes at end of table, p. 47.

3 percent.
10 percent.
It percent.
10 percent.

2 cents per 1,000.f
534 cents per 1,000.
2 cents per 100.
10 percent.

S cents per gallon.
3 cents per gallon.'
10 percent.

Do.
Do.

5 percent.

10 percent.
Do.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

I cent for each 10 cents or major
fraction.
Do.

I cent for each 5 cents or major
fraction.

10 percent of amount charged
for similar accommodations."

10 percent of excess charge."
50 percent of excess charge.
20 percent of taxable amount.
$20 per alley or table per year.
20 percent of amount pald.*14
3 cents per pound."

$i0 per machine per year.
$250 per machine per year.

10 percent of amount paid.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

8 percent of amount paid.
10 percent of amount collected.

15 cents per pound.

10 cents per pound.
$600 per year.
$480 per year.
$48 per year.

H cent per pound.
$50 per year.

I cent per pound.
8 cents per pound.
$400 per year.
$250 per year.
$12 per year.

None.

Do.
10 percent of amount paid.

Do.
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Excise taxes in effect Jan. 1, 1959--Continued

Internal
Reve-
nue Item Rates

Code
Section

No.

Miscellaneous excise taxes-Contlnued

4401 W sag rs except parimutuel) ................. 10 percent of amount of wager.
4411 Occupation of acepting taxable wagers ...... $0 per yor.

Other mlsoeuaneous excise taxes:
4881 Bank circulation, etc., taxes:

Circulation other than of national banks:
On average circulation outstanding:

Entire circulation each month ......... s of I percent.
Circulation exceedin 90 percent of capital 34 of I percent.

each month (additional tax).
Circulation paid out ............................ 10 percent.

481 Cotton futures (subject to many conditions) ............ 2 cents per pound.
Firearms (Nntlonal Firearms Act):

Certain short 2-barrel guns:
8811 Sale or transfer ................................. $1 per firear.

01 Manufacturers ................................. V25 per year.
801 Dealers ......................................... $1 per year.

Machineguns, silencers, etc.:
8811 Sale or transfer ................................. V0 per firearm.
a0l Importers or manufacturers ..................... $0 per year.
8801 Dealers ......................................... $2D0 pe year.
6101 Pawnbrokers ............................... $J00 per year.

Import taxes. (See table V.)
Marihuana:

4741 Transfers to registered persons ...................... $1 per ounce.
4741 Transfers to unregistered persons ................... $100 per ounce.
4751 Importers, manufacturers, and compounders ....... $24 per year.
4751 Producers ......................................... $1 per year.
4751 Practitioners ...................................... .-Do.
4751 Persons engaged In laboratory research ............. Do.
4751 Millers ............................................. Do.
4751 Persons other than practitioners who deal In dis- $3 per year.

O pense or give away.
opium:

4701 Opium and coCa lea L , etc ......................... I cent per ounce or traction.
4711 Opium for smoking ................................. $300 per pound.
4721 Importers, manufacturers, producers, and com- $24 per year.

pounders.
4721 Wholesale dealers ................................... $12 per year.
4721 Retail dealers ....................................... r per year.
4721 Practitioners .......................................$1 per year.
4721 Persons engaged in laboratory research......... Do.
4721 Persons not otherwtqe taxed, dispensing prepar- Do.

tion of limited narcotic content.

I Rates changed by Excise Tax Technical Changes Act of 1988 to conform with new definitions, effectiveJuly 1, 1959.
2 LArge cigarettes measuring over 634 inches long, counting each 2% inches as I cigarette, taxed as smallcigarettes.Tires not more than 20 inches in diameter, and not more than 1M inches in cross section if such tires are

of all-rubber construction without fabric or metal reinforcement, or tires of extruded tiring with internal
wire fastening agent, exempt.

'Cash registers of the type used in registering over-the-counter retail sales and stencil cutting machines
of the type used in marking freight shipments, exempt.

IThose subject to the retail jewelry tax not to be taxed at the manufacturers' level also.
* Household-type appliances only.
ITax cannot exceed 10 percent of price for which so sold.
9 Tax does not apply to communication, detection, or navigation equipment of the type used in oom.

mercial, military or marine installations.
I Exemptions Include silver-plated flatware, watches designed for the blind, articles used for religious

purposes surgical instruments, frames for eyeglasses, and buttons, insignia, etc., used on uniforms of the
Armed orces

1S Baby powders, oils, and lotions, barber and beauty shop supplies to be used on premises, and miniature
samples of toilet preparations sold to house-to-house salesmen for demonstration purposes, exempt.
It Admissions accruing to specified educational, religious, and charitable institutions, and nonprofit

organizations, and all free admissions exempt. In the case of reduced-rate admissions, tax applies to actual
amount paid.

31 If admission is to horse or dog race track, rate Is 2 percent.
s Admissions to ballrooms and dance halls where serving of food, etc., is incidental to furnishing music

and dancing privileges, exempt.
14 Dues or memnbersbip fees of $10 or less exempt. Initiation fees of $10 or less exempt unless dues or mem-

bershil) fees exceed $10. Nonprofit swimming and skating facilities exempt under certain specified con-
ditions.

Is Addition3l tax of 2 cents per pound if coconut oil Is not from the Philippines, Trust Territories, or any
p on of the United States. Public Law 85-235 suspended the tax on coconut oil from Oct. 1, 1957, to
Y e31, 19M. Public Law 86-37 suspended tax on palm oil to June 30, 1960.

is Calls from combat zones initiated by members of the Armed Forces exempt.
'" Foreign travel in Feneral exempt, except those trips which begin and end in the United States or the

225-mile "buffer zone' in Canada and In Mexico.
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Senator KERR. I have no obection.
The CIHAIRMAN. V i4|hout.objection.
Tile Chair recognizes Senator Smathers.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE SMATHERS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Senlator SMATI! ,Its. First, I have a statement here with respect to
the repeal of the transportation tax on passengers, which I shall not
read at this moment, but would like to have it made a part of the record
in full.

The CHAIR Mt.%-s. Without objection.
(The prepared statement of Senator Smathers follows:)

STATEMENT O' SENATOR G(ORnE SMATIIERS, DEMOCRAT, OF FLORIDA, BEFORE TIlE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FI.(NtNcE IN SUPPORT OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE
CORPORATE AND CERTAIN OTHER EXCISE TAx EXTENSION BILL, I.R. 7523,
WHICH WOULD REPEAL TIlE 10 PERCENT TAX ON THE TRANSPORTATION OF
PERSONS

Mr. Chairman, my proposed amendment to the pending bill, if adopted, would
repeal tie 10 percent excie tax on the transporteIon of persons. It is, in my
opinion, a tax the repeal of which is lon, overcdue.

Many of us are familiar with the circumsttnces which brought about the
itipos ition of this tax nmore than 17 yetrs ago. IPrimnarilv it waf imposed to
discourage the civilian use of the facilities, of common carriers so that they could be
utilized to a maximum deree for the benefit, of the war effort. Another moti-
vating factor was the revenue which would h- produced to finance tile defend,
effort. Both of these objective. have long since beels achieved and the necessity
for which these taxes were imposed no longer prevails.

Today, un fort u lately, the tax constitutes an econolnic obstacle to travel and
contradicts all other public and private efforts being made to encourage travel,
including tile President's own proclamation designating 1960 as "Vioit U.S.A.
Year." I ni4it poi!-t out tWit the tax on foreign ti vel of persons has long since
been rec)ealed. The existing excise tax applic. only to domestic travel.

Last year, a tremendous amount of attention was devoted by the Congress to
problems confronting the transportation industry with tile net result being the
enactl'lnt of the Transportation Act of 1958. At tie same time, the Comuere,
Committee, which held lengthy hearings on this legislation, also recommended
the repeal of the excise taxes o1 freight and transportation of persons as a further
incentive to cure the ills of a transportation system plagued with many problems.
Similar recommendations were made by the Interstate Commerce Commission
and tile Civil Aeronautics Board, both of which were-and are---actively studying
conditions in the transportation industry.

The Senate, acting il part on these recommendations, voted to repeal the 3

percent excise tax on freight and the 10 percent excise tax on the transportation
of persons. Unfortunately, in conference, the Senate found it necessary to recede
from its position o1 the 10 percent excise tax.

Since that time, there bats leen a recovery in the general economy from the low
point of last year which, on the surface, seems to indicate that transportation
companies no longer are in (lire circumstances as they were then. However, this,
tinfortunlttely, is not the case'. Many of the transportation problems have, as a
matter of fact, become 1ore aggravated :ad Pose a threat to the strengtil of our
national transportation system.

In spite of generally increased busine s activity, and the steps taken by the
Congress Lr4st year to help the railroad industry, passenger train deficit continues
to plague' that industry.

Last month, after extensive study, the Interstate Commerce Commission released
its decision in docket No. 31951, the R'ilroad Passeng(r Train Deficit case.

It found that the situation is serious, threatening to damage the Iransportation
system, anid one, therefore, in which there was a vital and direct public interest.

The Co'nmission recommended a number of actions to be taker by Fed(ral,
State, local governulent bodies, aund.railroad management. It is significant to note'
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that their very first recommendation was that the 10 percent excise tax on pas-
senger fares be repealed. In doing so, the Commission stated:

"Without repeating all of the reasons advanced for the repeal of the transpor-
tation tax, we wish to emphasize that it is having a serious effect upon the passen-
ger-train service of the railroads. Since the tax on passenger travel tends to
discourage the public from using common carriers, it thereby aggravates the ever-
mounting passenger deficit.. While we recognize that the repeal would not
provide a cure-all for the passenger deficit problem, such action would remove a
serious deterrent to a greater use by the traveling public. In strongly urging
that the Congress take action to repeal the tax outright, we are not unaware of the
efforts which various Members of the Congress have made and are presently making
in this regard. We are also not unmindful of the revenue needs of the Government.
We are, however, convinced t.. 't any possible loss of revenue would be more than
offset by the public interest in .trenqthening and preserving a transportation system
capable of meeting adequately t,,'- country's meed for service both in peacetime and
durinq emergencies in conformity with the national transportation policy as declared
by the Congress" (p. 70, ICC decision, docket No. 31954). [Italics supplied.]

The intercitv bus industry has likewise continued to suffer weakening erosions.
In New York'State since 1951, there has been a net loss of 103 regular route
carriers serving 73 cities, according to the report dated March 12, 1959, by a
special consultant on transportation to the Governor. on problems of the railroads
and buslines. These abandonments have resulted in elimination of all bus service
to many important cities.

In Indiana, another 18 bus companies have gone out of business in the last 3
years, according to the head of the Motor Vehicles Division of the Indiana Public
Service Commission.

When we look to see what is happening on the national scene, the figures are
indeed alarming. According to the Bureau of the Census, Department of Com-
merce (Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1958, p. 571), the number of
intercity busline operating companies declined from 2,858 in 1950, to 1,700 in
1957; revenue passengers on these lines declined from 815 million to 516 million;
and the number of persons employed by ihese companies declined from 66,570
to 52,900.

Certainly it is not in the public interest to have these smaller companies dis-
appear from the scene at the rate they have been going. We all, I am sure, feel
strongly that adequate competition in any form of transportation is vital to
assure the best possible service to the public. We cannot get it by driving smaller
con anies out. of business.

The third principal carrier of passengers, the airlines, also have their problems.
A year ago, we were told that the financing of modern new equipment, soon to
be delivered, would present tremendous economic problems. That warning has
been proven correct. The jet equipment has begun to arrive, and I am informed
the problems also have arrived.

Recently, a Civil Aeronautics Board hearing examiner, in his report In the
general passenger fare investigation, docket No. 8008, found that: "The air carrier
industry is in an advanced stage of a program started several years ago of equip-
ping with jet and turbo aircraft as the backbone of its fleet." He went on to say
that: "The importance to the traveling public and the public interest of the
success of the carriers in proceeding with this program of acquisition and efficient
use of these aircraft is so obvious as to render discussion superfluous. * * * It
is found that the representative air carriers exercised honest, economical, and
efficient management in contracting for aircraft pursuant to their jet aircraft
acquisition programs." After observing that "industry average profits for 1957
skidded to less than 5 percent and were lower than any time since 1948," he
concluded that "declining earnings had at that time gone below a reasonable
point in that they were no longer 'sufficient to assure confidence in the financial
integrity of the enterprise, so as to maintain its credit and to attract capital.' "

Last year, in a letter to the chairman of this committee, James R. Durfee,
Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, recommended repeal of this tax.
Again this year, in recent testimony before the Senate Appropriations Committee
Chairman Durfee said: "If the 10 percent excise tax was abolished for local
service carriers, and all carriers, I think it would produce a substantial increase
in traffic." He also said: "I think it would have that inevitable effect, to some
degree, to reduce subsidies to local service carriers, and increase revenue to
trunklines."
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We find that today both regulatory agencies established by Congress to exercise
jurisdiction over transportation matters, the ICC and CAB, believe repeal of the
tax would strengthen the national transportation system.

In addition, we find the President taking note of the fact that all is not well in
the transportation field, by directing the Department of Commerce to undertake
a comprehensive study of the national transportation system.

Furthermore, the Congress itself, this session made available to the Senate
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, $290,000 with which to study
this problem. That committee has already repeated its recommendation of last
year, in the form of a resolution, urging repeal of this tax.

In its resolution, approved May 13, 1959, the committee resolved as follows:
"that it is the sense of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce that
the objectives of the excise tax on the travel of persons have since been achieved;
that the tax now operates as a discriminatory and regressive tax; that it operates
as a drag on the economy; this reduction should be passed on to the fullest possible
extent to the users of this transportation and for other reasons heretofore stated
in this resolution, should be repealed at the earliest date; and that to this end the
committee pledges its support and cooperation and urges the Committee on
Finance and the Congress to give prompt and favorable consideration to the
Smathers' bill, S. 5, which seeks to achieve this worthy objective."

The only purpose the tax now serves is as a questionable revenue-producing
measure. It produces approximately $225 million annually to the Treasury
Department, and there is reason to believe that it is self-defeating in that it leaks
out of the Treasury from the bottom as much or more than it pours in at the top.

Since the tax can be deducted from the business income as an expense, taxable
business profits are lowered. In addition, it costs money for the common carriers
to collect and report this tax. These expenses are also deductible and further re-
duce the taxable income of the carrier.

While this tax adversely affects all common carriers, there is one area where the
domestic airlines are particularly handicapped. The tax diverts traffic from
U.S. carriers to foreign flag airlines. Let me cite a couple of examples.

A passenger traveling from Los Angeles to Paris might choose one of two
routings for the same fare. By U.S.-flag airline to New York and then across the
Atlantic. Or, by United States or foreign flag airline over the so-called polar
route from Los Angeles to Winnipeg and to Iceland and down to Europe on the
other side.

While the fares are the same, the excise tax on the Los Angeles-to-New York
portion by U.S. airlines amounts to about $30 on the round trip. Many travelers
consider this $30 worth saving, so our own domestic airlines lose business they
might otherwise have.

A similar situation exists for travelers going from the east coast to the Orient.
If a person wants to go from New York to Tokyo, he bas a choice of American-flag
airlines or foreign-flag airlines. He may fly on an American-flag line from New
York by way of Seattle, Ancborage, and tken to Tokyo. if lie does, he lta. I,,
paye tax front New Yor!k to Anchorage. The tax on the round trip is about $32.

Now, if a person wants to go for tbe sime fare between the same two points,
he can fly on a foreigni-flag line from Ne% York to Vancouver to Tokyo and pay
no tax at all. The fare is the same, the services are competitive, but again, the
savings on the tax diverts traffic away from our own airlines to those of other
nations.

Removal of the tax would act as stimulus to the Nation's economy. The
thousands of people who travel on business or vacation, might very well be able
to afford an extra day if they had no transportation tax to pay. this would, of
course, bolster the whole economy of an area as these extra-day dollars flow to
hotels, sightseeing attractions, restaurants and department stores. This is
particularly important to areas whose economy is geared to the travel and vaca-
tion industry.

It is paradoxical that we should continue a tax designed to discourage travel
when we are seeking means of strengthening cur economy and encouraging the.
development of our national transportation system.

The committee need not be concerned that if the tax is repealed the carriers
will raise their fares to offset this repeal. In the first place, railroad, airijie and
bus fares are established by Federal regulatory agencies-the ICC or the CAB.
Whether or not a fare increase would be granted would depend not upon the fact
that the tax has been repealed, but upon the need of the carrier involved for the
fare increase. In this connection, as the committee knows, the carriers are merely
collection agents of the transportation tax; it never was considered a part of their
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revenues. Secondly, I have been assured by the heads of the rail-airline, and bus
associations that they would not use repeal of the travel tax as the basis for a
fare increase.

We cannot; solve the whole problem by repealing the 10 percent travel tax, to
be sure. But we can help solve it by doing so. It is a step recommended to ue by
responsible sources, including the regulatory agencies established by Congress, as
well as the Senate committee having jurisdiction over transportation matters.
It is a step of relatively low cost to the Government. It will remove an outdated
and self-defeating tax which continues to deter travel and have an adverse effect
on our national transportatiqn system.

It is a step which we should take now. In doing so, I would like to make it
abundantly clear that while the proposed amendment has some features of a tax
relief measure, its primary purpose is to provide another economic incentive to
further strengthen and develop our overall national transportation system.

Senator SMATHERS. This is a proposal passed by the Senate last
year by a vote of 50 to 35, in which the Senate expressed its desire to
unencuimber, so to speak, the transportation industry of America to
the extent that it was encumbered by this excise tax-a wartime tax
put on some 17 years ago.

At that time it was put on for the express purpose not only of rais-
ing some revenue, but primarily of keeping people from using the
transportation facilities.

The reasons for which the tax was put on have now, of course,
completely disappeared. Since that time it has been evident that the
transportation system of the Nation is in serious difficulty. Last year
the Congress passed what came to be known as the Transportation
Act of 1958 in which it recognized the serious situation in which the
transportation industry was involved, and endeavored through legis-
lative methods to relieve the conditions which then existed.

The Congress last year repealed the 3 percent excise tax on freight.
The Senate went so far as to also remove the 10 percent travel tax
but in conference found it necessary to recede.

Now there are many reasons wh" I believe once again the Senate
should take the same position that it took last year. Not only is this
tax inequitable in that it encourages people who travel to use foreign
carriers wherever it. is possible for them to do so, thus to the discrimi-
nation of our own domestic transportation service, but more particu-
larly it is the type of tax which is restrictive completely in nature.

Most of the $225 million of questionable revenue which has been
brought into the Treasury by reason of this tax, you might say, in
effect, is self-defeating, because much of it is charged off bv many
people as a business expense, certainly that part which goes on the
airlines.

It is a costly tax to collect on the part of the transportation industry
and I believe, if repealed, we would find that the increased profits of
transportation companies would result in increased revenue to the
Treasury to the extent, that would more than make up for the amount
now received by the tax.

I want to make specific reference to the aviation industry. We
have had the Civil Aeronautics Board studying the conditions of the
aviation industry at the present time. They have concluded that it
is moving into a very serious situation, such as the railroads were
movin into, that they have today in the neighborhood of some two
and a half billion dollars of indebtedness already; that there is great
question as they move into the turboprop and into the jet age, as to
whether or not the projected business, increase in business, will be suffi-
cient to meet their obligations. They need more business.
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'With respect to the bus companies, everybody would agree that
that is the poor man's medium of travel.
The number of bus companies in the country has been reduced al-

most 50 percent in the last 5 years because they are losing business.
Even though the tickets are sold, nonetheless the people who travel
from Philadelphia to Washington or from Arkansas to Oklahoma, they,
too, have to pay the 10 percent travel tax with the result that trans-
portation in this particular phase of our transportation industry' is
suffering greatly.

Mr. Chairman, I shall not go further into detail on all the arguments
which I have set out in the formal statement, but I will do so in-
I will trespass on the time of executive session.
The CHAII11AX. The Chair recognizes Senator Douglas.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Senator DOUGLAS. Mfr. Chairman and my colleagues, in behalf of a
number of Senators we are offering a series of amendments to the bill
on four subjects. We are offering them as a first step toward the
reform of our Federal tax system.

(The bills referred to follow:)

[S. 2036, 86th Cong., Ist sess.]
A BILL To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal provisions allowing credit against tax

and exclusion from gross Income for dividends received by individuals
Pe it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That certain provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 allowing credit against tax and exclusion from gross income for
dividends received by individuals be repealed.

(a) REPEAL OF SECTION 34 AND SECTION 116.-Effective with respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1959, section 34 (relating to credit for divi-
dends received by individuals) and section 116 (relating to partial exclusion from
gross income of dividends received by individuals) are repealed.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) The table of sections for part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is

amended by striking out
"Smc. 34. Dividends received by individuals."
(2) Section 35(b)(1) is amended by striking out "the sum of the credits

allowable under sections 33 and 34" and inserting in lieu thereof "the credit
allowable under section 33".

(3) Section 37(a) is amended by striking out "section 34 (relating to credit
for dividends received by individuals),".

(4) The table of sections for part III of subchapter B of chapter 1 is
amended by striking out

"See. 116. Partial exclusion of dividknds received by individuals."
(5) Section 301(f) is amended by striking out paragraph (4).
(6) Section 584(c)(2) is amended-

(A) by striking out the heading and inserting in lieu thereof "Partially
tax-exempt interest..-";

(B) by striking out "in the amount of dividends to which section 34
of section 116 applies, and"; and

(C) by inserting a comma after "interest" in the first sentence.
(7) Section 642(a) is amended by striking out paragraph (3).
(8) Section 643(a) is amended bV striking out paragraph (7).
(9) Section 702(a)(5) is amended by striking out "a credit under section

34, an exclusion under section 116 or' .

(10) Section 854(a) is amended by striking out "section 34(a) (relating
to credit for dividends received by individuals), section 116 (relating to an
exclusion for dividends received by individuals), and".
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(11) Section 854(b) is amended by striking out "the credit under section

34(a), the exclusion under section 116, and" in paragraph (1) and by striking
out 'the credit under section 34, the exclusion under section 116, and" in
paragraph (2).

(12) Section 854(b) (3) is amended by striking out subparagraph (B) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(B) Tile term 'aggregate dividends received' includes only dividends
received from domestic corporations other than any dividend from-

"(i) an insurance company subject to a tax imposed by part I
or part Il of subchapter L (see. 801 and following);

"(ii) a corporation organized under the China 'trade Act, 1922
(see see. 941); or

"(iii) a corporation which, for the taxable year of the corporation
in which the distribution is made, or for the next preceding taxable
year of the corporation, either is a corporation exempt from tax
under section 501 (relating to certain charitable, etc., organizations)
or section 521 (relating to farmers' cooperative associations) or Is
a corporation to which section 931 (relating to income from sources
within the possessions of the United States) applies.

"(C) In determining the aggregate dividends received, any amount
allowed as a deduction under section 591 (relating to deduction for
dividends paid by mutual savings banks, etc.) shall not be treated as a
dividend.

"(D) In determining the aggregate kiividends received, a dividend
received from a regulated investment company shall be subject to the
limitations prescribed in subsection (a)- nd paragraph (2) of this
subsection."

(13) Section 6014(a) is amended by striking ou.."34 or".
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made by subsection (b) shall apply

only with respect to taxable years beginning after December 31, 1959.

[S. 2037, 86th Cong., 1st sess.)
A BILL, To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1951 to provide graduated rates of percentage depletion

for oil and gas wells

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 613 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 (relating to percentage depletion) is amended-

(1) by striking out, in subsection (a), "specified in subsection (b)" and
inserting in lieu thereof "specified in subsection (b) and (d)";

(2) by striking out paragraph (1) of subsection (b) and inserting in lieti
thereof the following:

"(1) Oil and gas wells.-The percentage applicable under subsection
(d) (1)."; and

(3) by redesignating subsection (d) as (e), ard by inserting after subsection
(c) the following new subsection: "(d) OIL AND GAS WELLS.-

"(1) PERCENTAGE DEPLETION RATES.-In the case of oil and gas wells,
the percentage referred to in subsection (a) is as follows:

"(A) 273j PERCENT--if, for the taxable year, the taxpayer's gross
income from the oil and gas well, when addea to (i) the taxpa yer's gross
income from all other oil and gas wells, and (ii) the gross income from
oil and gas wells of any taxpayer which controls the ta. payer and of
all taxpayers controlled by or under common control with the taxpayer,
does not exceed $1,000000.

"(B) 21 PERCENT--if, for the taxable year, the taxpayer's gross
income from the oil and gas well, when added to (i) the taxpayer's
gross income from all other oil and gas wells, and (ii) the gross income
from oil and gas wells of any taxpayer which controls the txpayer and
of all taxpayers controlled by or under common control with the tax-
payer, exceeds $1,000,000 but does not exceed $5,000,000.

"(d) 15 PERCENT.-if, for the taxable year, the taxpayer's gross income
from the oil and gas well, when added to (I) the taxpayer's gross income
from all other oil and gas wells, and (ii) the gross income from oil and
gas wells of any taxpayer which controls the taxpayer and of all tax-
payers controlled by or under common control with the taxpayer, ex-
ceeds $5,000,000.
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"(2) CONTROL DEFIND.-For purposes of paragraph (1), the term 'control'
means-

"(A) with respect to any corporation, the ownership, directly or
indirectly, of stock possessing more than 50 percent of the total combined
voting power of all classes of stock entitled to vote, or the power (from
whatever source derived and by whatever means exercised) to elect a
majority of the board of directors, and

'(B) with respect to any taxpayer, the power (from whatever source
derived and by whatever means exercised) to select the management or
determine the business policies of the taxpayer.

"(3) CONSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP OF STOcs.-The provisions of section
318(a) (relating to constructive ownership of stock) shall apply in determin-
ing the ownership of stock for purposes of paragraph (2).

"(4) APPLICATION UNDER REOULATiONs.-This subsection shall be applied
under regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate."

(b) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall apply onty with respect to
taxable years beginning after the date of the enactment of this Act.

is. 2038, 86th Cong., Ist sess.]
A BILL To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for withholding of tax at source on interest

and dividends

Be it enacted by the Senate end Houe of Represenlati'rs of the United State8 of
America in Congress asserntbd,
That-

(a) (1) IN GENERAL.-Subtltle F of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating
to procedure and administration) is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new chapter:

"CHAPTER 81-COLLECTION OF INCOME TAX AT SOURCE
ON INTEREST AND DIVIDENDS

"See. 7901. Income tax collected at source on interest.
"See. 7902. Income tax collected at source on dividends.
"See. 7903. Exemptions from withholding.
"See. 7904. Returns and payments.
"See. 7905. ,Nondeductibllity of tax in computing fixable income.
"Sec. 7906. Refund or credit of tax to tax-exempt organizations.
"See. 7907. Credit for regulated investment companies and personal holding companies.
"See. 7908. Failure to file returns.
"Sc. 7909. Definitions.

"SEC. 7901. INCOME TAX COLLECTED AT SOURCE ON INTEREST
"(a) REQUIREMENT OF WITHHOLDINO.-Every corporation, nitking l)aymeLt

after December 31, 1959, of interest on obligations of such corporation, shall de-
duct and withhold on such interest a tax equal to 20 percent of the amount thereof.
If the withholding alent is unable to determine the person to whom the interest is
payable, such tax shall be deducted and withheld at the time payment thereof
would be made if such person were known.

"(b) INTEREST DEFINED.-For purposes of this chapter, the term 'interest'
means interest on all bonds, debentures, note., certificates, or other evidences of
indebtedness, imsued by any corporation with interest coupons or in registered
form.

"(c) INDEMNIFICATION OF WITHHOLDINa AnxmNT.-A withholding agent shall
not be liable, except as provided in section 7904, to any person for the amount of
any tax required to be deducted and withheld under this chapter.

"(d) CREDIT FOR TAX WITHHELD.-
"For credit. against the income tax of the recipient of the income, of anounts required to be

deducted and withheld under this section, see action 39.
"SEC. 7902. INCOME TAX COLLECTED AT SOURCE ON DIVIDENDS

"(a) REQUIREMENT OF WITHHOLDINO..-Every person making payment after
December 31, 1959, of a dividend shall deduct and withhold on such dividend a
tax equal to 20 percent of the amount thereof. If the withholding agent is unable
to determine the person to whom the dividend is payable, such tax shall be de-
ducted and withheld at the time payment thereof would be made if such person
were known.
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"(b) DIVIDENDS DEFINED.-For purposes of this chapter, the term 'dividend'
wleans-

"(I) any distribution by a corporation which is a dividend (as defined in
section 316); and

"(2) a payment made by a stockbroker to any person as a substitute for
a dividend (as defined in section 316) on which a tax is required to be deducted
and withheld under this chapter.

"(C) WITHHOLDING WHERE AMOUNT OF DIVIDEND IS UNKNow.-If the with-
holding agent is unable to determine the portion of a distribution which is a divi-
dend, the tax required to be deducted and withheld under this chapter shall be
computed on the entire amount of the distribution.

"1(d) INDEMNIFICATION OF WITHHOLDING AnENT.-A withholding agent shall
not be liable, except as provided in section 7904, to any person for the amount of
any tax required to be deduced and withheld under this chapter.

(e) CRrEDIT FOR TAX WITHHELD.-

"For credit, against the Income tax of the recipient of the Income, of amolta required lo be de-
ducted and withheld under this section, see section 39.

"SEC. 7903. EXEMPTIONS FROM WITHHOLDING
"(a) INTEREST.-The provisions of section 7901 shall not apply to:

"(1) Interest paid by a corporation to one or more-
"(A) governments
"(B) political subdivisions thereof,
"(C) international organizations or
"(D) wholly owned instrumentalities or agencies of the foregoing if

the evidence of Indebtedness in respect of which such interest is paid is
owned by one or more of such governments, subdivisions, organizations
instrumentalities, or agencies.

"(2) Interest paid for a foreign corporation.
3) Any payment of interest to-

"(A) a foreign corporation not engaged in trade or business within the
United States,

"(B) a nonresident alien individual,
"(C) any partnership not engaged in trade or business within the

United States and composed in whole or in part of nonresident aliens, or
"(D) any foreign government or International organization.

"(b) DiVIDENDS.-Tho Provisions of section 7002 shall not apply to:
"'(1) A dividend paid in the stock or rights to acquire the stock of the dis-

tributing corporation whether or ntot the recipient of sitch stock or rights
had an option to be paid in money, or other property, in lieu of such stock or
rights.

"(2) Distributions (other than capital gain dividends described in section
852(b) (3) (C)) to shareholders which are treated under chapter 1 as' amounst
received on the sale or exchange of property, or distributions with respect
to which gain or loss is not recognized under chapter 1 to the shareholders.

"(3) Any amount which is includible in gross income as a taxable dividend
under the pr visions of section 302 or 303 relating to redemptions of stock),
section 354(b) (relating to receipt of property on transfer to corporation con-
trolled by the transferor), section 356 (relating to receipt of additional con-
sideration in connection with certain reorgai nations), or section 1081(e)12)
(relating to certain distributions pursuant to order of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission).

"(4) A dividend paid by a Federal reserve bank, Federal land hank, Fed-
ral home loan man, Central Bank for Cooperatives, or Bank for Coopera-

tives.
"(5) Dividends paid hy a corporation to another corporation if both cor-

porations are members of the same affiliated group which filed a consolidated
return under chapter 6 for the preceding taxable year of the payor corporation.

"(6) D dividends paid by a corporation to one or more-

"(A) governments
"( B) political suhdivisions thereof,
"(C international organizations, or

"(D) wholly owned Instrumentalities or agencies of the foregoing,
if the entire class of stock in respect of which such dividend is paid is owned
by one or more of Such governments, subdivisions, organizations, instru-
mentalities, oe agencies.

":(7) Dividends paid by a foreign corporation.
"(8) An ament of a dividend to-
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"(A) a foreign corporation not engaged in trade or business within the
United States,

"(B) a nonresident alien individual,
"(C) any partnership not engaged in trade or business within the

United States and composed in whole or in part of nonresident aliens, or
"(D) any foreign government or international organization.

"(9) Dividends paid pursuant to the terms of a lease of property entered
into before January 1, 1959, if under such lease the shareholders of the lessor
corporation are entitled to such dividends without deduction for and tax
which any law of the United States might require to be deducted and withheld
on the payment of dividends.

"(10) Amounts (whether or not designated as dividends) paid by a mutual
savings bank, savings and loan association, building and loan association,
cooperative bank, homestead association, credit union, or any similar organi-
zation, in respect of withdrawable or repurehasable shares, investment
certificates, or deposits.

"SEC. 7904. RETURNS AND PAYMENT
"(a) GENXERAL, RTLE.-Every person required under this chapter to deduct

and withhold any tax shall make a return of such tax and shall pay such tax, at
such time, for such period, and in such manner as the Secretary or his delegate may
by regulations prescribe, by making a return of the total amount of interest and
dividends with respect to Which tax is required to be deducted and withheld by
such person under this chapter for such period and paying a tax, for which such
person shall be liable, in an amount equal to 20 percent of such total.

"(b) ADJUSTMENT OF TAX.--If niore or less than the correct amount of tax
due for any period under subsection (a) is paid with respect to such period, proper
adjustinents with respect to the tax shall be made, without interest, in such manner
and at such times as may be prescribed by regulations made under this chapter.
"SEC. 7905. NONDEDUCTIBILITY OF TAX IN COMPUTING TAXABLE INCOME

"Any tax deducted and withheld under this chapter siall not be allowed as a
deduction in computing taxable income for the purpose of any tax on income
imposed by Act of Congress.
"SEC. 7906. REFUND OR CREDIT OF TAX TO TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS

"In the case of a person which is exempt from the tax imposed by chapter 1,
if the amount required to be deducted and withheld as tax under this chapter
with respect to interest and dividends received by it during any calendar quarter
exceeds the credit claimed by and allowed to such person under section 3505
(relating to credit against employment taxes) for such quarter, the excess shall
be immediately refumded or credited to such person as an overpayment of the
tax imposed by this chapter, but only if claim therefor is filed (or, if no claim is
filed, if credit or refund is made) after the close of such calendar quarter and on
or before March 15 of the fourth calendar year beginning after the close of such
calendar quarter. No interest shall be allowed or paid with respect to any such
refund or credit for any period before the date on which claim for such refund
or credit is filed or before March 16 of the calendar year succeeding the close
of the calendar quarter in respect of which such refund or credit is claimed,
whichever date is the later.
"SEC. 7907. CREDIT FOR REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES AND PERSONAL HOLD-

ING COMPANIES
"In the case of any withholding agent which is a regulated investment com-

pany (as defined in section 851) or a personal holding company (as defined in
section 542), the amount required to be deducted and withheld as tax under this
chapter with respect to interest and dividends received by it during a taxable
year shall be allowed, tinder regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his dele-
gate, as a credit against (but not in excess of) the tax for which such withholding
agent is liable under section 7904(a) in respect of dividends paid by it during
such year. For purposes of this section, a dividend shall be considered as having
been paid within a taxable year-

"(1) in the case of a regulated investment company, if treated as paid
duri g such taxable year under section 855(a), or

"(2) in the case of a personal holding company, to the extent elected
tinder section 563(b), in determining the dividends paid deduction for pur-
poses of the personal holding company tax, in the return for such year.
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"SEC. 7908. FAILURE TO FILE RETURNS
"Iii case of a failure to make and file any return required under this chapter

within the time prescribed by law or prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate
in pursuance of law, unless it is shown that such failure Is due to reasonable cause
and not to willful neglect, the addition to the tax or taxes required to be shown
on such return shall not be less than 35.
"SEC. 7909. DEFINITIONS

"For purposes of this chapter-
"(1) TAXABLE YEAR.-The term 'taxable year' has the same meaning as

when used in chapter 1.
1"(2) PJERsON.-The term 'person' includes any government or political

subdivision, or agency or instrumentality thereof.
"(3) Nox:RESIDENT Ai.Ex.-The term 'nonresident alien individual' in-

cludes an alien resident of Puerto Rico."
(2) The table of chapters for subtitle F is amended by adding at the end

thereof
"CHAPTER 81. Collection of income tax at source on Interest and dividends."

(b)(1) CREDITS AOAINST INCOMe" TAx.-Plart IV of subsection A of chapter
I of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to credits against tax) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new section:
"SEC. 89. CREDIT FOR TAX WITHHELD ON INTEREST AND DIVIDENDS

"(a) GENER ,i, RULE.-The amount required to be deducted and withheld
uider section 7901 its tax on interest or under section 7902 as tax on dividends
shall be allowed to the recipient of the income as a credit against the tax imposed
by this -ubtitle for the taxable year in which the interest or dividend is received.

"(b) PARTNERSHIPS, TRUSTS, AND ESTATES.-If the recipient of the interest
or dividend is a partnership or a common trust fund, then the credit provided by
subsection (a) shall not be allowed to such recipient, but the members of the
partnership, or the participants in the common trust fund, as the case may be,
shall be allowed their proportionate share of such credit. If the recipient is an
estate or trust, and if any legatee, heir, or beneficiary subject to the tax imposed
by this chapter is required to include a portion of such interest or dividend in
computing his taxable income, such legate6, heir, or beneficiary shall be allowed
such portion of the credit as is probably allocable to him on the basis of the income
allocable to him under subchapter J (sec. 641 and following, relating to estates,
trusts, beneficiaries, and decedents) for the taxable year of the estate or trust,
and such portion of the credit shall not be allowed to the estate or trust.

"(c) REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES AND PERSONAL HoLDIo Co.%-
PANIES.-In the case of a regulated investment company or a personal holding
company, the credit provided by subsection (a) shall be reduced by the amount of
credit allowed such company under section 7907.

"(d) TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL,.-The credit provided by subsection (a) shall not be

allowed to any recipient which is exempt from income tax.
"(2) CROSS REFERENCE.-

"For refund under chapter 81 In the ease of a recipient which is exempt from ai, see section
7906."

(2) AMENDMENTS TO TABLE O SECTIONs.-The table of sections for such part
IV is amended by adding at the end thereof the following:

"See. 39. Credit for tax withheld on dividends."

(C) (1) SPECIAL CREDrT FOR TAX-EXEMtPT OEGANIZATIN.-Chapter 25 of such
Code (relating to general provisions relating to employment taxes) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new section:
"SEC. 3505. SPECIAL CREDIT IN CASE OF ORGANIZATIONS EXEMPT FROM INCOME TAX

"(a) GENERAL, RU.LE.-In the case of any person (including any government
or political subdivision, agency, or instrumentality thereof) which is exempt from
the tax imposed by chapter 1; the amount required to be deducted and withheld
Ais tax under chapter 81 with respect to interest and dividends received by it
during any calendar quarter shall be allowed, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate, as a credit against (but not in excess of) the amount
shown on the return of such person as its liability (after the adjustments, if any,
provided for in sections 6205(a) and 6413(a)) for such quarter in respect of tie
taxes imposed by chapter 21 (Federal Insurance Contributions Act) and by
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chapter 24 (collection of income tax at source on wages). Such credit shall be
allowed only if claim therefor is made, in accordance with such regulations, at
the time of the filing of the return with respect to the taxes under chapter 21 and
chapter 24 for such quarter.

"(b) CRoss REFERENCE.-

"For refund under chapter 81, se ellon 7306."
(2) AMENDMENT TO TABLE OF SEc TroNs.-The table of sections for chapter 25

is amended by adding at the end thereof the following:
"Se. 350. Special credit In cae of organizations exempt from tax."

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) TAX COMPUTED BY SECRETARY OR HIS DELEGATE.-Section 6014 of

such Code (relating to income tax not computed by taxpayer) is amended-
(A) by striking out in subsection (a) the phrase "and whose gross

income other than wages, as defined in section 3401 (a), does not exceed
$100," and by inserting in lieu thereof "and whose gross income (other
than wages, as defined in section 3401(a), and other than interest and
dividends on which tax is required to be deducted and withheld under
chapter 81) does not exceed $100,"; and

(B) by inserting after "other than wages on which the tax has been
withheld at the source" the following: "and other than interest and
dividends on which tax is required to be deducted and withheld under
chapter 81".

(2) DECLARATION OF ESTIMATED INCOME TAX BY INDIVIDUALS.-Section
6015(a) of such code (relating to declaration of estimated income tax by
individual,) i,3 amended-

(A) by amending so much of paragraph (1) thereof as precedes
subparagraph (A) to read as follows:
"(1) the gross income for the taxable year can reasonably be expected

to consist of wages (its defined in section 3101(a) ), or interest (as defined in
section 7901(b) or dividends (tis defined in section 7902(b)) on which tax is
required to be deducted and withheld under chapter 81, or both, and of not
more than $100 from sources other than such wages, interest, and dividends,
and can reasonably be expected to exceed-"; and

(13) by amending so much of paragraph (2) thereof as precedes
subparagraph (A) to read as follows:

"(2) the gross income can reasonably be expected to include more than
$100 from sources other than wages (as defined in section 3401(a)) and other
than interest (as defined in section 7901(b)) and dividends (as defined in
section 7902(b)) on which a tax is required to be deducted and withheld
under chapter 81, and can reasonably be expected to exceed the sum of-".

(J) WITHHOIDIN'l OF TAX ON NONRESIDENT ALIEN INDIVIDUALS.-Section
1441(c) of such Code (relating to exceptions to the withholding of tax on
nonresident alien individuals) is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

"1(6) INTEREST AND DIVIDENDS ON WHICH TAX IS WITHHELD UNDER CHAP-
TER si.- Where any person is required to deduct and withhold a tax under
subsection (al on an amount on which a tax was required to be deducted and
withheld under chapter 81, such person shall deduct and withhold under
su section (a) only the excess of-

"(A) the amount which would be required to be deducted and with-
held under subsection (a) but for the application of chapter 81, over

'(B) the amount required to be deducted and withheld under chapter
81."

(4) WITHHOLDIN', OF TAX ON FOREI':N CORPORATIONS.-Section 1442 of
such Code (relating to withholding of tax on foreign corporations) is amended
by striking out the period at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a
comma and the following: "and except that where any person is required
under this section to deduct and withhold a tax on an amount on which a
tax is required to be deducted and withheld under chapter 81, such person
shall deduct and withhold only the excess of-

"(I) the amount which would be required to be deducted and withheld
under this section but for the application of chapter 81, over

"(2) the amount required too t . duct,, U withheld under chapter 81."
(5) INFORMATION BY COSPORATIONs.-Paragrap" (1) of section 6042 of

such Code (relating to returns regarding corporate dividends, etc.) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following: "except that if the amount of
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dividends paid to any shareholder during a calendar year is less than $300
and tax is required to be deducted and withheld under chapter 81 on the
entire amount of such dividends, no such return shall be required with
respect to such shareholder for such calendar year;".

(6) EXCESSIVE WITHHOLDIN.-Subsection (b) of section 6401 of such Code
ratingg to amounts treated as overpayments) is amended to read as follows:

"() TREATMENT OF CREDITs.-The amount of the credit provided In section 31
(relating to credit for tax withheld on wages under chapter 24), and the amount of
the credit provided in section 39 (relating to credit for tax withheld on interest
and di% idends under chapter 81), against the tax imposed by subtitle. A for any
taxahlt; year shall, to the extent thereof, be considered as payment of the tax for
such ye r, whether or not the withholding agent has paid to the Secretary or his
dekgate the amount of the tax deducted and withheld at the source under chapter
24 or the amount of tax required to be deducted and withheld at the source under
chapter 81."

(7) SPECIAL PERIOD OF LIMITATIONS FOR SMALL REFUNDS ON TAX WITII-
HELD AT SOURCE.-Section 6511(d) of such Code (relating to special rules
for limitations on allowance of credits and refunds) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following neu paragraph:

"(4) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO TAX ON INTEREST AND DIVIDENDS
WITHHELD AT SOURCE.--In the case of an individual filing a claim for credit
or refund of an overpayment for a taxable year for which lie was not required
to make a return tinder section 6012(a) to make a return, if the overpayment
is attributable to the credit allowed under section 39 for tax required to be
deducted and withheld under chapter 81 (relating to tax withheld at source
on interest and dividends), in lieu of the 3-year period of limitation prescribed
in subsection (a), the period shall be 7 years from the date prescribed by
law for filing a return for the taxable year with respect to which the clpim
is made. In the case of such a claim, the amount of credit or refund may
exceed the portion of the tax paid within the period provided In subsection
(b) (2), to the extent of the amount of the overpayment attributable to such
credit allowed under section 39, or to the extent of $2 whichever is the lesser."

(8) PRESUMPTI os AS TO DATE OF PAYENT.-Aection 6513(b) of such
Code (relating to time tax considered to be paid) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sentence: "For purpo,es of eectinn 6511
or 6512, any tax required to be deducted and withheld at source during any
taxable year of the recipient under chapter 81 shall, in re.pect of the recipient
of the income, be deemed to have been paid by him on the lat day prescribed
for filing the return under section 6012 for such taxable year (determined
without. regard to any extension of time for filing such return)."

(9) DEFINITION OF WITHHOLDINn AOENT.-SeCtion 7701(a)(16) of such
Code (defining the term "withholding agent") is amended by striking out
"or 1461" and inserting in lieu thereof "1461, or 7901".

(10) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made by paragraphs (1) and (2)
shall apply to taxable years beginning after December 31, 1959.

(8. 2039, 86th Cong., 1st ses.1

A BILL To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for additional Information on certain
returns

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section 6041 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 (relating to additional information at source) is hereby an'ended by
striking out subsection (d) and inserting in lieu thereof the following new
subsections:

"(d) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.-Any person (1) making any payment of any
thing of value to or on behalf of any officer, employee, partner, or shareholder of
such person or (2) making any service, property, or facility available to any person
described in clause (1), regardless of wthether such payment, service, property, or
facility constitutes gross income under this title, shall render a true and accurate
return to the Secretary or his delegate, under such regulations and In such form
and manner and to such extent as may be prescribed by him, setting forth such
information with respect to such payment, service property, or facility as may
be required by such regulations. This subsection shall not apply with respect to
any payment made to, or any service, property, or facility-
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(1) made available to alny individual by any person during any taxable
year of such person if the aggregate value of all payments made to, and all
services, property, and facilities :nade available to, such individual by such
person during such taxable year is less than $200; or

"(2) made eannly available by an employer to all his employees or to any
class of employees. provided that the persons to whom such payment, service,
property or facility is made available shall not primarily consist of officers,
sharehhlders, or hih" coi pensated employees.

"(e) RECIPIENT To F1ItsRt5tI \.kmr, k-AD ADDRF.s.-When necessary to make
effective Vie provisions of this section the name and address of the recipient shall
be furnished upon demand of the person making the payment or making the
, service, )roperty. or facility ava'able."

[. 2010. 96th Cong., Ist ses.I.

A BILL To amcn tih Interniia Revenue Code of 1954 to prohibit the deduction of certaul expenditures
as trado or business expenses

lie it cnarled by tihe ,Sente anud House of Iepressent'ves of the United States of
I mrrica in Conjrcss assembled, That, (a) section 162 of the Internal Revenue

Code of 1954 (relating to trade or business exoenses) is amended by redesig-
in'ting s!1h.-weetion (d) as (e), and by inserting after subsection (c) tie following

new sul)section:
"(d) h:DICTIO.S ,) m:oU : Ix C.St OF CERTAIN Ix xsPEs-.-No deduction

bhall he allowed under subsection (a) for any expenses paid or incurred for-
"(1) entertainment at night clubs, theaters, sporting events, or other places

of public anutsement (unless the conduct of the place of amusement is the
trale or lm.iiuess of the taxpayer):

"(2) maintetinmce or operation of yachts or of seasonal or vacation lodges
or houses (unles-; the maintenance or operation of the yacht, lodge or house
is the trade or business of the taxpayer);

"(3) gifts;
"(-4) dues or initiation fees in social organizations: and
"(5) traveling expenses to conventions outside the United States."

(h) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after the (late of the enactment of this Act.

Senator DoUGLAS. They are based squarely on the prili? le that
persons with equal incomes should pay equal taxes. They will, there-
fore, make major improvements il tile fairness of the income tax
without increasing the taxes of the citizens who are already paying
their full share. They will improve compliance )y taxpayers. Tiley
will add $2.3 billion to the annual revenues of tie Federal Govern-
mient anl therefore help balance the budget. They will make possible
sone (lebt redttctioin antd therefore avoid illcrerasinlg interest rates.

heiy will permit tile Governmenlt fore fully to meet the pressing
obligations it faces.

Tax reform of this .character is long overdue. The continuing
chipping away at the income tax base )y granting special favors to
one group of'taxpayer-,s after another hrs resulted in a highly differ-
entiated tax which is unfair as between taxpayers of equaltaxpaying
ability. It has produced an income tax so complex as to impose
verV substantial bturdens of compliance oil taxpayers generally.
Moreover, because of all its discriminatory features. the income tax
is rapidly falling into disrepute an1d threalenilig the willing eompli-
ance upon which a self-assessed income tax delelpd. Pref erential
provisions ill the law also serve to substitute tax Vonsiderations for
sound btisiness judgments ill the taxpayer's determination of how to
use the resources at his disl)osal, restilting il tuecolomi(cal use of
these resources. Erosion of the income lax base has reached tile
poilt at which the additional col( riblut io which income taxation
can make to responsible financing of tile Federial Goverinment may
be seriously limited.
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An old and universally accepted maxim of income taxation is that
people with equal incomes should pay equal taxes, without regard to
the source of the income or the circumstances under which it is re-
ceived. The present income tax law makes numerous exceptions to
this maxim. As a result, literally tens of billions of dollars ofpersonal
income avoid income tax or are subject to tax at preferential rates.
I would like to offer for the record at this point a table, prepared by
tie Treasury Department and printed in "Tie Federal Revenue
System, Facts and Problems, 1959," Joint Economic Committee,
which shows the difference between personal income and the amount
of income to which Federal individual income tax rates actually apply.

(The table referred to follows:)

Reconciliation of personal income with adjusted gross income, and derivation of
the individual income tax base and tar, calendar years 1957 and 1969 (estimated)

[In billions of dollars]

1957 1969
(estimated)

Personal ,noome ................................................... . 34. 9 374.0

Deduct"
Transfer 2ymet . ......................................... 21.6 2.5,5
Other labor inone. ........................................ 8.9 9's
Imputed interest ...................................................... 8, 5 9.1
Impud rent ....................................................... 6.8 7.1
Nontaxable military iy ............................................... 4.8 4.7
income in kind I ....................................................... 3, 7 3 7
All other deductions t ................................................... 3 8 a 3

Total deductions ...................................................... 7.9 63.2
A\dd:

Employee contributions for social Insurance ........................... 6. 6 7.5
Net capital gains ................................................. 3 8 7.0
A' other additions '.................................................... 3.3 3.6

Total additions ...................................................... 13. 7 18.
I'ersonal income adjusted .................................................... 303 7 328.9
income not reported on tax returns 4 ......................................... 23 7 24.7

Adjusted gross Income reported on tax returns A ....................... 280.0 304, 2
.AiLlsted gross Income, nontaxable returns .................................. 20. 22,2

Adjusted gross income of taxable returns ............................. 259.8 282. 0
ieduct:

Standard deductions .................................................. 130 14,8
Itemized deductions I ................................................... 22.0 5. 0
Personal exemptioni .................................................. 76.5 9.

Taxable Income of Individuals ........................................ 148. 163.2
Taxable Inkome of fiducliars' ................................................9 .9

Total taxable Income .................................................. 149.2 164.1
Effective tax rate (percent) .............. 2.9 23.1
Tax liability of Individuals, "Statistics of Inome" basis ................... 33. 9 37.7
Tax liability of fiduciaries 6 ............................................. 3 .3
Adjustment to collections basis I ....................................... 1.2 1.3

Tax liability, collections basis ........................................ 35. 4 89.3

,|Including food and f(el consumed on ftrms.
? Tax-exempt interest and savings bonds accruals, inventory items, exclud bible sick pay and dividends,

undLtribute-1 flduci try Income.
3 Income from Alaska and ilawa il. miscellaneous renrted income, annuities, and pensions.
4 Includes Income of persons not required to file, Innome dselosel by audit, income of tax evaders, esti-

mating errors in personal income, sampling errors in "Statistics of Income." etc.
I Returns with positive adjusted gross income.
I Estimated.
I Effective rate on taxable income after tax credits.
' Includes tax adjustments interest, and penalties arising from income of earlier )ear. Reflects approt-

Imately $5,80,000,000 of taxable income.
No .- Fgures are rounded and do not necessarily add to totals.
Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, Tax Analysis Staft,

42355-59----5
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Senator DOUGLAS. For 1957 the difference was no less than $198
billion.

In 1959, it is estimated,-the difference will be $210 billion. In other
words, $210 billion of the income received by the people of the United
States in 1959 will not be subjected to Federal income tax because of
provisions of the law which exclude various types of income from tax
and because of evasion of tax liabilities.

Not all of this income, of course, could or should be taxed. For
example, no one seriously suggests eliminating the personal exemp-
tion, which accounted for $100.5 billion of the difference between per-
sonal and taxable income in 1957 and about $103 billion in 1959.
After deducting these amounts, there still remains $98.2 billion and
$100.9 billion of personal income in 1957 and 1959, respectively,
which 4s not subject to tax. Nor could all of this income be taxed.
Practical difficulties in some cases would involve compliance and en-
forcement costs so great as to make the effort not worthwhile. Other
exceptions reflect judgments by the people that the public interest as
a whole will be well served by certain broadly applicable exceptions to
the general rule of equal income, equal tax. But even making the
most generous allowances for these cases, substantial amounts of in-
come remain outside the tax base as special accommodations to small
groups of taxpayers. These exceptions do not serve the public in-
terest. On the contrary, these tax favors require a greater tax burden
on all the rest of the people who are not so favorably situated.

The amendments we are offering today cover only a few of these
situations. They will not impose additional tax burdens on most
taxpayers. On the contrary, they will permit the reduction of the
tax burdens which most of us hav e to bear by requiring some of the
favored few to assume more of their fair share of the burden.

These amendments are not concerned with the question of pro-
gression in the distribution of tax burdens.

We will not go into the question of whether our tax system thereby
is progressive, proportional, or regressive.

These amendments are aimed at assuring fairer treatment among
taxpayers of equal income.

At the present time, the Government is facing serious difficulties in
management of the public debt. The Treasury has asked the Con-
gress to eliminate the ceiling on tihe rate of interest which may be paid
on its obligations with maturities of more than 5 years-a ceiling
with which the Treasury has been able to live ever since World War I.
In large part, this difficulty is the direct result of the failure of the
administration to manage t~ie Nation's fiscal affairs in such a way as
to maintain an adequate balance (or surplus) of receipts and expendi-
tures. Time Secretary of the Treasury only 2 weeks ago, before the
House, admitted that the only sure way to improve this situation is
to achieve a budget surplus w hich would permit the repayment of a
portion of the bank-held debt, and I read from the statement of
Secretary Anderson before the House Ways and Means Committee
on June 10, page 38 of his prepared statement:

In particular, we must have a clear demonstration of our willingness to main-
tain fiscal and monetary discipline.- A period of high and rising business activity
such as the present, requires a surplus in Federal fiscal operations for debts re-
tirement and freedom for Federal Reserve authorities to conduct flexible credit
policies.
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Now, notice these words:
A budget surplus in the coming fiscal year can convert the Federal Government

from a net borrower in credit markets to a net supplier of bonds through debt
retirement.

If this could be done, monetary restraints could be eased which
would result in reduced pressure on interest rates. Other measures
ma~y provide some temporary help, but in the last analysis, during a
period Qf a high level of economic activity such as that into which,
we are told, we are now moving, monetary and credit ease and eco-
nomical management of the Federal debt call for budget surpluses
adequate to permit some reduction in the bank-held public debt.

It is regrettable that the administration has not proposed measures
specifically designed to produce such a surplus in fiscal 1960. Surely
if they are sincere in their desire to achieve this desirable result, they
should lend their active support to the measures proposed here today
to meke the tax law both fairer and more productive. And I must
admit I was shocked by the statement of the Director of the Budget,
M'r. Stans, that they were not contemplating revision of the tax
system, and the statement of Mr. Lindsay, for whom I have a good
deal of respect, that the Treasury had reached no decision.

These amendments will increase Federal tax receipts by $2.350
billion. The proposed revision of percentage depletion rates for oil
and gas will produce $400 million, of which $90 million will come from
oil production abroad.

lie plan for withholding on dividends and interest, which Senator
Proxmire will present, will add $750 million annually to tax revenues
through improved compliance, without adding a penny to anyone's
tax liability.

As we all know, there is a 20 percent witlhhiolding tax on wages and
salary, but no withholding tax on dividends and interest, and the
amount of dividends and interest reported by individual taxpayers is
very much less than the amounts distributed.

In the case of dividends, it is approximately $1.5 billion less; in
the case of interest, $3.5 billion less, a total of $5 billion; and while
there will be necessarily some difficulty in reaching all of these sources,
we do believe it is most conservative to say that a withholding of
20 percent will add at least $750 million a year annually to the. tax
revenue and, indeed, more, because once it is declared, once the tax
is withheld at the source, individuals will have to, in many cases,
pay supertax at graduated rates, above the 20 percent, which they owe.

The amendment to repeal the dividends-received exclusion and
credit, proposed by Senator McCarthy, will add $400 million to the
Government's revenues.

This fiscal monstrosity was introduced into the 1954 revenue bill
by Mr. George Humphrey, then Secretary of the Treasury, and it is
the cause of many of our troubles.
It has helped to send up the price of stocks which, in turn, is used as

an argument why we should increase the interest rate on bonds.
It has given windfall profits to certain favored groups within our

society; it has reduced governmental revenues which otherwise we
would have had; and it has made our fiscal position more difficult.

Senator Clark's proposal to eliminate the Government's 52 percent
subsidy of business executives' entertainment expenses, which is one



M CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

of our greatest scandals in our tax situation, will give us another $800
million.

With this additional revenue in 1960, we can make desirable redue-
tions in certain wartime excises and reduce to a maximum of 75 percent
the unrealistic rates now applicable to the middle and upper brackets
of individual.taxable income.

1 do not believe in a 91 percent tax rate. I think that maximum
certainly under present conditions should not exceed 75 percent, and
that there should be a sealing down and a progression even prior to
that point.

We could. in addition, retire $800 million of bank-held public debt,
and in so doing, ease the strain upon our fiscal situation, if there is any.

We could, furthermore, provide an additional $550 million for shor-
ing up our defenses and for discharging other essential public responsi-
bilities which are threatened by -budgetary stringency, although I
think the added combat efficiency needed in the defense budget could
be met by cutting down on the wastes in the contractual process, and
in the supplies and the disposal of supplies, and for discharging other
essential public responsibilities which are threatened by budgetary
stringency.

I must confess, Mr. Chairman, to being impatient with the adminis-
tration and with others who say that we (1o not have enough money
to. begin to clear our slums, to help to house the people who are dis-
placed, that we do not have enough money to protect the public
health; we (1o not have enough money to help better to educate our
children or aid depressed areas.

We do have enough money for this if we will only pare down waste,
and if we will introduce the principle that equal income should pay
equal taxes.

In short, the adoption of the amendments will make the income tax
fairer, will reduce the public debt and ease the pressure on interest
rates which must be paid by the Governinent, and will provide addi-
tional revenues for reducing taxes and for maintaining and expanding
essential Government functions.

Mr. Chairman, now let me turn to the details of t he depletion allow-
anceamendnient, which is S. 2037, introduce i by myself, and Sena.
tors Proxmire, Clark, Humphrey, Hennings, Morse, McNamara,
Lausche, Carroll, and Young of Ohio-.

It would reduce the existing 27% percent depletion allowance for oil
and gas to 15 percent for those who receive income from oil and gas
properties in excess of $5 million a year: from 27% to 21 percent for
those who receive income from oil and gas properties between- gross in-
come-$1 million and $5 million a year: but would keep the existing
rate of 274 percent for those with income from oil and gas properties
below $1 million a year.

This is gross income, of course.
Under the present law, a host of costs and special allowances are

deductible from gross income even before the depletion allowance ap-
plies. These are:

(1) Operating costs, which are quite proper, of course.
(2) Intangible drilling and development costs. These can be writ-

ten off in the year in which they occur and are not spread over a period
of years, as is the case in other industries. It has been estimated that
between 75 and 90 percent of all costs can be written off in 1 year in
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this manner. We have, therefore, already accorded to this industry
virtually the ultimate in accelerated depreciation and fast tax write--
offis.

(3) Insuccessful or dry holes, of course, can be written off against.
the income from successful drillings.

(4) The 14-point reduction in the tax itself--or a reduction from
52 to 38 percent. on taxable income-.for income derived from opera-
tions abroad in the Western Hemisphere, that is, Venezuela, Cadiada,
Mexico, and so forth.

(5) Royalty payments abroad, particularly in the Near"East, may
be disguised as income tax payments for which the foreign tax credit
is then available.

I think this committee has gone into this question in executive ses-
sion, and well knows the truth of what I speak.

A company, therefore, escapes liability for U.S. tax by being al-
lowed to take a tax credit for a payinmt which a domestic taxpayer
would be permitted only to deduct from gross income, rather than to
take as a credit against tax.

In other words, it is a deduction from tax, not a deduction from
gross income.

In addition to all these provisions which would seem to be quite
generous a further allowance is permitted called the percentage de-
pletion allowance. In the case of gas and oil this amounts to an addi-
tional 27% percent of gross income up to one-half of net income. This
allowance is, moreover, permitted in perpetuity as long as there is
any flow of oil or gas from the well. It is not hmited to recapturing
the cost of the well in question most of which cost-as we have seen-
is recovered for tax purposes in the year the outlay is made through
the intangible drilling and development cost deduction.

This allowance continues through time without relationship to the
taxpayer's investment iik the venture and whether or not that invest-
ment has been recovered for tax purposes.

From its inception, the percentage depletion allowance has been
27% percent.. As corporation income taxes have risen from 14 per-
cent to the present 52 percent the value of this allowance has, how-
ever, greatly grown. It Is brought in its train a host of similar
deductions on virtually everything else that is extracted from the
earth and sea, including oystershells, clamshells, and sand and gravel.
There would seem to be no danger of dry holes here, in the case of
sand and gravel.

It is, almost, a perfect example of a case where, instead of closing
a loophole in the law, an attempt has been made to make the loophole
universal.

Now let me turn to sonic of the facts about depletion allowances
in general and the oil and gas depletion allowance in particular.

Mr. Chairman, I have here three tables showing the amount of all
depletion which corporations took as income tax deductions in the
period 1946 to 1956; these same deductions by total asset classes;
and a further table showing corporate depletion deductions and net
income by total asset classes for the years 1952 to 1956. I ask that
these tables be printed in the record of the hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
(The tables referred to follow:)
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T.BLE 1.-,elected corporate business deductions, all corporations, 1946--56
[Donor amounts in millions]

Ded196o 1946 1947 19" 120 1961 1962 1963 195 1955 1950
Compensationofoiers ----------------- $5,143.1 $602 .4 $6,733.3 $6,743.0 $7,60.8 8,127.0 $8,430.0 88,77.7 $9,113.2 $10,480.7 $11,045.1Interest paid .............. .......... %251.0 2,01.4 2,758.7 3,045.1 3,211.9 3,700.5 5,013.2 5,680.9 6,270.6 7,058.4 8,281.0Taxes pid ----------- """ 5,830.5 6,892.9 7,481.7 8, 36L3 9,01.2 11,030.8 11,695.8 12,194.9 12,476.9 14,202.6 15, M.5Contributoor gift.."-.---------- -2139 241.2 2.3 2 6 254 34&0 39&6 494.5 313.8 414.8 4184.0Depletion ---------------------------- 79&.9 1,210.3 1,711.3 1,476.2 1,709.3 %08.1 ,X5 2,301.8 2,356 z,80.s 3,084. jDepredation ..------------------------- 4,201.7 .5,220.1 6,29.6 7,190.5 7,858.1 8,829.0 9,604.4 10,410.6)1 13,691.5 13,418.8 14,952. 9Amortization ------------------------- 64.5 .9 38.9 30.6 4.3 201.9 831.3 1,51&3 3 2,50.3 2, 2.9sAdvertising--------ute --ner-------2,4083 3,082.2 3,465.0 3,772.7 .4,097.0 4,52.9 5,02(.8 5,480.9 4,770.2 6.0o1.8 7.O.0l. "-Amounts contributed under pension I 2,g 295. ,4.3 3252 ,4.plans, etc.' -------------------------- 834.6 1.0383 1,1 3.5 1,216,1 1,660.9 Z32.9 ',551.9 86.3 2840.3 3,26.2 3,32.9ote a -------------- 2860.9 2 1S09 910.6 2 1,146.9 2 1,302.90therS-------------------------- 5,892.1 7,338.4 8,06.8 7,9U. 7 8,371.3 9,709.7 15,493.6 11,520.5 11,445.5 12,959.1 14,325.4

Torta-selected deductions--------27,638.6 33,560.1 37,944.1 40,05.8 43,824.2 50,991.8 56,8. 4 62,273.3 65,191.2 74,975.1 I, -81. 1 ']

Deductions Claimed under sec. 23(P) of the Internal Revenue Code for amount con. 'Includes bed debts, repairs, and rent paid on business property.

ter ed mpyes p ann. Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income, Corporation Inconie Tax'Contributions under employee welfare plans. Rturnils.

z



TAflLE 2.-Corporate depletion deductioms by total assets passes, 1946-55 1
[Mllons of dollml

Assets clae 196 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951. 192 193 1954 1956 1958

Under 50,000 ......................... $3.31 3 $3. 9 $4.9 $3.7 $4.0 S3.5 33.1 $4.7 $4.2 $5.7 $.6
$50,OD and under $100,000 ---------- 3.7 4.6 .5 4.0 4.4 3.7 .2 3.7 4.3 .2 6.9$100,000 and under $250,000 ---------------- 10.8 14.7 16.1 11.9 12.6 12.1 13.5 13.5 1.7 27.2 21.1
$250,000 and under lS0,00 --------------- 2. 8. l9 21.4 16.1 17.1 21.4 21.2 21.4 22.6 26.0 27.5
$500,000 and under $1,000,000 ------------- 23.2 31.8 -40.8 21.4 31.5 41.4 3. 1 38.6 3.2 45 1 43.
$1,000,00 and under 5,000,000 ----------- 71.3 108 3 126.1 101.0 120. 8 IdO. 8 150 3 154. 0 147.4 191.5 181.6
S5,000,000 and under $10,000,000 ---------- 38.3 54.3 72.5 57.5 6ft5 83.8 8. 7 83.3 73.7 80.0 96.7$10,000,000 and under $50,000,000 ---------- 30.7 165.5 245. 2 213. 278. 9 31. 9 297.7 306.1 290. 3 351.2 339.9$50,000,000 and under $100,000,000 ------- 38.6 85.7 89.7 92.8 11. 2 120.8 131. 2 119.8 134. 0 178.1 249,0$I00000,00 more- .------------------- 44.0 713.8 1,076.5 .89.1 1,3 8 1,299.3 1,370.0 1,539.3 1,517.9 1,86.0 2,082.5

Total.-------------- ------ 777.7 1,201.4 1 ,698.9 146 1147

Peraentag distribution

Under $50,000 -------------------------- 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3
$W0.00 and under $00,000 ----------------. 5 .4 ;3 .3 .3 .2 .2 .2 .2 .2 .2$100,000 and under S250,000 --------------- 1.4 1.2 .9 .8 .7 .6 .6 .6 .7 1.0 .7250,000 and under 500,I0 --------------- 1.7 L6 L3 L1 1.0 1.0 L0 .9 LO .9 .9M500,O0 and under $10,,00 ------------- 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.2 .1.9 2.0 L7 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.4
$1,IM000 0and under 35,000,000 ----------- 9.2 9.0 7.4 7.1 7.1 7.8 7.1 6.7 6.6 6.9 . 9
$5,000,00 and under $10.000,000 ---------- 4.9 4.5 4.3. 4.0 4II 4.1 4.1 3. 6 3. 3 2.9 3. 2$10,000,000 and under 50,000,000 --------- 16.8 13.8 14.4 14.9 16.5 15.4 14.1 31.4 12.9 12. 6 11$50,000,00 and under $00,000,000 ----.- 0 7.1 .3 6.6 6. 8 . 8 6.2 . 2 6. 0 6. 4 8.$100,000,000 or more ------- ......------ - 57.2 4.4 G&4 G,7 61.4 (2.9 64.8 67.4 7.7 67.3 68.!

Total ----------------------------- 100.0 100.0 100.0 ; 00.0 o 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0- ~~ _0__ _00. ____ 0.0 I.0 10.
IAll returns with balance sheets.

NoTz.-Detafl may not add to tothfbeciu* Croundtng .",

Soume: Intena I.evenue service, Stautic of Income, pt. 2.

ti-

0.



TADgLz 3.-Corporae depletion deduction, and net income by total assts classes, 1952e 1-55
aw D mountsrin m hllous)

1952 1 1 1 a" I I "W I IM1956

Depletion
deduc-
tions

Assets cleases

Under $50,000 -----
$50,000 and under

$100,000 ...........
$100,000 and under

$250000 ..........
$250.000 and under

$500,00-.........
1500,0 and under$1 M,000 ..........
11, , anld under

$1o, oooo0 and u "
$nder $0,000 ------

$10,00,000 and

under $100,000,000.
$100,000,000 or more-

Total .----

Net in
come 

2

382.5

577.0

1,364.9

1,336.0

1,44.W7

4,71M.4

2,319.1

6,105. 7

2,oS6.5
19,105.5

AA -10 -2

Depletion
deduct.
tions

tons pS
percent
of not

income

Net In-
come

I1II -1
$26

4.7

1M2

17.5

27.4

129.2

64.6

250.9

122,4
1,350.5

1.3

1.7

2.7

2.8

4.1

4.4
7.1

$370.6

530.3

1,251.1

1,528.0

1,473.2

4,331.5

2,18&.6

6,123.9

2,854.4
21,384. 2

Depletion
deduc-
tions

tiopa as

Inloome

$3.2 0.9

3.1 .6

IL2 .9

1&.0 1.5

25.8 2.0

12.1 2.8

70.2 3.2

263.6 4.3

106.5 3.7
1.515.6 7.1

.Not in-
come tcne

Deplot
deduc-

tions as

percentof net

incoeoe

Net In-
come

$3519

518.1

1,28L3

1,2522

1,450.3

4,173.5

2,025.7

5,555.0

2813.8
20,08L.6

$3.a
2.9

13.3

17.5

23.9

320.8

59.5

215.0

113.4

1M48

1.90.91 4.9 41.750.9 ,140.8 2l Ho518.4 Z0.3

$422.6
$M3

1,571.8

1,9.6

1.,871.0
,293.6

2,410.3

6,73.3

3,174.9
2& 56& 5

50,20.9 ,6051 52180304.1 2.42o__ _ _ _ __ _ _ _II,

$4.7

4.1

20.8

22.O

37.0

155.2

65.5

305.1

157.6

Depletion
deduc-
tons as
percmnof netincome

Net in-
come

$486.0

722.7

1,7561

1,60.4

1,861.9

5,197.7

2,51.0

6,993.4
3,49&o

Depetion
deduc-
tions

$3.6

4.6

17.2

22.8

32.5

142.3

73.6

275.1
211.1

Depl
dedttons
pefOfn

Cmed cwis olas 8cpieet and det i woe.3 Compiled recepts less compiled deductions as shown In Statigles of Income. Surce: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics ot Iucome, pt. 2.

Dt
-. p.

1.o

1.3

1.7

2.7
2.9

4.0

&0& 7 z
z~

5,21 'O.-L6 I.842.6J JI gO & 3 150,270. 9 2 60&.1
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Senator DOUGLAS. The first table shows that in 1956, the totalamount of deductions for depletion" by all corporations with balance
sheets was in the amount of $3,056,700,000. It is truly an enorrmous
figure.

We estimate that the deduction for depletion in the case of 6il &nd
gas was something over $2 billion of this figure of slightly over $3b~illion.

The second table shows that, some $2,082.5 million of the corporate
depletion deduction in 1956, or some 68.1 percent of theta, were
taken by corporations with net assets of over $100 million. Thus
the really big corporations took the giant's share, or two-thirds, of
the depletion allowances. I

Mr. Chairman back in 1950 Secretary of the Treasury Snyder
came before the House Ways and koans Committee and urged that it
reduce the depletion allowances. He made a very cogent argument
for his position and he further placed in the Record a great many
facts and figures which were informative and persuasive. His figures
showed that one individual operator, having a net income in the years
1943-47 of $14.3 million, paid income taxes of only $80,000 i this
period or only about two-thirds of 1 percent.

I ask that one of the exhibits introduced then, which appears in
the hearings of the Ways and Means Committee on the revenue
revision of 1950 be laced in the record at this point.

The CRAIRM1AN. Without objection.
(The material referred to follow:)

Income, deductions, and taz liabilities of 10 selected individual oil and gas operators,
for the 5-year period 1943-47

[Money figures in million]

Net Income Special deductions Income tax liability____Tasable

Individual optor. net in.
From From Percent- Develop, come Percent of

oil and other Total age de. ment Amount total net
gas g sources pletion costs a income

A .................... $10.5 $3.8 $14.3 2.2 $13.0 4 -$0.9 $0.08 0.6
B .................... &0 .8 &8 3.1 2.1 .6 8 &6

3 .................... &,9 .6 4.4 &2 4.4 4 -3,2 .16 &4
D& .................. 9.3 .3 9.6 2.7 .0 6.9 6.1 8.6
E .................... 2.7 .8 3.5 1.0 .3 2.2 1.4 40.0
F ................... 1.7 1.4 3.1 .8 1.5 .8 .6 19.4
a .................... 7.7 -1.3 6.4 3.6 2.1 .8 .5 7.8
If1.............. ... 3.6 &.7 1.0 .6 4.1 2.2 896
.1............... 1.7 .1 1.8 .6 1.0 .3 .2 11.1
................... 8 0 -. 7 7.8 .9 1.7 z7 22 s'0.1

Total ........... 52.6 9.3 81.9 20.9 .7 14.31 1931 22.5

'Income after deductions for operating expenses, depreciation, adjusted-basis depletion, exploration costs
anrl losses on abandonment.

' Excess of percentage depletion over adjusted.basls depletion.
Development costs arc expenditures for thepreparaton of mineral proprIes for production, which are

deducted as expenses In the year Incurred. Consequently, these expenditures are not iscltuded in the
tax basis of the property and future cost or adjusted-basis depletion is correspondingly reduced. The
treatment of development costs as a current expense, however, does not diminish percentage dapletlon in
.ub uent years, since the latter is determined on the basis of Income in those years.

I WhIle special deductions more than offset the total net income for the 8 years, some income tax was paid
because there were deficits only in some years. A deficit caused by excess percentage depletion cannot be
carriedd over against net taxable Income of other years.

sIncludes only 4 years, 1943-6.
Source: Bureau of Internal Revenue, special tabulation.
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Senator DouoLs. Mr. Chairman, in 1955, the Joint Economic
Committee asked a number of tax experts to participate in its study
of Federal tax policy for economic growth andstability. One of tle
finest papers which was presented to the Committee was that by
William F. Helimuth, Jr., of Oberlin College, who wrote on the subject
of the "Erosion of the Federal Corporation Income Tax Base." This
paper appears on pages 888 to 917. 1 ask unanimous consent that a
section of that paper, which appears on pages 897 to 903 and which
deals with the ercentage depletion question, be printed at this point
in the record of the hearings.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
(The material referred to follows:)

PAPER SUBMITTED BY WILLIAM F. HELLMUTH, FROM FEDERAL TAX POLICY FOR

ECONOMIC GROWTH AND STABILITY, JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE, 1955

DEPLETION

Present depletion deductions are probably the most glaring and most widely
condemned source of erosion in the corporate income-tax base. These deductions
may also be the ones which have been most liberalized and extended over the
past 15 years.

Corporations have been permitted a tax deduction for the exhaustion of oil
and mineral resources since 1913. In economics and in our tax law, the principle
is well established that the gradual exhaustion in use of a well or mineral deposit
represents a cost of production for which deductions should be allowed in com-
puting net Income. Controversy exists as to timing and total amount of depletion
deductions allowable.

On the basis of tax neutrality between different industries and economic activ-
Ities, deductions from income over the life of a property would be limited to original
cost, with annual tax-free recovery reflecting the portion of the total deposit which
is extracted during the year. Using the business-income yardstick, there would
be depletion deductions based on actual cost or in some cases no deductions at
all for depletion.' Full recovery of actual cost under cost depletion would cor-
respond to tax treatment of depreciation or amortization for other capital assets.

Existing legislation allows taxpayers owning an economic interest in mineral
deposits the choice of a depletion deduction based on cost or percentage depletion.
Percentage depletion gives an annual deduction equal to the smaller of a statutory
percentage of gross income from mineral property or 50 percent of net income from
the property before any allowance for depletion. Total tax-free deductions under
percentage depletion are not limited or even necessarily related to capital cost.
Annual percentage depletion deductions are related to production, prices, net
income, and statutory percentages. There is no ceiling on the total amount of
these deductions and over the life of a property they may total many times a
taxpayer's actual investment costs. Thus, percentage depletion deductions
diverge from allowable deductions which conform either to tax neutrality or to
business-income concepts and are an important element of erosion.

I Smith and Butters, op. cit., pp. 80-84. Some btinewses make no deduction for depletion due to the
difficulty of estimating the future life of a deposit accurately.



CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX. RATES EXTENSION 71
The dollar estimate of the excess of percentage over cost depletion is based on

Treasury studies of those corporations which accounted for 75 to 80 percent of
all depletion allowances claimed by corporations during 1946-49.

Excess of allowable over basis
Numberof Allowable Adjusted ._

Year orpora. depletion basis
tio eo depletion Amount Percent of Percent of

allowable net income

1016 ............ 352 55 $7 $480 86.8 88.4
1947 ...................... 344 839 9 0 90.6 3.0
1948 ........................... 260 1291 77 1,214 94.0 .3
194 ........................... 260 1,126 61 1,05, 94.6 40.1

TOta ............................... .... .. ..61i.
Weighted average ....... . ......... . ....... ..................... .918 ........

Nom.-See also an Interpretation of the 1946-47 data by D. IT. Eldridge, "Tax Incentlves for Mineral
Enterprise." Journal of Political Economy, June 1950, pp. 222-240.

Sources: 1946 and 1957 data from Revenues Revision of 1980, hearings before the Committee on Ways
and Means, House, 81st Cong., 2d seas., vol. I, pp. 194,197; 1948 and 1949 data from E. E. Oakes, "Incentives
for Mineral Industries," the President's Materials Policy Commission Resources for Freedom, vol. $, pp.
14-15. Admittedly adjusted-basis depletion Is not Identical to coat depletion but is based on coat less
allowable depletion (larger of percentage or coat depletion) In prior yeas.

This table indicates that total allowable depletion deductions were at least 10
times depletion deductions based on cost. As legislation in 1951 and 195A fur-
ther liberalized percentage depletion and extended the opportunity to expense
(currently ot' deferred) exploration and development costs so they never are
charged to a depletion basis, allowable depletion may now be nearer 20 times
cost depletion. These figures conceal a wide variation between individual prod-
ucLs. Percentage depletion deduction as a multiple of cost depletion during
1946-49 varied froin a high of over 200 for sulfur, to 19 for oil and gas, down
to about 3% for copper and coal. Note that oil and gas accounted for more than
80 percent of all depletion deductions:

Allowable depletion compared with adjusted-basis depletion for certain products,
1946-49 combined

[In millions]

Adjusted. Allowable Product
Allowable basis as multiple percent
depletion depletion of adj ustd of total

basis allowable

All products ..................................... $,805 $292 & 7 100.0
Oil and gas ............................................. 3,143 167 18.9 828
Sulfur .................................................. 60 () (Q) 1.6
coal.................................................. 136 38 8.5 .6
Copper ................................................ 182 49 & 7 4.8

' Allowable depletion for sulfur was less than 300,000 for all 4 years combined. Individual yeas totals
were too small to be reported In tables. Thus allowable depletion for sulfur was at least 200 times the
amount of adjusted-basi depletion and possibly much more.

Source: Computed from Treasury depletion atudles of several hundred large companies for 194-49,
op. cli.

The most recent Statistics of Income Indicate corporate depletion deductions
of $2,126 million for 1952. Corporate depletion in 1955 might amount to $2,500
million, assuming increased dollar volume and another $100 million for the
liberalization of depletion by the 1954 code. Ninety percent of this total gives
$2,250 million as the conservatively estimated amount of corporate Income
excluded from taxable income due to overgenerous percentage depletion.'

Erosion of the tax base due to depletion has been rapid in recent years and
perhaps has now come to a position of equilibrium, at a position of great liberality,

S since corporations account roughly for 80 percent of all depletion, an additional $0 to $800 mWion of
depletion erosion would be estimated for the 195 Individual Income.tax base. Revenue Revision of 1950,
bearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, House, 81st Cong., 2d sass., vol. I, p. 180.



7* CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

with percentage depletion now available'to every metallic and nonmetalic mineral
from anorthosite to zinc, including even oystersholls and peat. Under section
613(b) of the 1954 Code, only soil, sod, dirt, turf. water, and mosses, or minerals
from seawater, the air, or similar inexhaustible sources are not eligible for per-
centage depletion.

But this hope-that there will be ino further erosion front depletion-is prob-
ably too optimistic. Industries entitled to a low -rate of percentage depletion are
continually pressing for higher rates; pass-through of depletion deduction oppor-
tunities to corporate stockholders in extractive industries has been requested.
A Federal circuit court recently held that the value of finished brick could bo used
in the income measure for percentage depletion.3 If this view prevails for brick,
other Industries will push for equal treatment, pomibly even to the value of gaso-
line for a vertically integrated oil company.

Trho statutory history of depletion is a superb example of at least throe types of
tax changes which erode the corporate tax base.

The initial break from cost depletion came in 1918 when Congress allowed, to
the discoverer only, tax-free e -duotions based on value of propertv at the time of
the discovery or within 30 days thereafter. This was probab v irst instance
under the Federal income tax where increment of value after 1913 wits not taxed.
Usually, of course, discovery of oil or minerals increases the value of a property
substantially over cost. This higher value was justified as an incentive to explora-
tioll and discover to meet the World War I emergency. A comparable situationarose during World War II when percentage depletion, restricted until then to

oil and gas (1926), and sulfur, metal mines, and coal (1932), was extended in 1942
4o 3 nonmetals and in 1943 to 10 additional nonmetallic minerals. This expan-
sion of percentage depletion was limited to the period of the war emergency to
encourage production of minerals believed to be scarce for meeting the wartime
demands. After both wars, these incentive features first introduced to meet
temporary emergencies were. not rescinded nor allowed to expire, but instead
remained permanently In the tax structure. The first generalization is that
temporary tax incentives are difficult or Impossible to terminate.

A second observation front experience with depletion Is that simplification of
tax administration Is often advanced at the expense of revenue or equity or both.
To overcome administrative difficulties from the use of discovery value,' per-
ventage depletion was allowed in 1926 for oil and gas wells. A figure of 2734
percent of gross income was chosen, apparently to give approximately equal dollar
deductions under the new method as had been available under the discovery
value method. But this percentage method became more valuable as tax rates
far above the 1926 corporate rate of 13.5 percent and as price levels Inereased,
causing a high revenue cost to the Treasury and arousing the envy of other in-
dustries still restricted to cost or discovery value depletion. And tie percentage
depletion method, as noted above, unlike.the cost and discovery value methods,
has no overall limit so that deductions continue as long as a property is producing
income.

A third lesson is that it is difficult to limit tax favors to just those who discover
a now oil or mineral deposit or even to a few selected entire industries, however
Justified this special incentive is on grounds of relative risks or probb.,- scarcity
relative to needs for economic growth and national security. The other extractive
Industries regarded the availability of percentage depletion at liberal rates to a
few industries as unfair discrimination and a tax deduction to which they were
equally entitled. Politically the have-nots broke the dikes against percentage
depletion in 1947, 1951, and again in 1954. Coverage was extended, percentage
rates were raised, processes covered were broadened, and even mine residues
were made eligible for percentage depletion. Apparent discrimination against
certain industries was ended by extending the liberal deductions to all.5 Com-
panies exploiting sand and gravel pits and oystershelis now qualify for percentage
depletion along with oil companies and uranium prospectors, though at different
raates.

The incentive value of percentage depletion for certain scarcee minerals has been

I Cheroee Rri c & Tile Co. (122 Fed. Sitpp. 59 (5 CCA, 195t)).
' Such cmneistns as what was a new discovery, determination of value Ji st after the discovery, and

whether the owner ws the disoowrer plagued tax admhlistrators.
s No reduction to depletion rates has ever been voted by Congreas. In 1954 every aiuendment extending

percentage depletion wns passed tn the Senate. It was impossible even to get the nkcessry 10 Senatrs
to request a record rollcall on any of these votes. See Congresslonal Record, June 30, 195, espeWalty pp.OMIl-3t .
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blunted by exteuding the favors to all. One problem is that there are no yard-

stika tQ indicate the inceative-; needed to. get the socially desired amount of

investment in different fields. Congress has no guide to determine whiek Indus-

tries are. entitled to percentage depletion and what depletion rates produce the

needed amount and distribution of investment in the extractive industries.
The ecotoic defense of generous percentage depletion results front national

policy to provide an incentive or subsidy for certain w elected minerals for reasons

of national, security. But ol grounds of tax neutrality, tax equity, and con-

formity to business income accoutting practice , the excess of percentage over cost

depletion reflects erosion in the income-tax base. lit fact from the standpoint of,
accolitibg or economics, it is questionable whether these deductions are properly
called depletiok since they do not relate to ally capital sum which is being ex-
hausted. lii some cases the income against which the statutory percentages
apply includes not oily extraction but also processes which are essentially mnanu-.
facturing in character, such as finished brick or industrial tale.

The excess of percetage over cost-depletion deductions reduces corporate
taxable net income by about $2%' billion in 1955 and this figure, under existing
legislattion, mill tn4. to increase with oil expanding economy.

FXPLORATI{ON AND DKI l.LOPMENT COSTS

Exploration andi development costs are closely allied with the problem of
depletion, for mineral- and oil producers. Current tax legislation allows these
producers the option of capitalizing or expensing development and, with qualifica-
tions, exploration cost.

Oil and gas producers have enjoyed this option since 1911, first by Treasury
regulation, now codified by the 1954 Internal Revenue Code, Intangible drilling
tnd. deve opncint osts iutclude all costs of, labor,, fuel, repairs, materials, and
construction, except cost of assets which have a salv-age vale, the latter assets
boing depreeiated. The development costs eligible for expenising accounton the
average for about 75perceit of the costs incurred in bringing in a well.'

The lRevenm Act of 1951 extendcA this optioii even more fully to inining, A
taxpayer with ,aIning interests may lnow decide each year for each mine to .,xpcnse
or capitalize development costs. .Min, exl)Ioralion and development costs call
be deducted currently or set up asw dererred expense to rui ' over the life of ore
benefited. In either emse at deduction in lieu of cost deplitior, is given but
percentage-depletion deductions coutilip undiminished. Before, 1951 all de-
veJopment costsslIn exccss of current ihet income front a property during the
devolopauent stage had tobe capitalize.

This option to expense what are e.seittially capital costs is anothor:low. to the
tax, base. Tax neutrality and conformity to bu,3iness accounting would require
that thcsec Mots be capitalized and ,mortized pver the life of. the a'sets or, if the
iwets cannot be io v , over tihe life of the ndinerajl deposit, If it will be exhausted
before. thc assets are fudly depreciated,

The erosion here is twofold. First, the options t0 expet.- development costs
allow* dedueti ns to be taken. sooner than if tl,.o costs were eatItalzed. and
de i eted graolually over a period of year. This ineakti that total deductions to
ay givon date are larger than if th-es costs were spread oveu several years.
Secoindly, etpemsing of develop ment costs combined with percentage depletion
allows dotuble, deductions for the same costs. To the extent tha4 development
costs ars expens('d, theftIs no ntl for'depletion to rocover-investmnent. If'75
percent of the cost of all oil well is expensed, only the remaining 25 permit re-,
mains to Ie recovered tax fret' through cost.. de)letiont. Bunt with peicetage
depletion, the anmilal aHtlid rtil deductions hear no di'tect ration to capi al'costs
but depend on gri*4 and net income. The dollar amount of deductions uhder
poreAtiltage dpletm is linot iltfuenced by the eltctiou to capitalika or oxnemie.

Titus, witli the etkpvasing of teveJol)wnent costs, iercesitage depletion becomes
anvre thtni ey' ulla aditioital deduction .wllicb Inust be justified .yn g;o4inds other
tlio recovery of coSlt. for these are recovered through expesing. TI asehold costs
cAtnlkOt b- e~Xwllsld but they are usiuall" in tit, forwn of royalty phnyments. 1)e'el-
ol)ilelit costs may ile ofset agaiiist iuoane ftorn til sources, a feature ,which-has

The 'resdint's Matlats POltey Comssblon, op. cit.. vol. 1. pp. 334. Tte ConmL~siOU reLoi-
zmepnded .that percentage .pipe W beretalned vuve of 1t strong Inducement to risk cppta)t Wenter, the
minenits field. It also recomnnelded that no depletion rates 1%, rjated- above the 1962 level and that recent
uldiltions to mnineruls eligiWl, fnr werentag, drtkplek' be. n*%nnitneil to see. if Initives areneeded fot-
their pro action.

TOake., op. cit., p. 17.
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attracted corporations (and individuals) primarily interested in other Industries
to finance new oil wells, thus reducing or even eliminating their taxable income
while building up their capital assets.8

The Treasury study for 1946-47 cited above reported that 96.8 percent of all
corporate development costs were claimed by oil and gas producers and that these
deductions were about two-thirds of the excess of percentage over cost depletion.
Applied to 1955, this suggests about $1.5 billion of costs which are expense in addi-
tion to being recovered through percentage depletion. Without percentage de-
pletion, to avoid any erosion these costs would still not be expense but would be
capitalized and deducted gradually over the life of the assets or the life of the
well, whichever is shorter; from this point of view erosion would be at least $1.1
billion a year at first, declining gradually as annual depreciation charges accumu-
late for all such property in use.

The great value of these tax-saving features to the oil industry is documented
by published 1954 annual reports. The following table compares the tax position
of 3 companies which specialize in crude-oil production, 24 large oil companies
combined (whose annual reports were available), and all corporations. Note that
the effective taxrate increases from 9.2 percent for Tidewater, to 22.6 percent for
24-company aggregate, to 48.1 percent for all corporations.

Federal taxes and effective tax rate for oil com pa n ies and all corporations, 1954

Per share
Net income Federal In- Effective .,
before tax come tax tax rate Earnins Federal in.

before tax come tax

Million Miiatme Pcerml
Tidewater Asw.iated Oil Co............. 83&0 &. 5 9.2 $645 0.32
Humble Oil & Refnng Co .......... 174.8 28.5 16.3 4.86 .79
Skely Oil Co .............................. 36 6 7 18. 628 1.16
24 large petroleum companies .............. 2,641.0 6.0 22. 8. ...............
Al corporations ........................... 34,042.0 16,389.0 4 1. ................

Source: Annual reports: Department of Commerce estimate of corporate profits and Federal tax liability.

Since the Revenue Act of 1951, mining companies may expense a limited
amount of exploration costs, even if for a productive property. The limit on
such costs of a mining taxpayer was raised to $100,000 a year and $400,000 total
by the 1954 code. The cost here is relatively small, although taxpayers are
increasing their tax saving by incorporating each mine separately. Exploratory
expenses above these limits by mining corporations must be capitalized. Only
exploratory expenses which lead to dry holes may be expensed currently by the oil
and gas industry. This conforms to neutrality and accounting concepts.

Senator DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, among the other points which
Professor Hellmuth makes is that, in 1954, one major oil company paid
taxes at an effective rate of 9.2 percent, not 52 percent, but at 9.2
percent; another at 16.3 percent, and still another at 18.5 percent.

to shows further that 24 large petroleum companies paid taxes at
an effective rate of only 22.6 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I myself have been collecting 3ome facts and figures
on the taxes paid by oil and gas producing companies. I have col-
lected figures for 27 companies since 1945, and have revised them
almost annually to take into account later figures, and I have figures
which show the amount of income taxes they have paid compared with
their net income before taxes. As we all know, since World War Ii,
these taxes for most corporations have been in the neighborhood of 47
to 52 percent. However, these oil and gas companies have paid taxes
at a considerable lower rate than what one would believe they should
pay and what other corporations actually pay.

I J. K. Butters, L. E. Thompson, L. L. Bollinger. Effects of Taxation. Investments by individual . pp.
201-202 (1953). Some Investors regard Investments in the oil industry as a source of tax exempt income.
competitive with State and municipal securities.
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.M[r. Chairman, I try to deal with these issues on the basis of prin-
ciple and with a minimum of damage to reputations, and-with a mini-
mum of personal reference. So I am not giving the names of these
companies, and never have given the names of these companies,
although I have the names, and if the correctness of these figures is
disputed by responsible persons I am willing to produce them. But
I prefer to'call these companies A, B, C, and so forth, for th-y-h& vg
done nothing illegal, and I do not want to condemn them morally, but
merely wish to condemn the principles of percentage depletion.

Thus I have no reason to go after any of the individual companies,
but I do wish to illustrate the effects of the great many legal tax
avoidance provisions of the tax code on the taxes which these com-
.panies actually pay.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that tabulations in that connection be printed
at this point in the record of the hearings.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
What is it you want to do, Senator? Do you wish to-file this?
Senator DOUGLAS. I would like to have them printed in the record,

Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
(The material referred to follows:)

Company A

Percent
Net Income Net Income ofincome

Year before income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes income

before
tamw

5 .......................................... S$ 4 85%135 ..........
1957 .......................................... 3 208,979 8 26 00 29,"%979 14

Im..................2..... . it 395 3,024,000 2A,99395 10.24
1955 ..................................... 28,143673 % 780,000 25,36,67 9.18
1954 .......................................... 21,029,684 1,2 ,0 19,777,648 &5

........................................ 13 2,61 367.000 18.445,590 1.95
19 2 ...................................... 6,5 S5,000 15,8%361 .
1951 ......................................... 17,652 1 ,000 16 29 652 617aO7 3, 000 9, T M6
1980 ......................................... i,4 7..90
1949 ..................................... 14759.193 375,000 1438K193 2.54
1948..................................... 27.367,252 4,725,000 226425 177
194781 ........................................ , 17 749,6= 2,83000 14.919,66 1594
194 ........................................ .I 30,975 17 000 3 975 1160
194, ............................ ....... 5,611,770 215,000 6 3. 83

'Not available.
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Company B

Percent
Net income Net income of income

Year before I come Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
tame

195 ................... --------------- . $, 371,094 $525,000 $3,84A 094 12.01
1957 ...................................... , 392, 05 150.000 5,242.5W5 2.78
1956 .........................................-- , 975,382 1,095,000 -,8%^382 15"0
1955 ................................. 5, 97,5. 382 485,000 4, 9&% 22D 9.90
1954 .......................................... 3,2P1,7 3. 172 , 2&561 1.16
15 .......................................... %,594,074 1, W2, S0 4,441,574 27.75
1992 ......................................... 4,436,030 660,500 W, 766, 0 15.09
191 .......................................... s ,561,7O 714.880 4,84K890 12.8
19M ----------------------------------------. 5, 70,57 1,023, 900 4, 6,f 637 17.93
1939 ......................................... 3,20, 0 63040 3,K888 &0o
194 9 .......................................... (, 29,5 8W96,900 5, 39,9, 14.2
1947 .............. ....................... 4,O0,73 1,023,126 2,947,947 25.51
1949 .......................... 9.............. 4, 91 417,000 1, 2, 932 19.95
1945 ------------------ 3------- - , 2T21.6M5 2k%906 2, 11,697 s87

Company 0

Percent
Net income Net Income of Incomt

Year before income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

befon
taxes

1958 ...................................... t5. 402,894 $M11.413 $4.921,481 8.91
1967 ................................ .. 5, M 1, 652 640, 635 4,21,017 11.52
19M- - -........................ 4,770,495 261,837 4, 08, t8 S.49
1995 ..... 1,826,687 417,3S8 4,409,299 9.4
194.................................... 4,625.759 ;Q6, *0 4,288,870 7.28
1958------------------. .----.................. 4,391,404 179,114 4,212,290 4.08
1962 ....... 6................. 1.6.......... % , ..60 A, 49 447 2.55

1951. ,4107 39,9 3,534,710 10.151931 ......................... ... .... . ,' , -- -- ---- 3.. 3K~ i39.
190 ............. ....................... ,6K,581 847,072 2,849,412 22.91
1948 .......................................... 4, 542,842 2. 540 3,5 6,02 21.63

1947 ......................................... 2,284,109 U9, 781 1,754,328 23. 19
1946 ......................................... 161,816 212 161,604 .13
1945 .... ............................... 3,8 256 33,639 ,I

Company D

• Percent
Net income Net income of income

You before Income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes income

before
taxes

19. ......................................... $156,130 '$13,000 $169,130 0
1957 .......................................... 271,515 5,000 266, 515 1.84
196 .......................................... 472 ,56 35, 000 437,.56 7.41
1955 .......................................... 549.093 15,000 534,09 2.73
1954 .................... 09,405.................. .3309, 405
1953 .......................................... 303.453 11,332 292,121 3.7
192 .......................................... 15, 04 25,686 133,396 1615
1951 .......................................... 415, 948 F, 234 407,714 1.9it
1M ............................. l------------ - 277,614 1500 014 .54
1949 ......................................... 177,187 1,000 187 .6
1948 ........................................ 526,01 3%000 491,061 6.56
147 .......................................... 399, 643 52, 000 347,643 13 01
1946 ..................................... 139.23 1,000 138,923 71
1945 ......................... -------------- 140,101 1, 0 138,601 1.07

I Orem.



CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

Couspany E

Net income
Year before income

taxes

195 ...................... ....... ... .....
1967 -----------------------------------
195 ................................--------
19w ................ .........................
1954--------------------------------- -
1943 ........................................

1951 ........................................1919---................................
1948 --- ................................
1947 ...................................
1948..............................------

8,108, 706
11,303,747
11,379.241
8,.509,136

'5,3-20.750
6,42D0.968
5.001.723
5S.8K6052
4.931,476
4.9 ,459
,76, 543
3. ,5 374
3. 248. 813

Income taxes

$800,00
1,600, O
1,900,000

1,043,000
1,400,000
200 000J. = 0000
1,020,000960,000

000,000WLOD

Net income
after Income

taxes

37,308,706
9,7 747
9,479,241
7,09,136
5,3A. 7505,372,968
4.2Ul. 723
3,86o,52,
3,4,1,476
3,908.439

3.00,874
3.045.813

Percent
of income
taxes to
Income
before
lazes

9.8714.15

17.63

-4432

34.00
30.21
2D0.7016.66
16 44
6.16

('om pary F

Year
Net income

before Ifncme
taxes

lnc',ne taxst
Net Income
after Income

taxes

Percent
of Income
taxes to
Income
before
tales

198 ....... .f ............................... $ 4 8 % 371 $7.400,000 4W,4W , 371 1& 4
1957 --------------- 51,273,749 4.5S0,000D 46.723,749 8.8719 56 ............................... . . . .. :12 3 -4--.---,----6,--79
196 ........... 7,317,000 15, 700,XOD 51,817,000 2.25
1965 .......................... ., 259,000 9.900,000 4,359,000 17.0
1964 ----------------------------- ,- -,-,oo000 8, "00,00 41,68,000 17.27
10M ........ 5. ..............-.-.......... 5, 775,000 14,900,000 4,87,.000 26.71
1992 .......................... . 62488,000 14,400,000 38, 0 000 27.43
1951 .......................................... 8,3,000 17,300,000 41,2,000 29.43
1990 .......................................... 57,407,000 15,000,000 42,407, 000 2.13
1949 ........................................ 46487,000 10,390,000 36, 097000 22. 5
198 ........ ................................. 74,080,000 19,863,000 54, 217,000 26.31
1997 .......................................... 40, 655, 000 9, 298,000 31,357,000 22.87,
14 4 .......................................... 22,599,0000 3, 585,000 19,014,000 15.I1
1945 ......................... ............. 16,371,000 1, 228,000 15,143,000 7.50

Company G

Percent
Net 100omO Net income of Income

Year before Income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Alnoome

before
taxes

1 5.................. ------------------ 8.N4 "14 $.A .00 $764,716 6.21
199 6 .......................................... 1, 167. M4 11500 1,02, 546 9.&1I1W ........................................... SM 753 ................ .IM 73 ..........
19 ........... .. .83 ................ 832, ..........1954 .......... 7 624 ................ 774624 .........low ............. ... ........................ ,-M M, ..........
1 92...................... 9tK 2R7 4 0fr? p499,26A 7.13
1061 . . ... ...................... 1,134 137,2-20 -V7, 914 14.67
I M .................................... tW2, 52 147.276 74.5217 16,W
149 ......................................... . 9, 991 2M4. 863 765,131 21.1.
IS ........................................ 72,719 1 ., 367 7"22,36 17.23
1947 .......................................... '4.9w 160.452 494,470 2t.A5
194 .......................................... 471. V23 13664 336.259 24, U
194 ........-- . .................... ........ 441. 4,3 10.1" 24t,o640 ais;
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Company H

Percent
Net Income Net income ofIncome

Year before Income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
taxes

18.......................................... $1,760,794 0 $1,760,794 0
1957 ----------------------------------------- 2,176,226 $160,000 2,016,220 7.35
1956 . . . . ..----------------------------------- 2.647,058 93,000 2, W. 058 3.51
1955 .......................................... 1,94,072 86,000 1,90, 072 4.31
1954 .......................................... 2,276,415 238,329 2.038,086 10.47

953 .......................................... 1,89,343 156,039 1,743,304 8.22
1952 -------------------------------------- 1,998,758 370,291 1,628,467 18.6
1951 -------------------------------- 12........ 199%234 411,166 1.,581,068 20.64
950 .......................................... 1,270,271 72,843 1,197,428 &73

Nons.-Reords available only for last 9 years.

Company I

Percent
Net income Net income of Income

Year before Income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
taxes

......................................... $7,076,45 '2 3352 $7,099,7 0
19579 ....................................... 9.079,022 ' ,860 9, 882 0
1957 ----------------------------------------- 9, 078, 922 '3,86 9,084,882 ()
1956 .......................................... 8, 886,172 151,000 8,733,172 L.6
198 .......................................... 429,075 7,677,671 &29
1964 .......................................... 6,769,145 196335 6,572,810 2.90
1963 .......................................... 3,414,053 26,156 6,387,897 .48
1962 ----------------------------------------- 5,067, 243 410, 539 4,636704 & 
1961 .......................................... 4,477,673 404 4,477 269- .01
1960 .......................................... 3,456,001 202,087 3,25.4 585
1949 .......................................... 2,949, 5 72,628 2,876,957 2.48
1948 . . . ..----------------------------------- 2,774,079 201,176 2, 72,903 7.26
1947 ----------------------------------------- 3,172,001 504,487 2,z67,514 1&.9
1946 ................................. 755, 220 258,488 496,732 34.23194 .......................................... 63,966 36894 64.13

'12 months ended June 30.
' Credit.
' Credit taxes.
Nonz.-In total analysis I6 equals 1967 on this company, etc.

Company J

Percent
Net income Net Income of income

Year before Income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
taxes

19M$.......................................... $90, 000 82,860700 3.05
1957 ----------------------------------------- 3,154,900 20, 000 3,134,900 .63
1956 .......................................... 3,1549 7,3 3,03,649 2,37
iM ---s------------------------------------- 3,656,274 104,000 3,50,274 4.1
194 .......................................... 3,57%162 360,00 3,210,162 10.08
1953-------------------------------------- 3,3A,964 500,000 2,863964 14.86
1962 .......................................... 267,461 2,293,701 10.44
1961-------------------------------------- 3,971,370 965,230 3, 005,140 24.30
1950-------------------------------------- 2,302,729 5196263 1,783,466 22.68
1949 -------------------------------- ----- 1,551,586 104,000 1, 447,686 6,70
14- .......................................... 1,344,021 150,000 1,14021 11.16
1947-------------------------------------- 1 ,230,364 40000 7304 4.06
196--------------------------------40,7-----------------40,i ......... 409,171 .....
1945 .......................................... ....328,260----------------- 328,280 .
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Company K

Percent
Net income Net income of income

Year before income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
taxes

19 5 8 ........................................ $14,145,331 $23001000 $11,845331 6.23
197 .......................................... 17,98,378 3,400,000 14, 38 378 1&95
16 ......................................... I,316,268 2,5W,0000 13,816,268 1& 32
19M ......................................... 1,59,264 1.900,000 13,699,264 111
1944 ---------------------------........... 11,541,464 1,278,154 10,23 310. 10.01
199 5 ----------------------------------------- 11,762,519 1,590,080 1,172,439 3.62
1992 ....................................... 9,218,224 1,875,000 7,343,224 20,34
1951 ................... 1...................... 10,327,002 2,400,000 7,927 002 23.24
190 .......................................... 8,723,484 2,000,000 6 484 2,93
1 9 4 9 ----------------------- k716,231 1.800000 6,916,231 20.65
1948 . . . . . . ..---------------------------------- 17,245,547 4. 000,000 13245,547 2& 19
1947 ----------------------------------------- 9 ,301,386 2, 300,000 7,001,386 24.73
1946 .................................... . 5,321,80 1, 010, 000 4,311,5W 1M.98e4% .............................. 4s,23k,097 27OO S 7 0 0
1945----------------------------------- 4,5,9 25.7.000 3,978,097 6.07

Company L-Liquidaled Apr. 11, 1957

Percent
Net income Net income of Income

Year before income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes income

before
taxes

194 .......................................... $7,7 785 $1, 275,000 $6, 487,75 16.42
1953 .......................................... 8,494,844 1, M,000 6,k , 844 2L01
1952 ......................................... 7,844,057 1, am000 6,344,057 19,12
1951 .......................................... -83, 60 1, 80,000 7,03,640 17.64
190 .......................................... 2 1,93,000 6,103,702 24.8
19 .......................................... 7,805,345 1, 0,O 5,905,345 IK33IM .......................................... ?.7. 1.7,o 8 .5194--------------------------,51%,733 1, 726,00D6 5,78K72 22.97
1947 .......................................... .570, 5,, O092 6 2.4
1946-----------------------------------5.... ,146,094 1,100,000 4,046,094 2L 38
1945-----------------------------------3.... ,209, 380 831,800 2,377,880 2591
1944 .......................................... 3,619,209 1, 068,70 2,480,448 30.37

Company M

" Perceat
Net income Net income of Inoome

Year befoft Income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes tales Iicome

belors
tame

19M......... .. ......................
1957....................................
1956 .........................................
195 .......................................
196 ..........................
195 ....... ...........
19M .....................................
1961.......... .............. ....
1980.................................
1949 ..........................................
1948 .......................................
1947 ..........................................
1946.............................
1945.............................

$152,543223192,910,393
212,961.000
215,997, 0
174,9BA000
207,757, 854
175,79, 000
220,981,000
161, 360,000
138,480,D0
240,00WD0
183207,000

7 O33 DDXX
80, D500

$16, O.0
17, 000,000
34. 000,000
41,000,000
43, +,ooo
30,50 ,000
61,800,000
32, W0000

2R, 000, OD

7, 00D
9,80,0D

$136,64223
175910,303
178,961,00
174,997, 000
1A4633000

124,507,800
169,481,000
129, 360000
120,480000

124, 1070 O0
71, M- 000
7M. ow 000

10. 49
8,81
M97

16.30
U94
14.68

19.83
13,00
2Z.49
M699
9.45

11.82
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Company N

Ye-ar

195 ..................... .................19,57'
1 ........................ -............... .
19M ..........................................
1954 ......................................---
1953 -----------------------------------
1952 ---------------------------------------.
1951 ..........................................
1950.......................................
1949 .........................................
1948 ..........................................
1947 ................................
1946 ..........................................
1945 ....................................

Net income
eore Income

taxes

K3M 19 737,972,558S
W,378,994

2, WO2, 8671, 603.68f2
3,077,447
2, 334, ,T2
1.209,045

22, 2
1,225, 576
1,395,517

3W. 903
iIt 098

1.537, &

Income taxes.

0
$1,727,910

ow,000
18.001
23,923
4,7,I2

99,S41
31,250
19,750
6,94,

29,053
11%000

20D
40, 5W)

Net Income
after income

taxes

$, 37Q,973
6.244, 0,48
4. 679,994
2, 484, 87
1, 579, 759
3, 072, 723
2,234, 688
1,177,095

232,452
1.219,627
1, 36. 464

344,O03
'106,2
1,131,051

l'erctkt
of inco,,
taxts to
incom.'
before
taxei

0
21.0O

72

is
4. 17

26.44

12 months ended June 30.
1)eliclt.

Norr.-- In Ikt:ils analysis, 19.5 1957 on this conqxny, 4ete.

Company 0
I I'trreni

Net income * Net income of income.
Year before income icmu lawes after Income taxes t

taxes taxes income

taxei

1 8. ...................................... )) 
)  

..........

1957 .......................................... $1,57.165 .... $1.573,165 .........
19, ....... 1.................................. 1,034.04 0) 1,034,004. . .
1955 ........................................ 1,006, 71 rj 1,^ 718
194 ......................................... 1,9", 567 $42,130 1,648,437 .19M .......................................... 1, 8-,J. 2-2 50,0 , $, 26. 9Go
1952 ..........................................- 1, -W2, 0 71 40,000o 1. 46, 077 16.
lost ......................................--------- 2,714.2n io, 00 (- 2, 1119,W .......................................... 2. IW2.947 4o.00 ,CM. 947 1. 0
1949 .......................................... 3.382, 14 42,323 3,2,140 1.25
1948 .......................................... 4, 23. 057 348,900 3, 87,157 @. 24
947 .......................................... 1,517,4% 1,919 1,468,561 3.2

194- ........................................ 689,600 10,241 674,368 1.61
19452 ......................................... 664, 5M 4,103 G). 423 .6?
19541 ......................................... 2.203837 $2,.-30 2163,7 7 1.11
1953 k ........... 2,600,271 5-0, O Z ?,550,271 1.92
19523 ......................................... 2,202-,83.&5 40,000 2,102,M 1,81
1913 ...................................... 2,60,191 30,000 2,593,191 1.14

1949' ......................................... 4.1.%%672 2.322 4, 1i350 .O
1948 ......................................... 4,353,435 348,900 4,004,535 8.01

I Not available.
* Not reported.
* Figures for 198-48 restated as result of revision of e imata of recoverable -I and gas reserves.

-NOnE.--Comlp y 0 felt not liable for Federal Income tax In this period.
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Company P

Percent
Net income Net Income of Income

Year before Incotme Income taxes afte Income taxes to
taxes taxes income

before
taxes

.......................................... $6,I133 $470,000 $5, 765,363 7.6
7......................................... 611,110 660,000 %931,110 9.98

l9 .......................................... , 277,99r 478, O00 5,79997 7.61
19 .......................................... ,211,916 470,000 741,916 7.86
1954 .......................................... ,209,385 4, 000 5, 739,385 7.57
190 .......................................... 6,1 ,854 515,000 6,246, 34 7.62
10 2 ................................... 7.023.2 540O0 6,48 582 7.69
195 ........................................ 7,008,444 %%3, OO 6,473,44 7.63
1950................................ :-: ---- 618i, 103 415, 000 8,201, 103 6.27
194............................ .......... 494M,029: 27000 4,670,029 &.47
1943 ...................................... 1679,M5 33000 5346.055 &.86
1947 ..................................... 2 . L7.24 159,000 2,668,824 62
19486..................................... 2.5W2.718 151,000 2,381,718 5.96
1985................................... 2522:301 157,07 2,36ZW% 6 6.2

Company Q

Percent
Net income Net Income of Income

Year before Income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes lacome

before
taxes

l6 ......................................... $1,144,274 3,271,000 $12,873,274 20.26
1957 ......................................... 19,137, 73 4, 0, 000 1,637,735 23.81
1956 .......................................... 10.590,947 2, 703.000 7,887,947 2.52
1955 ......................................... 13,034,071 I,82,000 Il, 182,071 14.21
1954 ......................................... 14,484813 1 967,000 12,517.813 13.58
194 ......................................... 1It815.586 1,143,000 11,6Me,886 &892
192 ......................................... 9.570,934 6402,00 ,96,934 &29
1941 .......................................... , 8190,6,0w 38k000 7,808,680 4.70
1950-----------------------------------. Ck26398 40D, 000 ,6,638 6.39
1949...................................... 5,183,830 21a.000 4,97, 830 4V5
1NS...8.................................... 7,713,057' 407,=2 7.3SK,434 5&2w
1947 ..................................... 3898K936 8t000 3, 811,936 lea
194 .................................. 1,614.888 6,000 1,549,888 4.02
143 .......................................... 997,075 40,000 987.07 4. 01

Company It

Percent
Net Income lNet income of fncome

Year before Income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
taxes

1w --- -- - ----- -- -- -- - -- - --. M.0.2.4 W $4 1 .. .. .195.............. "........................*3,.620.,812 ' $968,000 $4.5P88.,312
1'. .7 ... . .... .. . .. .. .. .. . . 8,908,969 8 .0 ,2 ,6
1958 ......................................... 10, 55, 588 2.640,000 7,95W5,88 24.92
195 .......................................... 8,052718 1, 164,5 6,888,159 14.48
1954 ------------------------------------------ ,395561 1,16 6, 5 6,759,061 19.49
1953 ....................................... 11,5M428 3.477,350 8. 05 078 30.14
192 ........................................ 13532,095 3,884, 000 9,643,005 2.70
1.51 ........................................ 1,940, 795 4.645,000 10,295,"95 30.11
190- ...................................... 10, 80226 2. 3., 801 8,49, 425 21.68
1949 .......................................... , 470.610 29. 023 6,171,887 4.02
1948 ........................................ ,229,656 1,635,000 ,5 54. 56 19.87
1947 ---. ..-----------------.------------------ 4. 773, 84F 57t, 444 4,197,420 1107
1946 ..................... -................. 2,475,239 370,000 2,105,239 .95
1945 ........................................ 1.M3,250 25260 1,730,789 10.27
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Company S

Percent
Net Income Net ncome of income

Yer I before income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
taxes

1958 ......................................... 3,337,324 $236,642 $3,100,,82 7.09
1957' ......................................... 4,712,841 330,000 4,382,841 7.00
1957 .......................................... 4, 712 841 330, 000 4,382,84t 7.02
195 ....... ................................... 4,000, 78 260,000 3,800,798 &40
19, .......................................... 4,284,521 220,000 4,064,521 & 13
1954 .......................................... 5,241,179 43,000 1,19&,179 .82
1953 ......................................... ,525,948 583,000 4.942,948 10.5
1952 ......................................... 5,618,762 1,425,000 4.193,762 25.36
1951 .......................................... 3, 280, 578 964,000 4,313, 578 1M 2G
190 ........................................... 2,944,322 191,000 2, 753, 322 &49
1949 ......................................... 4,736,153 342,000 4.394,15W 7.22
1948 .......................................... 4,213,001 26000 3947,00 631
1947 .......................................... 3,200,34 160,000 3.040,034 4.99
1948 .......................................... 1,809,404 30,000 1, 779, 404 1.6

'12 months ended rne 30.
'Includes credit of $1.1,642 prior years' tax adjustraent.

Notz.-In total analysis 196-1957 for this company, etc.

Company T

Percent
Net income Net Income of Income

Year before income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

before
taxes

1968 ................. ........................ $1,011,165 18 320 $1, 246, 485 0
1967 .......................................... 701,822 0 701,822 0
1956........................................ 949,659 1 0 811,650 14.53

5 .......................................... 1,38335 18000 1,200,335 1&5 3
1954 .......................................... 542,208 2500 639, 708 4.61
1963 .......................................... 408,107 ...................4 107.
1952 .......................................... W .........45
19 ...................................... 273,473................. 273473. .
1950...................................... 183,116 5,000 17811 2.7ii
1949 ....................................... ' 6,000 ................. '6,000 ..........

'Credit.

Company U

IPercent
Net income Net income of Income

Year before Income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes income

before
taxes

18 ..........................................(1 .)....
1957 .......................................... ,-11719,324 560, 482 $11,158,842 4.78
196 .......................................... 9, 568, 842 200,000 9,368,842 2.09
1955 - - - - - --.................................. 9,340,810 900,000 8,440,810 9.64
1954 .......................................... 7,805,307 335,000 7,470,307 4.29
1953 .......................................... 7,140,132 600,000 6, 50,132 8.40
192 .......................................... 7,715,591 1,000,000 6,715,591 1.96
1951 ......................................... 10,239,600 2,900,000 7,396,000 28.82
190 .......................................... 7,69,000 1,200,000 6, 45%, 000 15.67
1949 .......................................... 6,656,347 875,000 5,781,347 13.15
1948 .......................................... 9,030,713 2,250,000 6,780,713 24.91
1947 .......................................... 7,191,002 1, 20, 000 6,941,002 17.38
194 .......................................... 3, 400,5 3 400,000 3,000,586 11.76

I Not available.
'Restated to conform with accounting practice effective Jan. 1, 1956-method of charging intangible

development costs was changed. 1956 netIncome would have been $1,470,000 les without sueb change.
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Company V, liquidaev

Percent
Net Income Net Income of IncomeYear before income Income taxes after Income tame to

taxes taxes Income
before
taxes

194 ..............................$..7......... ,1767 ................ 4,173, 7 ..........
199 ....................................90,000 3,401,387 86,+

192 ........................... 4,414,M23 60,O00 3,754,623 14.95
1961 ..................................... "" 311, ..t ........ . & , 871 ..........

low ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 94,3 8......................8 K ,000 1, 378 M 27.6199 .......................................... 7,00 98 1.26
948 ........................... 461,640 2,400 45 240 .52
1947 ........................... 416, 08 4,100 512406 .98
198 .......................................... 38,062 11,282 316,770 &44

Ike 17...................... M841 6.250 171,591 2.97
I 293,839 6,127 287,412 2.00

I Before $65,408 loss on wells abandoned.
3 12 months ended Apr. 30. In 1946, Obw company changed to a cendar.year basis so 1946 taxes are shown

both ways.

Company W

Percent
Net income Net income of Income

+ Year I before income Income taxes after Income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

beforetaxes

M19 ......................................... $17,3" 311175,000 $16 ,1,337 1.05
19571 ......................................... 18, 887,389 0 18,877,389 0
1957 .......................................... 18,877,389 ................ 18, 877,389.
195 ......................................... . o.04o.752 ..............1916 ...................................... 1),,I
15 ....... * --....................... 3,39448.................3 44

195 ....................................... 10,2K388 1100,000 10,3,388
,953 ......................................... 11,100,382 6100,000 12,000,382
1912 ..................................... 12,100,185 200,000 11,900,165 R.65
1951..................................------ 15, 196,639 1,900,000 13,296,639 1103
1910...................................------ 7,12,42 200,000 6,928,54 2.81
1949...................................------ 7.4M3,443 200, 000 7,283443 2.67
1948 .................................. 17,917,474 3,4000,000 14,917,474 16. 74
1947. - - - - - - --.........................,286,897 4,886,897 7.8
1946 .......................................... Q,8 44 00 4, !2

112 months ended Aug. 81.
'Foreign income taxes.
8 Same for both consolidated and co. only.
'Consolidated.

uSme.
Credit.

ICredit taxes.
Noyz.-In total analysis, 1958-1957 on this company, etc.
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Company X

IU ..............................
1937 .........................................
1956 .................... .....................
I10 .5-- - - - - - --.............................
194 ....................................
19 ..........................................
1952 ...............................
195 1 - - -- - - -- - -- - - -
1930--------------------------- ---- ----
1M9 ......................................

1947 -- - - -- - -- - -- - - --
194 . ... . . ... . .. .. . . .194 . .. . . ... . . ... ..6

Net income
before income

taxes

$44. 978
7,.70,654
k5057, 7O8
6. -A 029
5, 245, 527
4.470,659
3, 635,498
3. ,02 763
3. 70. 706
4.022,266
4, 731. 952
2.940, 750
1, 394, 512

666,557

Income taxes

8670.023
84a 709
400,000
40, 000

24O, 000
450, ODD8.0.000
89W200
640. 907
901.906
597,621
163,973

............. ,...

Net income
after Income

taxes

$3. 972, 95
1% 829.945
5 ,6-57, 708
6.320,'29
5,245,527
4 230, (9
& 185 498
3.152, 76
3.047,500
3.831. M9
3,830,048
2.343,129
1,2a 5

6%5567

Percent
of Income
taxes to
income
before
taxes

14.43
10.96
6.60
&96

8.37
12. 38
14.83
18.46
15.93
19.06
20.32
11.75

Company Y'

Percent
Net income Net Income of Income

Year before income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes incomebefore

taxes

] ............................. ............ $6,231,481 0 $6,233,481 0
1967 .......................................... 7, 80Z 218 &570. 000 7.232,218 7.31
1996 .......................................... 7.859,694 C650, 000 7, 29, 691 & 27
10M .......................................... 8,449,374 50, 000 7.949,374 &92
194 .......................................... 8.25,5034 400,000 7,855,034 4.85
19M .......................................... 8,874,068 1, 275, 000 7. 69D, 068 14.37
192 .......................................... 8,101,335 1,255.000 5,846,335 1M49
19 5 1 .......................................... 8009,124 1,185,01 K %824,124 14.79
190 .......................................... 7.047.367 1. 0O, 000 5,997,367 14.88
1049 ........................................ . 7,048.763 718,000 6.338,753 10.07
108 .......................................... 9.18 ,038 1.725,000 7,461,038 18.78
1947 ......................................... 4.883,907 760,000 4,123,907 1&58
1946 .......................................... 2, 428 249 315,000 2,113,249 12.97
1943 ......................................... 1,934, MO 175,000 1, 759, 850 9.04

Company Z

Percent
Net income Net income of income

Year before Income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes income

before
taxes

198 .......................................... $065.816 0 82,065,816 0
1957 -------------------------------------- - 2,21&,290 0 2, 21& 290 0
195S ................................... ...... 746. 447 ................ 746.447 ..........
1956' ....................................... -1, 602, 988 ................ 602,988 ..........
1955 .......................................... 1,262, 17 ................ 1,262, 177 ..........
1954 .......................................... , 720086 ............... 1.720.-- 9 ..........
1953 ------------- -------------------------- I.,58 W ........ ....... 1,058, -88....
1952 ......................................... 1.547 048 ................ 1,647,048 ..........
1951 .......................................... 747 ............... 703,747 ..........
190 .......................................... 151, 488-....... . 151,48 ..........
1949 .......................................... I - -07 . ------- - 154,70 -..........
IM -...............--------------------------- 134

, . ....-- - - j 34,881 ..........

Adjusted.
7 months ending Dec. 31.
In totals analysis, May 31 ending years used .

Noz.-Years end May 31 prior to 1967..
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Company A-Z

Percent
Net income Net income of income

Year before Income Income tas after Inoome taxes to
taxes taxes income

before
taxes

1 98 .......................................... $09,O2 0 690,062 0
1977 .......................................... 891,025 0 891,05 0
19 .......................................... ,082 ................ 3,0 2 ..........
1 .......................................... 981 ................ 0194.
1 .......................................... 647,516 ................ 647,616 .
199 .......................................... 1,008,416 680,000 925,416 7.93
1952 .......................................... 7 664 ................ 76 ,664 .
!91 .......................................... 1,143,004 2 03,00 8 -, 044. - 7t ,. .

.......................................... 96.156 2 774 382 27.3
1 9 4 9 ......................................... 394,227 ................ ,, .........
19 48...................... 874.306 173,000 701,306 19, 7v
1947 .......................................... 655,289 73,000 582,829 11.14
1 ........................... . 227, ............. 227.70 .
1 9 4 5 .......................... . 322,232 3,232 .

Company B-Z

Percent
Net income Net Income of income

Yer before Income Income taxes after income taxes to
taxes taxes Income

beforetaxes

1958 .................................... 1331647,420 I 40740902 $33,85276 ..........
1957 ..................................... 5,%009 803 '1,927,610 60., 730.

State and foreign Income taxes Included.t Credit.

Senator DouGLAs. I pick out a company which I designate as
"Company W," and I would like to use this as an illustration. In
1958 its not income before income taxes was $16.7 million; it paid an
income tax of only $175,000 or 1.05 percent.

In 1957 its net income before income taxes was $18.9 million-I am
reading to the nearest hundred thousand. It paid no income taxes
whatever.

In 1956 its income was lower, $5,040,000, but still it paid no taxes.
In 1955 its income was $3,395,000 and it paid no taxes whatsoever.
In 1954 its income was $10.3 million. I find they not only paid no

taxes, but they got,$100 00 back.
In 1953 net Income before taxes was $11,500,000 and they got

$500,000 back.
In 1952'their net income was $12.1 million; taxes only, the income

tax which they paid was only $200 000, or 1.65 percent.
In 1951 the income was $15.2 million. This year they did pay more

income tax. They paid $1,900,000, and this was 12 percent, but it
was not the 52 percent which I believe prevailed at that time.

In 1950 their net incoiie before taxes was $7.1 million. They paid
only $200,000 in income taxes, or 2.8 percent of their income.

In 1949 they had $7.5 million in income, paid only $200,000, and
this amounted to 2.67 percent. I think the rate then. was 47 percent.

In 1948 they had a good year, $17,900,000 profits; they paid $3 ml-
lion in taxes, but this was'only 16.7 percent. This was the highest
year, and it was about only one-third the rate which corporations in
other fields would pay.
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Well, I could go on and give the figures. In 1946 they paid no
taxes. In 1947 they paid taxes at a rate of 7.95 percent. In 1945
they paid taxes at a rate of 8.29 percent.

lit the last 6 years they have had profits of $65.5 million, and have
paid oily $175,000 in taxes, but this was offset by a credit of $600,000,
so that in practice, with profits of $65.5 million, they have actually
had a refund of $425,000.
N]w this, I think, is tieoworst castL-iav; been able to discover.

- Bu B it theji are other cases which are not. too good. In fact, they are
quite bad.

I read off percentages for one company. The last 4 years they
either paid no taxes or the figures were unreported. Then the per-
centage rates-this is Company 0-percentage rates in 1954 and
preceding years were 2.49, 2.67, 2.66, 1.11, 1.49, 1.25, 8.24, 3.22, 1.51,
0.62, 1.91, -1.92, 1.81 1.14, 1.01, 1.00, and 8.01.

Mr.,Chairman, Ido 'not want, to beat my breast. with protestations
of virtue. I would like to point, out, though, that Illinois is the
eighth largest oil-producing State in the country and I cannot be
accused of taking on a proposal to support local interests. But I
think the justice of this case is such that we do need to deal with it.I Now, Mr. Chairman, these are just some of the facts concerning the
depletion allowance. My amendment is designed to plug, in small
part, a very large and a very serious loophole. In fact., when one
considers all of the special privileges which are accorded to this
industry and .the small amount in taxes which it pays, I am amazed
at the extreme modesty of my proposals.-"

My amendment is not a punitive one, for, first., it does not do away
with the depletion allowance altogether and second-this is very
important-it would not affect in the slightest degree the small wildcat
driller or the small producer except, to his competitive advantage.
in fact, my amendment is written in such a:way that the small
royalty holier would not bc affected by my amendment.

This I want to make clear, that when a farmer gives to. an oil
op-eritor the right to drill, takes a royalty agreement that he will getone-eighth of the yield, this amendment will not affect the depleti6n
allowance which he can take, because on all cases where the gross in-
come iq less -than $1 million, the present rate of 27% percent is. da'in-
tained.

-Moreover, the amendment is written in such a way that depletion
taken on foreign assets by American companies would be reduced on
the siiei6 sliding-scale principle as would apply to domestic compaiiies.

When I. proposed this amendment before, I had been greeted by
some saying, "Why don't you go after the foreign depletion: allow-
ance?" which, I think, is subject to great abuse and which, from the
testimony'taken in executive session, we know has been subject to
great- abuse,

The amendment is written in such a way that we reach these
groups, and, as a matter of fact, $90 million of the added revenue will
come from this source, so that our estimates this year are that ,the
amendment., instead of bringing in added income of $310 million, as
in past estimates, will bring in $400 million.

Now you will notice that my amendment has a graduated scale.
The reason for making this graduated reduction in the amendment is
that drilling for oil and gas does involve some risk. It is estimated
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that only about one in. nine wells which are drilled actually produce
gas or oil. The small driller, with only a few wells over which to
to spread this risk, does not have enough wells to assure that he will
hit the one in nine and may, in fact, drill 20 or 30 dry holes before
hitting oil or gas. Consequently, without a great umber of wells
over which to spread the risk, lie takes a greater risk than the large
driller who will average 1 in 9 successful wells if lie drills 100 or 200
wells a year. In other words, the large enterprise by large numberscan dist'ibute its risk and, therefore does not need the same compen-
sation which the small driller who has only a few leases needs.

My amendment reflects this greater risk for the small operator.
The Treasury estimated a year ago that the adoption of this amend-

ment would result in a net revenue increase to the Federal Treasury
of $305 to $310 million per year. That was the increased revenue
from domestic operations. Another $90 million should, as I have
said, be added for foreign depletion. In other words, my amendment
will produce-I should say our amendment will produce-$400 millions
annually.

I would also like to have inserted in the record a comparison of the
tax advantages which come from an investment in an oil property as
compared with an investment in depreciable facilities and a memo-
randum on the application of capital gains to the oil industry.

(The material referred to follows:)

APPLICATION OF CAPITAL GAINS TREATMENT TO INCOME FROM OiL AND GAS
PROPERTIES

A taxpayer owning rights in an oil and gas property may sell a fractional share
in these rights and claim capital gains treatment with respect to the excess of
the proceeds from the sale over his adjusted basis, in the fractional share sold.
The character of the fractional share as a capital asset within the meaning of
section 1221 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is not and has not been seri-
ously questioned. The distinguishing characteristic of such fractional- shares is
that the original owner permanently divests himself of all interests therein, .i.e.
no provision is made for a return of the rights to him after a specified period of
time, or after a specified volume of production or number of dollars of royalties
realized with respect to the fractional share. -

On the other hand, for some considerable time past there has been considerable
confusion about the tax treatment of "carved-out" oil payments. These differ
from assignment or sale of fractional shares in that the taxpayer does not perma-
nently relinquish rights to income in the oil and gas property but merely -assigns
or sells some portion thereof for a limited period of time. For example, he May
sell the next 2 years' production, or the next 100,000 barrels, or .the nextt $1
million worth of output. Upon satisfaction of these conditioasi the rights revert
to the taxpayer. Numerous court decisions, at variance with TYeasury rulings,
maintained that the proceeds from such sales should be treated as capitalgains.

Quite recently, however, the U.S. Supreme Court in tho Lake case' ruled that
proceeds from sale or exchange of carved-out oil payments were to be contrued
as realization of future income and therefore subject to ordinary Income-tax
treatment.. The Treasury Department apparently feels that thb Supreme Cofirt
riling is sufficlently broadband sufficiently definite as to preclude further dispute
about the tax treatment of carved-out oil payments. However, the -ingenuity
of the American taxpayer must never be underestimated.
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C'OMPARATIVE TAX BENEFItS IN INVESTMENT IN OI, PROPERTY AND IN
I)rEclABLE FACILITIES

Taxpayer A invests $100,000 in developing an oil propt.rty. Taxpayer B it-
vests $100,000 in, say, a manufacturing enterprise through purchase of $100,04)O
of depreciable facilities.

In the year in which these investments are made, taxpayer A in computing
his Federal tax liability, may claim a deduction for that portion of the $100,000
outlay which goes into intangible drilling and developments costs, i.e., costs of
labor, fuel and power, materials and supplies, tool rental, repairs of drilling
equipment, etc., incurred during the drilling of wells and their preparation for
production. Such outlays may aggregate two-thirds of the total capital outlay
hi bringing the well into production. Of his initial 8100,(H00 outlay, therefore.
taxpayer A i ill have recovered, for tax purposes, till but one-third in the first
year, through the privilege of expending certain capital costs. Most, if not all,
of this remaining one-third will represent depreciable facilities, ..g., drilling rigs.
structures, etc., which are subject to depreciation allowance., for tax purposes.
Assuming the average, useful life of these facilities is, say 10 yart', taxpayer A
may claim, for tax purposes, anl additional deduction of about" 0] preent'of his
capital outlay. Together with the intangible drilling and de\'elopent cos"
deduction, therefore, he mnay claim in the year of his investment close to 75 perc,.:a
of his outlay.

Taxpayer B, on the other hand, can claim as a tax deduction, with respect
to his capital outlay in the year the investment is made, only the amount allow-
able as depreciation on the facilities he acquired. Assuming th average economi-
cally useful life of them- facilities is, say 10 years (and ignoring salvage value,
the most liberal depreciation he can claim would be 20 percit of his outlay.

Assuming both A and B are corporate taxpayers, taxpayer A will enjoy a tax
advantage of $28,000 (= 52 (.75X 100,000-.20X 100,000;) in the year in which.
the investment is made with respect to direct capital recovery charges.

In addition, however, taxpayer A can clahn a percentage depletion allowance'
equal to 27, percent of the gross, income produced by the oil property up to .50
percent of the net income therefrom. If, conservatively estimated. the oil prop-
erty produces an annual gross income of $50,000 and a net income of, say, $25,000.
annual depletion allowances will be $13,750. Accordingly, taxpayer A's total
deductions for intangible drilling and development costs, deprveealion, and per-
centage depletion will exceed his actual $100,000 investment in les, than 2 taxabl'-
years. Over the same 2 years, taxpayer B's capital recovery dleduictions through
depreciation will total 36 percent of his investment. Iii 2 yesers* titme, therfore.
taxpayer A will enjoy a tax advantage compared to taxpayer It of $33,713. or
more than one-third of the original capital outlay.

Since total percentage depletion allowances which may be claimed are niot
limited by the unrecovered investment in the property, taxpayer A may contini-
to claim percentage depletion so long as the well continues to produce. In thiN
example, therefore, he will be able to claim, during the remainig 8 years of
production by the well, additional deductions of $1 10.04M, or total dediuction.-
over the 10 years of about $210,000, more than double his actual investment.

Taxpayer A's actual savings, with a 52 percent corporate tax rate, will amount
to almost $110,000, or 10 percent more than his actual investment. On the other
hand, taxpayer B's actual tax savings will be $52,000, less thama half taxpayer A's.

The CHAIRMAN. Would it be satisfactory to the Senator to file some
of these instead of printing them in the record?

Senator DoUGLAs. Yes. I will file them for insertion in the record,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. File them with the committee. Any official docu-
ments are usually filed with the committee and not, inserted in the
record of the hearings.

Senator DOUGLAS. 'The acoustics in the room are bad. Did I
understand

The CIAIRMAN. Would it be satisfactory to the Senator to file some
of these instead of burdening the record?

1 Using the double declinhtg-lbalance depreciation method, the firt year's d,.pricltion deduction w,,u' I
be 20 prevent of $33333. or $6.6C.
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Senator DOUGLAS. Well, I regret, Mr. Chairman, that it would not
he satisfactory, because when the bill comes out on the floor, unless
the committee has adopted these amendments, we intend to move
them as amendments to the bill itself and, therefore, the Members of
the Senate should, I think have the advantage of these facts in deciding
how they are going to vote on the question, and if these documents
are locked up in the files over here, they will not have any access to
them.
But if they are printed in the record, they'will be available.
The CHAIRMA-N. How voluminous are they?
Senator DOUGLAS. I will say, if it is desirable to economize, we might

cut down on a couple of the less important ones.
Te CHAIRMAN. 'The Chair would like to suggest that the staff of

the committee go over it with your representative. We are not trying
to suppress any information, of course, but I think we ought not to
encumber the record more than necessary.

Senator DOUGLAS. Well, we will just submit that material which is
needed for intelligent discussion.

The CHAIRMAN. I suggest that your representative go over it., with
the staff of the committee, to arrive at what, is necessary.

Senator DOUGLAS. I hope that, in turn, Mr. Stam will not be too
severe in excluding vital material from the record, but I think we can
work out an agreement, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. We will adjourn until 2:30 this afternoon.
(Whereupon, at 1 p.m.. the committee recessed to reconvene at

2:30 p.m., the same afternoon.)

AFTiRNOON SESSION

,enator K:tint (presiding). We will hear front the Senator from
Pennsyvvania. Senator Clark.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH S. CLARK, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Senator CLARK. Thank you, Senator.
It %' ould be my view if'I cou(l convince the two members of the

committee presently sitting on the righteousness of my cause, I
would accomplish all I came over here for today.

Senator KEmw. I want to say that the Senator from Delaware and
I would be glad to resolve ourselves into a committee of three with
the Senator from Pennsylvania to decide the matter.

Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the courtesy extended
to ne by the committee to permit mie to testify in support cf two
bills, S. 2039 and S. 2040, which I have introduced on behalf; of
Senators Douglas, Proxmire, McCarthy, Muskie, Moss, McGee, and
myself to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 19.54 to provide for
additional information on certain returns and to prohibit tax deduction
of certain expenditures as trade and business expenses.

I would hope that the committee would see fit to attach these bills
,as amendments to the excise and corporate tax extension bill presently
before the committee.

I will deal firt with S. 2040, which denies income deductions for
five different categories of expenditures which are now deductible as
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"ordinary and necessary" business expenses under certain colditiolis
stated ini the code and'regulations and by the courts. Most of the
expenditures which are cited in the bill are claimed under that peculiar
American institution known as the expense account. Expense ac-
count spending has been estimated to total between $5 and $10
billion a year by a Revenue Service spokesman. This fact. is cited
in an article in* the Yale Law Journal published in July of 1958,
starting at page 1363. The article is by two experienced tax lawyers,
V. Henry Rothschild, and Rudolf Sobernheini. The quotation is
from an article in New York Times magazine on April 20, 1958, page
48, column 1 appears in footnote 1 of the law review article.

The anmal total of expense account claims has been increasing
sharply in recent, years, but we do not have any accurate figures on
the rate of increase. The deductions claimed for these sums have beei
computed to result in an annual revenue loss of from $1 to $2 billion.
And for that statement, I refer to page 1363 of the Yale Law Journal
article.

As the members of the committee know, the general rule permitting
deductions of "ordinary and necessary" business expenses has probably
been the subject of more tugging and hauling by taxpayers and tax
lawyers on the one side and Internal Revenue representatives and
courts on the other than any rule of comparable length ever devised
by Congress. Under the circumstances it is scarcely surprising to find
that the words "ordinary and necessary" have been tortured to cover
some rather extraordinaryy" and "unnecessary" deductions.

Let me give the committee a couple of examples. In one recent
case the $17,000 cost of a 6-month, big game safari to Africa by the
head of a dairy company and his wife was held to be an "ordinary
and necessary" business expense of the dairy company because of the
promotional'value of the game heads and'film brought back which
were displayed in the office of the dairy.

Senator P 1EAR. Was lie in search of supplies or new sources oj
milk?

Senator CLARK. That is a reasonable question, Senator Frear. I
understand a few years ago there was some thought that they could
convert rhinoceras milk into milk for human consumption. But 1
am sure that the cows in Delaware and Oklahoma are able to carry
their burden of producing any needed additional milk.

Senator FREAR. You don't think we need new sources?
Senator CLARK. I don't think so.
However, they didn't put. it on the basis of looking for new products.

They said the safari had promotional value to the dairy company
because of the rhinoceras heads and the moving-picture fili that they
brought back.

It also developed in the course of the hearing that this sportsman
couple were both experienced big-game hunters, and in order to make
this trip to Africa for promotional and film purposes, they stopped
over on the way in London and Paris and Rome, but. these facts were
not considered to contradict, the tax ruling in any way.

The case in question is Sanitary Farms Dairy, Inc. (25 Tax Court
463 (1955)).

Now, I imagine that members of the committee share my admira-
tion for Olivia de Haviland as a movie actress. I have always thought
she is able, intelligent, and beautiful. And what did she do? Well,.
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shewas allowed to deduct as ordinary and necessary business expenses
the costs of gifts of a $775 oil painting to her agent, a $920 silver tea
set and coffee pot to her dialogue director, and an $810 gold necklace
and gold clips to her dress designer. In each instance, she certified,
and the tax authorities found, that the giftwas made solely for busi-
ness purposes, not for personal reasons, although the recipients were
associates of hers and that the value of the gift was "commensurate
with the service rendered." Tax law has reduced the noble art of gift
giving to an ignoble plane. The case is Olivia do tIaviland Goodrich
(20 Tax Court 323 (1953)).

I ask my friends on the committee to consider whether a similar
gift by a surgeon to his operating room staff, or by a school principal
to the teachers that taught in his classrooms, wouldbe held deductible.

Gentlemen, I consider these rulings morally wrong, but they are
permitted under the code.

Other rulings have allowed as deductible business expenses part or
all of the cost of food and liquor at. nightclubs, tickets for hit musicals
expenses of attending the Kentucky Derby, the Mardi gras, football
games, country club dues, initiation fees, and the cost of maintaining
seasonal residences, yachts, and hunting lodges.

Senator DOUGLAS. May I ask the Senator a question?
Do I understand you to say that expenses of operating a yacht had

been deducted as a business expense?
Senator CLARK. The Senator is correct.
Senator DOUGLAS. You say it is a matter of public record?
Senator CLARK. The Senator is correct. He will find citations in

the exhaustive treatment of the subject under the heading "Expense,
Accounts for Executives," by V. Henry Rothschild and Rudolf
Sobernheim, which appear in volume 07 of the Yale Law Review of
July 1958 beginning at page 1363. It gives the citations in each case
for'these things that I have cited, and a number of others in the same
field.

Senator DOUGLAS. What was the particular case?
Senator CLARK. The expense of maintaining a yacht was held to be

an ordinary and necessary business expense in the case of l1m. T.
Stover (27 T.C. 434 (1956)).

Senator DOUGLAS. May 1 ask this. Is the name of the man who.
has this boat mentioned in the case?

Senator CLARK. Well, I am sure it is. But 1 haven't looked at the
27 Tax Court report, and I am not here for the purpose of pillorizing
anybody. It is the principle involved in this thing. The only reason
I mentioned Olivia d e Haviland is because her name appeared in the
title of the case, and it is there for all to see; you can't get away from it.

Other cases in which yacht expenses were held to be deductible are
cited in footnote 65 of the la\v.review article to which I referred earlier.

I. would be happy to file the article widh the committee, although
because of its length I do not suggest that it be printed in the record.

If it is agreeable, I will file it with the committee for its use:with the
understanding that, it will not be printed as a part of the record.

Senator KERR. Very good.
(The article referredI to will be found in the files of the committee.)
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, the format of S. 2040, which lists

certain specific types of expenditures as nondeductible, was sug-,
gested to us by one of the two authors of the law review article I have-
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been referring to. We looked him up; he did not solicit us. I com-
mend the article to you as worthy of your serious consideration.

Now, gentlemen, if I may, let me enter a disclaimer that I am a
bluenosee." I don't know many people who would rather go to the
Keatucky Derby or the Mardi Oras or go to a nightclub or go to the
opening of a now musical than the senior Senator from Pennsylvania.
I enjoy going to such places and I intend to do so so long as I can get ill
and pay the freight. But I do not believe that I should be entitled to
deduct those expenses from my income tax, and I do not s o why
anybody else should be. As I said before, I think this tax practice
has an immoral effect.

In almost all of the instances cited, the Treasury agent, the auditing
agent, is faced with an almost impossible task.

Senator MCCARTHY. I have a question of the witness. I think the
Senator from Oklahoma wanted to have a distinction between a
"bluenose" and a "blueblood."

Senator CLARK. I think the Senator from Oklahoma needs no
onching from me, being an owner of fine blueblooded cattle.

Senator KERr. They arc blacknose and not bluenose.
Senator CiL.nK. Are they black in the nose, too?
Senator KERR. Yes, sir.
Senator CLARK. I was pointing out, gentlemen, that. the auditing

agent, in all of these cases, who is usually a civil servant who does not
enjoy the fiscal or social status of the individuals whose returns he
audits, is faced with the almost impossible task of determining, under
the present rule of the law and the cases which interpret it, whether the
entertainment expense in question was undertaken primarily for
reasons of personal pleasure or for reasons for business and duty, and
then of allocating costs and allowable deductions accordingly. If a
taxpayer tells a revenue agent: "Sure, I like to go out in my cabin
,ruiser, but I use it to entertain business clients, it is important to me
in my business, and I believe it is an ordinary and necessary business
expense," I think it is asking too much of a civil service Internal
Revenue Service employee to expect him to determine what percentage
of the cruiser cost was undertaken for personal reasons and what
percentage for business purpose. But that is what lie has to do at
present.

Senator KERR. May I ask the Senator a question? Is it your
position, and would that position be implemented if this amendment
were adopted, that such an expenditure, even though made primarily
for the purpose of promoting business or securing orders, or helping
to bring about a business transaction which would be profitable to the
corporation for which the person is working, would you still feel thmat
it. should not be allowable as an expense item for that company?

Senator CLARK. Senator, in S. 2040, which is before you, we have
tried to eliminate as deductions only those expenses which, at least
from where I sit, are most apt to be made for personal rather than
business reasons or for an inseparable combination of both. The bill
would still permit as deductions a wide variety of entert. itment
expenses which can be claimed as business expenses. If the Senatoi
would turn to page 2 of S. 2040, lie will see the specific items which are
Qxcluded from claim:
entertainment at nightclubs, theaters, sporting events, or other places of public
:lmtlSCenldflt (unless the conduct of the Place of amusement is a trade or business
Of the taxl)ayer).
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I pause to ask my good friend from Oklahoma how much business he
thinks is going to get done during the floorshow of a nightclub,
during a play in the theater, during a boxing match or baseball game?

Now, let me say that under the terms of this bill a taxpayer can take
his customers to dinner, he can charge the liquor bill, lie can take them
to lunch, he can do anything with them where they could reasonably
be expected to be discussing business. While that is being done, if he
wants to buy them a steak from one of the Senators Angus cattle, he
certainly can do it if he wants to even if the place charges him as much
as the traffic will bear, and he can buy whisky or champagne and all
of those expenses would still be deductible if they meet the present
requirements of the law.

Senator KERR. I don't understand the Senator's amendment is
subject to that interpretation.

I want to say to the Senator from Pennsylvania I am not taking a
position for or against his amendment., I an seeking to find out the
purpose of it, and what would be the result if enacted.

Senator CLARK. I understand.
Senator KERR. But if I understand it, entertainment at night-

clubs, theaters, sporting events, or other places of public amusement,
any expenses paid or incurred for that would not be allowable as a
deduction unless the conduct of the place of business is the trade
or business of the taxpayer.

Senator CLARK. That means if the taxpayer is in the entertainment
business, that is all.

Senator KERR. The Senator said that this would not prevent the
charging as an expense of the cost of entertainment, and I believe
he said liquor, and a nightclub ticket-

Senator CLARK. Nightclub expenses would not be deductible. If
you were to take a customer for Magnolia Oil Co., whatever the name
of the Senator's company is

Senator KERR. If I were taking my customer, it wouldn't be for
Magnolia.

Senator CLARK. Well, let's assume that one of the Senator's
varied business interests is in such a condition that he desired to
do a little salesmanship. You could take customers to the Mayflower
and you could buy them, under this bill, as good and expensive
dinners as you wanted; you could have it upstairs in a private suite
or in the main dining room; or you could give them champagne or
anything else you wanted, and this bill would not prevent the deduc-
tion of these expenses if they met the ordinary and necessary test.

Senator DOUGLAS. Would the Senator from Pennsylvania yield?
Senator CLARK. I would like to finish my thought.
Senator KERR. I yield to the Senator from Illinois, because when

he has an urge it is an urge.
Senator DOUGLAS. I am trying to defend the reputation of the

Senator from Oklahoma. It is well known that he is a teetotaler,
he is immaculate in his personal habits, and he neither smokes nor
drinks--

Senator KERR. He was talking about steaks.
Senator DOUGLAS. And I don't think I would order champagne

for anyone.
Senator CLARK. Before the Senator arrived, I distinguished myself

from the Senator from Oklahoma. I like to drink liquor and I am
not ashamed of it.

4285"---
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Senator KERR. I am not trying to keep you from it.
Senator CLARK. I don't want to keep anybody from buying all

the liquor he wants while making a business deal, but I say they
can't make much of a deal while Marilyn Monroe is doing an act
or during a floor show at a nightclub.

Senator KERR. I would take the Senator's word for that, and I
have to be advised by the Senator or somebody else, because I must
say to him that there is nothing in my experience by which I can
arrive at an accurate conclusion on that. So Iappreciate the Senator's
volunteering that information.

Senator CLARK. I. am very happy that the Senator and I are in
accord on this subject.

Senator KERR. We have had a perfect meeting of the minds, you
know about it, and I don't, and we are both happy about that. I
didn't begin this questioning to get into any kindof a situation of
personal reference here between the two of us. I was just trying to
get it over to the Senator that if I understood his amendment, the
only way that a taxpayer could deduct any expense which would be
encompassed in the items he has mentioned in sections 1 and 2 would
be if the expense were incurred in a place of business or a place of
amusement which was the trade or business of the taxpayer, or if the
maintenance or operation of the lodge or house were to be the trade
or business of the taxpayer.

Senator CLARK. The Senator is absolutely correct, we misunder-
stood each other.

Senator KERR. It looks to me like that is discriminatory, because it
pears to me that even though this amendment were enacted, one
who owned a nightclub or a theater or a sporting event-and I must
say that in that regard that there was a time when I had a rather de-
finite idea of what was meant by a sporting event, but I am sure
that the language in the bill involves another or different connotation-
but if a person owned a nightclub or a theater or a place where they
had sporting events-and I am sure the Senator would want to
explain that so we would know what it meant if we enacted it-or
another place of public amusement, that he could charge off these
items of expense, but that if he didn't own such a place, he couldn't.

Senator CLARK. Let me try to explain it to the Senator-
Senator KERR. Is that correct?
Senator CLARK. The Senator is quite correct.
Let me try to explain why we wrote it, this way. I ask him to

turn back to'line 8 on page I and read the language there, so that our
minds can meet:

No deduction shall be allowed under subsection (a) for any expenses paid or
incurred for (1) entertainment at nightclubs-
Stop there and skip to the parenthesis-
(unless the conduct of the place of amusement is the trade or business of the
taxpayer.)

If I own a nightclub or if the Senator owns a nightclub-
Senator KERR. No, let's each one of us speak for ourselves.
Senator CLARK. If the Senator would really like to-
Senator KERR. We can illustrate the position of the taxpayer with-

out involving either one of us.
Senator CLARK. I would be happy to do that.
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Let us assume that an anonymous Mr. Smith owns a nightclub,
and Mr. Smith wants to hire entertainers at that nightclub. All this
parenthesis provides is that Mr. Smith can deduct the cost of 'iring
those entertainers from his income tax, because that is his business.
That is all this means.

Senator KERR. Let's say that Mr. Smith both owned a nightclub
and an insurance agency, and he took the insurers, prospective
insurance customer to his own nightclub and entertained him and
involved a considerable expense, which he paid to his nightclub for the
purpose of influencing. or being effective in his efforts to sell the
prospective client some insurance.

Now, if I understand this amendment he could charge that off as
a business deduction. But if somebody eise had an insurance business
and wanted to entertain a prospective customer, lie couldn't take him
to Mr. Smith's nightclub and entertain him and charge the cost of it
off as a business expense.

Now, have I interpreted that wrong in the light of the language of
the amendment?

Senator CLARK. It is my opinion that the Senator has interpreted
it wrong. But I am not wed to the language in the bill, and if the
Senator thinks that some clarifying language would make it clearer-

Senator KERR. No, I am just addressing myself to the language here.
You asked me to go back and read beginning at line 8. It says:

No deduction shall be allowed under subsection (a) for any expenses paid or
incurred for entertainment at nightclubs, theaters, sporting events, or other
places of public amusement unless the conduct of the place of amusement is the
trade or business of the taxpayer.

Now, I take it that if the conduct of the place of amusement is the
trade or business of the taxpayer, that tien a deduction could be
allowed.

Senator CLARK. Well, if I might explain my point of view to the
Senator-

Senator KERR. Is that the meaning of the language, aside from the
point of view?

Senator CLARK. Not entirely. And I would be happy to explain.
The purpose of this language, and in my opinion the way this language
would be interpreted by a tax lawyer-and I used to be one myself,
although maybe not a very good one-

Senator KERR. Is the Treasury's tax counsel here?
Senator CLARK. May I finish the sentence, Senator?
Senator KERR. Yes.
Senator CLARK. Or by a court would be, that the obvious purpose

of the exception ,-%as to make it clear beyond per adventure of a doubt
that a man who was conducting the business of a nightclub, theater,
or sporting event could, nonetheless, nothing in this amendment to
the contrary withstanding, deduct the ordinary and normal business
costs of such an enterprise from his income tax, but if lie also owned
an insurance company and wanted to bring some insurance company
clients there and take them to the nightclub or theater, that he would
not be able to deduct that expense. That is what it was intended to
mean, and if that isn't what it means, then let's change it.
* Senator KERR. I want to say to the Senator that I don't believe
that that would be the interpretation given by a tax.lawyer. That is
the reason I asked if the counsel from the Treasury were here.
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Senator CLARK. The Senator is certainly entitled to his opinion,
and if he is right, we should change the language.

Senator CURTIS. Were you through, Senator?
Senator KERn. Yes.
Senator CURTIS. Senator, according to this bill in your statement

it would be unlawful for a businessman to take his customer to a base-
ball game, wouldn't it?

Senator KFRR. It wouldn't be unlawful, he just couldn't deduct it.
Senator CLARK. Of course, it wouldn't be unlawful, he just couldn't

take a deduction from his income tax, and I don't think he should be
able to.

Senator CURTIS. What does a baseball ticket cost?
Senator CLARK. The Senator knows as well as I. And I don't

think the cost is involved. It is the principle which is important.
I don't think it is morally-right to permit such costs as business
expenses.

Senator CURTIS. Why is it that you would disallow a deduction-
and I assume all of these are for goodwill and public relations and to
keep customers happy-why would you disallow a claim for a bV3iness-
man that took a customer to a baseball game, but would allow the
deduction for a case of champagne?

Senator CLARK. Because, Senator, you have to proceed by petty
steps in this thing. If I had my way, I would knock out the case of
champagne, tcu. But I don't, think this committee or the Senator or
the House is ready to do that. And I don't think there is any real
connection between ordinary and necessary business expenses and
taking somebody to a ball game, and I think there could be such a
connection between taking a customer to a dinner and trying to put
over a business deal with him. And if, in the course of that, they
want to buy a case of champagne, I am not going to object now. If
the Senator wants to put the case of champagne in, too, I will be very
happy to amend my bill accordingly.

Senator CURTIs. Here is what I am trying to get out. Suppose
among those customers he has one or two that are teetotalers, they
don't want any champagne.

Senator CLARK. He can buy sonie ginger ale, Coca-Cola, Seven-Up.
Senator CURTIS. He couldn't send them out to the baseball game

at maybe a fraction of the cost for entertainment?
Senator CLARK. I don't think lie would need to do either, and I

don't think the Senator does, either.
Senator CURTIS. I am just following your statement. You said a

moment ago that is what you propose; he could continue to buy the
steaks and the champagne.

Now, what, I am trying to find out is what this bill means. Now,
if a businessman took a customer to a very exclusive restaurant, and
bought him a $12 dinner, your bill, if there was no show, no enter-
tainment there, your bill would not deny it was a business deduction?

Senator CLARK. The Senator is correct. Has lie ever read "The
Status Seeker"? It is a good book, I recommend it to him.

Senator CUTIs. But if another one took someone to dinner and
this was sufficient-there was sufficient show so it was classified as a
nightclub by the Internal Revenue, but the cost was $4 a head, that
would be denied, would it not?
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Senator CLARK. It would. But I don't know of any nightclub
where you can get steaks and champagne and entertainment at $4 a
throw.

If the Senator does, I wish he would tell me about it.
Senator CURTIS. Here is what happens. These restaurants that

have a little music and so on, many of them are classified by the
Cabaret Act as nightclubs, and I suppose that would be the yardstick
you would look at. Is it also true under your proposal that if a large
taxpayer was entertaining customers, and he rented a hall and hired
a dance band, that the expense of that would not be denied as a deduc-
tion under your bill?

Senator &LARK. The Senator is correct, unless the hall was a place
of public amusement. I have not attempted to close all of the loop-
holes in this bracket of business-expense allowance. We have just
tried to close as the first step some of the most notorious and indefensi-
ble ones.

Senator CURTIS. I am talking about these-you would not deny a
la tax ayer from renting a hall and hiring a dance band, but your
bill would deprive a small taxpayer of the privilege of taking three or
four customers to a public dancehall to create good will wouldn't it?

Senator CLARK. The Senator is correct, unless the hall could be
considered "a place of public amusement" as stated in subparagraph (1)
of the bill. I would be happy to proceed with my prepared statement.

Senator CURTIS. What I am trying to get at, isn't the Government's
interest in this, the extent to which money, and how much money,
is allowed as a business expense.

Senator CLARK. I think that is part of it, I don't think that is all of
it. I think the primary interest of this thing from where I sit is
twofold. In the first place, it is to permit the Government to collect
money which, under any moral or equitable oint of view, is justly
owing to it, but which it is not getting now because of the breadth
of the general rule in the code, and rulings which have extended to the
deduction privilege. In the second place, it is to give the American
taxpayers specific rules under which they can determine what is fair
and right and just and what isn't, instead of the present vague
"ordinary and necessary" rule, which has been widely abused. I
think that it is impossible to do all of this at once, and the effort of
this bill is merely to hit some of the most notorious and indefensible
practices.

Senator CURTIS. Now, is the real objective to prevent dollars from
being charged off as business expense that were not necessary business
expenses?

Senator CLARK. I think that is a fair statement. You say the real
objective. I stated it just a minute ago in my own words, and it seems
to me the Senator has said pretty much what I have said. I think
I would Fgree with that.

Senator CURTIS. I am not so sure that it does that, because-and
perhaps it couldn't fix any kind of limits or yardstick to measure
usiness expenses-but it attempts to classify them by their activity.
Senator CLARK. The Senator is correct. This is a very difficult

problem, and we have been in long and involved communication with
a number of tax experts, and we have tried to read all the literature
which was available on this matter.
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If the Senator has not had an opportunity to read this article in
the Yale Law Journal which I have referred to earlier entitled
"Expense Accounts for Executives" which I have filed with the
committee, I would urge you to do so. I think it is a very intelligent
article on the subject. We have been in conference not only with
tax lawyers, but, with one of the authors of this article, and we came
up with this bill as the best we can do. I do not think it is perfect,
but I am confident that it would improve the situation considerable.

Senator CURTIS. I notice you use the phrase "nightclubs, sporting
events, other places of public amusement," which would still leave
open the opportunity for the larger taxpayer to provide his own
premise and bring this his own floor show, "or his own dance band,
or what have you, to create goodwill among his customers, because
that won't be a nightclub, it wouldn't be a theater, it wouldn't be a
sporting event, and it certainly is not a place of amusement if he is
providing it himself.

Senator CLARK. The Senator is correct. There is no specific
provision in my bill to that effect. That is a loophole within a loop-

ole.

On the other hand, let me point out that in such an event he would
still have the requirement under the present law of satisfying the
revenue agent that this vast expenditure was an ordinary and
necessary business expense. And if this bill should be passed, it
might well be interpreted as a general expression of intent by the
Congress that the rule permitting only ordinary and necessary
business expense to be deducted should be more strictly applied.
The revenue agent passing on the case posed by the Senator might
decide that that kind of entertainment expenses Would not be subject
to deduction.

As a matter of fact, you get into these things in a number of five
fields. I happen to belong to a legal club in Philadelphia consisting
of 25 members. Each member of the club entertains his colleagues
once every 3 years. When you entertain you put out quite a lot
of money, you give them a good party, you ask a few guests. Many
of my colleagues in that club claim thOSe expenditures as deductions.
I have never done it; but I believe I could under the law as applied
at present.

Senator CURTIS. Line 9, page 2, "gifts," would that include trading
stamps?

Senator CLARK. Trading stamps?
Senator CURTIS. Yes, Top Value stamps and green trading stamps.
Senator CLARK. I think that such a conclusion would be a tortured

interpretation of the language.
Senator CURTIS. Isn't that a gift?
Senator CLARK. Well, if the Senator wants to make it so.
Senator CURTIS. I am asking you.
Senator CLARK. I would say'that the answer is clearly "No," it

would not include trading stamps.
Senator CURTIS. Now, under lines 12 and 13, a taxpayer in the

main could not deduct traveling expenses to a convention held a few
miles away in Canada, but he would be able to deduct traveling ex-
penses to aCconvention in. California; is that correct?

Senator CLARK. Yes, the Senator is correct, and there again we
have a question of judgment. And, frankly, I am not sure that in
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this instance the judgment was correctly exercised, and there may
be some hardship that might result. This item was included because
of what, happened about a couple of years ago when the American
Bar Association met in London, and hundreds and hundreds of law-
yers got a tax-free trip abroad, and in many instances were permitted
to deduct the expenses of taking their wives along with them, osten-
sibly to attend tile American Bar Association convention in London.
I happen to be a lawyer, and I would estimate-let me be conserva-
tive-that 50 percent of the gentlemen who went on that trip and
took that deduction from their income taxes didn't attend more than
one or two of the legal meetings which took place, and then proceeded
to gallivant all over England and the Continent with the idea in
mind that their trip over and their trip back and their expenses while
they were in London at the convention and thereafter were deductible
for income tax purposes.

Senator CURTIS. What was the theory of the deduction?
Senator CLARK. The theory of the deduction was that it was a

business expense incurred by the lawyer in advancing his profession
through the contacts he made with his colleagues andwith members
of the British bar-when I say the British "bar," and I see my friend
Senator Cotton laughing a bit-I don't mean the pub, I mean bar-
risters and solicitors.

Senator CoTrOx. You are imputing motives to me which are a
violation of the rules of the Senate, but in this case I am guilty.

Senator MCCARTHY. By way of defense, the Senator didn't impute
motives, he said what lie thought was in the mind of the Senator.
That is different from motives, isn't it?

Senator-CURTIs. Well, if one businessman carries his sales depart-
ment, including his goodwill gestures and so on, at a lower percentage
cost than his competitor in identically the same business, isn't that
really the thing that inures to the benefit of the Treasury?

Senator CLARK. Well, I don't think so. Let me put it this way,
that under the present law there is a substantial inducement to every
corporation to encourage a wide use of the business expense deduction
by their sales executives because Uncle Sam picks up 52 percent of
the tab, and if we are talking in terms of partnerships or agencies
like advertising agencies, there iq even a greater inducement, because
in terms of the personal income tax of the individual claiming the
deduction on his personal income tax he starts at 91 percent and
works on down. So that for ever dollar of nightclub entertainment
paid by one of the top level Maison Avenue boys or paid by the
executives of one of our great steel companies out of his own personal
accounts, Uncle Sam pays 91 cents, and lie only pays 9.

Senator CURTIS. Well, I think that is one of the problems of the
high rates.

Senator CLARK. I agree with the Senator, the rate should be cut,
but this is a condition which confronts us, not a theory, and this is
a good way to plug up some loopholes.

Senator Kmm. Does the Senator think the rate should start at
1 percent and go up, instead of 90 percent and go down?

Senator CLARK. In all candor, I don't think the Senator fully got
my thought. Perhaps lie did.

Shall I continue my statement? I shall be happy to respond to
further questions.
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Senator CURTIS. I am through.
Senator CLARK. The tax amendment proposed in S. 2040 would

prevent a corporation or business executive from claiming as deduc-
tions the sums spent for items on which the return to the taxpayer in
terms of personal services is apt to be high and the business purpose
subordinate or indistinguishable. To force auditing agents to pass on
the reasonableness of claims when the personal and business purpose
of the expenditures are almost sure to be blurred is totally unrealistic.

I contend Mr. Chairman, that the Government should cease
subsidizing the yacht and lodgeowners, the Stork Clubs proprietors,
and the managers of theatrical and sporting events in America by this
indirect means. If the privileged few in business circles who enjoy
the luxuries permitted by expense accounts wish to continue to do so,
let them do so at their own expense as in the case of the over-
whelming majority of other taxpayers.

I had an incident come to my personal attention the other day which
I think is of sonic pertinence. And 1 would be happy if my good friend
from Oklahoma would consider it.

A friend of mine and his wife went down to an international airline
the other day to buy a round-trip ticket, to Europe. The agent said
to them, "Are you going for business or pleasure?" They said, "We
are going for pleasure."

The agent said, "Then, of course, you want the economy rate. if
you are going for business, we would give you the luxury first-class
rate."

They asked, "What is the difference?""Oh, $350 to $400."
I would hazard a guess that there is almost nobody traveling luxury

class on the airlines today except people who can deduct the costs as
business expenses. Don t you think that is right?

Senator FREAR. Government people?
Senator KERR. I would hesitate to ask my good friend from Penn-

sylvania to document that statement. But I must say to him in all
candor that my judgment is that he would have difficulty documenting
it if lie were asked to.

Senator CLARK. The Senator is entitled to his own opinion, of
course.

Mr. Chairman, expense accounting spending would be nondeduct-
ible for income tax purposes under the provisions of S. 2040 if the
money has been used for entertainment at nightclubs, theaters, and
sporting events. Similar tax prohibitions would cover spending for
maintenance of yachts and hunting lodges, gifts between businessmen,
country club dues, and travel to conventions outside the United States.

A well-advised individual, quoted in the article by V. Henry
Rothschild and Rudolph Sobernheim which I cited above, made the
following statement;

In cities like New York, Washington, and Chicago, it is safe to say that at any
given moment well over half the people in the best hotels, restaurants, and
nightclubs are charging the bill as an expense of their company.

I believe that could be documented.
Uncle Sam pays 52 percent of the cost of the theater tickets or

nightclub performances,, all on the theory that this is a justifiable
business expense.
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As I pointed out a little while ago, if the taxpayer as an individual
is a wealthy individual, Uncle Sam pays more than 52 percent, of
course.

Permitting this type of tax deduction lowers public moral standards
and results in an utterly unjustifiable reduction of the revenue which
the Federal Government is entitled to receive.

I do not pretend-and this I would say to my good friend from
Nebraska-that the list of items cited in this bill wil eliminate all tax
abuses in the business expense field. All I contend is that it will
eliminate some of the worst. Perhaps this conunittee's deliberations
will indicate that the list should be lengthened or revised. I should
welcome such consideration.

Mr. Chairman, I turn now to S. 2039, the other bill which I intro-
duced on behalf of Senators Douglas, Proxmire, McCarthy and myself.
It is designed to enable the Internal Revenue Service to enforce exist-
ing rules regarding all expense deductions more thoroughly.

Corporations and other employers are required today to file infor-
mation returns where there are compensation payments of over $600
per person. The amounts included in those returns, however, are
only those which the employer regards as "compensation." The
purpose of this bill is to permit the Internal Revenue Service to acquire
information as to employer payments whether or not the employer
regarded them as compensation. In this way the payments would
be identified, and the Service could consider independently whether
the payments are taxable as income to the Wpployee or nontaxable as
reimbursement of expenses.

Two exemptions are contained in the bill. The first eliminates
payments totaling less than $200 to any person per year, and the
second exempts payments made equally available to all employees or
class of employees, unless the group consists primarily of officers,
shareholders, or highly compensated employees.

The additional control over expense account deductions, provided
by this measure, would act as a brake on loose use of this item on all
tax returns on which such deductions were claimed with the two
exceptions stated.

Anyone who doubts the effectiveness of such a move should review
the history of a recent proposal in this field. In 1957 the Treasury
Department proposed to put out a tax form containing a new "line
(i-A" to require total reimbursed expenses to be reported in the em-
l)loyee's gross income and claimed business expenses to be deducted
with appropriate itemization. Strong protests from many quarters
led to the abandonment of this requirement in short order. "You
have no idea of the pressure that was brought on the Service from
people who get expense account money," said one official of the
Internal Revenue Service.

That is quoted in the U.S. News & World Report of November
22, 1957, on page 33, and repeated in the Yale Law Journal article
referred to previously in footnote I on page 1363.

The proposal made in this bill was favored by the Treasury in 1952,
as can be seen from the Department, comments on H.R. 7893, 82d
Congress, 2d session, section 104. The second exemption in the bill,
which has been added at the suggestion of Prof. Stanley S. Surrey of
the Harvard Law. School removes one of the chief objections to the
earlier bill.

42355--59-----8
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I would like to recommend to the members of the committee also,
favorable action on Senator Douglas' bill (S. 2037) to provide grad-
uated rates of percentage depletion for oil and gas wells; Senator
Proxmire's bill (S. 2038) to provide for withholding tax at source on
interest and dividends; and Senator McCarthy's bill (S. 2036) to
repeal provisions allowing credit against tax and excluded from gross
income for dividends received by individuals. I am a cosponsor of
each of these proposals and endorse in full the remarks of the chief
sponsor of each measure.

The time to make a start on tax reforms is now. The loopholes
and special privilege provisions which have been written into the
code over the years now cost the Government many billions'of dollars
in lost revenue each year, and perhaps more seriously, the "gentle art
of tax avoidance" has had an erosive effect on the morality of the
Nation. We estimate that the enactment of these five bills (S. 2036
through S. 2040) would increase annual public revenue by $24 billion
per annum. These additional revenues could be used (1) to provide
funds for public services such as schools, urban renewal and housing;
area redevelopment, hospitals, medical research, and the like; (2) to
make available, sums for debt retirement; and (3) to permit, eventu-
ally, tax reforms which would make our tax system more equitable
than at present and ease the burden of all taxpayers.

At an earlier time this year I would have added a fourth use for
such funds to help balance the 1960 budget. Now, as the result f
the recovery, it looks as if the budget may be balanced without closing
tax loopholes. I would strongly urge the committee not to withhold
approval of these bills because of that consideration. The mondy
which would be raised by these bills ought to be in the Treasury
anyway; we ought to have a surplus, we ought to pare down the debt;
we ought to provide a lot of service that we are not providing. This
can be done without injustice to anyone by closing these uncon-
scionable loopholes.

Let me express again to my friend, the chairman of the committee,
my heartiest thanks for his courteous hearing. I know he and the
other members of the committee will consider carefully these two bills
dealing with the tax treatment and the reporting of certain business
account expenditures, as well as the loophole closing bills of my col-
leagues. I apologize for having detained the committee so much
longer than I had expected.

Senator KiERR. I thank the Senator from Pennsylvania.
Are there questions?
Senator CuRTIs. One thing. You cited specific cases such as Olivia

de Haviland. Would you insert in the record the year of the tax in
question on that?

Senator CLARK. We would be happy to do it, Senator.
Mr. Benjamin Read, who is a lawyer and my assistant, will go to

the law library and obtain those case reports.
Do you want the year of the tax?
Senator CURTIS. 'the year the tax question arose in controversy.
Senator CLARK. Let's be sure we understand each other. We

already have in the record the year the tax case was decided.
Senator CURTIS. I want the year of the return.
Senator CLARK. The" taxable year?
Senator CURTIS. The taxable year in which the incident arose.
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Senator CLARK. Right.
Senator CURTIS. I am interested in seeing whether or not this

problem was changed any by the 1954 code.
Senator CLARK. I think that is a very pertinent inquiry.
Senator KERR. I was going to say to the Senator from Pennsylvania

that in my judgment the committee is going to consider this bill in
executive session tomorrow, and if they do, and if they report it out
tomorrow with or without amendments, it would seem to me that in
order for any additional material to be available to be printed in the
record, it would have to be supplied to the committee reporter by
that time.

Senator CLARK. I would think Mr. Read could get it this afternoon,Senator./

(Information su ed by Senator Clar the request of the
committee:)

(1) Sanitary arms Dairy, Inc. (25 ourt 463 (1955) the taxable year
of the dispute deduction was Mendar 950.

(2) Olivia e Haviland G cri (20 ax Court23 (1953)); t taxable years
of the disp ed deductio ere c lenda 1945 and 947.

(3) W T. StoverO. (27 T Co 43 57)); the taxable ears of the
disputed eductions re calendar 10.

Sena r KERR. Are 'ons?
The enator from Min a, . C hy. We woul be glad

tohav you ma it fro ere ouare i .ing, S nator.
Sen torMc AR . I t nk Can effective down

here, r. Chair an.
Sen tor CLAR ' Mr. airm ( I just make a two entence

-additio al state ent?
Sena r KERR. Y e
Sena rCLARK. the Sen om Minnesot and tl Senator

from 0 homa and other of e com ttee ar concerned
about the roper inte nation o subs ctio (1) of s tion (d) of
S. 2040, I uld sugg e additi n of te lowing I guage before
the end pare heses on line nd e 8 of page 2:" d the expenses
so paid or incuid are made in furtherance of such ade or business."

I thank you.
Senator k UR. t Senator McCar

STATEMENT OF HON. EUGENE J. McCARTHY, (8 S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Senator MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, the bill which I have intro-
duced provides for the repeal of section 34 and section 116 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. This is the section which allows
cre iL., against tax and exclusion from ross income for dividends
rCeiv d by individuals. It is estimated that the removal of this
privilege will produce approximately $400 million a year in additional
revenue for the Federal Government.

M-mbers of the Senate are familiar with the background of these
provisions in the Internal Revenue Code. In the early years of
income tax legislation, a situation arose under which a man who
received income from salary and wages paid a smaller tax than the
man who received the same amount of income from dividends. This
disparity was eliminated by the Tax Adjustment Act of 1943, when
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the law was changed so that those with incomes from dividends paid
a tax which was equal to that paid on similar incomes derived from
wages and salaries. This is in keeping with the principle enunciated
here this morning by the Senator from Illinois, that equal income
should bear an equal tax burden.

In 1954, the tax bill, which was passed with the strong support of
Secretary of the Treasury George Humphrey, gave preferential treat-
ment to those with incomes from dividends. The act, of 1954 pro-
vided a $50 deduction for dividend income in addition to the regular
deductions which were given to all taxpayers, and it provided for a
straight deduction from income taxes of an amount equal to 4 per-
cent of the dividend income up to 4 percent of the individual's tax-
able income. The original bill proposed by the Treasury proposed
a tax deduction which would have risen to 10 percent. The amount
was reduced to 4 percent. This provision, it should be noted, is not
a deduction from taxable income, but a tax credit; in other words,
a deduction from the tax itself. It, is determined in this way: After
the tax liabilities of taxpayers are calculated, a man with income
from dividends is permitted to subtract from this amount an amount
equal to 4 percent of the amount of his dividends, with a top limit
of 4 percent of his taxable income. A man who receives an income
from salary or wages has no such privilege.

The arguments advanced for this preferential treatment included,
first, t',e argument that the tax laws had been devised to punish
success, since the tax laws encouraged people to invest in tax-exempt
bonds rather than in the risk capital through stock purchases. In
my opinion, this point was never proved, but if it were true in 1954,
the proper action it seems to me should have been by way of remov-
ing the tax exemption from bonds. In any case, no one could call
the stock market sluggish today. On the contrary, if there is need
to incentive, it is to encourage people to buy Government securities,
either State or Federal, or both.

The basic question is whether special treatment should be given
to the man's income from investment, in corporate structures as
against the nmn whose income coins from wages and salaries or
from interest.

There is nothing in my bill which discriminates against the investor.
The man who invests is entitled to his income. We recognize invest-
nment capital is needed in our economy just as labor is needed.

The question, however, which is of vital importance here is whether
or not income from investment is to be given preferred tax status as
against income from labor or income from interest and rent.

It is my opinion that income gained in the way of wages and sal-
arios and rent and interest should not be taxed more heavily than
income from investments.

The second argument which was advanced for the administration's
bill in 1954 was that sections 34 and 116 would decrease the burden
of double taxation.

rhe argument was that since corporations had already paid a tax
on profits it would be double taxation if individual investors should
.pav individual taxes on their dividends.

It shioul be noted that the imposition of two or more taxes on the
same income is cotside.rable precedent. and is not unnecessarily
unjustified.



CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION 1

A person is taxed once on the income he receives and again when he
spends it on any of the many items that carry excise taxes: Cars, gaso-
line, and so on. The farmer pays a property tax on the value of his
land; the size of that tax is closely related to'the income the farm will
yield. He is also taxed by the Federal Government and in many
cases by the State government on the income the land produces.

When a man with income from salary or wages hires someone to
work for his family, the wages lie pays are first taxed as income and
then are subject, to the tax on his employee's income.

Of course, legally, the corporation tax and the tax on dividends to
individuals (1o not result in double taxation.

A corporation and stockholder are, by law, different persons than
the individuals who are taxed on dividend income. In the case of a
large corporation it requires little imagine, tion to recognize the sepa-
ration of the stockholder from the corporation. Thus, the tax on
dividends received by the stockholder are not so much double taxation
of the same income as separate taxation of the income of two related
economic entities.

Likewise, it should be noted that undistributed profits of a corpo-
ration are not included in the taxable income of the stockholders.
None of the supporters of the dividend cedit are urging that undis-
tributed profits of corporations be assigned to stockholders annually
and thus become subject to personal income tax. The distinction
here between the corporation and individuals receiving dividends is
clear.

On the point of double taxation, as I noted this morning, the
Treasury, when the dividend exclusion and the dividend credit was
proposed, did have an opportunity to recommend a reduction in the
overall corporate profits tax. If they had been concerned with double
taxation, they could much more easily have proceeded to propose
simply reduction in the corporate profits tax.

Actually, tihe corporate profits tax is largely a regressive tax. Its
cost is often paid by the consumer who purchases the company's goods
or services and thuls it is more of a sales tax than a corporate profits
tax. In effect, corporations tend to price their goods to the level
which will produce sufficient profits after taxes so they can pay divi-
dends comparable to what the investors would receive even if there
were no tax.

Tie pertinent question for the Senate is-whether or not the corpo-
rate profits tax is fair and equitable; whether it is actually so high as
to injure the economy.

We all recognize that overlapping of taxation is inevitable when
revenue comes from more than one source.

If one claims that, the tax on dividends is double taxation, then there
is scarcely a taxpayer who cannot complain of double taxation in
somewhat. similar instances. The fact is that the individual investor
pays only one tax on his personal income. If we decided to give
deductions for ever claim of so-called double taxation, there would
not be much left to the local, State, and Federal tax structure.

Finally, there is little or no evidence that those who benefit from
the dividend credit are in need of special tax relief.

In 1955, for instance, 75 percent of all reported dividends were con-
tained in only 2.2 percent of the returns which were filed.
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Mr. President, I ask manimous consent to print in the record at
this point a table drawn up last year which contrasts and shows rather
clearly the (lifference in tax treatment of individuals who received
their income from wages and salaries, or it might be from interest
or rent, as compared to those who received their income strictly frori
dividends.

Senator Kmtru. Without objection, it will be inserted at this point.
(The table referred to follows:)

Married taxpayer with two children and income of $10,000 per year

JOINT RETURN OF TAXPAYER A--ALL INCOME FROM WAGES AND
SALARY

Income ---------------------------------------------------- o $10, 000. 0
Less 10 percent standard deduction ------------------------------ 1,000.00

Income after deduction ---------------------------------- 9,000.00
Less personal exemptions --------------------------------------- 2, 400. 00

Taxable incon' ----------------------------------------- 6,600.00
Tax owed ---------------------------------------------------- 1,372.00

JOINT RETURN OF TAXPAYER B--ALL INCOME FROM DIVIDENDS I

Income from dividends ---------------------------------------- 10, 0o.00
Less dividend exclusion ---------------------------------------- 100. 00

Income after dividend exclusion -------------------------- 9, 900. 00
Less 10 percent standard deduction ------------------------------ 990.00

Income after 10 percent standard deduction and dividend ex-
clusion ---------------------------------------------- 8,910.00

Less personal exemption --------------------------------------- 2,400.00

Taxable income ---------------------------------------- 6, 510. 00

Tax liability before credit ------------------------------------- 1,352. 20
Less 4 percent of dividends up to 4 percent of taxable income ------ 260. 40

Tax owed ---------------------------------------------- 1,091.80
Difference between taxpayer A and taxpayer B ------------------- 280. 20

I Stock on which dividends paid owned jointly by husband and wife.

Senator McCARTHY. To summarize the table, I would point out
that a joint return of a married taxpayer with two children who had
$10,000 of income, all of it from wages and salaries, would owe a tax
of $1,372; whereas a taxpayer, also married and with two children and
who received all of his $10,000 income from dividends, would be called
upon to pay tax of only $1,091.80.

The advantage to the taxpayer whose income is from dividends
would in this case come to $280.20.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that when this matter was
before the Congress in 1954 that the Senate was opposed to the divi-
dend exclusion and to the dividend credit provisions which 'were in-
cluded in the bill which finally passed.

It was on the insistence of the House conferees that this special tax
privilege was included.

Senator George, then the ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, offered an amendment which would have stricken these pro-
visions along with a number of other provisions.

106



CORPORATE AND EXCISE TAX RATES EXTENSION

f might point out that of the men who are now serving on this
committee, Senator Kerr, Senator Frear, Senator Smathers, Senator
Anderson, Senator Douglas, and Senator Gore all voted for the George
amei-dment. However, the George amendment was defeated 49 to 46.

Subsequently, the Senator from Colorado, Mr. Johnson, offered an
amendment which struck out section 34, which is the tax credit pro-
vision, and this amendment offered by Senator Johnson was approved
by the Senate by a vote of 71 to 13.

Of those who are now on this committee, Senator Byrd, Senator
Frear, Senator Smathers, Senator Anderson, Senator Douglas, Senator
Williams, Senator Carlson, and Senator Butler all supported the
Johnson amendment.

The members of the Senate Finance Committee evidently in 1954
did not believe that a good case had been made for this particular
proposed change in the Internal Revenue Code. Their judgment
was supported on the Senate floor by a vote of 71 to 13.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the Senate should consider the amend-
ment which I offered since it conforms clearly to the action which the
Senate took in 1954. I believe the Senate made a wise judgment in
1954. Today, when we are faced again with lifting the debt limit,
we should act to repeal this special treatment and increase revenue by
an estimated $400 million.

Mr. Chairman, that finishes my testimony.
Senator FIREAR. Are there any questions?
Senator DOUGLAS. I merely want to congratulate the Senator from

Minnesota on the very excellent and cogent statement.
Senator KERR. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Proxmire of Wisconsin.
Come right up, Senator.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Senator PROXMIRE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
the amendment which I am offering to H.R. 7523 is aimed at producing
$540 million in additional revenue for the Federal Government each
year by assisting taxpayers to discharge their present tax liabilities
more honestly and more fully.

This amendment imposes no new tax nor does it limit in any way
the privileges legally available to taxpayers under the present law.

This amendment, in other words, would increase no one's tax
liability.

It would, however, increase the amount of taxes paid by people
who do not now pay the full amount for which they are legally liable.

Senator FREAR. Senator, in Senator Douglas' statement this morn-
ing I thought he gave the revenue as $750 million.

Senator PROXMIRE. That was correct, and Senator Douglas'
estimate was correct.

Since then, however, we have modified the amendment.
Senator FREAR. Have you?
Senator PROXMIRE. We have changed it because there were certain

difficulties which we anticipated if we covered everyone, including
mutual banks and so forth and for that reason, we have changed it
since this morning.
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Senator KERR. What is the figure now?
Senator PROXMIRE. The figure now is $540 million. And, in-

cidentally, that $540 million is a conservative figure as I will show asI proceed.
It is often forgotten that while the basic income tax is withheld at

the source for those who earn wages and salaries, that is not true for
dividends and interest.

Consequently, vast sums which are received by individuals as
dividends and as interest-and which should be treated as ordinary
income-are never reported on the tax returns of these individuals,
and no tax is paid on these sums.

In fact, this is one of the most glaring examples of actual tax
avoidance which is to be found in our tax structure.

The latest conservative estimate from thoroughly competent and
authoritative tax experts which we have is that approximately $1.5
billion in dividends paid out are never reported as income.

Thus, there is this large gap between the dividends which individuals
receive and the dividends which are reported and on which income
tax is paid.

Even if as much as one-fifth of this amount-and this is certainly
a generous estimate-is paid to those who need not report their
income because they have incomes which are below the level-$600
a year-on which income tax is paid, that still leaves approximately
$1.2 billion in dividends which are paid, but on which no tax is
collected.

Senator FREAR. Is this an estimate of the Treasury Department?
Senator PnoxmiRE. No, this is an estimate that is based on the best

that I could make, that my staff could make and the members of the
staffs of other Members of the Senate.

Senator FRE.ti. Well, it runs in my mind that the Treasuioy Depart-
ment some time ago did make an estimate on the income from divi-
dends and interest not included in tax returns.

Do you know of that?
Senator PROXmmaE. That is possible. I am not familiar with the

Treasury Department estimate.
There are a number of estimates that we based ours on, quite a few

estimates of private economists and others.
I am not sure time Treasury Department itself has made that esti-

mate.
Perhaps Semator Kerr or Senator Douglas or Senator McCarthy

who are familiar with that might know.
Senator Dour,:.S. It might have been some estimates submitted

in 1950 or 1951 when Secretary Snyder appeared before the House
Ways and Mfeans Committee.

Senator Pnox~Mttny. I do not think the estimates made in 1951-
well, of course you cotlld update them based on the increase in divi-
(lends-bnt dividends have increased fantastically since then.

Senator FI, n.r. But it is the same percent age.
Senator PiioxMut.. It might apply.
Senator KERRt. Senator, on the first page, the last paragraph, it

says:
Authoritative tax experts have said that approxinately $1.5 billion in dividends

is p:id out and never reported'as income.
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And then on the next page we take one-fifth of that. What is the
significance of the $600 million?

Senator PROXMiRE. Well, Senator, that is $600 a year. You are
talking about the fifth line where I say "$600 a year."

Senator KERR. Yes.
Senator PROXMIRE. The significance there is that it is conceivable

that as much as $300 million might be paid to people whose income is
so low that they don't have to report, it.

Senator DOUGLAS. May I say that that is an extremely high esti-
mate.

Senator KERR. The Senator said his figures were conservative.
Senator DOUGLAS. I would not only say they are conservative, but

I would say they are very, very conservative.
Senator "KERuR. The emphasis is the Senator's
Senator DOUGLAS. I try to emphasize it as much as I can.
Senator KERR. Well, Iwas trying to get it into the record.
Senator DOUGLAS. If I could finish the sentence which I started on

and when my good friend from Oklahoma interjected, it seems that
the major part of American stocks-stocks of American corporations
are held by a small percent of the American public.

I have supplied these figures for the Congressioual Record. Only
two or three families have owned a mass majority of stock in American
corporations.

Senator PROXMIRE. My figures are conservative all down the line,
as I will indicate.

Withholding the basic tax of 18 percent at the source would, of itself,
bring in an estimated $220 million a year.

In addition, if the Dasic tax were withheld, the individual who re-
ceived the dividends would then not be able to excap e or evade the
full tax, and he would be more likely to report the full amount of his
dividend and interest income on his return.

Since the great bulk of dividends go to those in the upper income
groups, and since it has been estimated that the average rate of in-
come tax which is paid by those who receive dividends is at least 40
percent, this part of the bill could, in fact, bring in additional revenue
in the neighborhood of $500 million a year.

Of course, I have been dealing only with that part of the amendment
which has to do with withholding on dividends at the source.

Here again, I am conservative. We aren't including any of the
additional amount in our $540 million revenue. All we are including
is the amount that would be brought in by the 18 percent withholding
tax.

Actually, I think it is quite obvious on the basis of the evidence
which the Senator from Illinois is giving us, that the estimates are,
as lie says, very, very conservative.

Senator FREAR. What is this estimate that you have come by-
altogether from withholding of taxes by corporations and institutions
and not by individuals?

Senator PROXMIiE. This would be a withholding of tax on the in-
conic of individuals by corporations as far as dividends are concerned.

Senator FREAR. Yes.
Senator PROXMRE. That is correct.
Senator FREAR. By interest as far as institutions are concerned?
Senator PROxMIRE. That is correct, yes.
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Senator FREAR. You assume, of course, that an individual paying
interest to a bank would not withhold 18 percent of his interest and
report it?

Senator PROXMIRE. Well, that part of the interest payment ;s not
affected by this bill.

For example, if the Senator from Delaware or the Senator from
Wisconsin should borrow from a bank and pay interest to it, that
would not be covered by the bill.

Senator FREAR. Your intention is not to cover that?
Senator PROXMIRE. It is my intention not to.
Senator FREAR. Do you thiink the bank would certainly include

the interest as part of their income?
Senator PROXMIRE. That is correct.
Senator FREAR. Then they would pay that, of course, obviously,

as a part of their tax burden but not file any withholding on receipts?
Senator PROXMIRE. No
Senator FREAR. Of interest income.
Senator PROXMIRE. No.
Senator FREAR. So there would be no record of that.
Senator PROXMIRE. No additional record.
Senator FREAR. That is right, no additional record.
Senator PROXMIRE. Right. In addition to that, the amendment

provides for withholding at the source on certain interest payments.
Daniel Holland and C. Harry Kahn, of the National Bureau of

Economic Research, Inc., estimated that for the taxable year 1952,
the difference or gap between the interest which was received by
individuals and that which was reported on tax returns was $3.4
billion.

They estimated that something like 60 percent of interest receipts
were not reported in that year.

Senator FREAR. They didn't take into consideration what you have
just taken into consideration-those who would not be required to
because of the low income?

Senator PROXMIRE. They are talking about all the interest received
by individuals.

They also wouldn't take into account the interest that has been
received by institutions. That is correct. For the taxable year 1956,
the amount of this gap is closer to $3.7 billion. For 1958 it would be
larger, and 1959 would be larger because interest payments are in-
creasing.

Even if we assume, as in the case of dividends, that 20 percent of
this amount is received by individuals who, by virtue of the amount of
their income, exemptions, and deductions, are not liable for tax, there
remains $3 billion of interest income which should, but does not,
appeal on the taxable returns of individuals.

Now, as I said before, because of practical difficulties, this with-
holding proposal would not apply to the total amount of the interest
income.

Senator FREAR. The figure of 18 percent is calculated on 20 percent,
less the normal 10 percent allowance?

Senator PRoxMRE. It is calculated in that way; that is correct.
Withholding at the basic withholding rate of 18 percent should,

in itself, therefore, produce an additional $320 million of revenue
annually for the Federal Government.
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Such a system as is proposed in this amendment to withhold taxes
on certain dividend and interest income would help very much to
improve compliance with the law of the land.

From the point of view of those people who do not want to break
the law, this bill would have the very good effect of helping them to be
as honest as they would wish to be.

From the point of view of the deliberate evader of income tax
payments on dividends and interest, this amendment would produce
a great gain in revenues above that from the withholding itself,
since this type of person is more often than not in a bracket much
higher than the one from which the basic or minimum rate is withheld.

It would further have the virtue of reducing the rewards for
deliberate dishonesty.

I see no reason whatsoever why this or a similar provision should
not be passed by the Congress of the United States.

Further, it ought to have the very active support of the adminis-
tration, which, while it is very vocal in its opposition to inflation and
deficits, none the less has refused to use its powers of persuasion to
effect any really equitable change in our tax laws and has thus, by its
neutrality, aided and abetted those who now escape taxation alto-
gether on income which is properly taxable. -

Senator FREAR. Would the withholding corporation or institution
issue to the person to whom the dividends or interests were paid, a
receipt in order that those persons who, of course, pay more than
20 percent tax would pay the difference between that which was with-
held and the amount due the Treasury?

Senator PItOXMimE. No. It would be unnecessary. Every indi-
vidual receiving dividends would automatically know that 18 percent
of his dividend had been withheld as taxes. The corporation would
just take 18 percent of the amount paid to individuals as dividends
and pay it to the Treasury quarterly and that is the only action they
have to take.

It is then up to the individual to carry on from there.
Senator FREAR. But that institution or corporation would have to

issue a receipt to each individual.
Senator PROXMIRE. No. No receipt would be necessary.
There will be those who will say we should not withhold on interest

and dividends.
But the best answer to that opposition is that we now do withhold

on personal income and on wages and salaries at the source.
This is not too cumbersome and as a result, only 5 percent of wages

are not reported as income, compared to 60 percent in the case of
interest and vast sums received as dividends.

If it. can be (lone in the case of the wage earner, it certainly can be
done in the case of those who receive income from dividends and
interest.

Briefly summarizing, the proposed amendment would require com-
panies paying dividends and interest to withhold from such payments
a tax computed at 18 percent of the dividend or interest payment.

The withholding agent would be required to file a simple return at.
such times as would be prescribed by the Secretary of t ie Treasury,
presumably quarterly, showing the total amount of interest and divi-
dends with respect to which tax has been withheld and they could be
quarterly or annually.

ill
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This return would be accompanied by a remittance from the with-
holding agent of the amount of the withheld taxes.

Mr. Chairman, I am perfectly willing to read the rest of my state-
ment. However, the remainder of this is a technical explanation of
the features of the withholdiing plan. If it pleases the ('hairinan, I
would be perfectly willing to have the rest of it put into the record.

Senator K th.* Well, that is entirely up to the witness.
Senator PRoxMIRn. I ask unanimous consent to have this included

in the record.
Senator KEmr. Without objection, it will be included in the record.
(The unread portion of Senator Proxmire's statement follows:)
The dividend or interest recipient would report on his tax return (1) the net

amount of dividends or interest he received after withholding, (2) 22 percent of
the net amount received, and (3) the suni of the net amount received and the
amount withheld computed, as indicated, in step 2. The taxpayer would then
compute his tax on his total taxable income including the amount shown in
step 3 and would claim a cre(lit against his final tax liability for the amount com-
puted in step 2.

For example, assume a corporation declares and pays a dividend of $100 per
share. The dividend recipient would receive $82 after the tax had been withheld.
On his return, the dividend recipient would report the $82 net dividend received.
In step 2 lie would add the $18 in tax withheld (22 percent times $82) and the sum
of these amounts, $82 plus $18 or $100, would be reported as his total dividend
income, lie would then compute his tax in the ordinary maner upon his total
income including the $100 dividend and claim the credit in the amount of $18
against this tax.

It should be noted that this plan calls for no special forms to be filed by the
dividend or interest recipient and very little additional calculation to be made fly
him in completing his tax return. Indeed, the required changes in the tax form
would he very modest and would therefore involve little, if any, additional com-
pliance burden for the dividend and interest recipient.

It should also be noted that the paying company would not be required to
keep records, for this purpose, of each dividend or interest payment or of the
amount withheld with respect to each payment. Nor would the paying company
be required to submit a withholding receipt to the interest or dividend recipient.
The additional compliance burden, therefore, for the paying company would also
be extremely modest, requiring only a flat percentage deduction from the amount
actually paid or distributed to the dividend or interest recipient and a brief
return to the Internal Revenue Service of the amounts so withheld.

On three previous occasions the Treasury Department has sought legislation
to 1eal with the problem of under-reporting of dividend and interest income.
Phmas for withholding were offered in 1942, in 1950, and again in 1951. Each
of these plans was rejected Irimarily on the basis of certain practical problems.

plahie a whicl I offer today would overcome these practical difficulties while
foreclosing a major area of tax evasion.

h'l( pricilal problem cited in connection with the previous withholding plans
was that it would involve withholding of tax on individuals and organizations
which, for one reason or mother, incur no tax liability with respect to the dividend
or interest payment. The plan I proposed today would eliminate this dificulty
by providing for ( uick refunds to such individuals or organizations of amy tax
withheld. The extraordinary success vhich the Internal Revenue Service has
achieved in providing quick refunds of overwithhield taxes it)on filing of tax-
payers' anal returns but before audit of returns, clearly demonstrates that
quick refutIs for any taxes which iiay be overwithheld on interest and dividend
paynellts is quite feasible. The dividend or interest recipient incirring no tax
liabilities with reslxet to the dividend or interest receipt would be perniitted to
file a claim for refund immediately upon receipt of the dividend or interest pay-
mentt, hy completing aid remitting to the district director of internal revenue a
simple formn showing the dividend recipient's name and address, the name and
address of the dividend or interest pavor, and the aniolnt of the dividend or
interest received. Use of this quick refund device would eliminate the objection
to previous plans that many individuals and organizations without tax liability
would be deprived of the use of the tax withheld upon their dividend smid interest
income for a fairly long period of time. At the most, under the quick refund
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plan, the dividend or interest recipient would have to wait about one-half a
calendar quarter for iefund of the tax withheld.

The second practical objection to previous plans for withholding oil interest
and dividend was that they involve substantial burdens oil withholding agents.
This objection should not have been particularly persuasive when offered in 1950
and 1951 since by that time every company or organization which would have
been required to withhold on interest or dividends was then withholding on sal-
aries and wages. Some specific types of cases were cited in which it was alleged
the recordkeeping required in connection with withholding would add substantially
to the companies' bookkeeping costs. In the intervening years widespread adop-
tion of machine bookkeeping methods has robbed this objection of virtually all
of its force. Apart from the bookkeeping facility made possible by these tech-
nological advances, however, the extent of the additional record or bookkeeping
required by the withholding plan I am now proposing is very modest indeed.
As already indicated, the withholding agent would be required merely to deduct
a flat percentage of the payment to be made and file a return indicating the total
amount of payments with respect to which tax has been withheld and to remit the
amount of the withheld taxes.

The amendment. that I prol)o,;e would provide for certain exclusions from the
withholding requirement. With respect to interest, the withholding provision
would not be applicable to interest paid by a corporation to any government or
political subdivisions, or wholly owned instrumentalities or agencies thereof, if
the evidence of indebtedness in respect of which such interest is paid is owned by
one or more of such governments, subdivisions, organizations, instrumentalities,
or agencies. Withholding would not apply to interest paid to a foreign corpora-
tion, or any payment of interest to a foreign corporation not° engaged in trade or
business within the United States, a nonresident Alin individual, any partnership
not engaged in trade or business within the United States and composed in whole
or in part of nonresident aliens, or any foreign government or international organi-
zation.

With respect. to dividends, the withholding provision would not, be applicable
to dividends paid under certain specified conditions or by certain specified organ-
izations. These exceptions would not materially reduce the amount of dividends
upon which tax would be withheld at the source. They would significantly re-
duce the administrative burden oil the Internal Revenue Service, without, how-
ever, complicating the simple procedures described above for withholding agents.

The amendment also provides for conforming adjustments in the provisions of
the present law dealing with declaration of estimated tax, which, on the whole,
should simplify the declaration for niany dividend and interest recipijents.

Senator PoxMImlE. 'hat completes my statement, Mr. Chairman.
Senator KF-it. Are there any questions?
Let the record show that a letter was received bv the chairman of

the committee from the Machinery and Allied Products Institute
furnishing three copies of their research study on the effect of the
corporate income tax on investments which will be filed with the
record, but not incorporated in the record.

The committee will recess until 10 o'clock in the morning for an
executive session on the bill, and in the meantime those witnesses vlo
have appeared here and who have splenentel material that they
would like to have included, either for the files of the commlittee or for
the record, may submit it.

(Whereumon, at 4:15 p.m., the committee took a recess, until to-
morrow, Wednesday, June 24, 1959, Pt 10 P.M.)


