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PUBLIC DEBT AND THE BUDGET

MONDAY, JANUARY 30, 1978

T.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE 0N TAXATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT
GENERALLY, CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Harry F. Byrd, Jr. [chairman
of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Senator Byrd.

[The committee press release announcing these hearings follows:]

[Press Release, Jan. 17, 1978]

FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT SETs HEARINGS
ON PUBLIC DEBT AND BUDGET

Senator Harry F. Byrd. Jr., Chairman of the Sulcommittee on Taxation and
Debt Management of the Senate Committee on Finance announced today that
the Committee will hold hearings on January 30 and February 6, 1978 on the
public debt and the implications of President Carter's budget npon the debt.

Hearings on January 30 will begin at 10 a.m., and will consist of a panel of
economists including Dr. Otto Eckstein, Dr. Rudolph G. Penner, and Dr. David
1. Meiselman. The hearings on Felruary 6 will begin at 10 a.m. and will have
as witnesses, W. Bowman Cutter, Executive Associate Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, and Roger Altman, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
for Capital Markets and Debt Management.

The hearings will be hreld in room 2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building.

“President Carter plans to submit the fiscal year 1979 budget to the Congress
on January 23. Congress must look closely at the budget and itz implications
for the national debt and the future performance of our economy.”

Senator Byrd noted that the statutory debt veiling is now $752 billion, and this
expires on March 31, 1978.

“Often the Senate is confronted with last-minute legislation to extend the
debt ceiling,” Senator Byrd said. “These hearings will give the Senate an ad-
vance opportunity to explore the public debt and its economic ramifications.”

Other witnesses who desire to testify at the hearings should submit a writ-
ten request to Michael Stern, Staff Director. Committee on Finance, room 2227,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20310 by no later than the
close of business on January 25, 1978

Legislative Reorganization Act.—Senator Byrd stated that the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, requires all witnesses appearing before
the Committees of Congress “to file in advance written statements of their pro-
posed testimony, and to limit their oral presentations to brief summaries of
their argument.”

Witnesses scheduled to testify should comply with the following rules:

1. A copy of the statement must be filed by nooa the day Lefore the day the
witness is scheduled to testify.

2. All witnesses must include with their written statement a summary of the
principal points included in the statement.

3. The written statements must be typed on letter-size paper (not legal size)
and at least 75 coples must be submitted by the close of business the day before
the witness is scheduled to testify.

(1)
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4. Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Committee, but
are to confine their fifteen-minute oral presentations to a summary of the points
included in the statement.

5. Not more than 15 minutes will be allowed for oral presentation.

Written testimony.—Senator Byrd stated that the subcommittee would be
pleased to receive written-testimony from those persons or organizations who
wish to submit statements for the record. Statements submitted for Incluston in
the record should be typewritten, not more than 25 double-spaced pages in length
and malled with five (3) copies by February 15, 1978, to Michael Stern, Staff Di-
rector, Committee on Finance, room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20510.

Senator Byrp. The committee will come to order.

The budget recently submitted to the Congress by the Carter ad-
ministration estimated that the gross Federal debt at the end of
fiscal year 1979 will be $873 billion. This projected increase in the
Federal debt is the largest yearly increase in our Nation's history,
namely $88.1 billion. The increase in that debt means that the Carter
administration is not able yet to bring Federal spending under
control.

Many people dismiss Governmeni borrowing with the proposition
that the Federal debt is not cause for concern because we owe it to
ourselves. I cannot ignore our debt so easily.

Federal spending is really a claim upon the resources of our Nation.
In borrowing to finance the Federal deficit and roll over past debts,
the Treasury will be competing with the private sector for funds;
public debt will be replacing private debt and private equity which
could be used to finance the capital investment necessary for the future
economic well-being of onr Nation.

The statutory debt ceiling is now $752 billion. This ceiling is sched-
uled to expire on March 31.

Often the Senate is confronted with a last-minute request to con-
tinue to increase the debt ceiling. These hearings will provide the
Senate with an opportunity prior to the actual debt ceiling hearings
to explore in some detail the future course of the Federal debt, the
deficit and the implications of Federal spending upon our economy.

We are fortunate today to have a distinguished group of economic
analysts to testify before our committee. We have a panel of three
economists and, along with them, a noted pollster on economic issues.

The witnesses today will be Dr. Otto Eckstein, president, Data
Resources, Inc.: Dr. Rudolph G. Penner, director of tax policy stud-
tes, American Enterprise Institute; Dr. David I. Meiselman, profes-
sor, graduate economics prograin in northern Virginia, Virginia
Polytechnic Institute; and Albert E. Sindlinger, chairman of the
board, Sindlinger & Co., of Media in Pennsylvania.

Next Monday, Government witnesses will present testimony but I
think that it is important to get the viewpoint of non-Government
experts.

Suppose, Dr. Eckstein, that you lead off, and then we will go to
the other witnesses before we go into the question period.

STATEMERT OF OTTO0 ECKSTEIN, PRESIDENT, DATA RESOURCES
INC.

Mr. Eckstein. Thank you very much, Senator Byrd.
According to the Government’s estimates, the gross Federal debt
will reach $873.7 billion by September 30, 1979. In the ordinary course
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of events, the debt will pass the $1 trillion mark in 1981 or, if we are
lucky, 1982,

Does it matter? Twenty years ago, most economists would have
answered that it matters rather little, because the interest payments
are a transfer within the American people. While there was a revival
of the classical view that there was an intergenerational burden, the
arguments were rather obscure and based on somewhat “iffy”
assumptions,

But circumstances have changed in a variety of ways in the last
20 years, and so it is appropriate to use the occasion of the annual
ritual of the statutory debt limit extension to reach a new assessment
on the importance of the debt burden and of the implications for
budget policy.

The debt is growing rapidly because the budget deficits have be-
come so enormous. As chart 1 shows, the net interest burden as a
percentage of gross national product, which had changed rather little
from the end of World War II until 1967, has risen substantially
since then. Short- and long-term interest rates are much higher in
response to the last decade of inflation, and the size of the debt has
also increased very sharply. The under-financed Vietnam war and
the 1967 slowdown produced the first of the recent frightening deficits.

The 1970 recession and the subsequent stimulative fiscal policy
added three more large deficits. The great recession of 1974-75 added
mightily to the debt. of course. The subsequent recovery. unlike other
postwar business cycle recoveries, is not bringing a rapid shrinkage
of éheadeﬁcits. This condition is the first major issue that must be
studied.

The President’s 1979 budget is a strategy of expansion. The full
employment budget, the best available measure of direct budget im-
pact, shows a sizable increase in its deficit both in fiscal 1978 and
fiscal 1979. This is somewhat at odds with the media description of
the budget. as moderate. How did the need for this budget plan
develop? What are the actual prospects for the 1979 project. after
congressional action and administrative implementation? What are
the implications for the economy ?

According to the Government's estimates, the full employment
budget deficit on the unified budget basis increases from $10 billion
in fiscal 1977 to $32 billion in 1978 and $37 billion in 1979. DRI has
(l;alqulated the comparable estimates on the national income accounts

asis. -

The rise in the deficit is not. quite so extreme, reaching a $25 billion
deficit for 1979. The difference lies in net lending: the Federal housing
agencies are moving back to high lending volumes which are not
included in the national income accounts because they are offset by
asset acquisitions.

But even at the more moderate NTA estimates, a rising full employ-
ment budget deficit in vears 4 and 5 of a business cycle expansion de-
sgrves close examination. The reasons for this budget strategy are
these:

The President has placed employment gains high on his priority
scale. The public and the Congress justifiably expect him to show
steady declines in the unemployment rate.

It 18 my own belief that that is the centerpiece of his election plat-
form, Given that goal, you have to look at the economy.
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The economy would slow down substantially if the budget did not
have an expansionary posture. Consumer spending will rise less than
income in 1978 because the debt burden is already excessive.

There is also considerable evidence in automobile and other retail
§alle_s that consumers are taking steps to bring their debt burden back
in line.

The Government survey of business investment plans leaves little
doubt that investment will not be strong enough to carry the econom
forward alone. A year ago, the administration adopted a growt
strategy based on 10 percent growth in real investment, but that hope
must be abandoned in the light of the survey.

Housing starts are very likely to fall before 1978 is over because of
high interest rates and recent above-trend activity. Finally, the Fed-
eral Reserve, even under the chairmanship of Mr. Miller, is likely to
raise interest rates somewhat further as monetary growth is likely to
continue to be above the 6.5 percent target ceiling over the next 6
months,

There is really need for action. If vou will look at chart 2, you will
see that the proposed action is really quite substantial. This shows the
history of the full employment budget back in 1956, the first year that
you can calculate it reasonably accurately.

You will see in 1956, and through 1965. the full employment budget
was in surplus—not the actual budget ; these are “iffy” numbers; but
the budget would be if there were full employment.

It corrects out the effect of the ecconomy on the budget. We have
these very big deficits in the Vietnam war, break-even years in the
1970's, we have a deficit in 1973, a little surplus in 1974, which I believe
was a mistake. Then in 1975 the deficits begin once more and can be
seen to be growing from 1974 to 1978.

Senator Byrp. If I may, could I interrupt you for a point of
clarification ?

Are the full employment budget figures that you have submitted
here based on zero employment or 4 percent unemployment ?

Mr. EcrsTrIN. No. We use the same method now used by the Govern-
ment. which uses as a baseline a moving, rising, unemployment rate,
which at this time takes 4.9 percent as full employment, which is not
an unreasonable baseline. It uses 4 percent in the past and then moves
it up as the composition of the labor forces distorts young workers and
women,

This uses essentially the method used by the Government. The Gov-
ernment has not yet supplied us with full employment estimates for
the new budget on this basis.

Al right. Will this strategy work ?

The Data Resources Forecast, that is how we make a living, is
somewhat below the projections in the President’s economic report, but
the difference between the two projections is moderate, a total of 1.2
percent by 1980. The DRI answers are somewhat lower for three
reasons.

First, DRI believes that actual budget outlays will again fall short
of the President’s proposals. The spending shortfalls of recent years
appear to have continued into the current fiscal year.

The President’s budget proposals use the second congressional res-
olution as their baseline, but it is apparent that fiscal year 1978 spend-



5

ing will be considerably less, about $5 billion less according to the DRI
estimates.

While there are some areas in the 1979 budget, particularly the agri-
cultural outlays, which could easily prove togbe larger than the Presi-
dent’s estimates, more general spending shortfalls are likely to out-
weigh them.

Second, the DRI forecast is somewhat lower because the large Fed-
eral deficit will produce some “crowding out.” The DRI model is not
monetarist in the sense that every dollar of Federal deficit displaces a
dollar of private spending, but the model does reflect the impact of
Treasury financing on interest rates.

At current conditions, we estimate the crowding-out coefficient, the
loss in private spending for every dollar deficit, at about 30 cents. If
money were tight, or the economy were at full employment, it would
approach $1 as the monetarist position maintains. If the economy were
even more slack, it would even be a lower effect.

At this time, there is no effect.

The Federal Reserve is not likely to permit the rates of increase
in the money supply that would be required to fully accommodate
unified budget deficits of 861 billion, which convert into financing
needs that are substantially greater because of the deficits of off-budget
agencies.

In 1979, the Government's estimate of total borrowing from the
public is $73 billion, &7 billion more than projected for 1978. While
the Government's total financing needs will remain roughly constant
in 1979, a large fraction of 1978’s deficit will be financed by drawing
down unusually large cash holdings.

Finally, DRI projects some final demands to grow a little less than
the administration. This is particnlarly the case in 1979, when DRI
sees a lull in the economy due to reduced housing activity.

The main question about this projection, which is a pretty good one,
and I think most people would find it quite satisfactory, our own pro-
jection—the main question is, will the outside world permit us to
follow this strategy ¢ Our own policies are expansionist, but they are
not in Japan and West Germany.

This year, the differences in growth rates between ours and the
other countries was disequilibriated by the exchange rate, particularly
tlufz~i fall at the end of the year. We did have a large balance of trade
deficits,

If the disparity in economic performance continues through all of
1978, the recent policy change to stabilize the dollar will fail, and
since the United States is not free to let the dollar sink without limit
or to let exchange markets become disorderly, the international con-
straint would become effective on the U.S. economy. Higher interest
rates would be the most direct expression of this influence.

Fortunately. there are scattered signs that the European economies
are beginning to gain some momentum. West Germany’s real GNP
growth rebounded to a 3.4-percent annual rate in the final ?uarter of
1977, following a 0.4-percent advance in the third quarter. Industrial
prod1llction and factory orders are also showing good gains in recent
months,

In France, industrial production jumped 4.1 percent in November,
though it still stood below year-earlier levels and unemployment
showed a good improvement in December.
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In the United Kingdom, the period of decline and stagnation also
seemed to be coming to an end as production rose 0.6 percent in Novem-
ber and retail sales rose a big 3.2 percent in December.

Some of our other principal trading partners are showing less signs
of a turnaround. The Canadian economy reached its highest unem-
ployment rate of the postwar period in December, though %ousing and
retail sales showed improvement near yearend. The Japanese economy,
the largest industrial economy after our own, did not show much re-
newal. While production advanced 2.8 percent in November, retail
sales remain weak, business fixed investment is flat to declining, and
housing starts are not strong despite various Government programs.
Public outlays are showing some increases as the more recent stimulus
packages are beginning to be felt. The (Government has reasserted its
7-percent growth goal for fiscal 1978, though it is too early to assess
whether the Government really means to reach it.

In summary the President’s short-term fiscal policy proposals are
correct, given the actual economic situation. The $25 billion tax reduc-
tion and the associated full-emplovment budget deficits are large and
one could argue responsibly for a few billion dollars less. On the other
hand, given the size of the full-emplovment budget deficit planned
for years 4 and 5 of the expansion, it would be a serious error to aim
at tax reductions beyond $25 billion, or to aim at budget deficits
beyond $60 billion.

In the longer term, the presence of a large national debt raises a
different set of issues. The burden of the debt is not measured by the
interest payments or the absolute size in relation to the GNP, because
inflation, including inflation created by the budget, steadily erodes
the real burden of the debt. The burden is found elsewhere.

If you want to view it brutally, the 6-percent inflation rate reduces
the real burden of a §750 billion debt by ${2 billion a year. The real
burden is really found somewhere else.

First, an increasing share of the debt is now owed to foreigners.
As recently as 1970, the debt held abroad was small. The international
monetary crisis that began in 1971 led to the acquisition of $45 billion
of our debt by foreigners, principally central banks. The balance of
poeyments deficits created by the oil crisis and the recession led to
foreign purchases of another $33 billion in the years 1975-77 and the
prospects are that foreign acquisitions will continue near the $20 bil-
lion a year mark for some time.

Thus, it is no longer true that we “owe it to ourselves”—some of the
debt has become an external burden to the American people and we
pay interest like any other debtor. '

Besides the interest burden, the new dependence on foreign financ-
ing is eroding our freedom of action both in domestic and public
policy. While there are some advantages in building economic and
political ties to the oil-producing countries who are buying our debt,
the United States will pay a price for these relationships. Indeed, the
sudden switch in U. S. foreign exchange rate policy this month is gen-
erally attributed to this factor. ]

The Federal debt is offset by very little real Government capital.
The big growth in Government spending has been in a variety of in-
come benefit programs, and in ts-in-aid to States which prepon-
derantly also go for current outlays. According to the always interest-
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ing special analysis D of the Federal Bnd;fret, page 85, of a total 1977
budget outlay of $402 billion, only $24 billion went for civil physical
assets, $3 billion for net loans and financial investments, and $11 bil-
lion for civil research and development, a total of $38 billion or less
than 10 percent.

Another $20 billion went for education and training, which can be
considered a form of investment in human resources. 61\ the military
side, major equipment and public works represent only $21 billion of
$98 billion.

By any reasonable definition, the bulk of the debt is being created
for consumption purposes. The continued expansion of the scope of
Government, taking an ever larger share of the GNP, gives every sign
of curtailing the country’s long-term growth.

The growth of the debt reflects a decisionmaking process in which
outlays are not validated by a willingness to pay. The weakness of
modern fiscal policy has always been that it removes the discipline of
the balanced budget. If the political process must levy the taxes to pay
for the expenditures, there 1s likely to be a more careful scrutiny than
if the expenditures can be clothed in the virtue of deficit-created stim-
ulus packages.

In a year of recession, the loss of discipline is not important because
resource costs really are lower since labor and capital would otherwise
be idle. But we are now talking about large deficits in years 4 and /i of
a recovery with no serious prospect of a return to a situation where
expenditures again have to be scrutinized in terins of their tax costs.

The dangers posed by this situation to the efliciency of resource use
in the public sector should not be ignored.

In dealing with the national debt, one must be realistic. The debt
will grow and the Congress will have to raise the debt limit. This com-
mittee is wise to focus public attention on the growth of the debt each
vear. A rapidly expanding debt is a seriou. sign of weakness in the
way we manage our economic affairs. Fiscal policies designed to undo
the restraining of monetary policies, ineffectual expenditures with low
mutipliers anﬁ little Jong-term value, inflationary public and private
policies which limit our prosperity, these and other flaws ultimately
become converted into a rising national debt.

Our children and grandchildren will judge us not so much by the
size of the debt burden in relation to the GN I, but in terms of our ac-
complishments in solving our economic problems and thereby gradu-
ally slowing the growth rate of a rapidly rising national debt.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator Byrp. Thank you very much, Doctor. That was indeed a
ve,riy interesting presentation,

he next witness will be Dr. Rudolph G. Penner, director of tax
policy studies, American Enterprise Institute.

STATEMENT OF RUDOLPH G. PENNER, DIRECTOR OF TAX POLICY
STUDIES, AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

Mr. PeNneRr. There seems to be an aura of gloom hanging over
American and foreign financial markets. The stock market is valuing
the real value of the corporate capital stock very much lower than it
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‘would cost to replace it. The dollar is weak, and generaly there is a
feeling that economic policymakers do not know Wiat to do next.

In many ways, I find this pessimism puzzling, because we have done
extremely well economically since the horrors of the recession of 1974—
75. We have raised employment by 8 million. We have reduced the un-
employment rate from a high of 9 percent to 6.4 percent. Even the in-
flation rate has been, in the last 9 months, about half of what it was
during much of 1974,

So the recovery, I think, is proceeding in a satisfactory manner in
the sense that real growth is continually lowering the unemployment
rate,

The main problem that we face is inflation. While we have made
progress in the last 3 years, the consensus forecast is that that rate will
remain at about 6 percent over the next 2 years.

Now, I think that it is the worry about inflation that is the single
most important element causing uncertainty in domestic and foreign
financial markets.

So it is within this context that we begin to debate the President’s
economic program in 1979 and I would Iike to concentrate this testi-
mony on first, the appropriateness of the deficit that has been recom-
mended and then on the appropriateness of the income tax propoals.

The same inflation that makes financial markets so urneasy is inexor-
ably pushing taxpayers into higher and higher tax brackets. If a per-
son gets a cost-of-living raise, he finds that that raise is taxed at a
higher marginal rate than was a similar raise last year. If he gets a
merit increase on top of the cost-of-living raise, it is taxed at even
higher marginal tax rates.

The effect of this is well illustrated by a chart that T have attached to
my testimony that appeared in the fact sheets that went along with
the President’s tax message.

The chart uses the ratio of taxes paid to personal income to measure
the income tax burden. The chart reveals a sawtooth patt2rn. When-
ever the burden starts to rise, the Congress has typically offset the rise
with a legislated tax cut. This occurred throughout the sixties and early
seventies and as a result, the tax burden in 1976 was about equal to the
burden that was extant in the early 1960’s.

There is a slight reduction in the burden in 1977, but despite the
President’s proposed tax reductions, the tax burden rises in 1978 and
1979. In other words, those proposals do not fully offset the effects of
inflation and real growth pushing people into higher tax brackets and,
if nothing happens after 1979, the tax burden soars. By 1981, it would
reach 12 percent—a level higher than at any time during the period
‘sh?wn in the chart, and a level 20 percent higher than that existing in
1976.

I do not expect that either the administration or the Congress will
want to see the burden rise that rapidly and there will be intense pres-
sures to have another tax cut even if the 1979 tax cut advocated by the
President is accepted. Those future tax cuts will make it dificult to
make progress against lowering the deficit.

" The chart, of course, does not even show the social security burden
that would cause the total burden to rise even more rapidly.

Despite the fact that the President’s tax cut for individuals is not
really a tax cut, he is not able to advocate a fall in the deficit of any sig-
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nificance. As we look at the appropriateness of this policy, we have to
be careful to judge it by the economic conditions that are expected to
prevail in 1979 and 1980 when, with some timelags, this deficit will be
having its major economic impact. In the absence of bad luck or bad
licies, the unemployment rate should be at or under 6 percent for
most of those 2 years, ) )

No economist knows for sure when demand pressures will begin
again, or, in other words, at what unemployment rate we shall begin to
see an acceleration of inflation again. But there are careful students of
labor markets who believe that we shall either be at the danger point or
perhaps already passed it once the unemployment rate goes below 6
percent. . . ..

Therefore, I conclude that, given that inflation is the one macroeco-
nomic problem where we do not seem to be making much progress and
given that we shall be reaching fairly low levels of unemployment
when this deficit has its major impact, the deficit should be somewhat
lower. I would set a target of about $50 billion, recognizing that this
does not indicate much pfo%:‘ess in lowering the deficit and that it really
represents a fairly trivial change in policy in the $2.3 trillion economy
expected for fiscal 1979.

However, I advocate that kind of change simply to show that we are
worried about the deficit in the long run and fwould hope that this
would have a saluto Iasycholo ical impact. I would also hope that it
would make Mr. Miller’s difficult new job at the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem just slightly easier, and that it would give foreigners slightly more
confidence in the ultimate value of the dollar.

How do you get there? My goal is modest, because I recognize
the difficulties. The President has suggested that his proposed outlay
figure of $500 billion represents a “lean and tight” budget. The next
%age of my testimony suggests that, while it is certainly lean, it is not

raconian,

I suppose the one point on which I differ from Mr. Eckstein a little
bit is this question of the shortfall. I would not swear that we would
not have another shortfall in spending in 1979. However, the Office of
Management and Budget has gone to extreme lengths to improve their
estimates. Some of their assumptions are already out of date. For ex-
ample, the interest rate on the public debt is higher than what they
assume in calculating the interest bill. So I do not think that we should
count on a shortfall. Again, I would not swear that one will not occur,
but I think that cost overruns are almost equally likely as we Jook
ahead to 1979.

In the prepared testimony, I talk about the difficulties of cutting
spending that we all know so well, and conclude that we shall have to
show extreme discipline to hold to the level of spending advocated by
the I;;'emdent, because there will be enormous pressures to exceed that
number.

The question is, then, how do I get to my $50 billion deficit? T get
there by having a lesser tax cut. I reduce the President’s tax cut i
two ways. First of all instead of making the tax cut effective October 1,
1978 as the President suggests, I would delay the implementation

until January 1 of 1979. That, alone, would reduce t! it by
5 billion, rorgghlyspeaking. ; u uce the deficit by about
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I would also lower the amount of the tax cut to about $15 billion
with it being shared between individuals and business in about the
same way as the President suggests.

How should such an indivigual tax cut be distributed? I would like
to spend a little bit of time on the proposed distribution of the Presi-
dent’s tax cut because I do not think that the fact sheets that have
been issued by the Treasury are very revealing.

They look at the distribution of those tax cuts at a given level of
money income. As I already noted, inflation and real growth is con-
stantly changing that income, so you have to look at comparable
people in 1979 and in 1977,

At the very back of the testimony, I have a rather complicated table
which adjusts only for inflation, and in the extreme lefthand column
of that table, I show dollar levels of income which provide the same
purchasing power in 1977 and 1979, given the inflation assumptions in
the budget. The budget assumes that the price level in 1979 will be at
about 12 percent higher than the price level in 1977. So each of the 1979
income levels in that table are 12 percent higher than the 1977 levels.
I then look at the tax burden implied under the 1977 law and under
the 1979 law proposed by the President.

The middle three columns show the average tax rates and what hap-
pens to them when you combine social security and personal income
tax rates. The last column shows what happens to the total tax bur-
den—again in real purchasing power measured in 1977 dollars.

If, for example, you look at the first panel of that table, you see
that a person with $8,900 in 1977, gets the same before-tax purchasing
power with $10,000 in 1979. A family of four at this income level gets

_a tax cut of $118 measured in terms of constant purchasing power, so
that this particular family would, indeed, be better off as a result of
the President’s cut.

As we go down the table to higher and higher levels of income,
however, we see that the effect of a tax cut is lowered, and the break-
even point is roughly $17.000 in terms of 1977 income. Above that level,
the people find that they actually have a tax increase.

If we go all the way up to the $35,600 level in 1977, we find that
although the person gets a raise préviding the same before-tax
purchasing power, or $10,000 in 1979, the family has lost some $557
in purchasing power because the tax burden has risen. In other words,
the President is recommending a highly redistributive pattern of cuts
when it is considered in conjunction with the social security increases.

This highly redistributive pattern comes on top of other tax changes
in the last 3 years that have all favored the lower part of the income
distribution. The earned income credit, created in 1975, favored the
working poor. The decision to have a $35 per exemption credit instead
of raising the basic exemption also favored the lower income groups.

The standard deduction increase in 1977 had its main impact at the
lower end of the income scale, while all through this period, inflation
and real growth have been pushing the upper ia]f of the income scale
into higher and higher marginal brackets. Although the chart that I
showed you before indicated that, in the aggregate, the Congress has
offset the effects of real growth and inflation, they have not provided
a full offset for the top half of the distribution.
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The choice of a proper distribution of the tax burden, clearly rests
on value judgments. Basically, we must ask how egalitarian should the
income distribution be ? And, to some degree the decision also rests on
economic judgments regarding how much incentive should be given
people to work their way up the income ladder. My own judgment is
that we have been moving very fast and very far in redistributing
income without a very good, explicit debate about what our eventual
goals are, ‘

Are we really aiming for an egalitarian societ\}\or do we want to
have a society in which the Government plays a lesser role in redis-
tributing income?

When I look at how my small tax cut should be redistributed for
1979, I would like to keep it fairly neutral distributionally, given all
of the tax cuts that have favored the lower income groups recently and
T would reduce the burden somewhat on the upper half of the
distribution.

Roughly speaking. T would try to compensate for inflation. This
means designing a tax cut that has the highest proportionate cuts at
the bottom of the distribution. but the highest absolute cuts at the top.

In very general terms, it takes that kind of tax cut to correct for
inflation because inflation tends to increase the tax burden more
rapidly, proportionately. at the bottom of the income distribution. It
is those people that experience the most rapid increase in the average
tax rate as inflation pushes them further up the income scale.

The sort of tax cut that I would recommend would raise the basic
exemptions from $750 to something like $800 and leave some room for
cuts in marginal rates, as well,

If one were adjusting for inflation perfectly. you would widen the
brackets rather than cut rates, but T think there is some merit 1n
cutting rates on this occasion.

Unfortunately, the size of the tax cut that I'am proposing—which
would be about 5 percent of tax liabilities or $11 billion—is not
sufficient to compensate for inflation and social security tax increases
between 1977 and 1979.

Therefore, I am really advocating a tax increase for everybody, and
it is unpleasant to do such a horrible thing. But I think that, unless we
show more discipline on the spending side, the requirement to bring
down the deficit really leaves us no other choice.

I would just like to take 1 minute to talk about two proposals in the
budget that might go unnoticed but which I think are very important
to this committee.

We have been talking about the role of Government debt in the
economy. There is one area of Government activity that never gets
much notice. That is the whole area of making direct loans and guar-
anteeing debt made by private lenders. An immense amount of activ-
ity goes on in these areas.

The gross value of Government loans and guarantees are expected to
be $99.7 billion in fiscal 1979, and the whole quantity of outstanding
loans and guarantees is expected to be $360.8 billion, a value about
one-half the value of the national debt.

These activities, while we hardly ever pay any attention to them,
have important resource allocation effects. When the Government
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fnarantees the debt of one person, whether it be a mortga%e or a ship
oan or whatever, it makes it harder for everybody else who does not
have such Government guarantees to borrow money. And, because of
the guarantee, a private issue becomes very much hke the Govrnment
debt, in that it does bear the full faith and credit of the U.S. Govern-
ment if there is & default. As far as the lender is concerned, such issues
compete directly with the national debt and therefore raise the interest
bill that has to be paid by the Federal Government.

So guarantees are very important, and yet they have gone virtually
uncontrolled and unstudied. The President has proposed that his
budget process and the congressional bud%et process impose an annual
limit on guarantees and direct loans, and I would urge you to examine
that proposal very carefully, and, I hope, sym;iathetlcally,

The other rather unusual proposal which I think merits careful
study is the notion of taxing unemployment benefits where adjusted
gross income exceeds $25.000 on joint returns or $20,000 on single
returns. Where a family like that is receiving unemployment insur-
ance, it is usually because the family contains more than one person in
the labor force and in that situation, the tax-free nature of the unem-
ployment benefit means that if someone actually does go out and takes
a job, the gain in terms of net income is very, very small.

You can easily create a situation where 80 percent of the salary is
essentially lost, and therefore taxing the unemployment benefits would
reduce the incentive to stay unemployed longer and I would therefore
strongly support this administration initiative.

Thank you.

Senator Byrp. Thank you very much, Dr. Penner.

Dr. David Meiselman, professor, graduate economics program, Vir-
ginia Polytechnic Institute. Would you proceed ¢

STATEMENT OF DAVID I. MEISELMAN, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
DIRECTOR, GRADUATE ECONOMICS PROGRAM IN NORTHERN
VIRGINIA, VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE
UNIVERSITY

Mr. MeiseLMAN. Thank you, Senator. :

As a first approximation, the cost of Government is measured by the
resources used 1n the public sector, not by the taxes we pay. When labor
and capital and raw materials are used in the public sector, they are
obviously not available for use in the private sector.

Private sector output and employment are thereby lower than they
would otherwise be. %oin without the private sector output covering
everything from food to houses is the cost of government and public
sector output, and the cost associated with the benefits of public sector
activities,

This cost exists independently of the means that are used to finance
Government expenditures, whether taxes are high enough—or low
enough—to balance the budget, or whether there is a budget deficit
financed either by selling bonds to the Eublic or by having the bonds
purchased by the Federal Reserve with newly created—some would
say newly printed—money.

This is why any significant reduction in the costs of Government re-
quires a corresponding reduction of Government expenditures. This is
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also why tax reduction without expenditure reduction may give the
appearance of a reduction in the costs of Government to some taxpay-
ers, but this is largely an illusion.

The deficit must be financed, and the interest on the public debt must
be paid out of future taxes. True, the tax may be deferred to a later
date, but the future tax bill will have to be higher because of the
interest on the public debt.

I may add that I see no important difference here between future
dollars used to pay obligations represented by outstanding Treasury
securities, now in the neighborhood of $750 billion and other legal
and “moral” unfunded obligations of the Federal Government to pay
future dollars for such items as social security, military, and civil
service pensions, and the like, )

To be sure, these unfunded obligations are subject to modification
in the future, just as the real value of Treasury securities are subject
to modification by future inflation. In any event, it would appear that
current and unfunded obligations are many times greater than the
staggering but more precisely measured funded Federal debt.

For the moment, holding aside questions about the relative efficiency
of resources used in the private sector versus those used in the public
sector and the associated relative returns, each method of financing
Government expenditures has a bearing on overall efficiency, both in
terms of facilitating a shift of resources from private to publie sector
use and also in terms of the efficient use of the remaining resources
available to the private sector.

Every method of financing Government alters relative prices and
changes the context in which private decisions are made. Against the
alternative of a hypothetical neutral tax, every tax and every deficit
makes the private sector less efficient. Although some kinds of taxes
do impose less distortions and inefficiencies than others, in the real
world there is no such thing as a completely neutral tax or a neutral
deficit. Every tax and every deficit adds its own costs, measured by the
loss of the efliciency of the private sector, to the other costs of resources
pushed out of the private sector into public sector use.

It s in this sense that no tax is a good tax and no deficit is a good
deficit. By the same token, the correct evaluation of the costs of gov-
ernment must also include the loss of output and employment and the
inefficiencies resulting from the unavoidable necessity to finance gov-
ernment expenditures.

There is, of course, no precise way to measure whether the benefits
of Government expenditures are sufficiently high to justify their costs,
especially since the people paying the costs may not be the same as the
people receiving the benefits. However, it is widely acknowledged
that eur present tax and expenditure mechanism is heavily biased
toward excessive Government siending, especially since the costs of
Government tend to be diffuse whereas the benefits are highly specific.

Indeed, these are compelling reasons for tighter lids on total Gov-
ernment expenditures as well as for the closer links between expendi-
tures and highly visible taxes to pay for those expenditures envisaged
by proponents of mandated balanced budgets.

or the present, it would seem that few people feel that they are
getting their taxes’ worth from the vast array of Government pro-
grams. We are paying more and enjoying it less.

23-544—78——2
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In light of this, any increase in the Federal budget would appear to
Le excessive. Indeed, a substantial reduction in Government expendi-
tuaes and in the scale and scope of Government would seem to be in
order. -

- Taxes generally force or induce us to do things differently and there-
by reduce the inherent efficiency of a free market private property
system. When a tax increases the cost of labor, fewer workers are
employed or they are required to accept a correspondingly lower wage.
When a tax reduces the return from a work, we work less, and so forth.

Similarly, deficits also force or induce us to do things differently
because limited financial resources otherwise available to finance pri-
vate sector capital formation are bid away by the financing needs of
the U.S. Treasury. These problems are not avoided when the Federal
Reserve buys Treasury securities -vith newly-created Federal Reserve
credit; they are compounded by the subsequent inflation.

In any event, in part, taxes and deficits that force or induce us to
use less so that the Government can have more also have the unin-
tended results of making the private sector less efficient. As I shall
discuss in a few minutes, the problem is especially critical with respect
to the impact of public policies on saving and investment because of
the differentially heavier burden the tax system now imposes on
income devoted to capital formation rather than consumption or
Government.

Some Government expenditures are devoted to purchases of goods
and services and are thereby resource using in the sense that the
Government itself directly acquires the use of labor, capital, or raw
materials as would be the case when the Federal Government buys a
submarine for national defense or hires more lawyers to promulgate
more regulations.

Increasingly, however, a larger and larger fraction of the Federal
budget is devoted to transfer payments. In the President’s budget
document for fiscal 1979, less than 35 percent of total Federal expendi-
tures are for the direct purchase of goods and services by the Federal
Government. The remainder of the half-trillion dollar budget is
largely devoted to transfer payments to individuals—about 40 per-
cent—grants-in-aid to State and local governments—16 percent—and
interest on the national debt—S8 percent. i

" But these expenditures do more than redistribute income by taxing
Peter to pay Paul because the taxes and the deficits that pay for the
transfer payments and the grants-in-aid make the economy as a whole
Jless efficient. ' ' .

When transfer payments and the size of the budget are small, this
dead-weight loss is correspondingly small. However, the rapid growth
in transfer payments and grants-in-aid since the mid-1960’s means
that financing the massive scale of these programs significantly
reduces the size of the pie being sliced up, ‘
“Holding aside the difficult ethical and political problems of large-
scale income redistribution, I believe that problems of slow growth,
inefficiency, impaired employment opportunities and inflation created
by the zeal for redistribution are some of the Nation’s ‘most vexing
and embarrassing problems, problems which cannot be solved with-
out a significant moderation of the Federal Government’s redistribu-
tionist policies. R
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I may add that the size distribution of income appears to have been
changed little by these policies and in no systematic way. All we
can definitively say is that, in aggregate, the Nation is poorer be-
cause of the redistributionist policies, in part because of the retarded
growth of plant and equipment resulting from the increases in taxes
on saving and investment. In turn, less capital means lower labor pro-
-ductivity and thereby both lower wages and impaired employment
opportunities. .

Moreover, there is now a large and growing number of informed
students of the problem who contend that the net effect of recent pub-
lic policies intended to make income distribution more nearly equal
has been to impair opportunities for the poor, weaken the family, and
to make income distribution less equal.

It would seem that old ways of thinking about the problems of
poverty and unemployment are so deeply ingrained that even when
there is acknowledgment that public policies are counterproductive,
proposed new solutions repeat many of the same old errors and prom-
1se to make a bad situation even worse.

For a current example, consider the welfare system, a disaster
area of public policy, and new initiatives to change the system. It is
gencrally recognized that the present welfare system has caused more
unemployment and has perpetuated poverty.

The administration’s welfare proposal contained in H.R. 9030 at-
tempts to deal with the welfare mess.

At the request of the Law and Economics Center of the University
of Miami, I have just completed a detailed analysis of the administra-
tion’s welfare proposal, including its provisions to create and fully
fund the largest public service employment program since the 1930’s.
With your permission I would like to submit the study for the record.

My analysis concludes that, despite the administration’s claims that
the program will shift the poor from welfare dependency to produc-
tive jobs, especially in the private sector, and at low additional cost to
the taxpayers, the results of the new program will be quite the

‘contrary. ‘

Also, my study shows that, if enacted into law, H.R. 9030 would
cause a_further expansion of the public sector that potentially will
attract a large segment of low- and middle-income workers out of the
private sector into low productivity, low priority, and largely dead-
end public sector employment. Costs will be substantially higher than
the administration forecasts. A whole new welfare class is likely to
emerge, and family stability will be further impaired.

The ultimate costs will include both lower overall employment and

“less economic growth. At the same time, the basic causes of the current
problems of unemployment and poverty, poor government policies
that have increased barriers to employment and to gaining work skills
'Whi](;; increasing incentives to unemployment and welfare, all-are left
Intact. .

+ I turn now to several observations about soine of the connections be-

‘tween our slow economic growth—since 1960 perhaps the slowest of
all the Western industrial countries, and publie policy. The major rea-
‘son for our poor performance i that the American economy has been
devoting too many resurces to consumption and to government, and
not enough to the capital formation which makes growth possible.
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Thus, there has been a slowing of the growth and capital per worker.,
The sharp rise in the labor force in recent years has not been matched
by any corresponding speedup in the rate of capital formation. .

To place the recent slowdown in capital formation per worker in
perspective, in the 1950-55 period, the growth of capital per worker
increased at the rate of 3.6 percent per year, and slowed in the decade
thereafter. From 1965 to 1970, capital per worker increased at the rate
of 2.6 percent per year. .

In the 1970’s there has been a sharp decline in the growth of capital
per worker. The Congressional Budget Office estimates that it grew
at the rate of about 1.6 percent per year between 1970 and 1975 and
only 1 percent per year since 1975. L

In fact, during the current business cycle expansion since early 1975,
real gross nonresidential fixed capital formation has increased only
slightly and has actually declined as a fraction of gross national prod-
uct. This is hardly the basis for the economic growth and the expan-
sion of opportunity which the Nation can and should achieve,

This slowing growth in capital per workers is the result of a number
of public policy measures, which, by unduly penalizing saving and
investment, have diverted resources that individuals would prefer to
devote to capital formation and future consumption toward present
consumption by households and by government. And one of the worst
sets of policies, resulting in this wasteful distortion, is our Federal
tax system.

The fundamental bias against capital formation in our tax system
results from the multiple taxation of income which is saved and in-
vested. Individuals must pay taxes on essentially all income they earn,
whether they spend it immediately or save it. Tie same holds true for
corporations and their profits.

his means that a dollar of current income is taxed only once when
spent on consumer goods.
. However, the same dollar of current income devoted to saving is sub-
ject to multiple taxation because taxes must also be paid on the inter-
est, dividends, capital gains, and the like that result from saving and
investing. The use of income for saving is thereby taxed at substantially
higher rates than the use of income for consumption. People naturally
res’f)opd by saving and investing less. N

his distortion by multiple taxation is particularly great in the case
of dividends, for the return on equity is also subject to an initisl cor-
porate profits tax of 48 percent. To be sure, so-called capital gains are
taxed at lower rates than ordinary income, but this only moderates
the distortion ; it does not eliminate it.

The damage wrought by our Federal tax system has been aggravated
by inflation which creates false business progts and false capital gains,
and thereby.mcg'eases the tax bias against saving and investment.

The combination of our present tax system plus inflation itself the
result of poor public policy, mainly bad Federal Reserve monetary
policy, results in a set of capital levies on both business and individual
wealth and also puts individuals into higher income tax brackets when
their real pre-tax incomes remain the same. These capital levies and
higher tax rates are nowhere to be found in the tax code, and tacitly

raising tax rates and imposing capital levies by inflation rather than by
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explicit debate and legislation are not among the Congress’ more forth
right and honorable actions. L. . .

For yet another public policy that impairs saving and investment, I
would call your attention to a recent study by Prof. Martin Feldstein
of Harvard which indicates that the present social security system sig-
nificantly reduces private saving. Professor Feldstein has reported
that social security benefits lead employees to reduce the funds they set
aside for their retirement almost dollar for dollar with any increase in
social security benefits, thereby reducing the pool of private saving
available to finance capital formation. ) )

To sum up, the costs of Government continue to rise. It costs usmore ;
we are enjoying it less. Few of us believe that we are getting our taxes’
worth. By trying to level incomes, public Hohcy has reduced the size of
the pie without significantly altering its istribution. The tax system,
heavily biased against saving and invesiment when there is no inflation,
is made even more biased by inflation, itself the result of poor public

licy.
poTh); administration’s budget promises more of the same, and the ad-
ministration’s welfare reform, if enacted into law, will result in fewer
jobs and still greater welfare dependency.

Central to the solution of these problems is the size of the budget
and the deficit. The staggering deficit of the Federal Government must
be eliminated, primarily through expenditure control, partly to avoid
having the deficit crowd out needed private capital formation.

We must also correct the longstanding bias in the Federal tax system
against saving and investment. For fuﬁ tax equality between the con-
sumption and saving uses of after-tax income, savings should be deduc-
tible from the income tax base so that only consumption is taxed.
Progressivity can be built into such a tax and I would favor a mild de-
gree of progressivity with appropriate deduction for human capital
outlays such as health care and education.

I would also favor an indexing arrangement to keep “real” tax rates
intact, With the full deductibility of saving, taxes on corporate income
and on capital gains can be eliminated. In addition, taxes such as the
estate and gift taxes that yield little revenue and create much mischief
can be reduced or eliminated.

A roughly equivalent alternative would be a value added tax with
appropriate deductions for capital outlays.

For other desirable tax changes, I would urge the Congress to review
the record and follow the examples of the Kennedy administration
and of the Congress during the early 1960’s, actions which set the stage
for a surge of cconomic growth as well as for the elimination of
inflation.

Then, the distortions of the tax system were moderated by effectively
reducing the tax biases against saving and investment by means of a
combination of policies that included more rapid depreciation and the
investment credit as well as the reduction in both corporate and per-
sonal tax rates. The Kennedy tax cuts have been more than offset by
inflation moving people and businesses into higher tax brackets. We
would need tax cuts to get us back to the Kennedy tax rates.

Finally, I would recommend the rejection of the administration’s
welfare reform package.
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Senator Bysp. Thank you very much. )

These have been three most interesting presentations from outstand-
ing economists. The committee also has, today, Mr. Albert E.
Sindlinger. ' L

You know, we in government fmq]:xently tend to be theoretical in
our outlook on legislative matters. That may also be the case among:
economists. I find Mr. Sindlinger's profession a most interesting one
because he comes in daily contact, and has been doing it for many
years, with several hundred or more consumers each day.

Whatever we may do in government, as I see it, can be easily con-
founded by how the people themselves react to our actions. It is im-
portant that we know, as best we can, something of the thinking of
the consumers, especially housewives, who make the bulk of the pur-
chases. What do they think about what is going on in Washington ¢
What do they think about this new tax program of the President?
What do they think about the spending policies of the Federal
Government ¢

Mr. Sindlinger, you are in a unique situation to give us information
on }.his. We are delighted to have you, and you may proceed as you
wish.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT E. SINDLINGER, CHAIRMAN OF THE
BOARD, SINDLINGER & CO., MEDIA, PA.

Mer. SiypriNGeRr. Thank you for the opportunity of appearing here,.
Senator.

As you just stated, I am going to talk from the standpoint of my
background of having conversations with people, 415 million house-
holds, who have been interviewed over the last 25 years. Anticipating:
that we may not have a very big audience today, I had some special
tabulations made to explain why when you talk bud%et costs in Wash-
ington, you almost have the feeling that you are talking to yourself.

From September 29 through January 25, we made 20,964 inter-
views, and 189 of thess interviews were completed in the suburbs of’
the six counties of Greater Washington. Whenever my interviewers
from Media get their sample selections to call, and when they know
that the telefile that they are going to call is the suburbs of Wash-
ington, they always crack; now I am going to call in the land of milk,.
honey, and money.

To illustrate, on page 2 of my testimony, T have a tabulation of
20,964 interviews made in the last 16 weeks. To save time, you can
read this and you can see how the consumers related their response to
our four key questions on current income, expected household income,
expected job security, and expected business conditions.

And then I skip to page 3 where I break that tabulation down into
the 189 households interviewed in the six Washington suburbs, and
they are listed here as Prince Georges, Montgomery, Arlington, Fair-
fax Counties, and the places of Alexandria and Falls Church. In those
six counties, consumner confidence over the last 16 weeks averaged 78.3
percent. That was because 81 percent of the people had an increase
In income, 69 percent expected increased income in the next 6 months,
62 percent expected more jobs, and 71 percent roughly expected better
business conditions in the next ¢ months.
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Now, those six counties that I am referring to represent 0.9-percent
~ of the total households in the United States, which means that there
are 99.1 percent of the households not living in the land of milk,
honey, and money; and you see over in the righthand column that
their confidence is 54.1 percent during the last 16 months. :
Twenty-nine percent had an income up, and almost the same number
had their income down. Only 30 percent expected gains in income,
only 31 percent nationally expect more jobs, and 30 percent expect
better business conditions.

So this makes the area in which we are talking—this excludes, by
the way, the District of Columbia, bscause the District of Columbia
is like the United States and very much unlike the suburbs.

This table, I think it is important, because everytime I come to
Washington, I have been coming here for many, many years, and in
recent years I always feel that when I enter the city I need a visa or
to show my passport going in and out of this city because it is so unlike
the world that I talk to every day.

In order to keep my remarks brief, I have provided some exhibits.
Quicklf', the first exhibit is to set the mood. The second exhibit, B,
is to illustrate the cause of the error of the Federal Reserve Board in
making its third annual strikeout in interest rates during 1977; and
if we have time, I have exhibit C, to show where our money is and
was; and in D, I illustrate the velocity of our money measures and
also show the velocity of our money in the last 12 months. And F is
a concept of ours where we convert the money that is in the United
States to a per household basis.

In G, I point out how ridiculous our labor market figures are. And
when we talk about, as was just mentioned a minute ago, that the un-
employment rate has been dropped from 9 percent to 6.4 percent, I
want to remind the committee that this is a seasonal adjustment de-
cline, and it is very nice to be able to move people around, seasonably
adjusted: and when we talk about the 4 million people that the econ-
omy has absorbed as new emploved people, I would like to remind the
committes and Congress that this is not because the economy is so
good. This is because people need extra jobs. The second and third
member of a household has to go to work to be able to pay all their
bills. This is the reason for the increase in the labor market, and it is

" not because the economy is absorbing more jobs..I would like to get
that point cleared up.

If all of the U.S. households—and I-think, if we had time, I could
document that—if the 70,800,000 U.S. households operated their fiscal
and monetary policy the way our Government operates its policy, we
would all ber%roke and bankrupt. And, if all U.S. households and cor-
porations were to keep their books on a seasonably adjusted basis, as
the Government operates, and if all income tax returns were to be filed
on a seasonably adjusted basis—and why not—like the Federal Gov-

. _ ernment fixes its monetary policy, if we filed seasonably adjusted in-
come taxes, the IRS would have us all in jail. Then who would pay
the bills?

In the press release announcing this hearing, Senator Byrd, it is
noted that we are talking about a $752 billion national debt ceiling
now, and it is going to be more, with over 70 million households. to
save time, I would like to remind the committee that this national debt
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represents $10,607.54 per household. That is how much the American
households owe, and according to a very extensive study that I now
have in the field, few people know that they have this national debt on
top of the other debts that they do know about, like taking their bank
savings and moving it into their checking accounts to pay for oil and
the Federal Reserve Board reading this as an explosion in the mone
supply and raising interest rates because people are raiding their ba
savings to pay for oil.

It is even worse for people who live with the credo that you cannot
spend more than you make, to have a debt of that magnitude that most
people do not even know that exists.

Senator, you have visited my operation and you have heard people
talk, and the key thing that comes through in all of our interviewing
in recent years is that people say you cannot spend more than you
male. So that, without consent and approval, the U.S. households of
this country are shouldering an extra 510,000 in debt that most people
do not even know they have.

This should not be kept a secret for much longer. It should be cease-
lessly publicized and dramatized, to show the people what the Govern-
ment is really costing them. -

We use a great deal of television time to promote the image of the
President of the United States. I would think that we ought to use a
little television time to promote how much the national debt is and
let people realize that they owe—each household over $10,000 at the
present time.

Speaking of publicizing, as I was writing this, I observed a televi-
sion commercial that came to my mind and it was urging people to buy
Government savings bonds, as if savings bonds were war bonds, and
the cgmn&ercial suggested that it is a patriotic duty to buy these sav-
ings bonds.

A horrible thought ran through my mind yesterday when I saw this,
because if some individual company were promoting the sale of sav-
ings bonds rather than the Government, would not the FTC come
down hard on these commercials as false advertising? Think about it.
What will those patriotically bought savings bonds be worth when
they mature?

Mr. Chairman, you, better than any other member of this commit-
tee know what I am talking about when I refer to people. You and
I fully know well that Congress had better not underestimate the abil-
ity of the people to handle their own money and, I would like to add,
in view of this deficit, to handle their own votes.

Obviously, no one expects these households to come up with this
kind of cash to pay this debt, because they do not have it, but once the
issue is brought to people’s minds, as in a special study that I am now
conducting. I can tell you that there will be a new atmosphere and
there will be more people attending a hearing like this, if it were not
held in Washington.

Once an issue confined to the backburner of public opinion, the
Federal deficit, now it has become the hottest topic in the country. We
are speaking of the Federal deficit. It has become a hot topic because of
what happened not so long ago with the President’s recent state of
the Union message.
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If you are interested, I have some tabulations on how many people
watched the program and what their opinions of the state of the
Union are. I have made some tabulations here of the question—on
page 7, I am referring to now—where we asked, and we have asked
this question for the last 22 years—what would you say right now is
the No. 1 problem that faces this entire country, that you yourself
are most concerned about ¢

And in reference to this question and the tabulations shown on page
7, I would like to add that when most peoPIe are asked this question,
they will give multiple responses. They will combine unemployment
or inflation or two or three other things, but for this particular ques-
tion, whenever a respondent gives a multiple disclosure or multiple
“choice, we ask him, would you please give me your considered No. 1
problem, so that the tabulations come out nearly to 100 percent.

Without taking time here, you can see that suddenly where 3 per-
cent of the Nation last year, when President Ford gave his state of tne
Union message, only 8 percent of the Nation were concerned about
the budget deficit. That figure has now shot up to almost 1 in 5.

During the 1960’s until recently, most people cared very little about
the deficit because they thought—and, I would add, I think they were
educated to think—that somebody else was going to pay the bill and
that the deficit is good to make the economy grow. Now, deficit is a
dirty word among growing numbers of people from all walks of life
and all shades of opinion, all economic strata, who regard the deficit
as the primary cause of the Nation’s economic dilemma.

In fact, in those tabulations that I showed you, people are now shift-
ing to the deficit in preference to inflation, because they consider the
deficit as a major cause of inflation. This was not true 2, 3, and not even
thought of 4, 5 or more years ago.

Instead of just expressing concern over the general issue of inflation
and unemployment and economic weakness, the people have shifted
their focus to hone in on a number of these problems, and until the
deficit is reduced or eliminated as people tell us, there can be no lasting
cure for inflation or economic stagnation, based upon this special study
I am referring to.

Government spending through the deficit is viewed as a keystone
of inflation. The need to borrow funds to finance deficit—and people
further acknowledge that this keeps interest rates high and a big
deficit is regarded as a barrier to the meaningful reduction of burdens
from taxes.

Perhaps the biggest monkey conceived by the consumers is the fact
that when the Government needs such massive amounts of money to
operate, it deprives the economic mainstream of needed funds from the
private sector.

I would also like to suggest—I have a booklet here that I have
brought along. I was not going to Eass it out, but I would like you,
Senator, to include this in the record because this is an article written
by Dr. Richenbach in West Germany that explains why West Ger-
many is not going to have capital formation and explains why we
are not going to have capital formation in this country.

. On page 9, I showed some of our confidence parameters. I will save
time, because I want some time for some questioning, and you will no-
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tice in recent years, as you look at these charts, we have had & very,
very fast yo-yoing of confidence in recent years. Up and down, up and
down.

Going to page 12, and I want to talk about one of the problems
that we have in common, our money supply problem. We are talking
about the growth of the money supply. We are talking about how fast
the money supply is growing. .

If you reduce the money supply to a per-household basis, you will
find that most of the money supply growth per household is just about
even with the rate of inflation.

The Federal Reserve Board read their figures in error and I would
like to refer to exhibit B here, which shows a chart. This chart shows
that the Federal Reserve Board, in misreading their seasonally ad-
justed figures found, in April M~1 was growing at 21.2 percent, then
1t fell back, then it jumped back again to 19.9 percent and then it
fell back and then it jumped up to 12.7 percent in October and fell
back, and these were the periods of time when the Federal Reserve
Board raised interest rates to cool off what they thought was an explo-
sion in money.

If you look at the chart on the right, which is the Federal Reserve
Board’s not adjusted figures showing the growth of M—1 month by
month, year to year, there was no explosion of money, it was growing
under the target rate and here is an example, the seasonal adjustment
being misread and having the Federal Reserve Board, for the third
straight year, falsely raise interest rates to kill the recovery of 1977
as it was killed in 1976 and as it was killed in 1975, for the same
reason.

These false rises in the interest rate over the seasonal adjustment ex-
plosion of money, which is only seasonally adjusted, is incompetent.
The point is that these improper data and mistakes are leading to im-
plementations of Government policies that hurt people. Before we can
make any move toward cleaning up our problems, the Government has
got to get its books in order. We have got to stop running our books on
a seasonally adjusted basis.

If a business or an individual were to presently seasonally adjust
their records to the Internal Revenue Service, and if we all filed
seasonally adjusted income taxes we would all be in jail. In fact, I
tried a little experiment with my wife, Nellie. I gave her a formula to
seasonally adjust our income taxes over the last 5 years, and I am
going to try this year to file my taxes in two forms: Iyam going to file
my real taxes and I am going to file a seasonally adjusted tax return
and we will see what the IRS does with which return that they want to
take, because the Government operates all of its data, all of its books,
on a seasonally adjusted basis, Why can I not seasonally adjust my
income taxes.

To save time, I came down here, Senator, because I am very worried.
I am not as optimistic as the people who live in Washington.

If you recall, Senator, we had a lot of conversations with a lot of
people in July of 1974 when we saw this recession coming, When I come
to Washington, and when I talk to people in Washington and I talk
about the stock market, I am constantly told, as late as yesterday on
-the telephone, that the stock market is wrong.
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On a 4-week moving average, the stock market is the most accurate
forecaster of the Nation’s economy that exists over the last past two
decades. It is an economic barometer that responds to the confidence
of people and that is why we have successfully forecast the stock mar-
ket over the last 20 years. . L

As I say, I am shocked and dismayed b;" so many high officials in
and out of government who say to me that the stock market is wrong.
‘Given its past record of accuracy, it is, to our way of thinking, incum-
bent upon them to look at the facts, and particularly, Congress had
better start paying some attention to the stock market. . )

The stock market is saying that the Nation’s economy is heading
toward a recession and this cannot be arbitrarily dismissed. In a real
sense, the low levels and the downward directions of the stock market
are involving everything we have touched on today. It is being de-
pressed by the low state of confidence, which, in turn, is resulting from
the monetary shortfall bothering the Nation’s consamer.

With the limitations on time, to conclude, I place so much emphasis,
almost total emphasis, upon the stock market and I would like to dis-
«cuss this Report No. 29, if we have some time. I use the Standard &
Poor 400 Index as a measure of the stock market.

The stock market, as measured by the S. & P. 400 index, is the only
accurate figure on the 4-week moving average that exists, that is real.
The stock market is not revised over and over, it is not seasonally ad-
justed and it cannot be fixed up by people, or manipulated, on & 4-
week moving average. It can be fixed up, manipulated, for maybe 1
day, 2 days, or maybe a week, but the stock market cannot be mani-
pulated on a 4-week moving average.

Every other Government figure is constantly revised. They are sea-
sonally adjusted, which is a fixup process to cover up the errors in the
raw data. That is why these seasonally adjusted figures are so popular,
because those who create them can use the seasonally adjusted to revise
and cover up their mistakes.

We think, and we make fiscal and monetary policy on the basis, that
we have an official inflation rate of 6 to 7 percent. We have discussed
this before, Senator. My data for the past 2 years say that the infla-
tion rate for the things that people are buying is now, and has been,
over 11 percent for the last 2 years.

The reason that the official inflation rate is 6 to 7 percent is because
it is measured on the things that people stopped buying. If I recall,
Mr. Chairman, you were able to get a confirmation of this state-
ment of mine that the inflation rate is 11 percent in some testimony
that you obtained last year. I think it was from one of the members
of the Council of Economic Advisers.

Next month, the BLS is supposed to issite a new CPI, Consumer
Price Index, which has already cost $48 million to create and it was
due to be released in A pril 1977 but was postponed because of so-called
computer problems, It seems to me in a year they could have solved
the computer problem and if NASA can get a man on the Moon, I
would think that somebody could come on over and fix up the computer
‘problem the BLS had.

Senator Byrp. If we could, let’s get to some questions, because I
think you have brought out some most interesting points and I must
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say I remember so well in 1974, I guess it was the summer of 1974, when
you predicted with such accuracy what was going to happen to the
stock market in the next 6 to 8 months, as I necall.glt, could have been
1973.

Mr. SinpLiNeeEr. We predicated a 20-percent decline. I was wiong;
it was 21.

Senator Byrp. I have always thought that Government finance is
such & dry subject; there is no political sex appeal to it, and I do not
see how it is today, but from what you say in your interviewing, if
I understood you correctly, that you l{nd that nearly one person out of
five, somewhere between 18 and 20 percent, appear greatly concerned
about Government deficits, Is that right ¢

Mr. SinpLiNGer. That is what has all come about since the state of
the Union.

Senator Byrp. In other words, your polling shows that, 5 years ago,
or 2 or 3 years ago, there was not great concern about deficit financing
and the Government’s financial position. However, today you have
found the people becoming increasingly concerned about this issue.

Mr. SinprinceEr. The President’s problem is, in the last state of
the Union, he reviewed very clearly and put much emphasis on the
deficit. Also, the press, which has become a powerful force in recent
years, in the immediate 2 or 3 days after the state of the Union con-
centrated on the deficit, and concentrated on the fact that the President
had promised a reduction in expenses and now was raising the deficit.

This has shocked people and, I guarantee you, Senator, if this hear-
ing vc’izfie held anyplace other than Washington, this room would be
crow .

Senator Byro. May I ask other members of the panel what do you
sce as the current inflation rate and what do envision the inflation will
be at the end of this calendar year?

Mr. EcksteIN. Senator, since I am a forecaster I will take on that
question.

The inflation rate for the year 1978, as measured by the Consumer
Price Index, is estimated by us to be 5.6 percent, which is an improve-
ment on the 1977 rate of 6.5 percent. There are some differences in the
computation of inflation. New house prices are rising very rapidly,
13 to 114 percent. Food prices have acted with exceptional moderation
recently.

At the end of this year, we are looking for an inflation rate of 5.4
p;arce;lt. That is the rate that will be occurring during the final months
of 1978.

The reasons for that forecast are very simple. There is 1 percent
from energy inflation, as we move our domestic energy prices to world
prices. The unit labor cost factor will be advancing at & 5 to 6 percent
rate because wages will be going up 8 percent and only 2 percent of
that will be offset by productivity. We do not look for serious demand
inflation,

Utilization rates of industry are 83 percent. which are at least 4 to
8 points below the point where demand inflation can be said to exist.

Unemployment is still high and we do feel, as Dr. Penner also
emphasized in his statement, that in fact, there has been a rate of
improvement on inflation. We got new figures yesterday on the rate
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of increase of the highly visible large wage negotiations and they also
showed a deceleration of a fraction of a point.

But we recognize that there is a range of error in these kinds of
{orecasts. The average error, if you look back 8 to 10 years is about

percent.

Senator Byrp. The forecast usually has been on the low side, I
assume,

Mr. EcksrrIN. Before 1974, on the low side. Since then, our errors
have been, very refreshingly, on the high side.

Mr. SinoriNger. What do you think the new CPI inflation rate is
going to be when it is produced next month ¢

Mr. EcrstEIN. I would be astonished, given the importance of the
CPI and the wage contracts of some 8 to 10 million Americans, that
the rate of inflation of the new index would be very different from
the old index. If it would be different, it would not be acceptable.

Mr. SinpLINGER. Is that because they would fix it ¢

Mr. EckstEIN. The Consumer Price Index is a very elaborate under-
taking. They price out thousands of items in thousands of stores and
the next index will give a little bit different weight to the pieces that
they are pricing. Perhaps they will update a little bit what they are
pricing.

The inflation rate is really around 6 percent, outside of the housing
area where it is higher.

Senator Byrp. One very able American made this comment last
week. Inflation is still the biggest problem of the free world.

We have all found how easy it is to step on the accelerator, but we
have not learned that we must also apply the brakes. All nations of
the Western World have been moving their economies too fast. I know
you are very unpopular when you say that, but it is true. Inflation
1s the enemy of growth, and you cannot have higher levels of employ-
ment unless you control inflation. This view is held by William Me-
Chesey Martin, former chairman of the Federal Reserve Board.

I am wondering whether the panel generally concurs that inflation
is the enemy of growth, and is the biggest problem in the free world?

Mr. PEnnEer. I would think, sir, I would certainly generally agree
with that remark. As I suggested in my testimony, the problem we
face, I think, is uncertainty in the future. I think that tends to make
businessmen and consumers demand, in the economist’s jargon, much
more of a risk premium before they decide to invest in something then
if they could be confident that inflation would be more stable or
declining. : ‘

In other words, they demand a much higher rate of return and it
is partially responsible for the relatively low levels of investment we
have, given the state of our recovery.

- Senator Byrp. I am wondering whether the majority of those 70
million households Mr. Sindlinger has been talking about, see the
picture a little more clearly than most of us in Washington see this
picture, particularly as it regards inflation.

My, SinpLiNGEr. If I may interrupt here, the figure of under 6 per-
cent was just mentioned as an inflation rate. In the President’s speech,
the state of the Union, he used a 6.9 percent inflation rate and the
people I interviewed say, what store does he go to? And the figure
was 6.9 percent.
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Senator Byrp. Whatever the inflation rate might be, it is very high.

Mr. SinpLINGER. It is perceived to be much higher. Anytime anyone
mentions an inflation rate figure of 6 percent, I understand what the
figure is, as well as everybody else does, what the public says, what
store do they go to?

Senator Byrp. My question is, how can the individual citizen pro-
tect himself or herself against inflation{

Mr. MeiseLmaN. Unfortunately, there is no way. If we all tried to
go into debt, which is the popular way, it means in the process we give:
up interest rates, and interest rates reflect what people anticipate the:
future inflation rates are going to be.

There is no way that the people can protect themselves against in-
flation in any systematic and dependable way, if only because we all
have to have a certain amount of money and our money loses value
through inflation. .

The gains and the losses out of this process are very capricious and
haphazard. They do not bear ahy relationship to what we think of as
fair. It has nothing to do with a set of incentives to be efficient or to»
cooperate, and that is one of the reasons that inflation leads, not only
to rdinefﬁciency, but also leads to a breakdown of political and social
order.,

We can chisel our way through for a couple of years, but the cumula-
tive effects are immense and, at the same time, I do not really see that
there is enough will to stop it. The basic tool for stopping it 1is to slow
down in the rate of growth in the money supply.

At the present rates of monetary expansion, or even at the rates of the
last couple of years, we will have a current rate of inflation. There is:
no way we can slow down inflation until the money growth is slowed
down, and on the basis of recent behavioral norms, it would mean for-
M-1 that we would have to get the rate of growth for M-1 down to-
something like 1 percent per year, for M-2 something like 3 or 4 per-
cent per year.

Mr. SinorLinger. May I ask a question? How is the Federal Reserve:
Board going to get M~1 down$

Mr. MeseLmax. They stop the printing press. That is easy.

Mr. SinprLinger. Fiscal policy dictates &at the printing press be run..

Mr. MeseLman. The fiscal policy does not dictate that the Federal
Reserve—the sense of the law is that monetary policy be divorced from
fiscal policy so the Treasury cannot sell obligations to the Federal
Reserve

Mr. SinpLiNger. When Congress spends money it does not have and’
we have a deficit, somebody has to print the money.

Mr. MeseLmMaN. Somebody has to lend the money to the Federal
Government.

Senator Byrp. I think Dr. Eckstein got to the heart of the problem—
and it was also mentioned by Dr. Penner—when Dr. Eckstein said that-
the weakness of modern fiscal policy has always been that it removes
the discipline of the balanced budget. ‘ :

This is the great problem that we face today. We, in Con , have
no discipline. There is no means of disciplining the 535 Members of’
the Congress when it comes to fiscal policy. It is 5o easy. It is 2 bonanza
the way it is now.
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The Con says, do not worry about the deficit, do not worry about
the debt. The way%o’ t along is just to go ahead and spend, add it to
the deficit, add it to the debt. There is no disciplinary process asking
them for a balanced budget that I can see. L

Mr. SinpLINGER. Senator, may I ask that we all look at this forecast
in this report No. 29, which shows what _Congr_ess_, I think, can under-
stand, and that is the stock market, and I just said it is the only accurate
figure we have. L.

The stock market has been declining in 1977, week by week, almost
precisely as we have been forecasting it should. Whenever the stock
market, the S. & P. 400 index, has been below 100 in the last t wo decades
we have had a recession right behind it.

The stock market for the first 3 weeks of 1978 has averaged, each
week, below 100. I am trying to make this forecast wrong. This forecast
shows a collapse of the stock market all through 1978 with a crash of
1979 coming early in 1979. : :

Each wee%( the turnaround for 1979 gets weaker. The reason the stock
market is falling is that the stock market fears inflation, and not the
rates we are talking about. The stock market sees what is nappening to
the dollar versus the yen versus the mark, and this all goes back to
deficit spending.

The public, %am trying to tell you, is beginning to perceive that our
problem is deficit spending. This is our problem.

- Senator Byrp. If thatis the case—and I hope that that is the case—
it is a very healthy development. :

Mr. SinpriNgER. I would like to add something that I observed only
yesterday. As I eaid, I am doing a very extensive study, and the greatest
error and the reason for the stock market decline and the reason for
the confidence decline of 1977 following April 14th is the administra-
tion’s energy bill, which was immediately perceived when it was an-
nounced, as a tax bill. And I think that the record should note that the
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, in a new
report just issued, is condemning the energy bill and the argumentsare
in the study, that the NAACP calls for the deregulation of oil and gas
prices with more emphasis on the development of other sources of
energy. ‘

_ I think it is significant that this liberal organization is almost iden-
tical to that of the conservative oil industry. If we are going to turn the
stock market around, that problem has to be solved. x

Senator Byrp. Let me ask the members of the panel at this point as
to whether they agree with Mr. Sindlinger’s prediction in regard to
further substantial declines in the stock market ?

Mr. EckstrIN. Senator, I do not believe that there is any way on
Earth to predict the future path of the stock market so T have studi-
ously avoided forecasting it in my long career as a forecaster.

I do believe, however, that the general tenor of the remarks of this
panel are coming aut more negative than is justified by the reality.

If you look at other confidence indexes that are released by the
University of Michigan Conference Board, they do not show in the
collapse of confidence. The Michigan index has retreated from 87 to 83
percent, but in previous periods of a demoralized public, in 1974 and
1975, that index stood at 58 percent. :
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--I think that the actual behavior of the public in the marketplnce,
or even the beliavior of business in the marketplace is far more positive
than the behavior of the stock market. Retail sales have been extremely
strong until a couple of week g,lgo. I would even take exception that our
problem is due to the deficit. The deficit is a part of the problem, but
it is a far more complicated process.

The United States did develop some serious economic difficulties out
of the Vietnam war, out of the food crisis, and out of OPEC and out
of occasionally disastrous monetary policy which did create the great
recession of 1974 and 1975. If you look at the actual record of perform-
ance of American families in the marketplace and American business,
what you see is a remarkable recovery in confidence, in activity and
employment, and profits, output—any measure that you wish, a far
better recovery than any other advanced country has shown.

The Government deficit should be reduced, and, as I mentioned at
length in my testimony, I think to keep the deficit at $60 billion year
after year is probably more than is justified and indeed, it is partly
caused by a monetary policy that runs in the opposite direction.

Senator Byrp. May I mention at this point, when you mention the
$60 billion deficit, and others have mentioned that figure also, that is
correct on a unified budget basis, but I have always felt that a more
significant figure is not the unified deficit budget figure but the Federal
funds deficit, which covers the general operations of Government.

If you take the Government operations, it will be $75 billion, The
only reason it gets to $60 billion is that we are running a surplus in
the trust funds, in the highway funds and so forth. This is the only
way the deficit gets down to $60 billion. For the general operations, it
is $74 billion.

Now, it is significant, too, I think, and it ties in with this Federal
fund figure, that the administration forecasts on an increase in the
national debt for this 1 year, fiscal 1979 compared to fiscal 1978, of $88
billion. An additional $14 billion comes from the off-budget items.

But, if you take, to get back to the national debt itself, in 1972, at the
end of that fiscal year, the national debt was $437 billion.

Now, the administration projects that at the end of 1979 it will be
$874 billion, precisely double, right down to the dollar, what it was

_in 1972.

It seems to me that our problem is that the accelerated and ac-
cumulated deficits—I admit a great country like this could possibly
run deficits for a reasonable length of time and in some reasonable
amount—have gotten to & point now, which is totally out of line with
what could in any way be considered reasonable. The accumulation
of deficit must be what the people to whom Mr. Sindlinger talks—
the people in Detroit and Vermont and Florida and Texas and New
g;(t){];——arg perceiving as getting worse. It is certainly not getting

ter.

Mr. SinpLINGER. A comment was made about the University of
Michigan and I will send you a report next week to show that the
University of Michigan is very accurate in measuring what the stock
market does. It has been a ve.y accurate in following the stock market.
It this forecast comes true that I am forecasting—and I have been
doing this for many years and I have a lot of clients that pay me much
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for this forecast because it has been very accurate—the University
of Michigan survey, by the end of 1978, will be at its all-time low.

We cannot continue, based on the things that I am measuring from
the people that we are talking to, we cannot continue this economy
until we get our house in order.

Senator Byrp. Dr. Meiselman, I believe, mentioned double taxation
of dividends.

Mr. MeiseLman. Not just dividends. A multiple taxation of income
devoted to savings in capital formation relative to consumption.

Senator Byrp. Mr. Carter, as a candidate for President, took a very
- strong position in opposition to the double taxation of dividends, but
I note that that, apparently, has been dropped by the wayside. It is
not a part of his present tax program.

Does the panel have a particular view, with regard to the double
taxation of dividends. Would it be a desirable so-called reform of
the tax laws, to eliminate the double taxation of dividends?

Mr. MeseLman. I think you have to put it in a larger context, not
that one element taken by itself, and I have tried to put it in a larger
context, which is in terms of eliminating or moderating the present
bias in the tax system against saving and investment, and there are
several devices for doing that, and I think that it would be better
to talk about the relationshif between that one thing and other
measures than removing the taxation of dividends by themselves.

I am delighted that the administration dropped an item which
seemed to be high on its agenda during the summer which was es-
sentially to remove the differential rate for the taxation of capital
gains. My idea of the tax system, capital gains would not be subject to
any tax at all.

Senator Byrp. My guess is the reason that the administration
changed on that issue is because it found very little support in the
Congress for taxing capital gains as ordinary income. I was surprised
myself at the lack of support in the Congress for the elimination of
that = pecial treatment on capital gains. .

I i.ad assumed that is the administration had recommended it, and
certainly it indicated it was going to recommend it, that it would pass.
But I have found that my Democratic colleagues who I thought would
have supported such a proposal were very much opposed to it because
they have been hearing from the public back home. The public sees the
difference that many around Washington do not seem to see, that there
is a difference between taxing income and taxing the sale of a capital
asset. ’

I personally think that the Congress was mistaken in increasing the
capital gains tax in 1969.

Mr. MriseLmaN. I would hope that the Congress would be able to
move toward indexing the tax code; as I mentioned in my testimony,
and as Dr. Penner mentioned, the effect of the inflation has been to in-
crease our tax rates substantially and that is one of the most serious
side effects of inflation.

Mr. EcksteIN. Senator, I thought we missed the ofpportunity of a
generation when wo let the President’s tax proposal of last September
disappear withont a trace. The income from capital would have been
reduced very substantially by those proposals. The tax system would

23-544 0—78——-3
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have been a much better one thereafter, because we would rely on the
open capital market and rely less on the retention of earnings of large
corporations. -

-My own amateur political analysis of what happened is that the
financial community was so frightened of the one major element of tax
increase, which was the increase in capital gains taxation, that they
preferred what they have, which they understand, to a very dramatic
improvement in the tax system which they would have been the major
beneficiaries of.

y Whether it is possible to go back to this matter at this time, I do not
now.
" Senator Byrp. You are talking now of a tradeoff §

Mr. Ecxstein. There was a tradeoff. There was a tightening of
capital gains, a loosening of taxation of dividends and also a 50 per-
cent ceiling on all income, including income from dividends and
interest.

We analyzed that with our models in some detail and did some
studies on the impact on different groups and so on and it would in-
deed—the President’s proposal would have been a substantial im-
provement of the taxation of income from property.

Senator Byrp. Would you advocate changing the capital gains tax
\vit}}ollx% having some other corresponding reduction in the tax on
capita

Mr. EcxkstEin, The President’s new proposals do tighten up on cap-
ital gains once more, and my own belief is that one reason the stock
market has acted so badly over 15 years is that we have steadily deteri-
orated the taxation of income through the market, from capital ob-
tained in the marketplace, and steadily reduced the burden of taxation
on income from capital that stays within the corporation.

We have bet on retained earnings and penalized more and more the
taxation of earnings of the private family that it can get from prop-
erty it holds through the marketplace.

The new proposals do it once more through the provisions of the
minimum income tax and the application of the 25-percent ceiling on
capital gains, which to me is just back to the post-war tax policy that
began with President Eisenhower in 1954,

Senator Byrp. Let me see if I understand it. You think that it would
be unwise to eliminate the 25-percent ceiling on capital gains?

Mr. EcksteIN. Yes; I believe it is going the wrong direction. We
should be more generous with capital that is allocated through the
marketplace and less generous with capital that just stays within the
business. )

Mr. Pen~Er. I would like to make a narrow comment on the prob-
lem of the double taxation of dividends. I think that economists gen-
erally would agree that the corporate tax is a very bad tax and various
commissions and committees have made proposals for fully integrat-
ing it with the personal income tax. - -

think, however, that the lawyers generally oppose economists on
that because they feel that complete integration would be very hard
to administer. As a concession to the lawyers, the kind of proposals
that the administration was talking about were very, very partial
eliminations of the double taxation of dividends. Such approaches
would affect different firms very differently and, I think, would also
generate a lot of uncertainty in capital markets.
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So I would conclude that instead of adopting the particular propos-
als that were in the September package, we should try to solve the ad-
ministrative problems related to a complete integration of the two
taxes. Then you could eliminate the double taxation of dividends and
the double taxation of reinvested profits as well.

Senator Bykp. Personally, I wounld like to see the elimination of
double taxation of dividends. I think it would be a good thing for the
country.

I hgre found, in holding hearings on it some months ago, that the
business community itself cannot agree on just how that should be
done. Until the business community can reach some sort of agreement
or consensus it would be rather diffienlt, I suppose, to get it accom-
plished. However, I would like to see it tried. .

In regard to the President’s tax reduction, which I think all of you
have mentioned, the median income in my own State of Virginia is
about $14,500. As T understand the President’s tax proposal, when
you get much above that median figure—I am speaking now of a fam-
ily of four—those who are above it do not receive any significant tax
reduction, and as I understand the figures, and many get an increase.

Mr. PENNER. Senator, I do not know the Virginia data, but for the
country as a whole, it has to be remembered that the median income
for a family of four is considerably above the median for all families,
because by the time a family has two children they have worked their
way up the income scale.

Mr. SinpLINGER. And the wife is working. .

Mr. Penner. I think nationwide the median income for a family
of four will be close to the $20,000. ;

Mr. SinpLINGER. It is about $19,000. .

Mr. PEnnEr. Over $20,000 by 1979, That kind of a family would
certainly have a tax increase.

Senator Byrp. Let me see if I interpret the figures right. That
would mean that 50 percent or more of the families would have a tax
increase

Mr. PENNER. T certainly think so, looking at levels of income with
the same purchasing power in 1977 and 1979,

Mr. SinpLINGER. I think you will find, because the upper incomes
have fewer exemptions than the lower incomes, I think you will find
the way I have calculated it, that about 92 percent of the people above
the median would have a tax increase or 62 percent of all taxpayers.

Senator Byrp. I am not sure that that is generally realized by the
taxpayers. The impression coming from television and political
speeches is that almost everyone, except a very small group at the top,
will have a tax reduction. I do not read the figures that way.

Mr. SinpLiNger. What I am trying to say, my interviewing since
the State of the Union shows that almost everybody above $18,000
has already figured out that they will pay more taxes rather than less.

Mr. PENNER. Even my numbers do not tell the whole story. As I
said in the text—but did not mention in my summary—to the extent
that the people are in the higher income category or above $22.900
because they have more than one worker in the family, the situation
is even worse because the social security tax base increases will hit
them more heavily, than in my example where T assumed one worker
{)el: family. My conclusion is that far more than half of the popu-

ation will end up paying more taxes. Of course, it has to be pointed
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out that, at most income levels, they would be even worse off were it
not for the President’s income tax cut proposal.

Senator Byrp. Dr. Meiselman ¢

Mr. MeseLmaN. My hunch is that there are large numbers of
people in the upper half of the income distribution who are very dis-
turbed about the huge increases in social security taxes, especially
even though it is very difficult and sometimes impossible to find out
the relationship between the social security taxes you pay and the
so-called benefits you get down the road, it is becoming much clearer
to people, especially 1n the upper income groups or the upper half
that for every dollar they put in, they get a few pennies back.

That is being viewed—my hunch would be, I have not spoken to
very many people about this—that massive increases in social security
taxes is disturbing a large number of people. I know that it disturbs
me,

Senator Byro. I assume that most of you would agree with the gen-
eral figure ﬁiven by Mr. Sindlinger. He said 62 percent of the tax-
payers will have an actual increase under this proposal.

Ir. EckstEIN. The meaning of that phrase, if you include the social
security tax increases. The tax bill itself is a reduction for most
people, even in the upper income brackets. It is a decrease even for
those who do not avail themselves of tax shelter.

We all know social security had to be put on a foundation of an
$8 to $12 billion tax increase. It was absolutely necessary to assure the
American people that their pensions were secure. :

The actual social security bill that was passed by this Congress,
wisely, last fall is one in which the benefits do improve very substan-
tially in the upper-middle income brackets. The Congress rejected the
proposal of the President to split the employee-employer tax and did
raise both symmetrically, and that again, increases the entitlement to
the benefit.

The social security system, except for the double escalation which
had to be removed, will do a better job for the American people be-
cause of these tax increases. The question is, if you take the composite
tax package, the social security increases, some include the ener
increases and these cuts, what happens to the tax burden of the ordi-
nary people?

. I think the fact is that the bill that this administration presented
is one where the largest part of the benefit goes to the bottom half
of the American people.

In the context of the coming welfare reform and other things, I am
not sure to let the poor people of this country out of the tax system is
not such a bad idea.

We used to believe that we wanted, for the sake of tax conscious-
ness, for everybody to pay income taxes. This really does represent a
change that was begun under President Nixon that we want to let the
poor out of the personal income tax. :

That is really what this bill does. It gets another several million out
of the tax system altogether.

Mr. PenNer. If T could comment on social security, I guess I am
not as optimistic about that as Dr. Eckstein. The actual rate of return
that people will earn because they pay the tax on an increased base
is very, very small. It is much smaller, given the indexing system
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adopted by the Congress, than they could earn in a private pension
fund in the future.

I personally think that we missed a great opportunity to slow down
the rate of the growth of the burden of social security when the Con-
gress chose to index future social security benefits to wage levels in
the economy rather than to follow the prescription of a panel of
cxperts that was apj)ointed by the Congress, and which recommended
price indexing. Under this proposal, benefits grow more slowly than
wages, but only to the extent that the economy becomes richer in real
terms. With that kind of proposal in effect, we could have avoided a
::;yd large part of the tax increase that the Congress felt it necessary

opt.

Senator Byrp. The social security program is so important to so
manv people that Congress had to take a positive step toward insur-
ing its continuing solvency.

Mr. Sindlinger?

Mr. SinpLiNGer. I would like to add that one of the major reasons
that this new idea from the public about the deficit came up between
the first and the end of January, was that most people got their first
1978 check in the middle of January and saw what happened to their
check in social security taxes. This is what drove it home to them.

Senator Byrp. When you mentioned your 62-percent figure awhile
ago——

Mr. SiNDLINGER. Sixty-two percent of those'who pay taxes would be
paying more taxes.

Mr. PENNER. I assume that does not take into account the effects of
inflation ?

Senator Byrp. That does not take the effects of inflation?

Mr. SinpLiNgER. The effects of inflation, no.

Senator Byrp. Does it take into consideration the social security?

Mr. SinpLINGER. Yes; combined. This is what I am measuring, this
is what people are sensing.

Senator Byrp. I think that this has been a very interesting and
stimulating discussion today and I want to, on behalf of the com-
mittee, thank each one of you for taking the time and making the
effort to join us, and I think it has been tremendously helpful and
T am grateful for each of you being here.

; lIiThe]prepsu'ed statements and attachments of the preceding panel
ollow :

HEARINGS ON PUBLIC DEBT AND BUDGET—STATEMENT TO SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXA-
TION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT, COMMITTFE ON FINANCE, U.8. SENATE, JANUARY
30, 1978

My name is David Meiselman. I am a Professor of Economics at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University where I am also Director of its
Northern Virginia Graduate Program in Economics.

A week ago the President sent his half-trillion dollar budget for Fiscal Year
1979 to the Congress. and it is most appropriate that the Subcommittee on
Taxation and Debt Management of the Senate Finance Committee is holding
hearings on Public Debt and the Budget at this time. I am honored and pleased
to participate in these hearings. and I wish to think the Subcomn_ﬂttee for this
opportunity to present my views.

Three Presidential documents, The State of the Union Message, The Budget
and The Economic Report of the President. addressed to the Congress and to
the nation in the last ten days of January, set the stage for public discussion and
Congressional action in some of the main areas of economic policy. Perhaps
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at no time of the year is more attention paid to the broad problems and poten-
tials of fiscal policy and the public debt. Accordingly, I shall attempt to present
several considerations which may help the Subcommittee evaluate the effects
of some of the main tools and aggregates of fiscal policy.

As a first approximation, the cost of government I8 measured by the resources
used in the public sector, not by the taxes we pay. When labor and capital and
raw materials are used in the public sector, they are obviously not available for
use in the private sector. Private sector output and employment are thereby
lower than they would otherwise be. Doing without the private sector output
covering everything from food to houses ig the cost of government and public
sector output, and the cost associated with the benefits of public sector activities.
This cost exists independently of the means that are used to finance government
expenditures, whether taxes are high enough—or low enough, to balance the
budget, or whether there is a budget deficit financed elther by selling bonds to
the public or by having the bonds purchased by the Federal Reserve with newly
created-—some would say, newly printed, money.

This i1s why any significant reduction in the costs of government requires &
corresponding reduction of government expenditures. This is also why tax reduc-
tion without without expenditure reduction may give the appearance of a reduc-
tion in the costs of government to some taxpayers, but this is largely an illusion.
The deficit must be flnanced, and the interest on the public debt must be paid
out of future taxes. True, the tax may be deferred to a later date, but the future
tax bill will have to be higher because of the interest on the public debt.

1 may add that I see no important difference here between tuture dollars used
to pay obligations represented by outstanding Treasury gecurities, now in the
neighborhood of 750 billion dollars, and other legal and “moral” unfunded ob-
ligations of the Federal Government to pay future dollars for such items as
soclal security, military and civil service pensions, and the like. To be sure, these
unfunded obligations are subject to modification in the future, just as the real
value of Treasury securities are subject to modification by future inflation. In
any event, it would appear that current and unfunded obligations are many
times greater than the staggering but more precisely measured funded federal
debt.

For the moment, holding aside questions about the relative efficiency of re-
sources used in the private sector versus those used in the public sector and
the associated relative returns, each method of financing government expendi-
tures has a bearing on overall efficiency, both in terms of facilitating a shift of
resources from private to public sector use and also in terms of the efficient use
of the remaining resources available to the private sector.

Every method of financing government alters relative prices and changes the
context in which private decisions are made. Against the alternative of a hypo-
thetical neutral tax, every tax and every deficit makes the private sector less
efficient. Although some kinds of taxes do impose less distortfons and inefficien-
cies than others, in the real world there is no such thing as a completely neu-
tral tax or a neutral deficit. Every tax and every deficit adds its own costs,
measured by the loss of the efficiency of the private sector, to the other costs of
resources pushed out of the private sector into public sector use. It is in this
sense that no tax is a good tax and no deficit is a good deficit. By the same token,
the correct evaluation of the costs of government must also include the loss of
output and employment and the inefficiencies resulting from the unavoidable
necessity to finance government expenditures.

There is, of course, no preclse way to measure whether the benefits of gov-
ernment expenditures are sufficiently high to justify their costs, especially since
the people paying the costs may not be the same as the people receiving the
benefits. However, it is widely acknowledged that our present tax and expendi-
ture mechanism is heavily biased towards excessive government spending, espe-
cially since the costs of government tend to be diffuse whereas the benefits are
highly specific. Indeed, these are compelling reasons for tighter lids on total gov-
ernment expenditures as well as for the closer links between expenditures and
highly visible taxes to pay for those expenditures envisaged by proponents of
mandated balanced budgets. For the present, it would seem that few people feel
that they are getting their taxes' worth from the vast array of government pro-
grams. We are paying more and enjoying it less. In light of this, any increase
in the federal budget would appear to be excessive. Indeed, a substantial reduc-
tion in government expenditures and in the scale and scope of government would
seem to be in order.
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Taxes generally force or induce us to do things differently and thereby reduce
the inherent efficiency of a free market private property system. When a tax
increases the cost of labor, fewer workers are employed or they are required
to accept a correspondingly lower wage. When a tax reduces the return from
work, we work less, and so forth. Similarly, deficits also force or induce us to
do things differently because limited financial resources otherwise available to
finance private sector capital formation are bid away by the financing needs
of the U.8, Treasury. These problems are not avoided when the Federal Reserve
buys Treasury securities with newly-created Federal Reserve credit; they are
compounded by the subsequent inflation.

In any event, in part, taxes and deficits that force or induce us to use less
80 that the government can have more also have the unintended results of making
the private sector less eficlent. As I shall discuss in a few minutes, the problem
is especially critical with respect to the impact of public policies on saving and
investment because of the differentially heavier burden the tax system now im-
poses on income devoted to capital formation rather than consumption or gov-
ernment,

Some Government expenditures are devoted to purchases of goods and services
and are thereby resource using in the sense that the government itself directly
acquires the use of labor, capital or raw materials as would be the case when
the Federal Government buys a submarine for national defense or hires more
lawyers to promulgate more regulations. Increasingly, however, a larger and
larger fraction of the federal budget is devoted to transfer payments, In the
President’s Budget document for fiscal 1979, less than 35 percent of total fed-
eral expenditures are for the direct purchase of goods and services by the Fed-
eral Government. The remainder of the half-trillion dollar budget is largely
devoted to transfer payments to individugls (about 40 percent), grants-in-aide
to state and local governments (16 percent) and interest on the national debt
(8 percent). :

But these expenditures do more tham redistribute income by taxing Peter to
pay Paul because the taxes and the deflcits that pay for the transfer payments
and the grants-in-alde make the economy as a whole less efficient. When transfer
payments and the size of the budget are small, this dead-weight loss is corre-
spondingly small. However, the rapid growth in transfer payments and grants-
in-aide since the mid-1980's means that financing the massive scale of these pro-
grams significantly reduces the size of the ple being sliced up. Holding aside the
difficult ethical and political problems of large-scale income redistribution, I
believe that problems of slow growth, inefficiency, impaired employment op-
portunities and inflution created by the zeal for redistribution are some of
the nation’s most vexing and embarrassing problems, problems which cannot be
solved without a significant moderation of the Federal Government’s redistribu-
tionist policles. I may add that the size distribution of income appears to have
been, changed little by these policies and in no systematic way. All we can defini-
tively say Is that, in the aggregate, the nation is poorer because of the redistri-
butionist policles, in part because of the retarded growth of plant and equip-
ment resulting from the Increases in taxes on saving and investment. In turn,
less capital mean lower labor productivity and thereby both lower wage and
impaired employment opportunities. -

Moreover, there is now a large and growing number of informed students of
the problem who contend that the net effect of recent public policies intended to
make income distribution more nearly equal has Leen to impair opportunities
for the poor, weaken the family and to make income distribution less equal.

It would seem that old ways of thinking about the problems of poverty and
unemployment are so deeply ingrained that even when there is acknowledgment
that public policies are counter-productive, proposed new solutions repeat many of
the same old errors and promise to make a bad situation even worse.

For a current example, consider the welfare system, a disaster area of public
policy, and new initiatives to change the system. It is generally recognized that
the ﬂ:esent welfare system has caused more unemployment and has perpetuated
poverty. ’

The Administration’s welfare proposal contained in H.R, 9030 attempts to deal
with the welfare mess.

At the request of the Law and Economics Center of the University of Miaml, I
have just completed a detailed analysis of the Administration's welfare proposal,
including its provisions to create and fully fund the largest public service em-
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loyment program since the 1930's.! With your permission I would like to sub-
?mitythe stll;dygtor the record. My analysis concludes that, despite the Administra-
tion’s claims that the program will shift the poor from welfare dependency to pro-
ductive jobs, especially in the private sector, and at low additional cost to the tax-
payers, the results of the new program will be quite the contrary.

Also, my study shows that, if enacted into law, H.R. 9030 would cause a further
expansion of the public sector that potentially will attract a large segment of low-
and middle-income workers out of the private sector into low productivity, low
priority, and largely dead-end public sector employment. Costs will be substan-
tially higher than the Administration forecasts. A whole new welfare class is
likely to emerge, and family stability will be further impaired. The ultimate costs
will include both lower overall employment and less economic growth. At the
same time, the baslc causes of the current problems of unemployment and poverty,
poor government policies that have increased barriers to employment and to gain-
ing work skills while increasing incentives to unemployment and welfare, all are
left intact.

I turn now to several observations about some of the connections between our
slow economic growth—since 1960 perhaps the slowest of all the Western indus-
trial countries, and public policy. The major reason for our poor performance is
that the American economy has been devoting too many resources to consumption
and to government, and not enougl to the capital formation which makes growth
possible. Thus, there has been a slowing of the growth of capital per worker. The
sharp rise in the labor force in recent years has not been matched by any corres-
ponding speedup in the rate of capital formation,

To place the recent slowdown in capital formation per worker in perspective, in
the 1950-55 period the growth of capital per worker increased at the rate of 3.6
percent per year, and slowed in the decade thereafter. From 1985 to 1970, capital
per worker increased at the rate of 2.6 percent per year. In the 1970's there has
been & sharp decline in the growth of capital per worker. The Congressional
Budget Office estimates that it grew at the rate of about 1.8 percent per year be-
tween 1970 and 1975 and only 1 percent per year since 1975. In fact, during the
current business cycle expansion since early 1975, real gross non-residential fixed
capital formation has increased only slightly and has actually declined as a frac-
tion of Gross National Product. This is hardly the basis for the economic growth
and the expansion of opportunity which the nation can and should achieve.

This slowing growth in capital per worker is the result of a number of public
policy measures, which, by unduly penalizing saving and investment, have di-
v-.rted resources that individuals would prefer to devote to capital formation and
future consumption towards present consumption by households and by Govern-
ment. And one of the worst sets of policies, resulting in this wasteful distortion,
is our Federal tax system.

The fundamental bias against capital formation in our tax system results from
the multpile taxation of income which is saved and invested. Individuals must
pay taxes on essentially all income they earn, whether they spend it immediately
or save it. The same holds true for corporations and their profits. This means that
a dollar of current income is taxed only once when spent for consumer goods.
However, the same dollar of current income devoted to saving is subject to mul-
tiple taxation because taxes must also be paid on the interest, dividends, capital
gains and the like that result from saving and investing. The use of income fo1
saving {8 thereby taxed at substantially higher rates than the use of income for
consumption. People naturally respond by saving and investing less. This dis-
tortion by multiple taxatfon s particularly great i{n the case of dividends, for
the return on equity is also subect to an initial corporate profits tax of 48 percent.
To be sure, so-called capital gains are taxed at lower rates than ordinary income,
but.this only moderates the distortion ; it does not eliminate it.

The damage wrought by our Federal tax system has been aggravated by infla-
tion which creates false business profits and false capital gains, and thereby in-
creases the tax bias against saving and investment. The combination of our pres-
ent tax system plus inflation, itself the result of poor public policy, mainly bad
Federal Reserve monetary policy, results in a set of capital levies on both busi-
ness and individnal wealth and also puts individuals into higher income tax
brackets when their real pre-tax incomes remain the same. These capital levies
and higher tax rates are nowhere to be found fn the tax code, and tacitly raising
tax rates and imposing capital levies by inflation rather than by explicit debate

!David I. Melselman, “Welfare Reform and the Carter Public Service Empl t
* Program: A Critique,” a erlty o
Mo mi A G La%v .&1978. Law and Economics Center Occasional Paper, Univen(ty of
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aad legislation are not among the Congress more forthright and honorable
actior=,

For yet another public policy that impairs saving and investment, I would
call your attention to a recent study by Prof. Martin Feldstein of Harvard
which indicates that the present social security system significantly reduces pri-
vate saving. Professor Feldstein has reported that social security henefits lead
employees to reduce the funds they set aside for their retirement almost dollar
for-dollar with any increase in social security benefits, thereby reducing the pool
of private saving available to finance capital formation.

To sum up, the costs of Government continue to rise. It costs us more; we are
enjoying it less. Few of us believe that we are getting our taxes' worth. By trying
to level incomes, public policy has reduced the size of the pie without signifi-
cantly altering its distribution. The tax system, heavily biased against saving and
investment when there is no inflation, {s made even more biased by inflation, itself
the result of poor public policy. The administration’s budget promises more of the
same, and the administration's welfare reform, if enacted into law, will result
in fewer jobs and still greater welfare dependency.

Central to the solution of these problems is the size of the budget and the deficit.
The staggering deficit of the Federal Government must be eliminated, primarily
through expenditure control, partly to avoid having the deficit crowd out needed
private capital formation.

We must also correct the long-standing bias in the Federal tax system against
saving and investment. For full tax equality between the consumption and sav-
ing uses of after-tax income, savings should be deductible from the income tax
base so that only consumption is taxed. Progressivity can be built into such a tax
and I would favor a mild degree of progressivity with appropriate deduction for
human capital outlays such as health care and education. I would also favor
an indexing arrangement to keep “real” tax rates intact. With the full deductibil-
ity of saving, taxes on corporate income and on capital gains can be eliminated.
In addition, taxes such as the estate and gift taxes that yield little revenue
and create much mischief can be reduced or eliminated.

A roughly equivalent alternative would be a value added tax with appropriate
deductions for capital outlays.

For other desirable tax changes I would urge the Congress to review the record
and follow the examples of the Kennedy Administration and of the Congress
during the early 1960's, actions which set the stage for a surge of economic growth
as well as for the elimination of inflation, Then, the distortions of the tax system
were moderated by effectively reducing the tax biases against saving and in-
vestment by means of a combination of policies that included more rapid deprecia-
tion and the investment credit as well as the reduction in both corporate and per-
sonal tax rates. The Kennedy tax cuts have been more than offset by inflation
moving people and businesses into higher tax brackets. We would need tax
cuts to get us back to the Kennedy tax rates.

Finally, I would recommend the rejection of the administration’s welfare
reform package.

23-544 0-~-78 -4
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PREFACE

On August 6, 1977, in the sixth month of his Administration, President Jimmy
Carter announced his welfare reform proposal, the Program for Better Jobs and
Income. About five weeks later, the Carter plan was introduced in the Congress (HR
9030). Welfare reform had been a major issue in the Carter campaign, and the plan,
as expected, was comprehensive, calling for public service jobs, income support, tax
reduction, and the elimination of many present programs.

In response to the Carter welfare reform plan, Dr. David I. Meiselman has
authored a comprehensive and scholarly study; as readers must become aware, this
study is one that we shall ignore at our peril. Applying a careful analysis of labor
markets, unemployment, and public service employment to the Carter program, Dr.
Meiselman finds that the Administration’s proposal would provide little or no
incentive to work for those now on welfare or unemployed. Indeed, the destabilizing
influence of present welfare programs on work incentives, good working habits, and
family stability are transferred unabated to—and are even aggravated by—the Carter
proposal.

Dr. Meiselman argues, furthermore, that the assumptions about labor markets that
are used to justify the Carter proposal simply do not hold water. Unemployment
statistics themselves are inflated by the government’s own policies. And, real
unemployment is largely a product of present government welfare programs and
government intervention in the labor market.

Nor does our knowledge of past and present public service employment programs
offer hope for the Carter plan. These programs generate demands for workers and
resources now in the private sector. State and local governments substitute public
service employment funds for budgeted expenditures, thus producing no new jobs,
especially for the unemployed. Worse yet, the private sector must bear the cost of
public service employment either in higher taxes or in greater rates of inflation. This
added burden impairs the ability of the private sector to create jobs, and more unem-
ployment and other economic distress results. The public sector, in effect, “crowds
out” the private sector.

While welfare recipients will refrain from working under the Carter plan, many
workers now employed in the private sector will take public service employment
jobs. Dr. Meiselman predicts that *'a new welfare class” will emerge among middle
class America. Disregarding the indirect costs of the Administration’s proposal, it is
argued that the immediate direct costs are three to four times the Administration’s
estimates.

Americans are fast becoming inured to waking up each day to discover that some
well-intentioned and established government program has become a monster out of
control. The Social Security System is one example of these new and unpleasant
discoveries. Medicare is another. And, the Penn Central-Amtrak-Conrail route of
progressive governmental intervention in, and degradation of, rail service is a third.

In the instance of the Carter Program for Better Jobs and Income we are
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adequately forewarned by Dr. Meiselman’s crafismanlike analysis that we are court-
ing yet another disaster. Were we so forewarned in earlier times, and had those
warnings been heeded, our leaders might have acted more wisely.

Peter H. Aranson
Research Professor and
Special Research Administrator

Coral Gables, Florida
January, 1978
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Welfare
Reform

And the Carter Public Service
Employment Program: A Critique

David 1. Meiselman*

I. INTRODUCTION

The growing importance of public service employment and training programs as
a public policy issue parallels the secular rise in the nation’s average unemployment
rate over the past two decades. High unemployment levels have become a persistent
economic problem. Even during periods of economic expansion, particular demo-
graphic groups such as teen-age blacks continue to experience high unemployment
rates. Reported unemployment rates for minority and low-skilled workers, moreover,
may fail to account for many persons who have voluntarily withdrawn or refrained
from entering the labor market.

Fiscal policies have aimed at reducing aggregate unemployment and increasing

_aggregate output. The tools of fiscal policy have been increases in aggregate govern-
ment expenditures and various tax reductions and incentives. These policies have
been highly expansionary according to measures used by the proponents of fiscal
policy, such as the size of the government deficit. Yet such expansionary fiscal poli-
cies seem not to have made much of a dent in the overall unemployment rate. Nor
have public service employment programs seemed to have made much of a dent in
the unemployment rate. There is some argument that public service employment
may actually have resulted in more total unemployment rather than less.

Statistics on increases in unemployment compensation, in Federal expenditures
for income-tested programs (that is, Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC), food stamps, and Supplemental Security Income), in the number of welfare
recipients, and in the annual average unemployment rate provide a perspective on
the magnitude of the current dilemma. Between 1960 and 1977, annual unemploy-
ment insurance payments increased from $3 billion to $16 billion. Federal transfers
alone through income-tested welfare programs and as grants-in-aid to the states to
support these programs at the local level in 1976 totaled almost $47 billion. Welfare
expenditures as a percentage of gross national product have more than doubled over
the past sixteen years, while the number of persons enrolled in these programs

*I wish to acknowledge the collaboration and assistance of Barbara Fields. Her rigorous and prob-
ing research and analysis is evident in every section of the paper.
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climbed to over 30 million.' Total enrollments today represent almost 15 percent of
the nation’s population. The 1960-76 period saw the average unemployment rate rise
from 5.5 percent to 7.6 percent, peaking at 8.5 percent in 1975.

Congress has responded to these trends by passing ever more comprehensive and
costly manpower programs. The Area Redevelopment Act, passed in 1961, sought
to relieve the structural unemployment of the 1950s through training programs
designed to augment skill levels of particular groups of displaced workers. The scale
and goals of this first postwar Federally funded manpower program seem quite
modest today. Congressional funding in 1962 of the state-sponsored Community
Work and Training program was the first Federal attempt since the depression to
extend ‘‘relief” beyond training opportunities in the form of public service employ-
ment to able-bodied male welfare recipients. This program was expanded (financiaily
and to include females) by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964.

During the early part of the 1970s, the congressional intent of manpower policy
shifted from providing training and rehabilitation services to direct job creation, or
public service employment (PSE). (Exceptions include the Job Corps, the Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps, and the Youth Conservation Corps, all of which addressed youth
unemployment and crime rather than unemployment generally.) The Work Incentive
Program (WIN), enacted in 1971, focused on inducing welfare recipients to seek
gainful employment in the private and public sectors.

While those states with disproportionately high welfare costs, such as California,
have continued to focus on requiring welfare recipients to work off their grants,
Federal policy has vacillated between using PSE as a countercyclical policy for those
temporarily unemployed during cyclical recessions and as a welfare policy for those
more or less permanently unemployed or poor. Both the earlier Public Employment
Program (PEP) and the current public employment program, the Community Em-
ployment and Training Act (CETA), were intended to operate as countercyclical
measures. Approximately 300,000 PSE slots were funded under CETA in 1976.
Of the participants in these slots, however, only 25 percent were receiving public
assistance or unemployment compensation before public employment.

The Carter Administration’s recently unveiled welfare reform proposal, the Pro-
gram for Better Jobs and Income (PBJI), incorporates as one of its three major
elements an ambitious manpower policy. Like much earlier legislation, the PBJI is
directed at the long-term unemployed and minority groups. It proposes to create and
fully fund the largest public service employment program since the 1930s. The pro-
gram would replace CETA but use its extensive system of local governmental prime
contractors to implement its job creation objectives. Nearly $9 billion would be allo-
cated to creating up to 1.4 million special public service jobs and training positions
in 1980, the initial year, if enacted, of the PBJI's life. Nearly all of these jobs would
be reserved for adults caring for dependent children and receiving public welfare.

The second major element of the Carter proposal is an income support program to

"This total includes all persons receiving AFDC, Supp! mental Security Income, and Food
Stamps. There is an indeterminate amount of double counting of AFDC enrotlees and those
purchasing food stamps.
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replace the current welfare system. It is claimed that the PBJI's benefit structure
would induce welfare recipients to seek gainful employment by providing supple-
mentary income guarantees to low income persons in either special public service
jobs or regular employment. Those families in which no one would be *‘expected’’
to work will receive basic income support payments (welfare).

The third and final element of the reform package is tax reduction through an
expansion of the eamed income tax credit and an increase in the minimum taxable
income (from the current $7,200 of adjusted gross income to $9,080). The existing
earned income tax credit for income levels below $8,000 would be increased, and
tax benefits of the credit would be extended to families with incomes up to $15,620
from regular employment. If enacted, this provision would lower the tax liability of
more than 50 percent of all families.

The Administration proposal is envisioned as a long-term anti-poverty program
to accomplish three goals. First, the program is expected to-increase the productivity
of the structurally unemployed, particularly those persons now receiving public

__assistance, by improving their skill level and work habits through experience and
training. Second, proponents believe the program will replace welfare dependency
with gainful employment through the revised benefit structure. Third, the Carter Ad-
ministration expects the program to provide fiscal relief to state and local governments
while simultaneously reducing welfare costs and fulfilling “‘unmet social needs.”

This study analyzes the efficacy and efficiency of using such direct government
job creation programs as welfare or anti-poverty measures. It focuses on the Admin-
istration's proposal because the immediacy, complexity, and permanence of that
proposal threaten to impose enormous financial and economic burdens on American
workers and taxpayers. (The PBJI is not the only legislation that imposes such a threat.
The Humphrey-Hawkins bill now pending before Congress is based on the same’
anti-poverty objectives and to a large degree has the same potential consequences.)

At issue here is whether, as its proponents contend, the PBJI or any other long-
term public employment program to reduce unemployment among the disadvantaged
can mitigate the inflation-unemployment tradeoff associated with more traditional
fiscal policies. This issue is especially acute because of other government programs,
such as high and rising minimum wages, which reduce private job opportunities and
increase unemployment. The argument of the PBJI's proponents depends critically
on several unrealistic assumptions about how these programs function and how labor
markets, in particular, function.

Proponents of PSE as welfare policy ignore the unpleasant reality that these pro-
grams must be financed either by higher taxes or by more government borrowing,
both of which reduce private sector output and employment. The myopic neglect of
the necessity to finance additional government expenditures and of the effects of the
financing itself, explain the inadequate public awareness of the aggregate impact of
these programs. This lack of awareness is worse yet because people fail to compre-
hend how public sector expenditures and employment crowd out private output and
employment.



47

II. WILL PSE INCREASE TOTAL EMPLOYMENT?

The objectives of Federally funded PSE programs have shifted from the short-
term countercyclical stabilization of state and local employment during recessionary
periods to the long-term improvement of the relative income and employment posi-
tion of lower income persons.

Proponents of PSE as a welfare or anti-poverty measure argue thag, if it is properly
“targeted™ at the current poor, direct governmental job creation is a policy instrument
uniquely capable of increasing total employment and real output without triggering
inflationary pressures. In other words, they claim that PSE can lower the economy’s
long-run “non-accelerating inflation rate of unemployment.” A further argument is
that once those in the program have acquired skills and better work habits they can
move into private employment.

Segmented Labor Market M od?ls

These arguments rest on the notion that the labor market in the United States is
essentially segmented into two (or more) separate and distinct markets: primary and
secondary labor markets. Workers in one market are belicved not to be in competition
with workers in the other market because differences in the skill level of each group
supposedly preclude their substitution in the production process. Overall wage trends
are-assumed to be dominated by the tightness of the primary market. Advocates
of this view of the labor market contend that the secondary market has a chronic
“excess” supply of labor. So, an increase in demand in the secondary market increases
employment without raising wage or labor costs. (Those who adopt the segmented
labor market notion never satisfactorily pose or answer the question of why there is
a persistent excess supply— why this market never clears.)

Labor market models based on the idea of segmentation and its related conse-
quences explain the presumed “excess” supply of labor in the secondary market as
resulting either from worker characteristics or from the size and capital intensity of
industry.? The former models, based on worker characteristics, explain differential
rates of unemployment between primary and secondary market workers as resulting
from the skill and educational level, reliability, commitment, and motivation for
learning of each group. The latter models, based on industry characteristics, argue
that primary market workers obtain the degree of security they enjoy because their
employers, assumed to be large organizations, require the continuity of employment
and skill level those workers offer. Secondary workers, in contrast, are assumed to be
employed by smaller firms. Such firms are believed to be more exposed to fluctua-
tions in aggregate demand or to be offering services on a seasonal basis. No rigorous
attempt has been made to identify which segments of the labor force are in which

*There are several variants of these models, including the dual, queue, and segmented market
models. For'a more thorough exposition of the characteristics of each of these models see Martin
N. Bailey and James Tobin, “Direct Job Creation, Inflation, and Unemployment,™ prepared for
the Brookings Institution Conference on Direct Job Creation (April 1977), 21-23.
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idealized market setting, or to reconcile differences in the empirical presumptions
of the secondary market hypothesis advocates, such as whether small firms or large
firms specialize in employing secondary market workers.

Regardless of how each model postulates the market’s segmentation, the models
differ only insignificantly in their policy implications. Segmented market models
hypothesize that, since the source of “wage inflation” is the primary rather than
secondary labor market and since the measured “excess” supply of secondary labor
is presumed to be chronic, direct government employment of the hard-core unem-
ployed can increase total employment and output with only minimal pressure on
overall wages or the inflation rate. And, it is asserted, these benefits, with little
associated inflation, would accrue not only over the short run but in the long run
as well.

The general proposition that there are several distinct labor markets, or labor mar
ket segments, may appear realistic to some laymen. Widely publicized employment
statistics have shown an increasing disparity in the unemployment rates among vari-
ous demographic groups generally believed to have different skill levels. Youths and
non-whites often register unemployment rates doubleand sometimes several times
as high as the rate for mature male workers. The visibility of these statistics lends
credibility to the policy recommendations of segmented market theorists. Whatever
the source of the disparity in unemployment rates, however, the segmented market
approach cannot explain why the disparity has been widening, or why 30 years ago
essentially no disparity existed. Indeed, unemployment among black teen-agers was
lower than among white teen-agers years ago.’

One problem with segmented labor market models is that they are deeply rooted
in Keynesian economic theory, which is simply inappropriate, especially given
current economic conditions. Proponents of the use of fiscal policy for short-term
stabilization purposes appear to be retreating frgm the belief that today's unemploy-
ment can be “cured” by stimulating aggregate nominal demand. Instead, they are
proposing selective fiscal strategies conditioned by the same theoretical framework
but selectively pinpointed at the ailing sectors of the economy rather than at the
economy as a whole. In effect, instead of throwing money unselectively at the prob-
lem of aggregate unemployment, they propose throwing money at particular pockets
of unemployment but with little coricern for where the money is raised.

Public service employment is a prime example of trying to place the effect of gov-
ernment expenditures (the fiscal stimulus) directly on the perceived problem, in this
case the hard-core unemployed. Those who believe in this approach appear to argue
that by increasing the demand for specific, underutilized labor inputs, rather than
for labor in general, aggregate output can be augmented at no additional resource or
inflation costs.* Consistent with the Keynesian approach, this view of unemployment
is demand determined, even in secondary markets. There is no proper acknowledg-

'Walter E. Williams, “Govemment Sanctioned Restraints That Reduce Economic Opportunities
for Minorities,” Policy Review 2 (Fall 1977), 6-7.

“Bailey and Tobin, “Direct Job Creation, Inflation, and Unemployment.”
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ment of supply factors, and there is a corresponding failure to appreciate fundamental
changes in the structure of unemployment. Those who hold this view, therefore, fail
to explain why unemployment is so high either overall or among particular groups
in the labor force. Instead, in the face of high unemployment statistics, there is
almost a conditioned reflex to call for more and more government spending.

Problems in Measuring Unemployment

Any public policy toward unemployment, despite its benign intentions, must have
a realistic view of how unemployment is measured-and how a change in policy can
affect the accuracy of that measurement. The overall unemployment rate is supposed
to measure the percentage of the civilian labor force that is seeking employment.
The Bureau of Labor Statistics also categorizes this total rate according to certain
demographic characteristics, such as race, sex, and age. The overall unemployment
rate and the subcategories of the unemployment rate are supposed to indicate first,
the extent of underutilization of available resources (that is, the number of those
offering labor services but unable to find work at the current wage level) and second,
the severity of unemployment.

Analysts have become increasingly aware that “measured” unemployment is an
imperfect, sometimes poor, indicator of labor market conditions. Part of the problem
with the measured unemployment rate is that it does not reflect changes in the labor
force participation rate—the proportion of the noninstitutional population 16 years
of age and over who are working or looking for a job. Increases in the number of
persons seeking work for the first time or reentering the labor market add to the
measured unemployment rate even if there has been no change in total employment.

Labor force participation varies in the short run with the level of business activity,
increasing during periods of expansion and rising wages and contracting during
recessions. Over the long run, basic demographic, economic, and cultural changes
influence the age and sex composition of the labor force, as well as its size. The
rising female participation rate over the past decade or so is a good example of how
economic and cultural changes can affect both the composition and size of the labor
force. Current high unemployment rates among youths, of course, reflect the baby
boom decade. Therefore, there are relatively more first time entrants in the labor
market, as well as relatively more people who plan to enter and leave the labor mar
ket more often. These phenomena alone would cause the measured unemployment
rate to rise. )

Unemployment rates also do not reflect the duration of unemployment and the
degree of turnover in workers from one reporting period to the next. Geoffrey Moore
suggests constructing an index to measure both dimensions: duration of unemploy-
ment, which indicates the seti-isness of the problem from the unemployed worker’s
standpoint, and the average level of unemployment.* Moore’s “'index of unemploy-

*Geoffrey H. Moore, How Full is Full Employment? and Other Essays on Interpreting the Unem-
ployment Statistics. (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1973).
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ment severity” demonstrates that recent unemployment experience has. not been as
severe as is generally believed. While the 1971 unemployment rate of 5.9 percent
was equalled or exceeded only three times since 1948, the average duration of unem-
ployment was exceeded in eleven years between 1948 and 1970.

These and other deficiencies inherent in the measured unemployment rate make it
a poor index of labor market activity. A superior, albeit somewhat rough, indicator
is the employment ratio, defined as the proportion of the noninstitutional population
over 16 years of age that is currently employed. The employment ratio is now near
its historical high, while measured unemployment remains about 7 percent. For
public purposes, the employment ratio presents a far more accurate picture of labor
market conditions.

Beyond these statistical and definitional problems, institutional changes affect
the unemployment rate. Among the most recent of these changes is the 1971 addition
of a work registration requirement for welfare eligibility. Clarkson and Meiners esti-
mate that the current overall unemployment rate has been inflated by as much as
2.1 percentage points because people must register for work, and thus be declared
“unemployed,” to be eligible for certain welfare benefits.

Unemployment: Causes and Incentives

Unemployment Insurance and Welfare Benefits. The unemployment rate also fails to
differentiate between voluntary and involuntary unemployment. Hence, the rate is
not, as it is intended to be, a precise indicator of “hardship” or of market failure.
Significant disincentives to work, including both unemployment insurance and
several welfare benefits, have been built into government tax and transfer programs.
Following the old and enduring law of economics, as the cost of being unemployed
has fallen, there has been more unemployment. In a not so subtle way, these pro-
grams also subsidize erratic work habits and planned seasonal unemployment.’
They also impair the orderly acquisition of job skills on the job, where most skills
are obtained.

The “replacement rate” (non-taxable transfers of welfare benefits and unemploy-
ment compensation to the unemployed compared with after-tax income to those
gainfully employed) is now very high, especially for low income persons and families.
The level of the replacement rate influences the incentive to work. Men whose earn-
ings approximate the current minimum wage, for example, receive unemployment
compensation equal to over 80 percent of after-tax net income. Married women,
because of the progressivity of the income tax, experience even higher replacement
rates and, depending on the number of children in the household, may even add more

*Kenneth W. Clarkson and Roger E. Meiners, “Government Statistics as a Guide to Economic
Policy: Food Stamps and the Spurious Increase in the Unemployment Rates,” Policy Review, 1
(Summer 1977), 27-51.

'Martin 8. Feldstein, * The Economics of the New Unemployment,” The Public Interest, 33 (Fall
1973), 3-42.
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to the family’s net income by remaining unemployed than by working. For millions
of Americans, working is simply less remunerative than being unemployed. In addi-
tion, being unemployed means that one has time to do other things like taking care
of children, fishing, fixing up the house, working for unreported wages, and the like.

Unemployment insurance also reduces the cost of job search for those genuinely
looking for a job. But, this was an original intention of unemployment insurance
and is socially efficient up to some point. Some researchers believe that today the
job search has become excessively prolonged beyond what is justified by the poten-
tial increase in lifetime earnings.

Government Intervention in the Labor Market, Direct government intervention in
the labor market—in the form of minimum wage legislation and sanction of union
power—is a very significant cause of unemployment.* For many of the unskilled and
the young whose productivity is low because of limited experience and education,
the legal minimum wage is a major deterrent to employment because it causes the
cost of hiring them to exceed their productivity’ Lack of employment opportunities
is serious enough. The problem of limited job training is compounded by the mini-
mum wage because nonemployment impairs the acquisition of job skills or systematic
on-the-job training. In most respects, the traditional apprenticeship system, which
trained the workers of the Western World for centuries, has been destroyed.

Feldstein and others suggest that the minimum wage actually has the ironic effect of
lowering the lifetime income potential of the disadvantaged by substantial amounts
Recent extensions of occupational coverage for Federal lcgal wage minima eliminate
still more private opportunities for training and increase more than proportionately
the adverse effect of these minima. Any attempt to index the wage minima, as has
been suggested, will maintain the real differential between the productivity of low-
skill workers and the nominal wage required under law. If these wage minima were
left permanently at their existing level, then inflation would tend to ameliorate the
minimum wage effects. The recently legislated increase in minimum wages, how-
ever, will thus make the unemployment situation even worse.

Union practices have much the same effects on employment, on-the-job training,
and lifetime earnings except that these effects are concentrated in certain industries.
Unions have the power to set apprenticeship qualifications, often to the exclusion of
certain minority groups, and to establish minimum apprenticeship wages. It is always
to the advantage of journeymer members to have applicable minimum wages in
their own industry as high as possible. High minimum wages insure that hiring those
qualified for journeymen’s wages will always be more cost effective than hiring less
skilled workers" It is not surprising that union leaders are usually the most vociferous
proponents of legislation to increase legal wage minima.

*United States Congress, Congressional Budget Office, **Public Employm:nt and Training Assis-
tance: Alternative Federal Approaches,” Budget Issue Paper (Washington, D.C.: United States
Government Printing Office, 1977).

*Feldstein, “The Economics of the New Unemployment.”

'Feldstein, **The Economics of the New Unemployment.”
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Legal and government sanctioned minimum wages are probably the single most
important barrier to the employment of teen-agers and other low-skill workers.
Feldstein’s recent study of unemployment among demographic groups ténds to sub-
stantiate the importance of minimum wage effects on teen-age unemployment.
Feldstein estimated the responsiveness of the unemployment rate among different
age and sex demographic groups to changes in the rate for mature males (all those
over 24 years old). The rate for mature males is indicative of the general tightness
of the labor markets. Feldstein found that teen-age unemployment £or all groups
(males, females, whites, and non-whites) would still exceed 10 percent even if the
rate for mature males fell to 1.5 percent. The rate for non-white teen-agers would
remain about 24 percent under these conditions. It should be noted that teen-age
unemployment accounts for a significant portion (pussibly as much as 30 percent)
of the overall unemployment rate, which suggests that unemployment would remain
high even during economic prosperity. Among those over 20, only the rate for non-
white females would exceed 6 percent when that for the control group approximated
1.5 percent.

Certain cultural forces undoubtedly do contribute to current high levels of unem-
ployment among teen-agers and others. These forces include ‘motivation, educational
opportunity, the general level of family wealth, and the replacement rate implicit in
income transfer programs. The minimum wage, nevertheless, must be responsible
to a large degree, for much of contemporary unemployment.

Persons with low skill levels may be expected to have low incomes. But low skill
alone does not explain unemployment as the segmented market models postulate.
Those models of the labor market use unemployment statistics to demonstrate that
the market is not working efficiently. This assertion of an inefficient labor market,
in turn, is the principal justification for government intervention through direct em-
ployment policies. Public service employment, in essence, would add yet another
layer of government simply to offset the adverse effects of existing Federal policies.

To summarize, the market is working, but it labors under the artificial constraints
imposed by government regulations and policies. That the minimum wage exceeds
the market clearing wage for many low-skilled persons alone explains a significant
amount of “measured” unemployment. Government tax and transfer programs
effectively lower the cost of prolonged job search and subsidize unstable employment
and periodic volustary withdrawal from the labor market. Such voluntary unemploy-
ment accounts fo: an increasing fraction of overall unemployment, but it is hardly
indicative of market failure. Long-term trends in the age and sex composition of the
labor force and the responsiveness of the supply of labor to economic and other
influences also tend to be camouflaged by reported unemployment statistics.

Today's unemployment situation is characterized by temporary and voluntary with-
drawal from employment, except for those persons denied employment opportunities

"'"Williams, “Government Sanctioned Restraihts That Reduce Economic Opportunities for Minor-
ities,” 14-15.

'?Feldstein, " The Economics of the New Unemployment," 7-8.
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because of legal wage minima and other government policies. Less than 50 percent
of all unemployment arises from persons losing their jobs. In this labor market con-
text, proposals for public service employment programs, especially massive and
permanent ones, are misguided and potentially serious threats to the economy.

Problems with Public Service Employment

- Proponents of public service employment programs claim that they are virtuaily
a “free lunch.” They contend that the cost of *‘creating” public jobs will be offset
partially by savings in government transfer payments and partially by the “social
value” of the public services provided.'> Wage pressures will not surface, they argue,
because of the chronic “excess™ supply of labor in the secondary labor market.
Indeed, some researchers go so far as to contend that public service employment
might actually contribute to a reduction in the rate of inflation. Nostalgia for the
1930s, however, will not change the reality that unemployment today is not the same
phenomenon as unemployment in the 1930s. The view of a labor market with workers
standing in line for jobs unavailable because the pace of economic activity is too
slow to absorb them is quite inappropriate with employment ratios at historically
high levels.

Direct government job creation intended to redistribute income to those currently
poor by the government's definition will be very costly in terms of a lower level of
total output and a higher rate of inflation in the long run. Costs will be even higher
the more expansive and permanent the program.

Targeting, Government Employment Skill Levels, and Resource Requirements.
PSE jobs, in the first place, cannot be *“‘targeted’” with any degree of certainty at the
hard-core unemployed, especially through local government initiative. Local gov-
ernments simply have too great an incentive and opportunity to transform Federal
grant programs into general revenue sharing and to use the funds to hire an entirely
different group of workers who meet the relatively high skill requirements for state
and municipal employment. The nature of unemployment, moreover, suggests that
*“targeting™" jobs will be easier said than done even if the Federal Government imple-
ments the jobs program directly. Proponents of PSE either are ignorant of or choose
to ignore the realities of the current labor market situation. If targeting is less than
perfect, PSE workers will be drawn from private employment, resulting in a reduced
supply of labor in the private sector. This reduced supply of labor will lead to higher
labor costs and increased product prices. Evidence and analysis do indicate that
targeting is far from perfect.

Second, even if one could identify an easily segregated group of unemployed
persons whose skills were strictly noncompetitive with the needs of private employers,
nevertheless creating public sector jobs of any kind requires the use of other resources.
Supervisory personnel are not likely to be found among the unskilled “target™ group.

"Bailey and Toben, " Direct Job Creation, Inflation, and Unemployment:™ United States Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,  Welture Retorm.” H.E W News (August 1977).
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Material or capital inputs, whether they are brooms, typewriters, uniforms, hospital
equipment, or building materials, will be required to complement PSE workers.
These materials, of course, are in addition to the resources required to administer
the PSE program at the state and Federal level. Theorists supporting PSE wrongly
assume the existence of an infinitely elastic supply of unskilled labor and capital
inputs, and they wrongly assume that unskilled labor as well as capital are free goods
that would othefivise go unused. Government bidding for these resources, contrary
to these incorrect assumptions, will indeed divert capital, materials, and skilled and
at least some unskilled labor from other uses.

Fiscal Substitution. Experience with past and present public employment programs
leaves little room for doubt that fiscal substitution, or *‘displacement™ at the local
level will continue substantially to neutralize Federal policy objectives. **Displace-
ment” occurs when state and local governments spend Federal grant money ear-
marked for a particular purpose such as PSE on expenditures for goods and services
they had already budgeted. In other words, Federal funds are substituted for local
tax effort. The Congressional Budget Office has acknowledged that fiscal substitu-
tion may run as high as 100 percent within two years of a program’s implementation.*

In a recent study, Johnson and Tomola used time series data to estimate the impact
of the PEP and PSE-CETA on total employment.'* They found that these programs
have a substantial effect on state and.local employment for the first two quarters but
are subject to a high degree of fiscal substitution in subsequent quarters. Specifically,
they found that 100 PSE jobs resulted in 104, 91, 69, 42, I8, and finally only 3 incre-
mental state and local government employment slots in the first through sixth quar
ters respectively. The high standard errors of the estimates indicate one difficulty
with PSE, to wit, how to differentiate these employees from those holding regular
public jobs. Wiseman, in a study of the PEP, found nearly identical results by the
third quarter, but his study showed no initial increment in regular public jobs beyond
the funded 100 PSE slots.'* The PEP, therefore, failed to induce any net increment in
local government spending.

More important than the amount of net employment are the characteristics of the
program participants. Evidence from diverse sources implies that CETA participants
are best classified as being from the middle of the skill range, not as unskilled.
Fewer than 46 percent of the persons hired under CETA were “economically dis-
advantaged’ according to the government’s definition (one who lives in a family
receiving cash welfare payments or earning income less than the poverty threshold).
Only 15 percent of all CETA participants in PSE or training programs had been

**United States Congress, Congressional Budget Office, " Public Employment and Training Assis-

tance: Alternative Federal Approaches.” 27.

"George E Johnson and James D. Tomoda, “The Fiscal Substitution Effect of Alternative Ap-

proaches to Public Service Employment Policy.”” The Journel of Humun Resources, 12 (Winter

1977, 14. : .
"*Michael Wiseman, “Public Employment as Fiscal Policy,” Brookings Papers on Economic

Activity, 1(1976), 67-104. -
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receiving welfare before entering the program. And findings of a national survey
show that a substantial fraction, over 20 percent of PSE workers, are actually em-
ployed on the day before getting the subsidized job.”

Competing with the Private Sector. The problem with using state and local gov-
ermnment as the vehicle for direct job creation is that this sector of the economy is
relatively skill intensive compared to the experienced civilian labor force. Hence,
the kinds of employees local govemnment officials can use are simply not the targeted
unskilled, although they may be unemployed. Eli Ginzberg estimates that two-thirds
of the 9 million net new government jobs provided in the United States between 1950
and 1976 can be characterized as “‘good” jobs in terms of total compensation, job
security, and opportunity for advancement. All but 700,000 of these jobs were added
to state and local payrolls.'® The majority of these workers has skill levels higher than
the average level of the experienced civilian labor force. The stability and security
afforded by state and local employment has probably also drawn more unskilled
workers with a greater degree of job commitment than have been available to many
private employers.

The available evidence thus suggests that PSE programs compete directly for
workers with the private sector. This competition has two direct and perverse effects
on the economy. First, by subsidizing state and local government employees, Federal
employment programs effectively reduce the relative price of state and local services
to the taxpayers of the respective jurisdictions. Increased demand at the artificially
low price of labor has led to a more rapid increase in the amount and kinds of services
provided by these governmental units. Expansion under these conditions, however,
is extremely inefficient since it has not been market determined.

Second, with the Federal subsidy, state and local governments can compete more
successfully with the private sector for labor and capital inputs. Even at competitive
wage rates, state and local governments are advantaged in bidding for labor services
because they tend to offer greater security and stability of employment to workers
with any given level of skill than does the private sector. As we shall see, more
unemployment results as workers wait longer and search longer for these preferred
public sector jobs rather than take private sector jobs.

Proponents of PSE as a welfare measure view fiscal subsitution as a major obstacle.
They blame the failure of past programs even nominally to affect the rates of unem-
ployment on the amount of displacement that has occurred at the local level. If this
potential for abuse were removed, they argue, PSE would realize gains in total
employment. Beyond tightening maintenance of effort requirements and rigidly
enforcing regulations, proponents of PSE anticipate that a more expansive Federal
program—and each year's legislation emphasizes more costly initiatives—would
greatly reduce the degree of substitution and increase the effectiveness of Federal
policy.

"Wiseman, “Public Employment as Fiscal Policy,” 101.
'*Eli Ginzberg, “The Job Problem,” Scientific American, 237 (November 1977), 43-51.
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The Potential Direct Cost. Evidence from European countries, particularly the
Netherlands, which greatly extended its public employment programs over the past
few years, suggests that massive programs are subject to most of the problems asso-
ciated with American programs to date. What proponents of PSE fail to appreciate
is that the potential demand for these jobs far exceeds the number of people currently
reported on welfare or as unemployed. For reasons | suggest earlier, public sector
employment is more attractive at any given wage rate than private sector employment.
This enhanced attractiveness holds especially during periods of economic instability.
Potential applicants include many people currently employed in private sector jobs,
the involuntarily unemployed, some of the voluntarily unemployed (dependir g on
the rate of replacement of income offered by transfer programs), many of those
receiving weifare, and an unknown number of persons who are not currently mem-

~ bers of the labor force. It is ironic that the United States is contemplating massive
public employment at a time when most European countries are questioning the
efficiency of their public employment.

A massive public employment program presumably would create jobs for all who
*need”” and apply for them. Assume for the moment that proponents of PSE could
actually prevent fiscal substitution as they contend. What would be required of such
a program?

Lowering the current unemployment rate-3 percent would require funding and
creating about 3 million PSE slots. The state and local government sector now em-
ploys approximately 12.5 million persons. The Bureau of Labor Statistics projects
this number to grow by approximately 3 percent per year or by just under 400,000
new employees annually through 1985. To provide an increase in employment suffi-
cient to realize a 4 percent unemployment rate between now and 1985 would require
a doubling of that projected growth rate. But, these calculations assume no increase
in the labor force. If all of the **potential™ labor force participants who indicated in a
recent Department of Labor survey that they “want a job now” were to surface and
be guaranteed a job, at least 8 million, not 3 million, PSE jobs would be required %
At $10,000 per year per job slot, the estimated cost per PSE-CETA job in 1976, this
effort could potentially add about $80 billion per year to Federal expenditures for
this part of the program alone. To be sure, there may be some reduction in other
Federal expenditures, but at most these are likely to be only a small fraction of the
staggering $80 billion.

Faced with such huge expenditures it is likely that the Federal response will be
further to limit access to the PSE program, so that the ambitious aims of the program
will have to be compromised. Indeed, the typical mistake in all Federal programs
is to underestimate the responsiveness of the public to important changes in costs,
benefits, and incentives. In our efforts to arrive at new solutions, the examples of
Medicare, Unemployment Compensation, and the existing welfare system should
help us to avoid a repetition and magnification of old mistakes. :

“*Ginzberg, “The Job Problem.”
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Crowding Out

Whether the final increase in Federal expenditures for this program will be $80 bil-
lion a year or a smaller amount, the problem of how to finance the additional expen-
ditures remains. Any complete analysis of the PSE program must include both a
recognition of the financing problems and an analysis of the impacts of financing
the additional required expenditures. The omission of these considerations has been,
and continues to be, one of the most fundamental and serious shortcomings in nearly
all analyses that underpin this and similar proposals. As we shall see, this omission
helps to explain why so many large and complex programs designed to solve a host
of problems have made little or no aggregate impact.

The evidence is clear that the aggregate expenditure level, nominal Gross National
Product, is linked to and determined by the quantity of money.?* The quantity of
money, in turn, is determined by the monetary policies of the Federal Reserve.
For a given money supply, which fixes the total of private and public expenditures,
an increase in any category of expenditures must be associated with a decrease in
other expenditures to keep the total of private and public expenditures the same.
Thus, for a given quantity of money, an increase in government expenditures is at
the expense of a decrease in private expenditures. The public sector, in other words,
“crowds out” the private sector.?'

For a given stock of money, it follows that any increase in government spending
must be financed either by higher taxes or by borrowing. Higher taxes will depress
expenditures for private sector goods and services, thereby shrinking private sector
output and employment. Thus, an increase in the number of public sector jobs will
accompany a decrease in the number of private sector jobs. Labor is more efficient
in the private sector, and lost private sector output generally would have been more
useful and valuable than the additional public sector services. Most public sector
services are likely to be in activities that people would not voluntarily purchase at
current market prices, which more accurately reflect costs. Hence, an increase in
public sector employment will diminish private sector employment, and the effi-
ciency of the economy as a whole will suffer. The real value of output will fall,
causing an increase in inflation. Average real wages and total employment, in turn,
also must fall.

“David 1. Meiselman, *Statement to thc Subcommittee on Domestic Monetary Policy of the
Committee on Banking, Currency. and Housing, United States House of Representatives, Hearings
on the Impact of the Federal Reserve's Money Policies on the Economy, 94th Congress, 2d Session,
June 9, 1976: David I. Meiselman, " The Impact of Countercyclical Monetary and Fiscal Policies
on Housing.” in Department of Housing and Urban Development, Housing in the Seventies:
Volume 1 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 1976). David 1. Meiseiman, ** World-
wide Inflation: A Monetarist View,” 1n David I. Meiselman and Arthur Laffer, eds.,The Phenom-
enon of Worldwide Inflation (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1975).

*'For a comprehensive summary of the analysis of and evidence about crowding out, see Keith
M. Curlson and Roger W. Spencer. “Crowding Out and [is Critics.” in Federal Reserve Bunk of
St. Louis Review (December 1975). For a despairing view, sce Bailey and Tobin. “Direct Job Crea-
tion, Inflation. and Uremployment.” 7.
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Borrowing to finance the increase in Federal expenditures has the same general
effect as taxing. When the Federal Govemment borrows more, the increased demand
for funds drives up interest rates as part of the process in which the Federal Govern-
ment bids financial resources away from the private sector. Higher interest rates are
part of the mechanism for shifting financial resources to the Federal Government
and away from the private sector. Higher interest rates depress private spending,
especially for capital goods such as housing. Debt-financed government spending
crowds out housing and business expenditures for plant and equipment.

Impairing capital formation also has serious consequences for labor productivity
because that productivity depends on the amount of capital; inore specifically, labor
productivity depends upon the ratio of capital to labor. With less capital, labor pro-
ductivity is lower. Real wages, in turn, are also lower, and employment opportunities
are curtailed. Thus, by this mechanism alone, creating some PSE jobs in the short
run will be at the expense of lower wages and fewer jobs in the long run. Of course,
other mechanisms indicate no increase in fotal employment, even in the short run.

Besides taxing and borrowing there is only one other way to finance more govern-
ment expenditures. The Federal Government can effectively get the funds to pay
its bills by having the Federal Reserve increase the money supply. The direct result
will be still more inflation. The indirect result of more inflation will be an increase,
rather than a decrease, in unemployment 2

Demand stimulus alone will not solve a supply problem. Specific pockets of
unemployment remain largely because of poor public policies. The government's
printing press cannot paper over the causes or consequences of those policies. The
ensuing inflation solves no problems; it adds more.

The problem of fiscal substitution by state and focal governments, which I discuss
earlier, provides evidence about, and is linked to, the lower value people place on
public sector activities compared with those in the privatesector. To the extent that
fiscal substitution takes place, such substitution reflects the perception of local tax-
payers that the services and activities the Federal Government is trying to force them
to consume are of little or no value at all! Federal dollars are effectively used to
reduce local taxes or to finance increases in other local services, but not the services
the Federal Government “prefers” If it is worthwhile having Federal contributions
to local citizens in general, it would seem that a general tax cut at the Federal level
would be a more efficient and direct way to allocate such contributions. A Federal
tax cut also would save on the present substantial amount of administrative expense
and bureaucratic meddling. In addition, because PSE programs effectively subsidize
local government expenditures, these programs thereby induce a higher level of such
expenditures than local citizens would prefer if they paid for them out of their own

**For analysis of and evidence about the proposition that more intlation leads to more unemployment,
see Milton Friedman, "' Nobel Lecture: Inflation and Unemployment,” Journal of Political Economy
85 (June 1977), 451-472; David I. Meiselman, “More Inflation: More Unemployment.” Tux Re-
view (January 1976); and David I. Meiselman. “*Unemployment and the Variability of Inflation:
A Feasibility Study.” unpublished manuscript prepared for the United States Department of Labor
{September 1977).
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revenue resources. A Federal tax cut instead of PSE programs, therefore, would cor-
respondingly help to avoid still more local government activities of low productivity
and low value. Given the slowdown in recent years of our economic growth, shifting
resources to create more make-work and busy-work projects hardly would seem to be
called for today.

III. THE PROGRAM FOR BETTER JOBS AND INCOME;’

The Carter Administration's *Program for Better Jobs and Income™ is composed
of three major elements: a job training and employment program; a revised welfare
and supplementary income program with work incentives; and a revision of the
eamed income tax credit and minimum taxable income components of the Federal
income tax provisions. The bill also provides for state and_Jocal fiscal relief. These
elements are interrelated because the financial incentives of each part depend on
those of the others. Here, I sketch briefly the intent and specification of each of these
components. Then, the entire program is evaluated in the context of the analysis
presented in Section II.

Specifics of The PBJI

Job Training and Employment. The stated goal of the job training and employment
component of the PBJI is to provide opportunities for work or training for principal
wage earners in families with children. State and local governments would be respon-
~ sible for job search, training, and placement, and for creatmg subsidized jobs within
the existing CETA network of prime sponsors.

The PBJI would be funded by $8.8 billion in 1980 to create 1.4 million public ser-
vice jobs and job-training slots to provide employment for up to 2.5 million persons
who cannot find private sector employment or regular public employment. Approx-
imately 85 percent of these jobs would pay the minimum wage of $3.30 per hour
when initiated in 1981. Wages up to 25 percent more, or $4.15 per hour, would be
permitted for the remaining jobs to allow flexibility for rewarding work leaders and
good performance.

Those states currently paying welfare benefits greater than the Federal minimum
would be required to augment the minimum wage by an amount sufficient to main-
tain the Federal incentive structure between work and welfare compensation. Since
supplemental wages could not exceed 10 percent of the current minimum wage, this
provision will not adequately protect the work incentive benefit structure.

The job training and employment program would require no income or asset tests
for determining eligibility, however, applicants must be unemployed and show
“evidence” of a five-week job search. Each subsidized job is intended to serve as

OThis discussion and analysis is based on the Carter Administration’s proposal as specified in
United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, * Welfare Reform.” The final form
of the bill associated with the proposal may differ from this HEW release.

16



60

transitional employment, and participants would be obliged to conduct an annual
job search and to accept private employment whenever it is offered. The proposal
never specifies just how the job search would be verified.

Two-parent families, single persons, childless couples, and single parents whose
children are fourteen or over, would be required to accept work if offered. Heads of
single-parent families with children between seven and fourteen would be expected
to work part time when available work does not interfere with child-care, and full time
if appropriate day care facilities are made availablc. Presumably, those exempted
from work—the aged, blind or disabled, and single parents whose children are under
seven—would not be excluded from consideration if there_are sufficient PSE slots.
Under no condition would more than one PSE job be awarded per family “unit,’
although other family members would remain eligible to participate in other Federal
or state training or youth programs.

Since all low-income families with children would be eligible for PSE, partici-
pants would be drawn from a much larger pool than current welfare recipients. The
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare estimated that over 44 percent of this
pool would be persons not currently receiving AFDC, food stamps, or other relief.
If approximately 44 percent of PSE slots were indeed filled with people now on wel-
fare, AFDC caseloads would drop by only 28 percent.*

Federal guidelines are supposed to assure the appropriateness of job opportunities
relative to skill levels of the “target™ groups and to provide for training as part of job
activities. Provisions of the PBJI generously encourage flexible hours and provision
of part-time employment to accommodate participants.

The jobs program anticipates stimulating local projects not currently feasible on
a large scale in most communities. HEW identifies thirteen major categories of such*
jobs and estimates the number of participants likely to hold each job.**

200,000—aiding the elderly and infirmed;
200,000—constructing and maintaining local recreational facilities;
150,000—improving public safety;
150,000— paraprofessionals in local schools;
150,000—providing child care;
125,000—supervising recreation programs;
100,000—cleaning neighborhoods and controlling insects and rodents;
100,000 refurbishing school facilities;
75,000—supporting cultural activities;
50,000—monitoring environmental quality;
50,000—weatherizing homes,
* 25,000—providing facilities for the handicapped;
25,000—aiding in waste treatment and recycling.

Many of these jobs duplicate services performed by private sector small busi-
nesses and in some instances require labor skills competing directly with union

*United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, * Welfare Reform.”
United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, * Welfare Reform.™
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members. Most of these jobs also appear to require skills beyond those nor-
mally attributed to the “targeted” poor, and one wonders whether some of the
job categories are fancy names for leaf-rakers and baby-sitters.

The legislation includes a “fail-safe” provision authorizing the Secretary of
Labor to arrange employment opportunities directly with public and private non-
profit agencies if the state and local governments do not provide the required
number of jobs.

Income Support Program. The cash assistance component of the PBJI consolidates
three of the largest income-tested transfer programs: Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, Supplemental Security Income, and Food Stamps. The principal objective
of this restructuring of the nation's welfare system is to discourage welfare depen-
dency and to convert hundreds of state and county welfare programs having vastly
different eligibility rules, benefits, and regulations into a single, Federally funded
welfare system. The PBJI also anticipates applying computer technology to monthly
benefit calculations to reduce administrative costs and overpayments arising from
unreported income and to eliminate fraud.

The new system would be partially supplemented and administered by state and
local governments. The system provides a basic two-tier benefit structure, which
bases payments on family size and willingness to work. The upper tier provides ben-
efits equal to approximately 65 percent of the poverty threshold. The second, and
much lower, tier of benefits is intended to create work incentives by providing only
subsistence income. Virtually no one in the noninstitutionalized civilian population
would be categorically excluded from receiving some level of income assistance as
long as the living unit meets income and asset requirements. Married couples without
children, single persons, those living in “group quarters,” students, aliens and other
residents here and in the territories of the United States would all be eligible for
some, albeit differential, welfare benefits.

This cash support system would afford benefits to existing welfare recipients who
are expected to work, to those persons currently working at a low income, and to
those persons exempted from employment for reasons of blindness, disability, age
of children, and the like. Cash benefit determination would involve extremely com-
plex calculations, considering the large number of parameters influencing the total
value of such awards. These parameters cannot be summarized briefly. Enumeration
would be complicated and not especially systematic. Benefit penalties against eamed
income differ, moreover, depending on whether or not a member of the family unit
is expected to work. Matching provisions would encourage states to augment Federal
benefit levels up to 100 percent of the poverty level. Future benefit levels in any one
state may or may not equal the national benefit or existing welfare payments.

Some examples may serve to illustrate the general emphasis and complexity of
the differential cash assistance provisions. Consider a single-parent family of four.
(Income is based on a 2000 hour work year.) If the head of the household is exempted
from work, the family would receive a Federal guarantee of $4,200, unless the state
chose to supplement the Federal payment.
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If the youngest child is between seven and fourteen years of age and the parent is
required to work part time, earnings from PSE plus the supplementary imcome bonus
would totat $5,370. However, should the parent refuse to work, annual benefits
would fall to $2,300. Total earnings from a half-time private sector job at the mini-
mum wage would be slightly higher, $5,635, because of the earned income tax credit.

If the youngest child is over fourteen years, full-time employment would be
required. In this case, earnings from a special public service job would amount to
$6,540 and those from private employment would total $7,005. (Cash benefits for a
family of four do not phase out completely until income reaches $8,400.) The dif-
ferential, in this and other cases, between non-work public service employment,
and private work does not appear adequate to produce the intended effects.

Single persons, currently entitled only to $600 worth of food stamp benefits,
would receive an income guarantee of $1,100 under the proposal. They would be
expected to work, although they would not be eligible for special public jobs. Ben-
efits decrease 50¢ for each additional dollar earned. Note that this is a much higher
tax rate than these persons now face. Single persons do not qualify for the earned
income tax credit. When FICA is subtracted from wages, a far greater disincentive
to work is built into the proposal than exists under current law.

The PBJI encourages states and districts now having higher welfare benefits, such
as California, New York, and the District of Columbia, to maintain their differential
cash assistance up to the calculated poverty level by agreeing to offset a substantial
fraction of these costs in addition to the $4,200 Federal share. Apparently the
Administration believes that the national benefits floor would not represent an ade-
quate income in certain parts of the country. Differences in the cost of living, how-
ever, do not parallel welfare differentials. These indices, moreover, do not reflect the
intrinsic values, such as climate, associated with particular geographic locations,
and, of course, cannot reflect individual preferences. When states supplement welfare
payments up to the poverty threshold, as the bill encourages them to do, they must
also increase the minimum wage payable to PSE employees. This is true regardless
of the condition of local labor markets.

Tax Reduction Provisions. Liability under the Federal income tax in 1977 begins
with adjusted gross incomes above $7,200. The Administration’s proposal apparently
intends to recommend an increase in the minimum taxable income to $9,080, although
the precise method of establishing this threshold was not delineated 2

The PBJI would also modify and expand the earned income tax credit. This 1975
tax law provision currently provides $400 in benefits (in cash or reduced taxes) to
families with $4,000 of earnings, $200 for those earning $2,000 or $6,000, and no
benefits if earnings exceed $8,000. Since work disincentives would thus be created
for families earning between $4,000 and $8,000, many of whom would also be
eligible for cash assistance, the PBJI proposes to extend the credit to income levels

1*Sheldon Danziger, Robert Haveman, and Eugene Smolensky, “The Program for Better Jobs and
Income: A Guide and a Critique.” prepared for the Joint Economic Committee of the United States
Congress (October 1977), 7.
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up to $15,620! The tax credit would be calculated monthly and would be reflected
in the withholding process. Nearly 50 percent of all families would benefit by this
expansion of the eammed income tax credit. As an incentive for job holders to leave
subsidized employment, eamings from such employment would not be eligible for
the earned income tax credit.

Fiscal Relief for State and Local Governments. Fiscal relief is a major stated objec-
tive of the reform proposal. States, on the average, will realize savings in their welfare
expenditures of 18.1 percent, which must be distributed to localities in proportion
to their total burden of state welfare costs. Those states and cities that have tradition-
ally paid the highest benefits will realize the largest savings. California, New York
State, and the District of Columbia, for example, will receive relief (as a percent of
their current level of effort) of approximately 31, 36, and 56 percent, respectively.
No state would save less than 10 percent. The bill therefore rewards communities
that have previously been most guilty of encouraging (or underwriting) welfare
dependency.

Evaluating the PBJI as Welfare Policy

To assess the PBJI, as well as similar programs containing target unemployment
goals, against its stated objective (reducing the level of unemployment, particularly
among the hard-core unemployed, at minimal acceptable rates of inflation) one must
answer several critical questions. Will the work incentives provided current welfare
recipients induce a substantial portion of them to seek PSE? Beyond the “target”
unemployed, what is the potential total supply of applicants for PSE? How rapidly
will state and local governments respond to changes in “measured” unemployment,
and what kinds of jobs are they likely to “create” to meet the demand for PSE?
What will be the resource and inflation costs of the outcome or, more specifically,
what is the probable impact of the program on total employment, the distribution of
income, and total output?

Work Incentives and the Potential Supply of Targeted PSE Workers. Our evaluation
begins with the question of work incentives. The benefit structures of the income
maintenance program and the revised earned income tax credit were designed with
the intention of providing work incentives to welfare recipients without changing
the relative position of those low income persons currently employed. Those benefit
structures also were intended to encourage family stability.

There are an overwhelming number of alternative benefit schedules depending on
marital status and the ages and number of dependent children in each household.
To simplify the task of examining the incentive structure, a welfare family of four
with a female head of household will be singled out for reference. Households with
female heads represent a substantial fraction of total AFDC caseloads and expendi-
tures. These households also tend to be the most welfare dependent and resistant
to public policy attempts to induce gainful employment. The accompanying table
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shows the components of income for an eligible four member household with a
female head.

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL INCOME: FEMALE-HEADED FAMILY OF FOUR,
ELIGIBLE FOR AFDC AND NOT EMPLOYED”

Case I: Caselll: Case HI:
Not Expected Expected to Expected to
to Work Work Part-Time Work Full Time

_Present  Proposed  Present  Proposed  Present  Proposed
System System  ~ System Systom System System

Regular earned income ... .... 0 0 0 0 ] 0
Special public job earnings . ... 0 0 0 $2.650 0 $5,300
Supplementary income bonus* . . 0 $4,200 0 2,815 0 1,550
Earned income tax credit? ... .. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Payrolitax® ............... 0 0 0 -155 0 =310
Federatincometax .......... 0 0 0 0 0 0
AFDC* ... ... e $720-85712 0 $720-5,712 0 $720-5,712 0
Food stamps® .............. $1,992-696 0 1,992-696 0 1,992-696 0
Total income .......... $2,712-6,408 4200 2,712-6408 5370 2,712-6,408 6,540

'The amount by which States might supplement the work bonus would be added to this total. if States choose to supple-
ment, they must also supplement the wage of the special public job. The guarantee of $4,200 is reduced by 50 cents for
each $1 of earnings of those expected to work less than full time. For those expected to work full time, the guarantee is
only $2,300, but the first $3.800 of earnings are not taxed.

The earned income tax credit is available to families with children, but not for special public jobs.

Employee’s share of the payroll tax— 5.85 percent.

‘The minimum benefit shown is for Mississippi; the maximum, for New York.

*The bonus value of food stamps is computed by assuming a standard ded uction of $50 per month for a couple and $100
per month for a family of 4.

The most obvious problem with the proposed benefit schedule is the implicit wage
per hour of PSE work. The PSE wage for mothers expected to work in full- or part-
time jobs amounts to only $1.17, which hardly appears to be a sufficiently attractive
wage to induce actual employment. Studies of WIN found that work related expenses,
such as child care and travel, were significant determinants of welfare mothers’ work
effort.?® The differential wage provided by PSE is simply not adequate to cover these
costs, even taking into account child care deduction. And, the wage differential is
certainly insufficient to reward work effort outside the home. These persons will be
best off under this system by registering for work but failing to get or to keep a job,
since the penalty for refusal is a 50 percent reduction in family benefits. Studies show
that work requirements carrying penalties this severe will induce welfare mothers
to work ** The Administration’s proposal, however, essentially negates any positive

*"This table is based on Tables ! and 2 in Danziger, Haveman, and Smolensky, “The Program for
Better Jobs and Income: A Guide and a Critique,'* 15-16.

Sar A. Levitan and David Marwick, * Work and Training for Relief Recipients,” The Journal of
Human Resources, 8 (Supplement 1973), 5-18.

*See, for example, Irwin Garfinkel and Larry T. Orr, ** Welfare Policy and the Employment Rate
* of AFDC Mothers,” National Tax Journal, 27 (June 1974), 275-284.
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effect from this inducement because of the proposal’s relatively small incrementa!
income provided for PSE employment.

The accompanying table also illustrates the substantial geographical differences
in the impact of the Administration’s program. Welfare recipients in Mississippi
will automatically receive nearly SO percent more income. The PBJI essentially im-
poses on state and local governments a required conformity with national standards,
which will impact on the number and location of welfare recipients. Substantial
increases in the income provided welfare families in certain parts of the country are
likely to affect adversely the attitudes and motivation of a substantial number of
low income, private sector workers, to the detriment of private employment, output,
and costs.

The benefit structure contains several other adverse incentive effects. First, it
does not, as intended, encourage family stability. Fathers not living with the family
are guaranteed the $1100 income provided for singles, but those fathers would add
only $600 if they remained with their families. Second, the program continues to
encourage welfare mothers to bear children, only with a somewhat different time
pattern. The program provides an incentive for mothers to space their children’s
births so that they have a child under seven as long as possible. Moreover, benefits
increase beyond the $4,200 payment (for a family of four) with each child up to a
total of six children. Maximum national benefits peak at $6,000 for a mother with
six children; total family income with a father living separately would be $7.000,
with no taxes or work expenses deducted so long as employment is avoided.

The $4200 national benefit for a family of four, at the state's option, may be aug-
mented with Federal matching grants up to the $6440 poverty threshold. This provi-
sion of the PBJI not only perpetuates existing geographical differentials in welfare
expenditures, but also rewards those states that have been most guilty of encouraging
welfare dependency. Since the minimum wage supplements are limited to increases
of 10 percent beyond the national level, there will be geographic differences in the
work incentives that the bill provides. Assuming that the highest paying states will
elect to supplement as provided, welfare recipients effectively will be rewarded more
handsomely for avoiding employment in the most heavily populated welfare states.

A recent study by Garfinkel and Orr of the effects of work incentives on the
employment rate of welfare mothers showed how limited these effects, as well as
others, might be on the employment rate. Garfinkel and Orr report, “Even if one
were to simultaneously decrease the guarantee by 40%, the tax rate by 35 percentage
points, and aggregate unemployment by 1.5 percentage points; increase the levels
of the set-aside and deductions by $50, and the percentage of the caseload receiving
rehabilitation services by 10%; and impose a work test in all states, our estimates
imply that 50 percent of the AFDC mothers in a typical state would still not work."*°

These findings suggest that even though the PBJI imposes a strict work test as a con-
dition of receipt of benefits, a significant increase in employment rates among wel-
fare mothers is unlikely. However, the PBJI may create an artificially high measured

*Garfinkel and Orr, " Welfare Policy and lhe‘Employmcnt Rate of AFDC Mothers,” 283.
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labor supply, or number of registrants for work programs. One problem with PSE as
a welfare policy is that there is no way to make people actually work, unless one is
satisfied with herding the “target” group into a room to keep them away from home
for X hours per day. Since one cannot fire anyone from PSE, and 'since one cannot
make anyone do anything either, the most probable outcome is a large pool of wel-
fare recipients registered to work and held indefinitely in the category ‘‘awaiting
assignment.” Those so categorized receive the maximum net spendable income for
a minimum expenditure of time and effort.

For those who do respond positively to the rather small income dlfferenuals and
who willingly participate in PSE and job training, the outlook is bleak for long-term
employment in either the public or private sector. Given the low skill level of the
average welfare recipient relative to the needs of state and local governments, and
given the true overall costs of creating public jobs (that is, additional costs of labor
and capital resources and administration), neither a state nor a local government has
an incentive to provide an adequate number of these jobs. The program'’s ultimate
goal of moving PSE employees into private sector employment after training and
“‘rehabilitation,” moreover, must be seen as *pie-in-the-sky" in view of past experi-
ence with Federally funded training programs, especially since little training is
envisaged in the program. Indeed, it would seem that the likely poor work context
would corrupt rather than upgrade skills.

“Graduates” from WIN registered gains in hourly wages that were either modest or
nonexistent. Thirty percent of all males and three out of every five women enrollees
were still making only $2.00 per hour after leaving the training program. Attrition
rates were high from the outset because child-care allowances were inadequate and
training bonuses above welfare amcunted in some cases to as little as $1.50 per day.
The attrition rates increased steadily as participants became disillusioned by feedback
on graduates.* The Department of Labor claims only a 20 percent success rate in
moving participants permanently off welfare.

The Congressional Budget Office reports that even intensive training programs
fail to raise participants' lifetime income potential. The average manpower training
enrollee (either a youth or a minority group member) achieved a yearly post-training
income differential of only $400. Most of this differential, however, stemmed from
an increase in hours worked per week or in weeks worked per year, rather than from
higher hourly earnings 2

Most programs aimed at welfare recipients rather than at the poor in general, such
as WIN and the $50 million welfare demonstration under the Emergency Employ-
ment Act of 1971, have been implemented only with long lead times and an under-
utilization of appropriated funds. California, to take but one example, did not even
bother to submit an application for funds under the Emergency Employment Act.
Except for PSE-CETA, in which participation is not restricted to current welfare

L evitan and Marwick, *“Work and Training for Rulief Recipiens.

*1United States Congress, Congressional Budget Office, “Public Employment and Training Assis-
tance: Alternative Federal Approaches,” 28-29.
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recipients, appropriations were very rapidly absorbed by most eligible localities.*’

State and local governments may react in ways destructive of the PBJI goals
because welfare recipients cannot easily be assimilated into their Work forces; or,
because these governmental units are unwilling to participate unless they can effec-
tively substitute Federal money for local taxes; or, because administration costs are
differentially higher for programs like WIN, with no net reduction in total welfare
costs. Whatever the reason, state and local governments are not likely to follow the
intenc of the PBJI.

A New Welfare Class. While the PBJI does not appear to be designed effectively to
put welfare recipients into PSE, it shows great promise for inducing a substantial
fraction of working class and lower middle class Americans out of private sector
employment and into public sector jobs. At best, the PBJI will have the regrettable
effect of transferring to the middle class the incentives to disrupt family status so
lamented in the current welfare system. This disruption arises from the earned-income-
tax credit and minimum tax provisions of the PBJI.

A substantial fraction (approximately 42 percent in 1974) of all individual tax
returns report adjusted gross income below $15,000. The expanded earned income
tax credit would provide tax relief to all of these household units with children. In
today’s economy many families have two wage earners and, in these circumstances,
probably have total incomes exceeding $15,000 by large amounts. (In 1974, fully 73
percent of all returns showed adjusted gross incomes under $30,000.) The progres-
sivity of the income tax tends to discourage marriage for many couples pursuing
joint careers, and this disincentive will be greatly reinforced by the proposed expan-
sion of the earned income tax credit and increase in the minimum taxable income.
Many families with double incomes up to $30,000 will find that separate mailing
addresses, if not living quarters, could pay off handsomely. Alternatively there
would be cash and income incentives to outright divorce.

Suppose that a husband and wife each earns $12,000, and their adjusted gross
income is $20,000. Their 1976 tax liability would have ranged between $2400 and
$2800, assuming three to four dependents and deductions equal to 10 percent of
income. Under the Administration’s program, this family could reduce its income
tax liability to $1430 and gain an approximate offset of $650 against the wife's FICA
tax by separating. The total tax reduction is about 73 percent! In some cases it may
be advantageous for each parent to claim some of the children as dependents, so that
each secures the benefits of the earned income tax credit, further reducing their joint
tax liability. It is possible in this income range to reduce Federal income tax liability
to zero and gain an earned income tax credit refund substantially offsetting social
security taxes. No one should be so naive as to believe that some middle class Amer-
icans will fail to take advantage of a new tax avoidance scheme if one is presented
to them. ‘

Beyond the disincentives to family stability, it is not difficult to conceive of situa-

$Levitan and Marwick, * Work Training For R-iief Recipients.”
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tions in which the household could not possibly help but be better off if one or both
wage earners withdrew from private employment in favor of PSE. Public employ-
ment offers far more security than is enjoyed by many low income workers. People
awaiting PSE jobs are guaranteed welfare benefits frequently higher than unemploy-
ment insurance provides.

The PBJI, moreover, explicitly states that welfare and supplemental income benefits
are to increase automatically to keep pace with inflation and that the Administration
intends periodically to raise benefits in real terms.** Presumably, minimum wages,
already scheduled to rise to $3.30 per hour in 1981, will be similarly pegged so that
the so-called work incentives of the benefit structure will be maintained. Minimum
wages that rise faster than productivity will create more unemployment and increase
further the number of potential PSE workers. Studies have shown that so great is the
attraction of stable. secure public employment, many people prolong their job search
just to await these jobs, especially during periods of economic contraction. A recent
study has demonstrated how an increase in the public sector itself tends to increase
measured unemployment by this mechanism alone ** If the PBJI guarantees employ-
ment to all takers, then the potential labor supply to the government under this pro-
gram is likely to be of nightmarish proportions.

It should be noted that the tax provisions of the PBJI are critical to the proposal's
financial structure. If the earned income tax credit remained at current levels, then all
heads-of-households employed at wages approximating the 198! minimum wage
would be far better off on welfare.

Those low and middle income and skilled workers who would intentionally drop
out of the private sector under the PBIJI are just the kind of workers state and local
governments can use at least up to some saturation level. In creating PSE slots to
absorb them, the government ccmpetes directly with the private sector and pushes up
the relative wage of public and private workers. There is a definite limit to the crea-
tion of local jobs in the short run unless local taxpayers radically change their attitudes.
The public sector, however, will grow, if slowly, while the private sector labors to
support the public sector and the overwhelming welfare burden. Total employment
probably will fall even in the short run, and the rate of growth in real output will
decline over time. .

One of the potentially most adverse implications of the scenario is that the produc-
tion potential of the economy declines over time. This decline can be expected not
only because of the effects of an increasingly large public sector, but also because of
the redistribution of income that results from rising relative wages of low- and moder-
ate-skilled groups. As the relative wage of unskilled or semi-skilled workers rises,
future labor market participants alter their plans to attain higher, more specialized
academic and vocational educations. These education decisions are extremely respon-
sive to changes in lifetime income prospects. Thus, the more successfully the PBJI

“United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Welfare Reform.” IS.

»David A. Coulter. " A Two Sector Model of the Labor Market,” unpublished paper prepared for
the Carnegie-Rochester Conference on Pubtic Policy (November 18-19, 1977).
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artificially redistributes income and opportunity to its target group or to other low
skill workers, the more deleterious will be the PBJI's long-run consequences.

Costs of PBJI. With typical myopia, the PBJI's authors have neglected completely to
account for the potential long-run resource and inflation costs its implementation
would impose on the economy. The same faulty and biased foresight results in initial
cost projections that not only are much too low, but also are extremely inaccurate and
misleading.

The Carter Administration estimates that the total Federal cost of funding the PBJI's
major provisions will be $30.7 billion for the first year the program is in full operation.
Included is $19.2 billion for public cash assistance payments, $8.8 billion for PSE and
training, $1.5 billion to cover the earned income tax credit for those receiving income
supplements, and $1.2 billion to cover the emergency block grants to the states and
child-care deductions. This total neglects the rather substantial eamed income tax
credit benefits, expected to exceed $3.4 billion, for persons in the middle-income
range. The Administration argues that, although the eamed income tax credit is a
critical part of its work incentive measures, these expenditures or tax forgivenesses
do not represent welfare expenditures.

Offset against these projected costs are $27.9 billion in current Federal expendi-
tures that would be cancelled. A major offset is the $23.0 billion in current outlays
for AFDC, SSI, food stamps, and the stimulus portion of CETA and WIN. Several
other current expenditure categories, extended unemployment insurance compensa-
tion, housing subsidies and projected reductions in HEW's budget (from reduced
fraud and abuse) are used to offset $1.5 billion of estimated costs.

Including as offsets prospective reductions in housing subsidies and wellhead tax
revenue refunds, supposed to be made directly to individuals and included in an
energy bill as yet unpassed, represents what is sometimes euphemistically termed
“creative account!” More puzzling is the inclusion of lost tax revenues from the
existing eamed income tax credit, since such future costs are excluded from the
other side of the accounts.

It is indefensible to include anticipated contributions to the social security and un-
employment compensation trust funds from PSE workers. Social security contribu-
tions result in a Federal liability in future years of an as yet unknown amount. This
account is a separate trust fund, and revenues are not available for general govern-
ment expenditures. Unemployment compensation is also an insurance scheme, funded
by a tax on labor income. If unémployment goes down, the tax rate on the currently
employed should go down and allow workers to enjoy a higher nominal after-tax
income. They and their employers will need that higher income to pay the taxes neces-
sary to_support the PBJI.

The Carter Administration estimates a $2.8 billion first year ner cost for the PBJI.
The true net cost should now realistically be considered to be three to four times that
high, even disregarding the likely private sector costs that have been neglected in the
Administration’s analysis. Unfortunately, it is on the basis of this $2.8 billion net cost
estimate that the PBJI will be “sold” te the American people.
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caused more unemployment and has perpetuated poverty.

This essay examines closely the Carter Administration’s welfare pro-
posal, H.R. 9030, and especially its provisions for public service em-
ployment. Despite the Administration’s claims that the program will
shift the poor from welfare dependency to productive jobs, especially
in the private sector, and at low additional costs to the taxpayers, this
study finds quite the contrary.

If enacted into law, H.R. 9030 would cause a further expansion of
the public sector that potentially will attract a large segment of low- and
middle-income workers out of the private sector into low productivity,
low priority, and largely dead-end public sector employment. Costs
will be substantially higher than the Administration forecasts. A whole
new welfare class is likely to emerge, and family stability will be further
impaired. The ultimate costs will include both lower cverall employ-
ment and less economic growth. At the same time, the basic causes of
the current problems of unemployment and poverty, poor government
policies that have increased barriers to employment and to gaining work
skills while increasing incentives to unemployment and welfare, all are
left intact. The egalitarian zeal for equalizing distress, which is inherent
in the Carter proposal, is not an acceptable solution.
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STATEMENT OF OTT0 ECKSTEIN, PRESIDENT, DATA RESOURCES, INC.,, AND PAUL M.
-— WARBURG, PROFESSOR OF EcoNOMIC8, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

According to the government's estimates, the gross federal debt will reach
$873.7 billion by September 30, 1979. In the ordinary course of events, the debt
will pass the $1 trilllon mark in 1981.

Does it matter? Twenty years ago, most economists would have answered that
it matter rather little, because the interest payments are a transfer within the
American people. While there was a revival of the classlical view that there
was an intergenerational burden, the arguments were rather obscure and based
on somewhat “iffy” assumptions.

But circumstances have changed in a variety of ways in the last 20 years, and
80 it is appropriate to use the occasion of the annual ritual of the statutory debt
limit extension to reach a new assessment on the importance of the debt burden
and of the implications for budget policy.

THE SHORT-TERM ISSUES

The debt is growing rapidly because the budget deflcits have become so
cnormous. As Chart 1 shows, the net interest burden as a percentage of gross na-
tional product, which had changed rather little from the end of World War II until
1967, has risen substafitially since then, Short and long-term interest rates are
much higher in response to the last decade of inflation, and the size of the debt
has also increased very sharply. The underfinanced Vietnam War and the 1967
slowdown produced the first of the recent frightening deficits. The 1970 recession
and the subsequent stimulative fiscal policy, added three more large deficits. The
great recession of 1974-75 added mightily to the debt, of course. The subsequent
recovery, unlike other postwar business cycle recoverles, is not bringing a rapid
shrh;kage of the deflcits. This condition is the first major issue that must be
studied.
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CHART 1.—Net interest as a percent of GNP.

THE 1979 BUDGET IN PERSPECTIVE ,

The President’s 1979 budget is a strategy of expansion. The full employment
budget, the best available measure of direct budget impact, shows a sizeable
increase in its deficit both in fiscal 1978 and fiscal 1979. This is somewhat at
odds with the media description of the budget as moderate. How did the need
for this budget plan develop? What are the actual prospects for the 1979 project
after Congressional action and Administrative implementation? What are the
implications for the economy ?

According to the government’s estimates, the full employment budget defieit
on the unified budget basis increases from $10 billion in fiscal 1977 to $32 billion
in 1978 and $37 blllion in 1979. DRI has calculated the comparable estimates on
the national income accounts basis. The rise in the deficit is not quite so extreme
(Table 1), reaching a $25 billion deficit for 1979. The difference lies in net lend-
ing: the Federal housing agencies are moving back to high lending volumes
which are not included in the national income accounts because they are offset
by asset acquisitions.

TABLE 1.—Full employment budget surplus or deficit (—)
billions of dollars—fiscal years

Unifled budget basis:?*
10T o e —10
1078 e —32
1070 e —37
National income accounts basis
1077 e e e e e e e —8
1978 o e e cmman —19
1970 e —-25

1 Source : Ofice of Management and Budget.
% Source : DRI estimate, based on President’s budget.

But even at the more moderate NIA estimates, a rising full employment budget
deftcit in years four and five of a business cycle expansion deserves close exami-
nation (chart 2).-The reasons for this budget strategy are these:

1. The President has placed employment gains high on his-priority scale. The
public and the Congress justifiably expect him to show steady decllnes in the
unemployment rate.

2. The ecoinomy probably would slow down substantially if the budget did not
have an expansionary posture. Consumer spending will rise less than income in
1978 because the debt burden is already excessive. There is also considerable
evidence in automobile and other retail sales that consumers are taking steps
to bring their debt burden back in line. The government survey of business invest-
ment plans leaves little doubt that investment will not be strong enough to carry
the economy forward alone. A year ago, the Administration adopted a growth
strategy based on 109 growth in real investment, but that hope must be aban-
doned in the light of the survey. Housing starts are very likely to fall before
1978 is over because of high interest rates and recent above-trend activity.
Finally, the Federal Reserve, even under the chairmanship of Mr. Miller, is likely
to raise interest rates somewhat further as monetary growth is likely to continue
to be above the 614 % target ceiling over the next 6 months.
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CHART 2—Full emplayment budget surplus or deficit
as a percent of GNP (fiscal years, NIA basis)

; goutrce: DRI estimates; fiscal years 1978 and 1979 based on President Carter's 1979
udget,
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WILL THE BUDGET STRATEGY WORK?

The DRI forecast is somewhat below the projections in the President’s eco-
nomic report, but the difference between the two projections is moderate, a total
of 1.2 percent by 1980 (table 2). The DRI answers are somewhat lower for three
reasons. First, DRI believes that actual budget outlays will again fall short of
the President’s proposals. The spending shortfalls of recent years appear to have
continued into the current fiscal year. The President’s budget proposals use the
Second Congressional Resolution as their baseline, but it is apparent that fiscal
1978 spending will be considerably less, about 85 billion less according to the DRI
estimates. While there are some areas in the 1979 budget, particularly the agri-
cultural outlays, which could easily prove to be larger than the President's
estimates, more general spending shortfalls are likely to outweight them.

TABLE 2.—Real GNP growth (percent)

President’s projections:
1978

Second, the DRI forecast is somewhat lower because the large Federal deficit
will produce some ‘‘crowding cut.” The DRI model is not monetarist in the
sense that every dollar of Federal deficit displaces a dollar of private spending,
but the model does reflect the mpact of Treasury financing on interest rates.
The Federal Reserve s not likely to permit the rates of increase in the money
supply that would be required to fully accommodate unified budget deficits of
$61 billion, which convert into financing needs that are substantially greater
because of the deficits of off-budget agencies. In 1979 the government’s estimate
of total borrowing from the public is $78 billion, $7 billion more than projected
for 1978. While the government's total financing needs will remain roughly con-

. stant in 1979, a large fraction of 1978's deficit will be financed by drawing down
unusually large cash holdings. Finally, DRI projects some final demands to grow
1 little less than the Administration. This is particularly the case in 1979 when
DRI sees a lull in the economy due to reduced housing activity.
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WILL THE OUTSIDE WORLD PERMIT US TO FOLLOW THI18 S8TRATEGY ?

The President’s expansionist fiscal policy is a very different approach from
that followed by Japan and West Germany. During 1977, the differences in
growth rates produced a large disequilibrium in international trade, and at year-
end a sharp decline of the dollar. If the disparity in economic performance con-
tinues through all of 1978, the recent policy change to stabilize the dollar will
fail, and since the United States is not free to let the dollar sink without limit
Gr to let exchange markets become disorderly, the international constraint would
become effective on the U.S. economy. Higher interest rates would be the most
direct expression of this influence.

Fortunately, there are scattered signs that the European economies are begin-
ning to gain some momentum. West Germany's real GNP growth rebounded to
a 3.4 percent annual rate in the final quarter of 1977, following a 0.4 percent
advance in the third quarter. Industrial production and factory orders are also
showing good gains in recent months. In France, industrial production jumped
4.1 percent in November, though it still stood below, year-earlier levels, and un-
employment showed a good improvement in December. In the United Kingdom,
the perioa of decline and stagnation also seemed to be coming to an end as pro-
duction rose 0.6 percent in November and retail sales rose a big 3.2 percent in
December.

Some of our other principal trading partners are showing less signs of a turn-
around. The Canadian economy reached its highest unemployment rate of the
postwar period in December, though housing and retail sales showed improve-
ment near year-end. The Japanese economy, the largest industrial economy after
our own, did not. show inuch renewal. While production advanced 2.8 percent in
November, retail sales remain weak, business fixed investment is flat to declin-
ing, and housing starts are not strong despite various government programs.
Public outlays are showing some increases as the more recent stimulus packages
are beginning to be felt. The government has reasserted its 7 percent goal for
fiscal 1978, though it is too early to assess whether the government really means
to reach it.—

In summary, the Preseident’s short-term fiscal policy proposals are correct,
given the actual economic situation. The $25 billion tax rednetion and the asso-
ciated full-employment hudget deficits are large and one could argue responsibly
for a few billion dollars less. On the other hand, given the size of the full-em-
ployment budget deficit planed for years four and five of the expansion, it would
be a serious error to aim at tax reductions beyond $25 billion, or to aim at budget
deficits beyond $60 billivn.

THE LONGER-TERM CHANGES

In the longer term, the presence of a large national debt raices a different set
of Issues, The burden of the debt is not measured by the interest payinents or the
absolute size in relation to the GND’, because inflation, including inflation created
by the budget, steadily erodes the real burden of the debt. The burden is found
clsewhere. -

1. An increasing share of the debt is now owed to forelgners. As recently as
1970, the debts held abroad was small. The international monetary crisis that
began in 1971 led to the acquisition of $45 billion of our debt by foreigners, prin-
cipally central banks. The balance of payments deficits created by the oil erisis
and the recession led to foreign purchases of another $33 billion in the years
1975-77, and the prospects are that forelgn acquisition will continue near the
$20 billion a year mark for some time. Thus, it is no longer true that we “owe it
to ourselves’’—some of the debt has become an external burden to the American
people and we pay interest like any other debtor.

Besides the interest burden, the new dependence on foreign financing is eroding
our freedom of action both in domestic and foreign policy. While there are some
advantages in building economic and political ties to the oil producing countries
who are buying our debt, the United States will pay a price for these relation-
ships. Indeed, the sudden switch in U.S. foreign exchange rate policy this month
is generally attribute to this factor.

2. The Federal debt is offset by very little real government capital. The big
growth in government spending has been in a variety of income benefit programs,
and in grants-in-aid to states which preponderantly also go for current outlays.
According to the always interesting Special Analysis D of the Federal Budget
(page 85), of a total 1977 budget outlay of $402 billion, only $24 billion went for
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civil physical assets, $3 billlon for net loans and financial investments, and $11
billion for civil research and development, a total of $38 billion, or less than
10%. Another $20 billion went for education and training, which can be consid-
ered a form of investment in human resources. On the military side, major equip-
ment and public works represent only $21 of $08 billion. By any reasonable defi-
nition, the bulk of the debt is being created for consumption purposes. The con-
tinued expansion of the scope of government, taking an ever larger share of the
GNP, gives every sign of curtailing the country’s long-term growth.

3. The growth of the debt reflects a decision-making process in which outlays
are not validated by a willingness to pay. The weakness of modern fiscal policy
has always been that it removes the discipline of the balanced budget. If the po-
litical process must levy the taxes to pay for the expenditures, there is likely to
be a more careful scrutiny than if the expenditures can be clothed in the virtue of
deficit-creating stimulus packages. In a year of recession, the loss of discipline is
not important because resource costs really are lower since labor and capital
would otherwise be idle. But we are now talking about large deficits in years four
and five of a recovery, with no serious prospect of a return to a situation where
expenditures again have to be scrutinized in terms of their tax costs. The dangers
posed by this situation to the efficiency of resource use in the public sector should
not be ignored. :

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

In dealing with the national debt, one must be realistic, The debt will grow and
the Congress will have {o raise the debt limit. This committee is wise to focus
public attention on the growth of the debt each year. A rapidly expanding debt is
a serious sign of weakness in the way we manage our economic affairs. Fiscal
policies designed to undo the restraint of monetary policies, ineffectual expend-
itures with low multipliers and little long-term value, inflationary public and
private policles which limit our prosperty, these and other flaws ultimately be-
come converted into a rising national debt. Our children and grandchildren will
judge us not so much by the size of the debt burden in relation to the GNP, but
in terms of our accomplishinents in solving our economic problems and thereby
gradually slowing the growth rate of a rapidly rising national debt.

STATEMENT OF R. G. PENNER, AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE'®

TAX CUTS, DEFICIT8S AND THE ECONOMY

There 1s an aura of gloom hanging over the U.S. economy. The stock market
values the real capital stock of the average corporation far below what it would
cost to replace it. Forelgners have little confidence in the dollar, and there is a
general feeling that economic policymakers don’t know what to do next.

Given our recent economic record the extreme pessimism is puzzling. Only
three years ago we were plunging into the worst recession since the 1930's, and
the unemployment rate was soaring. But since its peak of 9.0 percent in 1975, it
has fallen to 6.4 percent, while employment has gone up by 8 million workers.
Prices which rose over 12 percent from December 1973 to December 1974 have
been rising at about one-half that rate over the last 9 months. If we could halve
the rate again over the next 3 years, I am sure that everyone would be overjoyed.

But though the recovery is proceeding in a satisfactory manner—in the sense
that real growth is continuing to lower the unemployment rate—there is a strong
consensus that we have stopped making progress against inflation. It is said
that the rate is “stuck” at 6 percent or that we have entered the great stagna-
tion swamp. Thlis is peculiar terminology in that the inflation rate has been far
from “stock” and has been fluctuating quite a bit with food price changes and
the severe winter of last year. When people say that the rate iIs “stuck,” they
are really referring to the forecasts for the next 2 years and not to the recent
past. I cannot quarrel with their forecasts except to say that any price forecast
is extremely uncertain. Nevertheless, it remains that the inflation rate is the
one macro economic problem where few expect much progress over the next two
years and this {s the single, most important variable responsible for the malaise
in the foreign exchange and stock markets,

It is within this context that we begin to debate the President’s economic
program fer 1979. Time does not allow a thorough analysis of the entire budget

1 Views expressed in this testimony are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect
views of the staff, advisory panels, officers or trustees of AEI
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in all of its detail; so I would like to concentrate this testimony on the appro-
priateness of the recommended deficit and on some of the major individual
income tax proposals.

The same inflation that makes financial markets so uneasy is inexorably push-
ing taxpayers into higher and higher tax brackets. A person receiving a cost-
of-living raise typically finds that a higher marginal tax rate is applied to that
raise than was applied to earlier wage increases and as a result, the taxpayer
finds that although the employer seemed to compensate for inflation, there has
actually been a loss in after-tax purchasing power. Any merit raise is also taxed
at higher marginal rates and as a result, the total tax burden, as measured by
the average tax rate, rises without Congress changing any tax laws.

The phenomenon is well illustrated by the attached chart which accompanied
the President’s tax message. In 1976, the individual tax burden as measured by
the ratio of taxes to personal income was about- the same level that had pre-
vailed in the early sixties. In other words, legislated reductions in rates have,
in the aggregate, offset the effects of inflation and real growth that I described
above. The 1977 tax changes lowered the ratio slightly, but despite the so-called
tax cuts advocated by the President, the ratio rises in 1978 and 1979. In other
words, the President’s proposals do not involve cuts in the aggregate individual
tax burden. They only prevent it from rising as fast as it would under constant
tax laws. If nothing further is done after 1979, the burden soars over the next
two years to a level almost 20 percent higher than that prevailing in 1976.

This chart does not include the scheduled increases in social security taxes
which will cause the total burden to rise even more steeply after 1977. Conse-
quently, with regard to these two most important taxes pald by individuals and
families we are really debating how much taxes should rise—not how much
they should fall.

Despite the rise in the individual tax burden, the rise in recornmended spend-
ing levels and business and other miscellaneous tax cuts lead to a recommended
1979 deficit level that is little changed from 1978's. I find that disturbing given
that we are in a reasonable recovery.

In examining this situation, it is important to judge it by the economic con-
ditions that are expected to prevail in calendar 1979 and 1980 when—with time
lags—this budget will be having its main economic impact. In the absence of
bad luck or bad policies, the unemployment rate will be at or below 6 percent
‘for almost all of those two years. No one knows for sure when demand inflation
will become a problem again, but there are careful students of labor markets
who think that we shall be near to or perhaps already passed the danger point
once unemployment goes below 6 percent,

1, therefore, conclude that caution is required and this budget should show
more progress in reducing the deficit. I would set a target of about $50 billion,
recognizing both that this does not indicate much progress and that it repre-
sents a trivial change in policy in the $2.3 trillion economy expected for fiscal
1979. However, it would at least be a move in the right direction and it would
have a salutary psychological impact. It would make Mr. Miller's difficult new
job at the Fed just a little easier, and it should give foreigners a little more
confldence.in the ultimate value of the dollar.

How do you get there? My goal is modest because I recognize the difficulties.
The President has suggested that his proposed outlay figure of $500.2 billion
represents a ‘‘lean and tight” budget. Much is made of the reduction in spending
from 22.6 to 22.0 percent of GNP. Yet outlays are to exceed current service levels
by alinost $8 billion.

The share of the Federal Government in GNP falls in part because outlays
on certain income maintenance programs rise less rapidly than GNP given the
projected fall in unemployment. For example, the GNP share of unemployment
compensation, AFDC, and food stamps falls 0.14 percentage points. There is a
0.2 percentage point fall in agriculture's share because of an assumption of
fewer disasters and good market conditions—due in part to acreage set asides.
(These are tenuous and highly uncertain assumptions to say the least.) In addi-
tion, defense continues to fall relative to GNP—Dby 0.09 percentage points. There
are other declines and offsetting increases, some of which are quite large, but
while this may be a lean budget it certainly is not stingy and there is an array
of small new programs.

In addition, OMB has undertaken intense efforts to eliminate the shortfall
problem and while some spending overestimates may still remain, I think that
overruns are now equally likely in 1979. For example, interest rates on the debt
are already above those assumed in the budget.
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As usual, the pressure groups are lining up and asking for more and there
are cuts proposed by the President that are unlikely to be sustained. Like every
President since World War II, he cuts impact aid for education and like every
President before him, he is very likely to be rebuffed. Though relatively minor,
this program provides my favorite illustration of the difficulty of controlling
governnent spending.

Everyone has his or her own list of programs that should be cut, but those
programs exist because their proponents have more political clout than the
budget cutters. I reluctantly conclude that it will take extreme discipline to hold
to the $500 billion level. Yet, if we are to show any responsibility at all with
regard to the deficit, higher spending means a higher tax burden on the Ameri-
can people. Hopefully, that unpleasant fact will provide economizers with more
incentive as we confront the budget proposals.

If the President’s spending target is accepted, my deficit goal requires a lesser
tax cut for flseal 1979. One could move part way to the goal by delaying the
President’s proposed cuts from October 1, 1978 to January 1, 1979. This has the
disadvantage that many believe that the tax system will be imposing a serious
drag by the last calendar quarter of 1978, but on the other hand I think that
there may be some technical problems in adopting only one-quarter of the tax
cut for calendar 1978. Treasury has probably worked out a plan for this tran-
sition, but it is not revealed in the budget or fact sheets accompanying the Tax
Message. Whatever the plan, I suspect it is hard to avoid either a complex
tax form in 1978, or some inequities as small groups of taxpayerrs find their
taxes increased inadvertently. My own conclusion is that the tax cut should be
postponed one guarter. C.

It is, however, important to make any changes in the investment tax credit
retroactive to January 1, 1978. Otherwise investment decisions will be badly
distorted as investors postpone their plans to take advantage of any future
moves to greater generosity. Significant instability_could result.

The size of the tax cut from current law that can be afforded for 1979, given a
deficit goal of $50 billion, depends on one's view of the so-called feedback effect,
or in other words, the fncreases in Treasury revenues inspired by the greater
economic prosperity engendered by the cut. There are many different theories
regarding this feedback mechanism. As a result, there are many different esti-
mates of its importance and the speed with which it reveals itself. My own view
is that the feedback is fairly modest in the short run.

I do not have the statistical facilities available to make very precise estimates,
but I belleve that a tax cut of about $15 billion effective January 1, 1979 would
be roughly consistent with my deficit target of $50 billion for fiscal 1979. The cut
could be spread between business and individuals in roughly the same proportion
as advocated by President Carter.,

Before discussing the appropriate distribution of individual cuts, it is useful
to examine the distribution proposed by President Carter. Although it is said that
he reduced his earlier emphasis on tax reform, I would say that the reform
which remains is itself highly radical. The substitution of a tax credit for the
basic exemption by itself greatly strengthens the degree to which the tax system
redistributes income from the upper half to the lower half of the income distribu-
tion. President Carter's proposed rate reductions offset part of this impact, but
the offset is far from complete.

When one looks at the distributional impact of his program, I do not believe
that the Treasury fact sheets are very revealing, because they look at the dis-
tributional impacts at a given level of money income. But money income is con-
stantly changing because of inflation and real growth. In Table 1, I have adjusted
only for inflation. The table compares adjusted gross income with the same pur-
chasing power in 1977 and 1979 given the inflation assumptions made In the budget.
It then calculates the burden imposed by the individual income tax and the em-
ployee's share of the social security tax under current law in 1977 and the
President’s proposal~ in 1979. The burden is measured both by the average com-
bined tax rate and by the change in the tax Hability—also measured in terms of
1977 purchasing power.

The table shows net tax reductions for families of four below about $17,000 in
1977 dollars. Tax increases occur above that level. If these families got merit
increases on top of cost of living increases, the break-even point would oceur lower
in the distribution. In additlon, if families above the social security wage base of
$22,900 in 1979 ¢ontain two earners with total wage income above the base, the
tax increase would be greater than shown. In short, the proposed income tax
changes combined with the legislated social security tax increases have a signifi-
cant redistributive impact.
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This would come on top of other tax changes in the last three years that all
favored the lower part of the income distribution. The earned income credit,
created in 1975, provided significant benefits to the working poor; the decision to
adopt a $35 per exemption credit in lieu of an increase in the $750 exemption
favored lower income groups; and 1977's increase in the standard deducuv4
tended to favor the lower half of the income distribution. All of this time, in-
flation and real growth has been pushing the upper half of the distribution into
higher and higher marginel tax brackets.

The choice of a proper distribution of the tax burden rests on value judgments
regarding the proper income distribution in society and on economic judgments
regarding the importance of providing incentives to people to work their way up
the income ladder. My own judgment on both grounds is that we have recently
been moving too far and too fast in redistributing income without a good explicit
debate regarding our ultimate goals.

My own recommended individual income tax cut for 1979 amounts to slightly
more than 5 percent of tax liabilities. I would spread the cut throughout the in-
come distribution. If no other tax reforms were enacted, we could afford some-
thing like a $50 increase in the basic exemption (from $750 to $800) and some
minor cuts in some marginal tax rates. Any revenue raising reforms could facili-
tate further exemption increases and rate reductions.

At constant money incomes, such cuts should try to provide the greatest pro-
portional tax reductfons at the bottom of the income scale, but the highest ab-
solute cuts at the top. In very general terms, this is the pattern of cuts necessary
to correct for inflation, although a perfect correction would widen tax brackets
rather than cutting rates and would increase all credits, standard deductions, etc.

Unfortunately, the cuts that I am proposing are not sufficient to compensate for
inflation and social security tax increases between 1977 and 1979, and except for
a few cases, everyone whose money income kept pace with inflation would see
their effective tax rate rise. It is unpleasant to advocate such a tax increase, but
Ii gee no responsible alternative unless we show more diseiplin on the spending
side,

MISCELLANEOUS PROPOSALS

There are two budget proposals which have great merit and one of particular
interest to this Subcom:nittee. The first, which is of direct interest, is the pro-
posal to control credit guarantees, described in detail on page 27 of the main
Budget document. Gross loans and guarantees are expected to be $89.7 billion in
1978 and outstanding loans and guarantees are estimated to be $360.8 billion at
the end of 1979. These activities have important resource allocation effects in
the economy. The guarantees make it harder for those who do not receive them
to obtain credit and because guaranteed loans compete so directly with issues of
Federal debt, they directly raise the interest bill that must be paid by the Federal
Government. Despite their importance, they have gone virtually uncontrolled
and unstudied. I, therefore, urge you to examine the President’s proposal care-
fully and I hope sympathetically.

Another proposal would tax a portion of unemployment benefits where adjusted
gross income exceeds $25,000 on joint returns and $20,000 on single returns. In
such situations, which usually occur because of two or more workers in a family,
the tax free nature of unemployment benefits often almost eliminates the whole
net gain from taking & job which provides taxable net income., This encourages
long searches for jus: the right job and therefore, imposes upward pressure on the
ll:ll;(ta‘maloyment rate. I would, therefore, strongly support this Administration

ative. -
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Individual Income Taxes as a Percent of

Personal Income, 1960-1982
(Arrows Identify Years of Major Effect of Significant Tax Leglstation)
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\
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10— ,/\‘
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Tax Reform Assuming
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Tax Reduction
Act of 1975
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TABLE 1.—INDIVIDUAL INCOME AND SOCIAL SECURITY TAX BURDENS ON FAMILIES OF 4 VIITH THE SAME REAL
ADJUSTED GROSS 1NCOME 1977 AND 1979

Combined

Average includ-  Average social Combined aver- burden in

AGI . ing tax rate security tax rate age tax rate 1977 dollars
il ............................... 294 5.85 8.79 783
il b,000] 17T LU 6.13 .4 665
Change in tax burden.................. -1.60 +.28 -1.32 -118

8.06 5,85 13.91 1,857

1.15 6.13 13,28 1,773

Cbllm In tax burdon .................. -9 +.28 -, 63 -84
1977—316 910 .- 9.73 5.7 15. 483 2,610
. 9.21 6.13 15.34 2,594

Change io tax burden_......_......_... —-.52 +.42 -.09 -16
li"—zl?,m-- . 10.08 5.42 15.50 2,760
1979--320,000. . 9.55 6.13 15,68 2,191
Change in tax burden -.53 +.1 +.18 +31
1977226700 . . oo iaaaaa 13.17 3.62 16.78 4,482
1979--130,000 13.03 4.68 7”n 479
T +1.06 +.93 +247

15.81 a1 18.82 6,593

16.58 3.5t 2.09 7,150

+.77 +.80 +1.57 +557

Note: The celcuiations assume that the eatire Am,umms of wages or that st km m m base is earned where
AGI nmodl that base. It is lumm assumed that there is only 1 esrner rov famil taxpayer takes sither
the standard deduction or itemized deductions equal to 23 pommd AGlinl9 pomnt in 1979,

23846 0 =18« 7



STATEMERT OF ALBERT E. SINDLINGER, CHAIRMAN OF THE BoARD, SINDLINGER & Co.
oF MEDIA IN PENNSYLVANIA

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you once again and to comment
on a pressing natlonal issue from the perspective of the American people.

My research background is based upon having interviewed 4,622,478 different -
U.S. households over the last thirty years since 1948.

From September 29, 1977 through last Wednesday, January 25th, my company
has interviewed 20,964 different households at random by long distance tele-
phoning within our 487 sample counties or places throughout the 48 contiguous
states from our central office enabling us to monitor and police each interview as
it is being conducted.

Six of these places grouped together, make up the suburbs of Washington, ex-
cluding the District of Columbia, where 189 interviews were completed.

As our interviewers who make these long distance calls each day obtaining their
random assignment county telephone cards telling them which households to inter-
view that make up the national sample—

When they pick up a selected sample number to call to complete within the
suburbs of Washington—not the District, except for Georgetown—they crack—
I'm going to call in ti.c land of milk, honey, and money.

., To illustrate what they mean, I instructed our computer to run nationwide tab-
ulations on our four key confidence questions for the past 18 weeks of nationwide
interviewing—the center column here is the ma'e responses—females on the
right—with the total on the left—projected to all U.S. households.

CONFIDENCE COMPONENTS—16 WEEKS FROM SEPT, 29, 1977, THROUGH JAN. 25, 1978

Total Masle Female
Pro- Pro- Pro-
leclod Jected jected
Per- (thou- Per-  (thou- Per- thou -

Sample  cent sands) Sample cent sands) Sampte cent sands)

Universe of total sample projected to
allhousehold...... .. ........._. 20,964 100.0 70,893 10,346 100.0 34,987 10,618 100.0 35,906
With household money supply..__.... 11,377 54.3 38,473 5572 539 18843 5,805 54.7 19,630

A, CMrrmtlinoomo status:

1. Income Is up_. 29.9 21,230 3,131 30.3 10,588 3,147 29.6 10,642
2. Income is down 28.1 19,928 3,05 29.5 10,334 2,837 26.7 9,594
3. Income is same 41.8 29,610 4,145 40.1 14,017 4,611 4.4 15593
4, Don't know/refused. .2 125 14 .1 4 23 78
Up/down balance..__.... 385 1.8 1,302 % 7 254 310 2.9 1,048
B. Housshold income forecast:
1. Expect up... 6,803 32.5 23,005 3,404 329 11,511 3,39 2.0 11,494
2. Expect down 4,308 20.5 14,58 1,973 19.1 6,672 2,335 2.0 s
3. Expect same __ 9,179 43,8 31,040 4,666 45.1 15,779 4,513 425 15261
4. Don't know/refused. . __._. 674 32 2,280 303 2.9 1,025 m 3.5 1,25
Upfdownbalance.._._... 2,435 11.9 8,437 1,431 138 4,89 1,064 100 3,598
C. Employment forecast:
1 Willbemore jobs....__.... 6,657 31.8 22,611 3,352 32.4 11,335 3,305 3.1 11,176
2. Will be fewer jobs_ . . 528 251 17,815 2,572 24.9 8,698 2,69 254 9,117
3, Same jobs 33 now.. . . 8416 40.1 450 4,158 40,2 14,061 4,258 40.1 4,39
4 Noopinion................ 623 3.0 2,107 264 2.6 893 359 3.4 1,214
More/fewer batance...... 1,389 6.6 4,697 780 7.5 2,638 609 5.7 2,08
D. Business forecast:
1. Will be bett 30.8 21,822 3,322 3.1 13,234 3131 9.5 10,588
2. Wilba worse.... 20.6 14,579 2,014 -19.5 6,811 2,297 21.6 7,768
3. Same 33 now 45.6 32,329 4,726 457 15,982 4,834 455 16,347
4. No opinion 3.1 2,14 2 2.7 960 3% 3.4 1204
BeHer/worse balance 10.2 7,243 1,308 12.6 4,423 84 1.9 2,80
Percont
A. Current Income IndeX. ... i iceiccciccmecccecacmeacamnam e 114. 6
B. Expected income index... . , 5

C. Expected index
D. Expected business index._.__
€. Forecast confidence index
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As the above illustrates, during the past four months only 54.3 percent of all
U.8. households reported a positive Household Money Supply—HMS$ as we iden-
tify it. .

This is the second computer run ordered for today.

To illustrate what they mean, I instructed our computer to run this tabulation
on our four key confidence questions.

The left column below represents all of the nationwide interviews completed
during the past sixteen weeks, with the response projected to all U.S, households—
sampled during that period, which averaged 70,893,000.

The center column represents only those interviews completed within the six
places—which represents 0.9 percent of all nationwide interviewing,

The right column represents the rest of the nation—the other 99.1 percent of
all U.8. households who do not live in the land of milk, honey, and money.

CONFIDENCE COMPONENTS—16 WEEKS FROM SEPT. 29, 1977, THROUGH JAN, 25, 1978

The 6 Washington The rest of the 99.1
Tolal suburbs ¢ percent of United States
" Pro- Pro- - Pro-
ected ected éactcd
Per-  (thou- Per-  (thou- Per- thou-

Sample cent sands) Sample  cent sands) Sample cent  sands)

Universe of total sample projected to

allhousehold. .. . ... . ... ... 20,964 100.0 70,893 189  100.0 639 20,775 100.0 70,254
With household money supply._..._.__ 11,377 54.3 33,473 148 78.3 500 11,229 541 37,973
A, Currentincome status:

1. Incomeisup....... 6,278 29.9 21,230 153 810 517 6,125 29.5 20,713
2, Income is down_. 5893 281 19,928 10 5.3 34 583 283 19,894
3. Income is same. . 8,75  41.8 29,610 % 132 85 8731 420 29,525
4. Don't know/refus: 7 2 125 i .5 3 36 .2 122
Up/downbatance........ 385 1.8 1,301 U3 757 483 242 1.2 818
B. Household income forecast:
1. Expectup..... 6, 803 2.5 23,005 131  69.3 43 6,672 32,1 22,562
Expect down 3 20,5 14,568 18 9.5 61 4,290 20.6 14,507
3. Expect same 9,179 43.8 31,040 35 185 118 9,144 4.0 30,922
4. Don't know/refused. . 2 2,219 2.6 17 669 3.2 2,262
Up/down balance. ... ... 1.9 8,437 113 59.8 382 2,3 1.5 8,055
C. Employment forecast:
1. Will be more jobs. .. . 6,657 31.8 22,512 118 62,4 399 6,59 3.5 22,113
2, Will be fewer jobs. .. . 5,268 25.1 17,814 19 10.1 6 5249 253 1,750
3. Same jobs 33 now . 8,416  40.1 28,460 4 249 159 8,369 40.3 28301
4. Noopinion. ... 623 3.0 2,107 5 2. 17 618 3.0 , 090
More/fewer balance. ... 1,389 6.6 4,697 9 524 335 1,290 6.2 4,362
D. Business forecast:
1, Willbebetter.._...._..... 30.8 21,822 134 709 453 6,319 30.4 21,869
2, Willbe worse. _ 20.6 14,579 28 148 95 4,283 20.6 14,484
3. Sameasnow. . 45.6 32, 23 122 18 9,637 45.9._ 32,251
4, Noopiniof. __.oooeeeee ann 3.1 2,165 4 2.1 14 636 31 , 181
Better/worse balance. ... 2,142 102 7,203 106 56.1 358 2,03 9.8 _6 885

1 Includes the counties of Prince Georges, Montgomery, Arlington, Fairfax, and the places Alexandria and Falls Church,

How the response within the 639,000 households with the Washington suburbs
differ from the other 70,254,000 U.S. households (including the District of
Columbla) can be clearly viewed.

Why I present this table is to illustrate the difficulties I have encountered in ex-
plaining to people in government—the plight of the 99.1 percent which is the real
Uniteld States- -those American people who pay to support the 0.9 percent with job
security.

In order to keep my remarks brief—to provide background for further discus-
sion—I have prepared these exhibits. .

A ... Istoset the current mood as reported by the press.

B ... is to illustrate the cause of the error the Federal Reserve Board made
in falsely making interest rates rise for a third annual strike out during 1977.

C ... i8 to show where our money is and was—in blillions of dollars.
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D ... is to Hlustrate the velocity of our money measures—how many times

money turns over per annum.
B ... is money velocity over the past twelve months.
F ... is a Sindlinger concept of converting all money to a per-household

basis—i.e., to people.

G . .. is to raise the point of how ridiculous—our labor market figures have
become.
H . .. is the weekly Sindlinger Report #29 to illustrate what the stock market

is trying to tell Congress and the Administration.

If we have time, I think I can document and demonstrate how—IF our
70,893,000 U.S. households operated their fiscal and monetary_policy the way our
government does—they would all be broke and in bankruptey.

And if all U.S. households and if all corporations were to keep their books on
a seasonally adjusted basis—as the government operates—and, that if all income

. tax returns were filled on a seasonally adjusted basis—like the Fed fixes monetary

policy—IRS would have everybody in jail—and then who would finance our
government?

In the press release announcing this hearing, Senator Bryd noted how this
committee will consider the possible extension of the $752 billion national debt
celiing and explore the “public debt and its economic ramifications”. The aim
is laudable. The national debt is staggering and any attempt to raise the ceiling
deserves the most careful attention. But even more mind boggling than the sheer
size of the debt is the very large stake that each American household has in this
accumulation of long-running budget deficits,

During January, my organization, Sindlinger & Company of Media, in Penn-
sylvania, sampled 70,893,000 households across the United States during con-
tinwous and daily telephone surveys on the cconomic conditions and political
opinions of American consumers. For this year, through January 28th, we have
sampled 5,006 different households.

It has been my three-decade belief that the only way to look at every measure
of money is through people because it is people who use money. Therefore, I prefer
to present measures of money stock that are broken down on a per-U.S. house-
hold basis. (See Exhibit F).

Only in this way can we determine if there is truly enough money to serve the
people’s needs. ' )

In a reverse of this approach, we should also be expressing the debt and the
deficit on a per-household basis, for this will demonstrate the real burden of the
total bill on the American people. .

If the $752 billion debt is divided by the 70,893,000 households, it becomes clear
to people that the national debt is roughly $10,607.54 per household. In other
words, each American household, above and beyond its own visible debt, owes
another $10,807.64—which according to an extensive study now in the fleld—very
fedv people know they have this national debt—on top of their other debts which
they know about—Ilike paying for oil.

For American households, an unknown debt of over $10.000 would be alarming.

But, it's even worse for people who live by the credo of “You can’t spend more
thim you make” to have a debt of that magnitude that most don’t even know
exists.

Without its consent or approval, each U.S. household in the country must
shoulder an additional $10,000 in debt amassed by the very people the household
members voted Into office to protect their money.

This should not be kept a secret for much longer. It should be ceaselessly pub-
g)cized and dramatized to show the people what the government is really costing

em.

Speaking of publicizing—as I write this, I have just observed a television com-
mercial urging people to buy government savings bonds—as if savings bonds were
war bonds—and it is suggested that it is a patriotic duty to buy these bonds.

A horrible thought runs through my mind.

It some individual company were promoting the sale of savings bonds—rather
than the government—would not the FTC come down hard on these commercials
as false advertising? Think about it—what will those “patriotically bought” sav-
ings bonds be worth when they mature?

Mr. Chairman, you, better than any member of this committee, know what I
am talking about when referring to people. We have conversed frequently, and
you have paid a personal call on me to witness Sindlinger & Company’s survey
operations first hand. ’
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You and I know fully well that Congress had better not underestimate the
ability of the people to handle their own money.

Obviously, no one expects each households to come up with that kind of cash to
liquidate the national debt, for the money is not there. But at $10,000 per house-
hold, the debt is a definite financial monkey on the back of each one and an in-

-creasing number of Americans are coming to this realization even without
knowing the exact figures.

Once an issue confined to the back burner of public opinion—the federal budget
deficit has become the hottest topie in the country that we're measuring,

In the week following President Carter's State of the Union message, one of
five persons we interviewed listed the deficit and government spending as the
number one problem in the country. As late as last year, only about 3 percent,
mostly intensive fiscal conservatives, gave it priority status.

Here we insert a table for two comparative periods in time, based upon this
question :

What would you say—right now—is the number one problem that faces this
entire country—that you, yourself—are most concerned ahout?

For this question, where a respondent gave multiple problems—as most people
do—our interviewers probed for the number one problem to eliminate the
multiple responses.

COMPARISON TABLE FOR NO. 1 PROBLEM FACING THIS NATION

Week Week
endin endin
March Jan, 25, March Jan, 2!
—-- 1975 1978 ) 1975~ ig7d
1. Crime/unsafe streets/gangs/robber- 27. Stock market lows................. .1 4.7
ies/violence. ... ... ...._... 2.1 2.2 28, Greed/selfishness among people/
. Drugs ....__... s .5 2.4 industry and labor..__....._.._.. .7 10
3. Inflation/high prices. ... 25.4 13.2  29. Power of labor unions/demand for
4. Unemployment.... 22.6 1.1 high wages/strikes_ .. - .9 15
5. High taxes _._ 1.5 4.3 30, Big business/high profit .8 .3
6. High interest r .3 .9 31 Welfare rolis - .5 .5
7. Housing ......... .6 .3 32. Farm problems/low income fo
8. Schools/education.. .2 .2 farmers. . ... .. oieeiiiiaanns .6 1.7
9, ggahty of city services._........_._ 0 0 33. Recession/depression/bad economy.. 14.1 1.3
10. Corruption in government/dishon- 34. Do-nothing Congress . .- .9 .6
esty in government_.__.._....... 3.3 3.8 35. President’s lack of action - 1.1 9.1
11, Pollution/ecology. . .8 .2 36. Mideast war.. 15 5.8
12. Energy crisis/fuel . 2.6 5.7 37, Corporate piofi
13. Shortages of foods. . .6 0 busines: - - .5 1.3
14. The courts..._... .. 0 0 38, Play areas and facilities for children. 0 0
15. {nternational problems............. .2 1.3 39. Communism...................... A .2
16. Immorality/not practicing the gotden 40. Allowing one minority to rule. . .6 2
rule/lack of religious training. .. .. 1.2 1.0 4l. Transportation poor. .1 .5
17. Aged/healthcare. ... ... .. . .1 .& 42, Heavytraffic ... .1 .1
18. Deteriorating neighborhoods/vacant 43, More optimism/me: .4 0
homes................ 0 .1 44, Parking 0 0
19, National defense 4 .2 45. Waste/n .3 .6
20, Population explosion. . .7 0 46. Don't know. .3 .3
21, Traffic = .4 0 47, Nothing A .6 .5
22. Racial 48, Decrease government spending/less :
ance A .2 government deficit.............. 1.8 18.1
23, Land/sir/sea/tragedies/death ____._. 0 0  49. Republican Party...... .5 0
24, General low caliber people/lack of 50. Wage and price controls needed. . ... .2 0
morabty. .. ... ..., 1.3 1,0 51. Wages not compatible with prices.... .7 .4
25, President and top officials unrespon- 52, Big business controlling legistation. . .3 0
sive to citizens/government offi- 53. Devaluation of doll .- .8 1.9
cials overspending eeee 40 4.8 54, Fixed income of elderly .5 .3
26. Too much foreign aid/trade . 1 4.7 55, President Carter...... 0 1.5

During the 1960s and until recently, most people cared little about the deficit
because they thought it kept the economy going.

Now deficit is a dirty word among growing numbers of people from all walks
of life, all shades of opinion, all economic strata who regard the deficit as the
primary cause of the nation’s economic ditemma.

Instead of just expressing concern over the general issues of inflation, unem-
ployment and economic weakness, the people have shifted their focus to hone in.
on the nub of these problems,

Until the deficit is reduced or eliminated, people tell us, there can be no lasting
cure for inflation or economic stagnation—based upon a speclal study now being
conducted.

Government spending through the deficit is viewed as a key exacerbant to in-
flation. The need to borrow funds to finance the deficit, the people further
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acknowledge, keeps interest rates high. Simllarly, the big deficit is regarded as
a barrier to a meaningful reduction in burdensome taxes.

1And the public today rightfully links inflation with unemployment and reces-
sion.

“They krfow that when inflation runs high, consumers must curtail spending
and when consumer spending droops, jobs are threatened.

But perhaps the biggest monkey perceived by the consumer is the fact that
when the government needs such massive amounts of money to operate, it de-
prives the economic mainstream of needed funds to expand the private rector
and make jobs. Money spent by the government frequently disappears into some
non-productive never, never land. Big government literally shortchanges the
economy. It is now taking money away from people at the rate of over $10,000
per household. As inflation Increases, so does this amount.

Mr. Chairman, you should hear people respond to the question on this $10,000
debt in a special study we are conducting, and how people have never considered
the fact that they owe this huge amount.

This monetary shortfall is not something imaginary. It plagues people all the
time in a very real way and is manifested by a continual “yo-yoing” of Consumer
Confidence.

If you recall, the most important information resulting from Sindlinger's
daily surveys concerns the levels and directions of Consumer Confidence across
the nation. As Sindlinger defines it, confidence is not an unmeasurable psycho-
logical consideration, but a quantitative measurement based on people, jobs and
money.

And, we know that before any sustained economic recovery can begin, it must
be preceded by a brisk, sustained rise in consumer confidence. Over the last few
years, confidence often has been anything but sustained. It has zigged up and
zagged down without a stop, a condition that we term “yo-yoing"'.

Most recently, we logged a rather healthy rise in confidence over the final
quarter of 1977 to nearly the 70 percent level. By the first of the year, confidence
peaked and again is now headed downward at a fast rate.
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It has become increasingly clear that each of these turns responds to a
monetary situation.

The late 1977 consumer confldence rise started when it looked like President
Carter would reappoint Arthur Burns as Federal Reserve chairman. Most people
regarded Burns as the protector of their money. The decline came after Burns
was sidetracked.

Anything that will depress the value or the amount of people’s money—i.e. high
interest rates, an increased deficit—inflation—similarly depresses confidence.

Anything that increases the value of people’s money—builds strong confidence.
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Moreover, the Federal Reserve Board’s own money supply figures, if read prop-
erly, shed additional light on the people’s monetary shortfall and show the reasons
for the public’s intensified concern over money. For this purpose, we must use
the Fed’s non-adjusted money stock measures, prior to their seasonal adjustment
and we must break them down on a per-household basis. The figures we. will
employ are for the month of December. (See exhibits C and F.)

A key factor to bear in mind in this respect is inflation.

It we factor inflation fnto the data, we find that in many eases, on a per-
household basis, there has actually been negative “real growth” in some measures.
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Most notably, there is the checking account component of M1 which is the
key vehicle for consumer spending, On an aggregate basis, this component posted
a year-to-year growth rate of 6.5 percent, or barely above the “official” 1977 in-
flation rate of 6 percent. (See Exhibit C.)

Biit when spread among the 70.8 million households, the growth rate, because
households have grown at a faster rate than checking account balances, piunges to
3.8 percent. This is well below the “official” inflation rate and signals negative
growth. (See Eahibit F.)

Bank savings are another example of how the facts do not support the figures.

On an aggregate basis, bank savings grew in December at a still high 10.1 per-
cent, but the rate i{s down to 7.3 percent on a per-household basis.

After inflation is subtracted, the growth rate per household is minuscule.

The figures show nothing like a monetary explosion nor even anything resem-
bling an adequacy of money at the level where it’s most needed—among the people.

Unfortunately, our government policy makers fail to see the true plight of the
people because they ignore the figures we have presented. They are hung up on
the seasenally adjusted or so-called “official” figures.

Seasonally adjusted figures aré'déad wrong.

- They are distorted by the five past years of economic aberrations and consis-
tently flash false signals to policy makers which lead to fmproper decisions. And
because they are at their worst in producing data on jobs and money—the two
primary ingredients of confidence as we measure it—they literally blind govern-
ment officials to the plight of the people—especially when those who reside in
the land of milk. honey, and money—have it so good.

The Fed's false rise in interest rates last May was purely based on seasonally
adjusted figures which purported to show a monetary explosion. The Fed’s own
non-adjusted data not only showed that the explosion never togk place, but that
the growth rate didn't even approach the Fed's target of 8.5 percent,

"7 The temporary growth in the money supply during April resulted from just
one thing: PEOPLE moved money into their checking accounts out of savings
to pay their taxes, and the seasonal adjustment did not cope with this move. .

But the Fed interpreted this entirely natural step as an explosive phenomenon,
and in applying the monetary brakes aborted a promising economic recovery for
the third straight year. T

We have, as Senator Byrd knows, written extensively about the errors in the
seasonal adjustment of the unemployment figures—how the adjustment tends
to artificially depress unemployment in the first half of a year and then arti-
ficlally inflate it in the second half. The errors reached a peak with the December
report showing a decline in seasonally adjusted unemployment to 6.4 percent.

By this time, we're not alone in questioning the data. I{ has been met with
skepticilsm from many observers, one of whom is also appearing before this
committee today.

The point is that these improper data and mistakes are leading to imple-
mentation of government policies which hurt people.

Before we can make any move toward cleaning up our problems, the govern-
ment must get its books in order.

If a business or an individual were to present seasonally adjusted records fo
the Internal Revenue Service, they would wind up in jail.

In fact, I tried a little experiment with my wife, Nellie, who handles all our
financial matters. We worked out a formula, Involving our finances of the last
flve years, that provided for paying taxes on a seasonally adjusted basis. We
actually found our taxes were reduced.

If everyone tried this approach, they probably also could save a lot of money,
although the Treasury would be the poorer.

It may seem ironic, but the American people may be getting a better break
from the stock market in describing their problems. We hope we have some time
to discuss this.

The stock market is trying to tell Congress and the Administration some-
thing—and, it’s not good. ———

The stock market cannot be ignored.

On a four-week moving average basis, it’s the most accurate forecaster of the
nation’s economy. And it I8 an economic barometer that responds to the confi-
dence of the people, which is why we have been able to successfully forecast it
over the last twenty years.

We are shocked and dismayed by so many high officials in and out of govern-
ment and experts who say the market is wrong.
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Given its past record of accuracy, it is, to our way of thinking, incumbent upon
them to at least look at the facts.

The stock market is saying we are headed toward a recession and this cannot
be arbitrarily dismissed.

In a real sense, the low levels and downward directions of the market are
embodying everything we've touched upon today. It is being depressed by the
low state of confidence which in turn is resulting from the monetary shortfail
bothering the nation’s consumers.

With the limitation on time, to conclude—I place so ‘much emphasis—almost
total emphasis—upon the stock market—and use the Standard & Poor’s 400
Industrial Stock Index as the measure (see Exhibit H) because——

This is the only accurate figure—on a four-week moving average that is in
existence—which is real.

The stock market is not revised and is not seasonally adjusted and it cannot
be fixed up by people, or manipulated, on a four-week moving average.

Every other government figure is constantly revised. They are seasonally ad-
Justed, which is & fiz up process to cover up errors in the raw data. That is why
these seasonally adjusted flgures are so popular with those who create them.
They revise the seasonally adjusted figures to cover up mistakes.

We think and we make fiscal and monetary policy on the basis that we have
an “official” inflation rate of 6 to 7 percent. My data for the past two years say
the inflation rate for the things people buy has been over 11 percent.

If I recall, Mr. Chairman—you were able to get a confirmation on this at
hearings we attended together.

In February, BLS is supposed to issue the new CPI—which cost $50 million
to create, which was due in April 1977, but postponed because of so-called com-
puter prodblems. -

What kind of°a new seasonally adjusted CPI the BLS will produce next month
will make fascinating reading—after their latest seasonal adjustment revision
that showed the creation of 1,359,000 new jobs from October to December 1977—
more_than three times the number they supposedly counted. (See Exhibit G.)

To conclude, here are some points, incidents, events and ideas—which if we
had time, need discussing:

How the error of the seasonal adjustment of M1 in Jannuary 1973 started the
snowball rolling downhill.

Our Paul Revere Ride to Washington, D.C. in —uly 1974—warning of the
recession and what could have been done to stop it. .

Our Thanksgiving 1976 warning to President Ford that he better get that
seasonal adjustment junked—or, he would be the first president to be seasonally
adjusted out of a job.

Over the decades, whenever the S & P 400 Index was under 100 for four weeks,
we had a recession. For the last three weeks of January 1978 it has been under
100—and the recession I see—may not be held to a recession.

While Congress and the Administration did nothing to stop the last reces-
sion—we don’t have much time to stop the one we are about in now.

That stock market has got to he reversed and it still can be turned up.

Most economists and most politiclans—consider that when an economy gets
into trouble—you buy your way out with a tax cut, add to deficit spending—Ilet
inflation pay for it.

But in 1978—there is only one way we can restore and strengthen Consumer
Confidence to hold: to restore the value of the dollar; curb the growth of infla-
tion; turn the stock market around; and avoid the coming recession—
and that is—to start to reduce the Federal deficit and debt—not to continue
adding to it—as now planned.

Simply, we have to put the money back in the hands of the people, and out
of government.

A tax cut, let 'me add, i{s not the way this year. It would only enlarge tne

deficit and scare people even more. And, at present levels of falling confidence,
there is no guarantee that anv of the money golng to the people through tax
cuts—which incidentally would be less than bountiful on a per-household basis—
would be spent to stimulate the economy.
_ Any business or individual that's up to its neck in debt like the government,
facing bankruptcy, would try to cure its problem by cutting spending. We think
it’s about time that the government stopped trying to use the budget deficlt to
stimulate the economy and let the private sector try its hand for a change.

We have never tried that yet—and on this I have some {deas, based upon my
daily conversations with the American people throughout the nation.
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For Yéur Information --- FYI

Outlook uncertain
for autos in 78 as
economists grope

By Edward Lapham
Paaseial Rditor

The bulls and the bears are at
it again. and 1t is & Struggle of
immense interest to the entire
auto industry.

Even as the bulls, led by De-
troit and a handful of econo-
mists,  were predicting good
things for 1978, ¢

bears began Fwe ing B3 key in-
ators _an: v 0] tivi
T DT AT TR
ieem 0_suggesl a patiern
€ of the indicalors
* Automobile credit extended

in Octoder was olf STightly alter
seaspnal adjustment, \n“i hqui-
dations rising. although non-
auto category credit extensions

Early this year, Me. Ed Laphame
of Automotive News telephon.
od your Editor, ;s he did
others,

Since Mr, uph:m did & very
good job of reporting our re-
marks, we pess this FYI slong
to sl clients who may have
missed this reading.

Wa have underlined in color
thosa points we made in our
telephone conversstion which
Ms. Laphem reported herewith.

remained strong. according ta
Federal Reserve data
* The Dow-Jones Indujtrisl

32 percent from chbeu net
inflow, said the Federa]l Home
Loan Bank Board.

* The dollar continued to
weaken against Swiss, German,
Japanese and even British cur-
rencies.

There arg few ggggm%; WES
belicve the economy T3 hea
nfo_a recession in or 1hal
Wulo sales will plummet to the
bottom of the cycle, as they did
n 1974-75, but there is lttle
doubt that the current trendline
is not aimed st Detroit's loftier
forecasts.

¢ As of late last week, GM had
rot budged from its 175 mul-
lion car forecast Said one offi-
cial, “We're staying with the
forecast, we'll just hate to do a
better job selling cars”

Richard A Stuckey. assistant
chief economist at E I Du Pont
de Nemours & Co.. said he be-
Leves that GM will be forced to
“take pause and reevaluate” its
forecast

Stuckey said he believes that
new-car sales for catendar 1878
will be about 10 8 milhon. a fig-
ure used by many others as well
last week

One indicator Stuckey watch-
es is credit extensions

“Credit extensions as a per-
ent ‘ol d)sposshle ancome will

prohahly reach its  tustorwcal
p ) o
ed_in the pasl. auto sales have
stdhied 1o dechine in the cycle
Although the auto industrs 1
an important segment of the
economy, Stuckey believes that
a recession an 1978 is “most un-
likely ” “There sull is strength
in other segments™ he sad
“Housing starts are not going
unved on Page @ Cvl )

Cenlisurd frem Page t
lo decline 30 rapidly, the gov-
ermnment 15 sull spending and
sutos probably will decline
slowly to about 100 millon in
l\l7l<"

« Why, then, is there & growing
wave of pessimism?

The reason is uncertainty. An
ol treet adage says, “We
can deal with good news or bad
news, but we can't deal with
uncertainty.” And the |tock
markets, w man

eVe It &)
the economy, have n ing
poorly Talely because of uncer-
tainty .. Which only compounds
the uncernimy.

Anul sts aren't even sure
ther the markel will go UD

or wn;, pub d reporis in
m business journals last
week offered all manner of
opinions, including extreme op-

posites
Albert Smdm Jer, market re-
publisher of The

of consumer atuludes sbout cap
offs hutting the industry in Feb-
ruary

“"People aren’t buying cars be-
cause 3 on iKe W, 3 ol
er e said !F [ontt Tike
EWF—TFML&
eve there's an energy cvisis ™ -
Sindlinger also said that the
the.
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FY! for The Sindfinger Report {continuad)

-
48 / Automotive News, January §, 1978

What will *78 really be like for autos?

Economic crystal ball is clouded

Other consumer sentiment

arve; HAVE N Ol e
of _con e,
eonom
ast [ indilngers -

NOTE:

In reference to the sbove, the
Michigen SRC reported con-
fidence down on the date of
this erticle.

One of those areas of agree-
ment i3 market saturation.
Stuckey c<ited low scrappage
rates and household formations
a3 having pumped up sales. Sind-

linger referred to “hedge Buy-
gr!i whove "been out of ThE
market for three, four or five
Yyears™ ~

* Frank Popovich. automolive
services manager of Data Re.
sources, Inc., said there is deft-
nitely market saturation.

“There ia market saturstion in
the minis, subcompacts and com-
pacts. where the Japanese have
g0t a hold on the markel" he
said. “There is also market sat-
uration 1n the ‘personal’ trucks
which take 85 percent of all
truck sales.”

Popovich lLike Sindhinger.
blamed 1he selection of cars 1o
i m ¢t _apathy.

While car dealers across the
U. S. have seen their floor traf-

fic slow to a crawl, Egﬂ !:ﬂ

Chrysler Corp entered 1978
having already announced "in-
ventory adjustment” shutdowns.
Amercan Motors has pinned its
survival hopes on a shm share
of a growing market Both will
{ace real trouble if the market
doesnt grow. —

Stuggish sales also mean '
mode] mix dilemma: auto mak-
ers must meet Corporste Aver

selling that means s whole new
set of scheduhing problems

One market analyst suggesie
that GM could do much to im-
prove the “looks™ of the markel
by “arm twisting” Jease buyer<
nto taking 300.000 deliveries
a given 10-day period “say i
Februsry” by oftering “$50
$100" discount per car

Such an action wouls of
course have antitrust implica-
trons and would do Littie to soive
the problem of emply show-

rooms.
Just as the auto makers have
accused of making things
“look™ better, they have alsa
been accused of using "band-
wagon forecasta” and GM Chair-

man Thomas A ﬁ%
ted in December al he be-
h_negalive 1

eorge W, o8, vice-presi-
dent of the Chicago Federal Re-
serve Bank and Fed suto an-

alyst. does not consider them
bandwagon forecasts, he calls
them “sales goals."

He does not make predictions,
but rather monitors the predic-
tions of others Cloos did say,
“I'd be very surprised if sales in
1978 are as high as 1977."

What I significant ebout Mr. Lapham’s weli-
written and fully resesrched article on new
cor soles is his $ead end importance plsced
vpon credit extended and the direction of
the stock market being related to new ot to-
mobite sales.

This was the point your Editor had made in

i
sze Fue) Economy requirements r._..ouv conversstion with Mr, Lapham - and a

and if the “right" cars -l‘en'll

{ point we have been making for the past two
| decades.

I\Obum left, how sluggish sales slso mean o
model mix ditemme,

And observe, the last paragraph,

Our refersnce to how government buresu-
orsts ere now designing Detroit's new can
hae an ironic twin,

Recant new cor buying plens show the
markat is strong and good among govern-
mant employes, sspecisily in the suburbs of
Washington,

For government employes who plan to buy
8 small csr — most plans are for imports. For
plans for domaestic cenn —~ most plans sre for
the farger new can.

1978 new model car sales sre following
Sindlinger’s buying plens projestion.

And s Ed Lephem 50 well reported hers-
with — the stock market direction in
forecasting new cor mles —~ spplios to the
total — tor the stock markst is the

But he was not as
sbout the economy or sutos as

some.

“I think there'll be more of
the rolling adjusiments in pro-
duction and i a stnke or the
weather closes a plant they
won't iry very bard to make up
output unless it's a hot model”
he said.

only sccursta figurs — on » four-week
moving aversge — that exists, to forecast
the sconomy,
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~ 1 NEWS RELEASE

January 30, 1978
Sindlinger & Company, Inc., 800 N. Jackson St., Media, Pa. (19063)
FTTi1 11 | 2155652800
The $752 bitlion national debt is a “financisl monkay on the back” of every American, leading con-

sumer ressarcher Albert E. Sindlinger today toid a congressional committes.

The massive debt and the continuing budget deficits which feed it, Mr. Sindlinger said, are regarded
by a growing number of people as the root csuse of ail of the nation’s sconomic ills, including infla-
tion, stagnation and stubbornly high unemployment.

"Oncs an issue confined to the back burner of public opinion, the federsl budget deficit has become
the hottest topic in the country that we're measuring,” Mr, Sindlinger told the Senate Finance Sub-

committee on Taxation and Debt Manag headed by S Harry F, Byrd, Jr. of Virginia.
Mr, Smdlmw is Chairman of Sindlinger & Company, en ic/potitical opinion research firm
buodeodu,Pn whld\gathcndmonm ic conditions and political opinions of the

i daily telaph interviews of consumers in all parts of the

1 d

48 contiguous states.

* Mr. Sindlinger told the senators that in the seven dsys following Pmndem Camn Janusry 19th
State of the Union message, the federal deficit and g the nation’s
number one issue. Nearly one of every five persons m!orvkvnd by hu otpmmlon cited the deficit
a3 the country’s number one problem.

In order to put the deficit into better perspective, Mr. Sindlinger said, the $752 billion debt, when
divided into the nation’s 70,893,000 households equals $10,607.53 per household. in other words,
easch American household, above and beyond its visible debt, owes another $10,000 which most
people don't even know about.

“’But, at $10,000 per household,”” Mr. Sindlinger added, 'the debt is a definite financial monkoy on
the back of sach one and an i ing ber of Ameri an g to this reali
even knowing the exact figures | have given you this morning.”’

According to his findings, Mr. Sindlinger said, people view the deficit es inflationsry, as a prop for
high taxes, and as s cause of high interest rates. _

““But perhaps the biggest monkey perceived by the consumer is the fact that when the government
needs such massive amounts of money to-operste, it deprives the economic mainstream of needed
funds to expand the private sector snd make jobs,”” be said, ‘‘Money spent by the government fre-
quently disappesrs into some non-productive never, never land. Big government literally short-
changes the economy. [t has taken money sway from people and added 1o their debt st the rate of
$10,000 per household.”

Mr. Sindlinger said the big deficits have impaired the liquidity of Ameri s and de-
pressad the confidence that is needed to bull the economy. “Um:l tho deficit is reduced or sliminat.
. &d, they tell us thers can be no lasting cure for inflation or ion,”" he said.

« more -
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. News Release -~ As Of Janusry 30, 1978

Pa=2 . .

Mr. Sindlinger noted that the situnion is best illustrated by the declining stock market which is
being depressed by this low fid and, ding to his projections, is headed lower through-
out 1978.

Describing himseif as “shocked snd dismayed’’ by the tendency of high officials to say the stock
market is wrong despite its outstanding record of sccurate economic forecasting, Mr. Sindlinger
said: “The market is saying we're headed toward » recession and this cannot be arbitrarily dis-
missed.”

Mr. Sindlinger warned Congress snd the Administration that they better soon hear what the stock
market is telling them.

He added that a tax cut will not heip the situation, because it will “enlarge the deficit and scare
people even mote.”

“Any business or individusl that's up to its neck in debt like the government would try to cure its
problem by cutting spending,” he said. "We think it’s time the government stopped trying to use
the budget deficit to stimulate the economy and let the private sector try its hand.” To do this,
Mr. Sindlinger offered a few suggestions to the committee.
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Maibed 110m Mecha in Pennsytvanie on Jenuary 25, 1978

Vo 3.-No. 29~
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SCP STOCK MARKET FORECAST EDITION FOR NEXT 88 WEEKS OUT

How Far Away Are We From Recession? Maybe We Are There Now |

Over the past 1,181 weeks {22 7 years) whenever the § & P 400
Stock Index has been under 100.0 for four consecutive weeks,
thus has been the signal for a recesson,

As of January 18th - - the 400 Index on a four-week moving
avarage was 101.4 .- enly 1.4 points abave 100.0.

As of January 24th - st press time, the 400 Index on # four
week average is down ta the 99.9 level.

For the pest three weeks the 400 Index has been 98.8 for
Janusry 11th, 8.7 for January 18th and is now at 98.2 -

for & three-week average below the 100.0 -ecesmon level
by 1.1 points at 2 88.9 level.

Q0g mote wesk i by Fahuucy 1il 1o 10 400 Indexta,
be below I%o i1 8 new eerly wyraing M 10 Congren 1be
Hhite Houss and the Federsl Bepss Bond,

PRIOR WARNING SIGNALS

s Contid P,

1t was April 1973 that Sindii
{SCP; were f ing our last caming recesss

It was an August 25, 1973 when the 400 Index wes at 115.4
when Sindlinger warned its clients how . . . 4 good tune to seit
fstock} may be coming wp SCP was then forecasting sn
October ‘73 rally and then the 400 (ndex should shide to
sbout the 100 recession level by July 4th, 1974,

It happened, as the 400 Index rallied 10 124.1 on October 24,
‘73 to then turn down to 99.3 by June 26th ‘74 and then
down 10 94.5 by July 5th ‘74, below the SCP forecast dechine.

¥t was over the July 4th 1974 weekend whea must economists
were st saying NO RECESSION, that the stock market was
due for a rally amang the professional opimons However, by
July 4, 1974 --- Sindlinger was reparting

] 2 coltapse 1n new car safes for year-end.

[ ] people withdrawing money from local banks
10 put under their mattresses,

@ 5 contidencs parameters ware falling down
sharply.

B Foreem Confidence Index (FCI} was on on
a 1lide, even greater than the November ‘73
oit embargo month, as the impacs of nising
prices for o1l was just beginming to impact
the economy.
and @ SCP was then forecasting the 400 index to
1318 over 20 percent 10 betow 75 0 by Decem-
ber 1974, And thiy happened .
It was on July 12, 1974 that Sindlinger made his Paul Revere
Ride 10 Washington spending a week in allerting Congress, The
White House, the Cabinet, the Treasurey, and the Fed - to do
tomething (which could have been done) 10 avert the then
coming recession, The only suggestion we made upon which
action was taken was to raise the FOIC to $40,000 becauss
members of Congress have bank accounts

{ERE WE ARE AGAIN

As we write, we just had s telephone call from Senator Harry
F. Byrd, Jr. (LVa) who has been reading our recemt client
1eports - and he recalls our Washington trip (n July ‘74 and
subsequent conversstions. Senator Byrd knows what the
stock market is now telling Congress,

fuarest
The Frr Six Koy | JANUARY OECEMBER NOVEMBE R
g 1% " 4 2 2 14 [ 2 2 16 0 2
i Currant Income Index .‘.il 1198 1214 252 2 7‘ 273 1252 1254 1238 1208 194 1063 1028
n. Expected Income Index . ' ne 837 88 1024 085 1099 13 ARER 1093 088 e 767
(11N - Job " ..l "s %5 019 106 2 084 1m2 1133 M0 1208 1268 164 1mm2
w. - Busness . 124 1267 1290 1 1387 1370 "9re 190 1431 1437 192 1353
V. Houmhold Monty Supply
{HMS) As A Porcent ‘e “'ﬁ 80 % 9‘5\ 68 7% 67.9% 613% 614%x 60 6% 59 9% 572% 45.1% 43 6%

v Faorscast Confidence Index ‘ 024 1066 a4 183 197 1214 1234 1244 1235 124 wra

November 10th, 1977 was the dats 1he Carter/Burns teud was cooled off
Incrassa through December 28th whan Burns was fred and oll paramaeters a18 now dechning

-
with all confidence parametars up sharply by November 161h and continued to
Indicates recant high lavals
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ABOUT THE WEEKLY $CP STOCK FORECAST CHARYT & TABLE
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HOW SINDLINGE A'S (32} CONFIDEWCE PARAME TERS (SCP) ARE FORECASTING WHAT MARKE T SHOULD DO INTO 1979
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: 1

Thin Steek Lime te Lutost SCP Fovesaan For
Woost Murtet rufeu As OF Jongary 18, 1878

e bt 10y, Nvever

Far the yos 78, priee 3CP foomnsts
Nod the bviow 100 foved w shert i mid
Fobruary bt T aevuel u dumbining
wversi wevis Svend of the SCP farsemses.

SCP ke ey roligg forecamt fer vhe
00 wnden  for BT Bt weth b
iy the 400 Seck Inden SHOULD
lase proved

Obeerve How 1979 Rabound Is Loocsing Strength
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WHERE WE ARE NOW
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SCP FORECASTS FOR 1979

Fotlowing are the SCP forecasts for the S & P 400 Stock ndex
for those lead time weeks into ¥979 1 e, 88 wecks vy feom
the dates of the last frve wrekly SGP forecasts as Jhewn

Dec Jangary ‘78
21 12
-
MR 888 .
121 ¢ 8.}
12H 9.2 1
123 B 9.« P
FF b 90.9 s
1237 Fas. - 91.5 5.1
2w N 92,7 83.8
iy - 93,0 90,1
1260 ° e 9.4 89.%
1241 . . 3 8.0
ne - - 9).% 90,2
1243 ¢ - .1 9.6
1264 . "% 888
1245 Agr - 9.2 6.4
1266 ° B 93,7 LR
2o o - 94.1 (18}
1208 * . .3 2.4
1249 My . s %3
12% ° AP " 9.2
128 ¢ .o 9.5 9]
182 ¢ o s 91,7
1253 * - " 90,1
1254 Jo o 5.5 .3 0.5
1288 * ool 9.7 SR T
1256 * - %) ISR X
1287 LI “3 ‘V: :l,l
by . IS 92, » 1
.?: x! o 97.4 302 93k
et IS¢ Vv 986 o0
. o ) 9.2 948
1242 A : .2 201 9508
123 * : 9.7 . 9.8
264 " N 1001 9.4
1288 * . 100.8 . 9722
266+ it 9.5 X 9709
INT Sep. N 0 ¢, LX)
8 " . -0 1 9.4
149 ° . .0 .6 149 7.9
RS0 I . .0 .0 2 .7

As of January 1978, sach of the last three weekly SCP fore
casts hat the low point for the 400 Stock Index for January 3,
1979 - s year awdy - - at the 82 210 81 2 level

But observe how on January dth, 1978 SCP had » rebound for
the 400 Stock Index a1 107 9 September S, '79

Janusry 11, '78 had a lawer tedound st 104 O for September
19th, 1979, but the latest SCP forecast has no rebound abore
100, the recession level.

WHY IS THIS?

As prior stated —- what controls the level of the SCP forecarts
for the 400 Stock Index sre our confidence parameters -
which have fallen each week since December 28, 77

What controls the direction of the stock markes 13 the im
balance sn the Fed 1 money measure parameters

What controls turning points sre the interest rate parameters

Rising interest rates within SCP are inflationary  which
P our ] pa s, and thus the stock market

SINDLINGER & COMPANY | INC.
600 N Jackson Street, Media, Pennsylvania {19063}
215 565-2800

23-5440-78-8

For the past thiee SCP forecasts, the break 1n reng interest
1ates 13 scheduled tor she first week of 1979

How drep the recession goes at this point depends upon how
high titermt rates actually 9o, and how low conlidence
actuaily fally

' by any chance the Treasury has to pay 8% 1o finance the
current growing government deficit then SCP would have
the January 1979 crash of the stock market not to turn up,

but to go down lurther,
- makldobea ditlicul,
ke

For how this moving picture devetops, follow our center [
chart each week, and chients should make their investment
plans accordingly.

If thers n another thing sure in Iife - {other than death and
taxes) - we have come 10 the conclusion that the stock
marhet on a four week moving average 13 the most sccurate
forecaster of the economy that exists - - and SCP can forecast
what the stock market SHOULD do - they way we do it

ABOUT PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS

To forecast what the stock market SHOULD DO - the way
we do it - SCP utilizes 32 confidence parameters - sze front
page of last 1ssue *28 for the st

Each of these 32 diHarant confidence parameters are dehrutive
messurements which snterfock with their push ‘pull to create
the hinel correlation projection which now has 8 lesd time for
the 400 Stock Index of 88 weeks out (See left),

There 13 no paychological factor within SCP other than that
measured within our d of i\

While psychologicat factors have no numben - they do
have influence on the confidence numbers For example

A SWITCH OF PRIORITY ON ISSUES

One of our key open end questions esked daily 11 10 deteroune
what people percerve a1 the number one problem thet concerns
them the most

@ rPror 10 1971, the Iist was tong with crime at the
top

@ Since 1971 the 1t 1 shorter withinflation w
the 10p Up to 76% during 1977,

[ J The governments s d2bicit a3 the number one prob
lem was only 1 8% 1. 1375 and was only 3 6% fo-
the two weeky following President Ford s State 51
the Unian Address on Jsnuary 13, 1977

A3 we g2 13 press within one week after Carter s 1978 State of
the Union Address - the deficnt has shot up to over 25% as
the number ane problem The imphicatons of thg are horeen
dous, 12 be discussed in future Sindtinger Reports
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ME, FMMJV 1978 Hearings By The Sub-Committee
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The Senats C

Ssppiiment For
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ti

in the New York Times of Sundey, Januery
22nd, Tromes E Mutlaney doss 8 first rate
10b of weaving Pressdent Cartar’s State of the
Union message into the penersl econcmec
tenor of the nston.

Hrs object is to offer his resders some 1es 21
10 how the policws enunciated in the sddress
are impacting the sconomy nd the people

Mullaney sdmuttedly finds this hard to do be
caust the atmosphers 13 uncertsn, the facts
ofien contradictory and dithicuMt to Bssess

This 15 19 s credit and the credit of numer
ous other columniits who in ymidar #xercises
faund the wtuston confuning and made no
bones sbout taying it

As an exsmple of the confunon, Mullaney
Cites the seemingly divergent findings on Con
sumer Confidence by these wparate and e
pected resedrch unity.

Not wrprmingly, Sindlinger 1 not included
becsuse we. unihe the others, do not sand
out press releases to make our informancn
Haiadle 10 the media for (res Free informa
Bon 13 stwiys & §ood &3 what one pays for it

8u1 becauss our job 18 ﬂ\c dayn, day out

of C across
the land, we know some |hm, #bout those
Mirveys that arg not «<n Mullaney 1 or anyone
0130’5 published wiitings

We happen 10 know that all three surveys are
rght

And we happen to know why they #78 In such
sppacant conthct nd confuiing to averyone

To cioar up the confuson lor our chients, we
have prapared 3 complate Bxpianation in our
upcoring Tre S i pger Report 230

This weskly report of course will customarity
include the tatest data on the rea! leveis of
genuine Consumer Contidence in the naton
2 of the 1atest Wednesday

ABOUT SURVEYS

Whether we itke it Or not public opinon polls
Qr surveys have become important and 1gniti
zant w the naton s sconomic and politcal
tile

Leke people some public opinon poths are
yoo! and some xe bad and some get by

The cratersa of any Public OPINION Burvey 13118
sccutacy record  of what the survey lore
cats

Sindiinger  “urveys B¢ pomanly geaced 10
forecasting what the stock market SHOULD
DO for the stock market 1 the only sccur
mte trguee 00 2 four week maving Sverage

And ores the two decades

on § 10Ut week Maving Bversge
DO #1 can be lorecast by consumer conlidence parameters

THE SCONOMIC SCENE

G
Jar Muln-unl\l mu-e m-n mwﬂm
servatinm and corcdintion, and (hey were devosd of
By mayor surprises OF initialives The motivation
as obvious!y Doth politicsl and peychalogiesl The

ATty poltically ecorumically wnd #
President 1%, the stae of (he umon s sund
rval cumtry @ sirong rountry and & pi
and 20 we will rema
<4 WItR [Aat, INe Dusiness and economic workd wou'd

o0 Friday he Presdent urveed the dotats of
e conomsc prograr slong the lines prevaous!y -
nies—a £25 Dxilun lax reducton package, 42 -
prgement of e AdmumRration’s Jobs pegram foc

retying on votwsary cooperation by Dusiness
Dot te hoid thest mcreases beiow the sversgs of
e last rwo years
m_mdmuxmnm-wy
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n-mnllm~ukm-na os were b
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om whethes I fnancial merkm

ofthe U'S sconomy

99% of the ime

For eas of rasding, we have underiined in color Mr Mullaney's raferences to surveys

Latest Sindlinger 6ot s inciuded in subsequent exhibits

The State of the Union

1
ployment, whibe thesr profit pradictions 1ok & decd-
dly gloomuer tum
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the stock market DOES WHAT IT SHOULD




EXHIBIT B

To Of Albert €

For January 30, 1978 Hearings By The Subcommittee On Taxatwon And Nebt Management Ot The Senste Commrtise On Finance:

Below u how The Weil Stremr Journsl on
Jersery 23, 1978 reported FOMC s Decem
v ‘T8 monthly mestng and Acte the 1
ot

Mn‘wvm-d\-mm
rates wore ramad further on Jenuery Gth

Fed Panel Voted Rise
In Growth Goalsof M1,
M2 at Latest Meeting

WAL BTRBAT JOruRas WHafp Reperise
WASHINGTON ~ The dedera) Reserse
System & money seppiy panet voird At 13
Der 1920 maenng for & sught IncTeRSe 10
money supply growih targets

The 13- member Open Markes Commttee
while Chemmiag (o iewve the federal funds in
terest rate wachanged raused the fwo month
target growih raages for U two key mea
v of the money supply

The growih target for Mi cas 10 circw
13t prus EMOIAG MOCUNU was rassed 10
I8 ¢ W 1" trom U 1% W ™ approved
e previous meenag Nov 13 The targel
Tor M2 which aiso includes mesit conmimeT
TyDe ATIAGS SccORMS & commercial Banka
wha riseed 0 9%, 0 105 fom 3% 10 ¥4
| Toe panet vosad 10 kewy Lhe snterest ratr
on federal funds M (e level prevailing o
Dec 190 and within Uw same $8% 1o A%
range approved i Orichrr Federal funds
Afe Uhe cvernght reserwvs that banks bend
cne ascther, aad the erve rale 08 Uem '
Pespends @recily o e purchasss sad Lairs
of governomat secance Gat O Fed wses
1 make e meary Supply expand or com
tract
’ﬁ——-aummu:
e made public, 28 1 CwlOmATY. Shout B

@ows a e growih of the meselary aggT
guies @8 reeenl wewhs

Om Jan & accartag W ihe myntes 1
cowmmdtew authenand an increase W 55 5 by
hoa from B ko b e OpR accour
mampasd by the Fysiem apen marae 2
COuM 18 VW Of  COMTUISRE WRIPTUIRG €ONA
ews of G lorvgw exchange markes
ar gy the Pod Ma0 raised 1 duscout
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| e &) £, FINANCIAL AT A cem|

" opmead by Susberal hoverve Bud o 4 Lt
[l

THE ACTUAL M1 GROWTH
BEFORE QUIRKED UP WITH
PHONEY SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT

HOW FED READS M1S GROWTH
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED TO CREATE
ERAOR IN INTERESY RATE NISE

B0

Above w the moet read Fod Harchers report wetehed by the Fad Witchers -~ the Jenuary 20

VBB commumcation by the St Lows Fed Bank

Hare 15 whors the Fad, n only reeding therr seatcnal adurtment of M1, got the wies that M1 hed

enploded w Apell, July ard October Lart year

And cbeerve left how the astute FOMC n Decomber —- 00 nate of Ine Sowdown i the gowth

Of the mOneTY sparegates m . En1 werds
LEFTOUT By The FOMC!

FOMC 11 the asm of the Fadurat Reserve Bosrd that s revponuble Tor srnng monetary pohkey

1, 0f ourse, quited By recwat trends in money wpply growth and sontraction

A FOMC read th trands last Apeil \hey calied f0r putting on the broties ond raning imereet rates

w May 1977 for the TMrd sirasght annual atike out 19, the

itee fohely raseed intersst (4198 and sborred & promey rmcovery

d 1ime 1n sucemwon the com

Whet the ournal resier ded ot 1980 «h thes TtOry was The rationsie for FOMC's sstion The we-
paved monetary enploson of last Apri (hat prompted the wwerest sete foroe-wp wes urely & he-
memt of the vessonel edrwtments Tha documenistion of the meney sxpiosken % Ihown i the 5t
Lows Fod + communscstson (snove) amt the leht shart sbove Both ary demometyating (he growih

rate of sessonslly sdpated monetary hgures

Yoor To Yaar Growth

Annual Rate Seasonally Adqusted
Not Adnnted As Regoried

22

15.0

00

Ducember 77 Fed's M1 Targee is 85%

50

(44

M A M J J A S O ND

1977

M A M J

A'S OND

1977

As we now testify, 1he previounly 1400M180 seasonally aciuted (mures arv buvig 1evised 10 Gontorm with now sassnal tactors fer 1970.
By 1902, the 1877 figurms wal Aeve been ~swiead five Tt 8nd the RafIon then wl learn theve resily was #e 84piason it The Spring of
w7

Bt we 500 1 Reve 10 wart thet fony What's more the Tacts wéve svijlable to FOMC at the very Teme ¢ mede the wrong mave.

The rgivt hend chent thows the vear 10 year growth tate 21 Fad's own M1 figures befors they wers Masonsily sdsted - nraamily She
Sarme way i1 winch they ware reparted dry member benks

Hodt FOMC foaked at that chart 1t would Rave known there was N0 1aploTion | foct, the growth rate was well shy of the Fed's swh
target And the growth rate han 1 even resched the target for the rest of 1977 enher
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MOW TO READ SINDLINGER'S A THROUGH R MONEY TABLES
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Senator Byrp. The committee will stand in recess.
[Thereupon, at 12 noon the subcommittee recessed to reconvene at
the call of the Chair.]






PUBLIC DEBT AND THE BUDGET

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1978

U.S. SENATE,
SuBcOMMITTEE ON TANATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT
GENERALLY OF THE CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington. D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m. in room 2221,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Harry F. Byrd, Jr., presiding.

Present : Senator Byrd.

Senator Byrp. The hour of 10 having arrived, the committee will
come. to order.

Today begins the second day of hearings on the budget, the deficit,
and the debt. The Federal debt will increase from fiscal year 1978
to fiscal year 1979 by $88.1 billion. This is the largest yearly increase
in the Federal debt in our Nation's history.

The increase in our Federal debt and the deficit for fiscal year 1979
of $60 billion for the unified budget indicates that our Government
still does not have Federal spending under control. Indeed, it seems
to be going in the opposite direction.

President Carter’s budget for fiscal year 1979 takes us further away
from the goal of achieving a balanced budget.

I do commend those who have the responsibility for submitting
financial documents to the Congress from this present administration
for being frank and forthright and. for the most part. clearly stating
the assumptions which were made concerning the future costs of our
economy and the implications of this data upon the budget projections.

We have. today, witnesses from the Treasury. the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and also from the Federal Reserve Board. Now, I
will change the order slightly for presentation of witnesses. I under-
stand that Hon. Roger Altman, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
for Domestic Finance has a commitment to be out of the city later
this morning, so at this point, the committee will call on Roger Alt-
man, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for Domestic Finance. Mr.
Altman, welcome. May I say that you may handle your presentation
in any way that you wish. Your entire testimony will be put in the
record. If you wish to, you could summarize it, but, in any case, the
text will be put in the record.

I will state for the record also. which T assume that all of you are
aware, that this hearing today does not take the place of the formal
hearing which will be held later, in early March, I assume, on the
formal proposal by the administration to increase the statutory debt
limit,

Mr. Altman, you may proceed as you wish.

(107)
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Mr. Aurssan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and, with your permission,
I will summarize my testimony, with the full text being inserted into
the record.

I would like to begin by thanking you for permitting me to go first.
It is really on account of the snowstorm that Secretary Blumental and
I have to take the train to New York rather than to fly, as we had
planned and therefore have to leave earlier, so you are kind to permit
me to start.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROGER ALTMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF
THE TREASURY FOR DOMESTIC FINANCE

Mr. Avuryan. Let me say that I am pleased to be here today to dis-
cus with you the public debt limit. The present temporary limit of
$752 billion will expire on March 31, and then, of course, the debt limit
would revert to the permanent ceiling of $400 billion. And so, legisla-
tive action by March 31 will be necessary to permit the Treasury to
continue to borrow in order to refund securities maturing after that
date and to raise the necessary new cash. . .

In addition, Mr. Chairman, to permit the Treasury to continue bor-
rowing on a long-term basis, it also will be necessary to increase the
$27 billion limit on the amount of bonds which we may issue without
regard to the 414 percent interest rate ceiling on Treasury long bonds.

Finally, we are repeating our earlier request for authority to permit
the Secretary of the Treasury, with the approval of the President. to
change the interest rate on U.S. savings bonds, if that should become
advisable.

Beginning with the debt 1imit, our estimates of the amounts of debt
subject to limit at the end of each month through 1979 are attached to
my testimony. Those attachments indicate that the debt will increase
to $778 billion at the end of this fiscal year and to approximately $868
billion at the end of fiscal 1979.

Senator Byrp. Let me interrupt vou there. Is that not the largest
increase in the gross public debt which our Nation has had in any year
during its entire history? —-

Mr. Avryan. No; 1 do not. believe so, Mr. Chairman. I believe that
fiscal 1976, the increase then was larger.

Senator Byrp. Well, what was the increase in fiscal 19767

Mr. Avraan. Well, the increase in our public borrowing alone—
public borrowing—was $83 billion and adding to that the trust fund
surpluses, which are additive to the public debt limit, and off-budget
financing, indicates that that figure in 1976, I believe, was larger than
the 1979 figure.

Certainly, I know that our borrowing from the public, the effect of
our borrowings on the market, will be notably smaller in 1979 than it
was—

Senator Byrp. Well, let me give you, if I may, the exact figures,
then, since you do not seem to have them at your fingertips. At the end
of the fiscal year 1975, the national debt was $544 billion. At the end of
t}}ﬁ‘ﬁscal year 1976, it was $632 billion. That is an increase of $88
oillion,

Your figures show that you project an increase of $88.1
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Mr. Arraan. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is different, but I
would be happy to review it,and——

Senator Byrp. Well, state what your understanding is. I got these
figures from the Treasury.

Mr. Avrman. If you look at horrowing from the public—

Senator Byro. I am speaking now of the national debt. What do you
consider to have been the national debt at the end of fiscal 1975¢

Mr. Aurmaxn. Well, let me answer you this way, sir. The way that 1
look at it is the following: In fiscal 1976, our public borrowing was
£83 billion; in fiscal 1979. our public borrowing will be $73 billion.

Now, there are differences, yes, between the total increase in the
debt, subject to limit, and the—

Senator Byro. That is what we are speaking of.

Mr. Aut™aN. Yes, but I am saying, Mr. Chairman, that I think it is
more relevant

Senator Byrp. Well, you may think it is more relevant, but I would
like to get the facts. If my facts are wrong, I got them from
the Treasury, and I would be glad if you would correct them. But my
facts show that the public debt including off-budget borrowing, if
your recommendation is approved, will increase from a projected
S787 hillion for fiscal 1978, to $874 billion ¢

Mr. Arraax. Up to $868 by the end of fiscal 1979. An increase to
%868 is what we project, sir.

Senator Bygp. You project $868 billion ?

Show me the budget document to which you refer? I want to get
these facts clear.

Mr. Avraan. Mr. Chairman, I believe that I am correct. The in-
crease in fiscal 1979 will be smaller—only slightly. to be sure—than
that in fiscal 1976. and I am looking at the——

Senator Byrp. It will be greater than fiscal 19777

Mr. Auryman. Yes; it will be greater than fiscal 1977,

Senator Byro. It will be greater than fiscal 1978 ¢

Mr. AuTyan. Yes, sir,

Senator Byrp. Now, the Budget in Brief. on page 73, shows at the
end of the year, the outstanding gross Federal debt will be $874—
$873.7. I rounded it off to $874 billion.

That is the Budget in Brief, part 5, budget tables, page 73.

Mr. Avryan. Well, the difference between my figure and your figure
is that your figure includes the debt. of Federal agencies in addition to
thetrect debt. or guaranteed debt, and it is just a different way of
looking at it. It is another measure of total Federal debt.

But still, using your basis, using vour basis, the increase in fiscal
1979 will be somewhat smaller—n.».hing to be proud of, but somewhat
smaller—than the increase in fiscal 1976, .

Senator Byrp. Thank you. Please proceed.

Mr. Autyax. The $90 billion increase in the debt subject to limit in
fiscal 1979 reflects, as you know, the administration’s current budget
estimates of the 1979 unified budget deficit of $60.6 billion, a trust
fund surplus ot $13.9 billion, and a net financing requirement for off-
budget entities ¢f $12.5 billion.

Iet me turn now, Mr. Chairman, to our fiscal 1979 need for an
increase.

Senator Byrp. Just a moment, sir. I am still a little unclear on this.
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On page 2 of your statement, you say the $90 billion increase in
the debt in fiscal year 1979 and so forth. So it is a $90 billion increase,
is that correct?

Mr. Ariman. Yes, but, Mr. Chairman, as you know, among other
things, the trust fund surpluses are added to the debt subject to limit,
even though they are not directly reflective of budget deficits.

Senator Byrp. Well, the point I am trying to establish is that you
are asking, I take it, from page 2 of your statement for an increase
of $90 billion in the statutory debt limit. Is that correct?

Mr. Aurmax. That is correct.

Senator Byrp. Now, at any other time, has as much as $90 billion
been added to the statutory debt limit in the space of 1 year?

Mr. Aurman. My understanding, Mr. Chairman, is yes, the amount
of total increase in the total debt, subject to limit in fiscal 1976 was
slightly larger than that, and I would be happy to provide a detailed
answer on that for the record.

But my understanding is that the 1976 increase was slightly larger
than that, yes.

Senator Byro. Well, I would like for you to establish whether the
figure that my office got from the Treasury is incorrect. The figure is
$632 billion at the end of fiscal 1976.

Mr. Arrman. I believe that what your office has done, Mr. Chair-
man, is to add, in the 1976 computation, the just under $11 billion
of agency borrowings, Federal agency borrowings, to the public debt
amounts, Those are not amounts which add to the debt subject to limit.
I think what your office has simply done—I cannot be sure—is to—it
appears to me—is to add roughly $11 billion in 1976 agency debt to
the public debt securities of that year, then compared that to the
public debt figure of 1979. I think it is = bit of apples and oranges, but
pgain, I would be happy to get together with your staff and straighten
it out.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]

FEDERAL FINANCES AND DEBT OUTSTANDING, FISCAL YEARS 1870-79
{in billions of dollars]

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976  TQ 1977 19781 1979!

Federal funds deficit.. ... 13.1 29.9 29.3 256 18.7 5.5 €89 110 545 721 JAS

Less: Trust fund surplus

(=) ordeficit......_.... ~10.3 —6.8 =59 —10.7 —14.0 -7.4 —2.4 20 -9.5 -10.3 -13.9

Equals: Total unified budget

P:g.ﬁcli)t':"‘i'u'f"ﬁ'ﬁ'a’l"t' 2.8 230 234 M8 4.7 4.1 66.4 13.0 450 6.8 60.6
: Defici -budge!

Foderal entities b oo e 1 L4 81 72 18 &7 1.5 125

Equals: Tolal deficit__.__... 2.8 23.0 23.4 149 6.1 531 737 147 537 74 N

Less: Nonbofrowing means

of financing?_.... ... 2.6 -36 -39 44 =31 -23 93 33 -2 -14 -1

Equals: Total borrowin

qfromthepublic ........ ' 5.4 194 19.4 19.3 3.0 50.9 8.9 180 535 660 730

Plus: Change in debt held
%yGovu:mentnmciu‘_ 101 7.4 84 1.8 148 1.0 43 35 9.2 10.4 15.1

Equals: Change in gros
Lq#ed’tregdeb{.,..,f._;_.fl. 155 269 2.9 3.1 17.8 5.9 8.3 145 628 76.4 881
ess;: Change in era
agency debt. ... _....... N 3 13 -2 -9 LY.L -2 14 1.5 1.5




111

FEDERAL FINANCES AND DEBT OUTSTANDING. FISCAL YEARS 1970-79—Continued
[1n bitlions of dollars)

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 YQ 1977 1978 19791

Equals; Change in gross

public debt. . _._..__._. 1722 27.2 29.1 309 169 590 87.2 143 641 780 89.6
Plus: Change in other debt
subject to limits.________ -7 —-L2 ... -4 1 P RSP
Equals: Change in debt sub-
Jecttolimit.. ... ... 16.5 26.0 29.1 305 169 $9.0 8.3 143 641 780 8.6

Debt outstanding (end of
fiscal years):

Gross Federal debts______ 382.6 409.5 437.3 468.4 486.2 544.1 631.9 646.4 709.t 785.6 873.7
Less: Federal agency
debte__.. ... 125 122 109 1.1 120 109 1L4 IL7 103 8.8 7.3

Equals: Gross public debt. 370.1 397.3 426.4 457.3 474.2 533.2 620.4 6347 698.8 776.8 866.4
Plus: Gther debt subject
to limits_._____..._... 25 L3 1.3 .9 9 L0 L1 L1 L} 11 1.1

| SO 3726 398.6 427.8 4583 4752 534.2 621.6 6358 700.0 777.9 862.5

1 Estimate,

2 Consists largely of Federal Financing Bank borrowings to finance off-budget programs.

3 Consists largely of changes in Treasury cash balances.

¢ Consists largely of trust fund surplus or deficit.

5 Net of certain public debt not subject to limit, .

¢ Fiscal year 1976 figure includes reciassification of $471,000,000 of Export-Import Bank certificates of beneficial interest
from asset sales of debt.

Source: Special Analysis E of the Fiscal Year 1979 Budget ,January 1978.

Senator Byro. The fact is, you are asking for an increase of $90 bil-
lion for the upcoming fiscal year, is that correct?

Mr. Auraman. That is correct.

Senator Byrp. Now, has any Secretary of the Treasury, or his repre-
sentative, come before this committee any time in the last 10 years
?nd asked for a $90 billion increase in the national debt subject to
imit?

Mr. Auryan. I do not believe that a request, Mr. Chairman, was
actually made at any one moment for a single increase in that amount.
But I believe that—— '

Senator Byrp. It would have to be increased by the Congress. The
facts are all there.

Mr. Arraax, That is true but, of course, as you know, the publie
debt has not always been increased for full years. For example, this
past September we came and asked for an increase from September
to September—September 1977 to September 1978. Congress decided
to increase us only for 6 months. ;

Senator Byrp. It happened to be my amendment that did that, so
I am well familiar with it.

Mr. Avrman. That is right. L

So, in the past—I would have to look back over the historical
record—

Senator Byrp. Well, I would like to get a categorical answer from
the Treasury Department on whether any Secretary of the Treasury
has ever come before this committee in recent history, within the past
10 years? :

Mr. Avraraxn. I believe the answer is no.

Senator Byrp. All right. That satisfies me.



112

Mr. Aurmax. I was discussing the question of our long bond author-
ity, simply pointing out that to meet our 1979 requirements, our cur-
rent $27 billion authority to issue bonds on a long-term basis, without
regard to the 41/ ceiling would need to be increased by $10 billion—
that is, to $37 billion.

We have, to date, used almost $20 billion of the $27 billion authority,
including the $1.25 billion which we auctioned last week, and so we
have about $7 billion remaining. A $10 billion increase, therefore,
would permit the Treasury to continue our recent pattern of bond
issues througliout fiscal 1979.

The reason we have been using the long-term market, Mr. Chairman,
is to enable us to make further progress toward achieving a better
halance in the maturity structure of the debt and toward reestablish-
ing the overall market for Treasury long term securities.

{) think both of those are vital to efficient management of the public
debt.

Let me briefly turn to the savings bonds question, if I may. In recent
years, we frequently recommended that Congress repeal the 6-percent
ceiling on the rate of interest which Treasury may pay on U.S. savings
bonds. Before 1970, that ceiling had been increased many times, but
the current 6 percent statutory ceiling was enacted in 1970. Yet, as
market rates of interest rose, it became clear that an increase in the sav-
ings bond interest rate was necessary to provide investors in savings
bonds with a fair rate of return.

It is not our view, Mr. Chairman, that an increase in the interest
rates paid on savings bonds is necessary today. But we are concerned

-that-the-present approach, whereby each increase must be legislated,
does not provide sufficient flexibility to adjust that rate in response to
changing market conditions.

The delays encountered in the legislative process simply may result
in inequities to savings bonds purchasers and holders as market rates
fluctuate.

Mr. Chairman, let me close by suggesting that your committee con-
sider a more effective procedure for controlling the size of the public
debt. We do not think that the present statutory debt limit is an effec-
tive way for Congress to control the debt. -

In fact, the debt limit may actually divert public attention from the
real issue, which is control over the Federal budget. The increase in
the debt each year, as you know, is simply a result of earlier decisions
by the Congress on the amounts of Federal spending and taxation.

Accordingly, the only way to control the deﬁ is through firm control

over the Federal budget. .
. Now, to be sure, the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 has greatly
improved congressional budget procedures and provided a more effec-
tive means of controlling the debt. And that new budget process assures
that Congress faces up each year to the public debt consequences of its
decisions on taxes and spending.

Beyond that, the statutory limitation on the public debt occasionally
has interfered with the efficient financing of the Government and ac-
tually resulted in increased costs to the taxpayer.

_For example, as you remember, when the temporary debt limit ex-
pired on September 30 last year, new legislation was not enacted until
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October 4, and the Treasury was required, in the interim, to suspend
the sale of savings bonds and other public debt securities, which re-
sulted in a good deal of public confusion, as well as additional costs to
the Government, . )

And so, Mr. Chairman, we think that the public debt would be more
effectively controlled and better managed by tying the debt limit to the
new congressional budget process. We are simply putting this proposal
on the table for you and the other members of the subcommittee to
consider, in the hope that we can work together to devise a more accept-
able way of controlling the debt. i

Thank you, and I will try to answer any of the questions that you
may have. -

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. '

Now, as you point out in your testimony, the debt, subject to the debt
Jimitation, will need to be increased for not only the current fiscal year,
I take it, but also, of course, for the upcoming fiscal year.

Mr. Autmax. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. Now, I do not find—I have gone over it hurriedly, I
must say—the precise figure to which you would recommend the limit
be increased if the Congress saw fit to increase it next month to fiscal
year 1979, What figure would that be ? ) )

Mr. Arraran. Well, it would be an increase to $871 billion, Mr, Chair-
man, reflecting an $868 billion forecast of the total debt subject to
limit in September 30, 1979, and the usual $3 billion margin for con-
tingencies. That, of course, compares to the $752 billion limit which is
the current one, extending through March 31.

So $752 to $871 billion.

Senator Byrp. Yes. Now, the $752 billion, if I read your statement
accurately, would need to be increased, you feel—or Treasury feels—by
$29 billion to take care of the needs through fiscal year 1978.

Mr. Auyan, I believe that figure is ri ﬁt; yes.

Senator Byrp. And then the $90 billion that you are speaking of
would be for the fiscal year ending 19797

Mr. Avraax. That is correct.

Let me emphasize, as you know, that these increases in the public
debt are simply the result of the fiscal decisions which the Congress in
effect makes during the budget process. They are nothing more than
arithmetic derivation of the congressional budget——

Senator Byrp. I was going to point out that the Treasury, as such, _
has no direct responsibility in causing the debt increase. I think the
res&)qnmbl.llty lies jointly with the Congress and the administration
and, in this case, the Office of Management and Budget and the Presi-
dent. We will get to this later.

But I recognize, and I want the record to show, that the Treasury is
presenting what it estimates will be the needs of the executive branch
if the President’s budget is enacted into law as is. Is that not correct?

Mr. Aurman. That is correct, although I must say that we are all
part of the same team, )

Senator Byrp. You are part of the same team, and if you want to
assume part of the responsibility, that is all right with me, but I did
goi(:i retallze that Treasury had the responsibility of making up the

udget.

23-344—78——9
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Mr. Aurman, Well, we consider curselves important partners in the
formulation of overall fiscal policy, & major element being budgetmak-
ing; so yes, I think we share all of that responsibility.

léemmtor Byro. All right. That is all right with me. I was just try-
ing to point out that I did not feel that you had that responsibility;
that it was elsewhere. But, we will let the record stand as you said it.
o So your figures are based on what the President submitted to the

ongress.

Mr. Avrman, That is correct, sir.

Senator Byrpn. Now, whatever the final debit figure will be at the
end of this fiscal year, or at the end of the upcoming fiscal year based
on the new budget, it is a very, very high figure, and I calculate
roughly that the total debt at the end of fiscal year 1979 will be
almost exactly double the total debt at the end of fiscal 1972, which
is not very long ago.

My question is this, Often the national debt is dismissed on the
basis that it is not important since we owe it to ourselves. Do you
agree with that viewpoint ?

Mr. Aurman. No; I must say, Mr. Chairman, that I do not fully
agree with that. We have been asked that question many times in
testimony before the Congress; and while it is true that certain debt
held either by the trust funds or by the Federal Reserve is debt owed
to other Government entities, I take the view that a debt obligation
is a debt obligation, regardless of to whom it is owed ; and in effect,
the Federal Government owes a total of almost $720 billion today, of
debt subject to limit.

Senator Byrp. Now, of the debt, roughly $100 billion, as I under-
stand it, is owed to non-U.S. citizens or foreign governments. Is this
correct?

Mr. Avraman. That is right. About $109 billion is owed to for-
eigners.

Senator Byro. So if the rationale were carried to its conclusion
that the national debt is not important because we owe it to ourselves,
in the first place, that $100 billion owed to foreign governments or
foreign individuals would have to be repudiated, if you were going"
to repudiate the debt ?

Mr. Avtaran. That is true, but I do not think that any of us were
in favor of repudiating our debt.

Senator Byrp. I would not think so either. That is why it seems to
me that the statement made by many from time to time that the
debt is not important because we owe it to ourselves is not a valid
assertion.

Let me ask you this. What would happen to the banks and insur-
ance companies in this country if that view were taken and we decided
to just wipe out the debt because we owed it to ourselves.

Mr. Arryan, Well, T think the effects would be severe because,
among many other things, banks and insurance companies and other
major financial institutions hold very large amounts of our debt,
which, of course, they count as assets, and, in effect. a great portion
of their asset base would be eliminated and their financial solidity
severely affected as a result.

Senator Byrn. It would play havoc with the banks, I would think,
and with the insurance companies too. It would play havoe, would
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it not, with the social security trust funds and other trust funds. Are
many of those funds not in Government bonds ¢

Mr. Autman, Yes, L. )

Senator Byro. So it would play havoc with the 33 million social
security recipients. It would just be totally unthinkable to say that
the obligations of the U.S. Government will be repudiated.

Mr. Auraan. T agree. , .

Senator Byrp. What will be the peak borrowing periods for the
Treasury during fiscal year 1978 and fiscal year 1979 ¢

Mr. Avraan. Well, each year our peak borrowing %uarters are the
first and the second and the fourth—fiscal quarters. This year, fiscal
1978, our largest quarter is the current one—second fiscal quarter.
And while we have not projected specific quarter-by-quarter borrows
ing amounts for fiscal 1979, the trend should not be particularly
different.

Senator Byrp. Henry Kaufman, an economist for Soloman Bros.
and Albert Cox, from Merrill Lynch, have indicated that financing
of the large Federal deficit will have an adverse effect on private
borrowing, especially housing and business.

What is your view on that?

Mr. Avuraran. Well, that gets to the oft-asked question of crowding
out.

Senator Byrp. Of what ?

Mr. Aurman. Of crowding out, as it is so often called. Will the
financing of the Federal Government crowd out private borrowers?

Our view, Mr. Chairman, is that it will not. Let me make two or
three points quickly on that,

Senator Byrp. What percentage of the lendable funds will the
Government be in the money market for during the remainder of
this fiscal year, and for the next fisca) year, since you are talking
about the next fiscal year as well as this one?

Mr. Avraran. ‘Well, I do not have a specific percentage because,
among other things, there are very different estimates as to the total
amount of credit in our economy, which is the percentage that you
are really asking for.

But I would say this. Our demands on the financial markets will
11)3736ma11er in fiscal 1978 and in fiscal 1979 than they were in 1975 and

Senator Byro. Well, we have long since left 1975 and 1976. We ars
in 1978, now.

Mr. Avuryax. I understand but, for a couple of reasons, I do not
think we are going to have a major negative effect on the financing
of our private sector, particularly housing or business. And the reason
I do not think so is that we do not expect the type of convergence of
market, financial market forces and basic economic forces which oc-
curred in 1974 and 1975 and gave rise, then, to all of the fears and
discussions about crowding out.

Wa have a lot of slack today, at least a fair amount, in both our
markets, ample credit supplies, and in our economy. We are only oper-
ating at roughly 83 percent.of our industrial capacity.

For those reasons——

Senator Byro. Suppose we did not have that slack?
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My, Autaan. If we did not have as much slack in both our financial
markets and in our economy, sure.

Senator Byrn. Well, as I understand it, the objective of your admin-
istration and the objective of the Congress is to have less slack.

Mr. Avrman. That is correct.

Senator Byrp. That is my understanding of the objectives of
current economic policy.

Mr. AuTyAN, THa.t is right,

But you are asking me whether or not I think that in 1978 and in
1979 the amount of Government financing and borrowing will have
a major, negative impact on the financing of our private sector. I am
saying no, I do not think so, because the amounts that we will raise
in proportion to the availability of credit will not be such that we will
be taking away a great deal.

Senator Byrp. What do you think Government borrowing will be in
relation to overall borrowing—70 percent, 60 percent ?

Mr. Avmaan. Qur borrowing as a percentage of total credit?

Senator Byrn. Yes.

Mr. AuryaN, Far smaller than that. Far smaller than that. I be-
leve—wvell, a recent estimate that I looked at over the last week in terms
of total credit supplied to the economy in 1978, was $430 billion and
our borrowing from the public in 1978, actually our market borrow-
ing—market borrowing now—iwould be less than $50 billion, or around
$50 billion.

So we are borrowing around $30 billion from the market, the total
of which is $430 billion.

Senator Byrp. What will be the impact of Government borrowing
upon interest rates?

Mr. Aurman. Well, as you know, Mr. Chairman. we do not forecast
interest rates. Qur budget for fiscal 1979 assumes the level of interest
rates which were prevailing at the time that the budget was forecast.

Senator Byrp. And what is that? What did you assume?

Mr. Avtyan. I believe that the assumption in the short-term area,
which is where most of our borrowing occurs, simply because most of
our borrowing is for the purpose of rolling over existing debt, is 6.1
percent.

" Senator Byro. Well, now you are paying 8 percent, are vou not.?

Mr. Aruraman. The average interest rate on the public debt is 6.6
percent, in terms of the entire debt. We are paying—we auctioned 7-
vear securities last week which resulted in an interest cost to us of
almost 8 percent.

Senator Byrn. 8.23 percent, was it not?

Mr. Artmax. Noj that was the long-term security. Mr. Chairman,
not the intermediate. We sold a package of 3-year and 3-month, 7-year,
and then 27-year and 3-month securities.

Senator Byrp. But the Government is now paying roughly 8 per-
cent for money ?

“ Mr. Auraan. No, sir, we are paying less than that. Most of our
borrowing occurs in the short-term area, and we are paying a good
deal less than 8 percent today. In fact, 3-month Treasury bills are
currently in the neighborhood, on a coupon-equivalent basis, of 6.8 per-
cent and while our interest costs on longer term borrowing are higher
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than that, the overall cost to us at the moment is substantially less than
8 percent.

Senator Byrp. Well, your budget has a figure of $55 billion for
interest for fiscal year 1979.

Mr. Avurman. That is right.

Senator Byro. Now, you had to have some assumptions in order to
get that figure.

Mr. Auraran. Yes.

Senator Byro. Now, what did you assume?

Mr. AutaaN. We assumed the interest rates prevailing.

Senator Byrp. What figure did you assume?

Mr. Armyax. Well, the one I have in front of me is 6.1 percent on
our short-term borrowing, which in turn represents most of our bor-
rowing. The blended rate, or the effective rate, is probably somewhat
higher than that, because we do not do all of our borrowing on a short-
term basis, so it is probably in the area of 6.5 percent, Mr. Chairman.
I will supply that specifically for the record.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]

Budget estimates for interest on the public debt are made by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget. The interest which must be paid during the budg.t year on
public debt securities which are outstanding at the time the estimate is made is
calculated by multiplying the effective interest rate on each security by the
amount of that-security outstanding. For outstanding securities that will mature
in the budget year, the OMB methodology assumes that these will be refunded
by the issuance of like securities, e.g., bills, notes, bonds, with like maturities.
Similarly, for borrowing to raise new cash, the methodology assumes that the
maturity of new issues will be comparable to the maturity distribution of the
outstanding debt. OMB does not predict changes in interest rates. Therefore, esti-
mated interest rates, based on market yields on outstanding securities of compar-
able maturities prevailing at the time the estimates are made, are applied to the
estimated amounts of refunding and new cash borrowings.

The interest rates used in the January 1978 Budget presentation are as follows ¢

Intercst Rates Used to Estimate Interest on the Public Dcbt in the January
1978 Budget

Interest
rate?
Maturity : (Peroent)
18 WeeKS . oo e
26 weeks______
52 weeks._....
1 to 3 years s
3to6years _______________________ e ccc———————— .25
Over B years. e ————— 7.6

1 Rates based on market yields prevailing in December 1977.

Setna_tor BYRIEE) {Iele };oingi Iam ximkillllg is $55 billion for interest pay-
ments is goin a low figure. In other words, interest is goin
higher than $65 billion. | ’ going fobe

Mr. Autvax. Well, yes.

Senator Byrp, Would you not think so?

Mr. Auaan. If interest rates are higher throughout 1979 than they
were at the time that the budget was assembled, yes the actual interest
on the public debt will be higher. But we are not even into 1979 yet, in
lf)[;cttl we have several months to go, and it is not at all clear that that will

10 case,
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Senator Byap. Now, you projected last year that the debt cost would
be $4((51(?5 billion for fiscal 1978. What is your more recent figure in that
regar

%Ir. AvrMaN, $48.6 billion.

Senator Byrp. So it is up $2 billion, or roughly 5 percent ?

Do you see inflation remaining at 6 percent ?

Mr. Avmran. Essentially yes, Mr. Chairman. The official adminis-
tration forecast is for an inflation rate in 1978 of approximately 6 per-
cent, yes.

Senator Byrp. Do you feel that the large projected deficits for the
remainder of fiscal 1978 and for fiscal 1979, as set forth in the budget,
as leading to greater inflation? _

Mvr. Auraran. No; I do not, sir. I do not. We have, after all, as I said
earlier, a relatively high degree of slack in our economy. That is one of
the rcasons why we have a budget deficit, we are not operating at full
capacity or full employment, and we do not see ourselves bumping up
against types of bottlenecks, either in terms of industrial use or the
financial markets or otherwise, which would begin to feed inflationary
pressures. No.

Senator Byrp. I understand that the administration is proposing to
establish controls over Federal loan guarantee programs. In what pro-
grams do loan guarantees appear, and how do you propose to develop
a system of control over those guarantees?

o am not sure whether that should be directed to you or to Mr.
utter.

Mr. Aurman. Well, Mr. Cutter can probably answer it better than I
can, We have both worked on it, but——

Senator Byrp. Well, if you have worked on it, go ahead.

Mr. Auryan. Well, I would like to turn it to him. I think he is the

_ best person to answer it. :

Mr. Currer. Sir, there are loan grarantee programs throughout the
Federal Government. OQur concern with loan guarantee programs is
that typically they are perceived by advocates outside the Government,
within the Government—the executive branch and the Congress—as
free goods. Since they are not quite the same as direct loans and.we do
not count them as outlays—that is, since we do not count them the same
as direct loans—they are often seen as a form of backdoor budgeting, as
a way of getting around the discipline of the budget.

Senator Byrp. If T understand it correctly, I think you have devel-
oped a good approach.

My, Curter. Well, that is our concern, and the direction we would
like to go in is to have the President establish, on the executive branch,
a ceiling on guarantees and then to ask that a similar ceiling be im-
posed, both in the congressional budgeting process and in the appro-
priation process.

Senator Byrp. Well, now would you submit. for the record the pro-
grams in which the loan guarantees appear? In other words, enumer-
ate the programs, and then how do you propose to develop a system of
control over thess guarantees.

Mr. Curtrr. T would be happy to submit the first part for the rec-
ord. and as for the second, I have outlined to you the general form
that our control over such guarantees would take, and we will be de-
veloping that this year for implementation in the 1980 budget. I am
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not sure I completely understood your question. If you would like an
amplification of that for the record, I would be happy to submit it.
Senator Byrp. Thank you. ‘
[The material referred to was subsequently supplied for the
‘record :]

A list of Federal loan guarantee programs is contaided in the following
document : House Committee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, Subcom-
mittee on Economic Stabilization, Catalog of Federal Loan Guarantee Programs
(September 1977), 329 pps. -

We are aware of the following omissions from this catalog:

Department of Housing and Urban Development: Public housing; urban re-
newal; college housing; and Government National Mortgage Association mort-
gage-backed securities. '

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: College facilities.

Department of the Treasury : New York City seasonal financing.

National Aeronautics and Space Administration : Lease guarautees.

Funds appropriated to the President: International Financial Institutions

-capital contributlons.
Small Business Administration: Agriculture business loans; and agriculture

disaster loans.

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation: Franklin Bank loan.

National Credit Unfon Administration: Loan guarantees.

D.C. Stadium lean guarantee.

Postal Service: Lease guarantees.

Senator Byrp. Mr. Secretary, the money supply is a key factor, of
-course, in making economic projections for the budgetary purposes.
What are the administration’s assumptions about the growth of the
money supply?

Mr. Avtaax. Mr. Chairman, I do not know precisely what our as-
sumptions are. I think, to a large extent, they are one element in our
forecasts on inflation, but I will be happy to check and supply you
with an answer for the record as to what assumptions on that overall
front we are using.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record:]

The money supply has behaved in a volatile manner in recent years, making
it difficult to predict its future course with precision. In formulating the pro-
jections underlying the Budget, it was assumed that financial market conditions
would be such as to accommodate the 4¥2 to § percent growth rate projected with
no exceptional pressures on interests rates. The money supply growth associated
with such market conditions will depend on the rate of money turnover, i.e.,
velocity. Since velocity changes have been erratic recently, it would be foolhardy
to try to predict its future course.

Senator Byrp. T understand that you and Secretary Blunienthal—
as vou mentioned earlier—plan to go to New York City.

Mr. Avt™aN. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. The New York City situation is of considerable con-
-cern to many Members of the Congress. Could you give us a brief ont-
line of the situation as you see it today ¢

Mr. Arman. I would be happy to.

Esentially, Mr. Chairman, as T am sure you know, the President is
committed to preserving New York City’s solvency. His position is
that if an extension of Federal lending to New York is necessary to
preserve that solvency, then he will propose it.

Secretary Blumenthal will be testifying before the House Banking
Committee, Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization on February 23
for purposes of presenting the administration’s recommendations,
specific recommendations to the Congress, on New York City.
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But it is fair to say that we intend to propose some form of extended
Federal lending. Yet, any such proposal will be explicitly conditioned
on a series of commitments’from the relevant city and State parties,
- both public and private, commitments which will assure the New York
City’s budget moves into true balance over the period of any extension
Federal lending. : .

Senator Byrp. Well, what will the private sector have to do with the
New York City budget ? .

Mr. Avraan. Well, the private sector has less to do with the budget
than they have with the financing of the budget, but another set of
commitments that we must have, and we will not proceed relative to
Congres unles we do have, is a set of lending commitments from the
financial community as well as certain others, such as the pension
fund, so that the Congress can be sure, and the administration can be
sure, that any Federal lending after June 1978 is secure because the
other needs of New York City, which will not be accommodated by the
Federal Government, will be financed and not, in effect, left hanging.

What I am trying to say is that the Federal Government today does
not finance all of New York City’s borrowing needs, and in the post-
June period, whatever the Congress might approve will not be financ-
ing at all—in fact, will not finance as much as half. So that, for New
York City’s sake and for the sake of the Federal Government in pro-
tecting our loans, we must be sure that the amounts which we do not
finance are financed, because if they were not to be, then the city would
not be solvent and our loans would be in jeopardy.

So we need commitments from the city in terms of its budget and a
series of public and private entities in terms of the financing of the
city’s needs over the next 4 years, and that is what we are in the
process of seeking, and the reason that Secretary Blumenthal and I
are going to New York—if we ever get there, on the noon Metroliner.

But our positions will be outlined to the Congress later this month.

Senator Byrp. You have studied this matter carefully. Did New
York City have a balanced budget in fiscal 1976?

Mr. Arryan. Not on any conventional basis, absolutely not.

?;;mtor Byrp. Did New York City have a balanced budget in fiscal
19

Mr. AvtMaN. In addition to a $357 million operating deficit the
budget was balanced under a State law which counted as a revenue
$572 million in bond proceeds. Thus, the budget was not balanced in
a generally accepted accounting sense.

Senator Byrp. Does that same assertion hold tru. for the current
fiscal year?

Mr. Avuman. Yes, but I should say, only in fairness, that there has
bheen a great reduction in the budget deficit there. In fiscal 1975, the
budget deficit on a conventional basis including capitalized expenses,
a generally accepted accounting principles basis, was $2 b.1lion.

Senator Byrp. What was it in 197617

Mr. Auryax. In 1976 it was approximately $1.3 billion.

Senator Byrp. $2 billion and $1.3 billion,

What was it in 1977¢

Mr. AutmaN. Well, I think I probably gave you the wrong figure.
I think it was 900 million including capitalized expenses in 1977 and
perhaps $1.6 billion in 1976.
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And this year, it is in the area of $1 billion including the capitalized
expenses. They have reduced it, in other words, by 50 perc. :t. Now a
$1 billion budget deficit is still a very large one for a mun:cipality,
even though New York City’s budget is the largest of any by a munici-__
pality by far.

Senator Byro. Does not the New York State law require the munici-
palities to operate on a balanced budget?

Mr. Avtaan. Well, it does, Mr. Chairman, but a special State law
was passed in 1975 to give New York 10 years over which to phase out
a habit of using some of the city’s capital budget for purposes of
financing its operating expenses. And they had approximately $800
million of operatirtig expenses which were being financed from, essen-
tially, the capital budget in fiscal 1975.

So the city got 10 years, by State law, to phase that out.

Now, when I say they have a $1 billion deficit, under State law,
they can exclude the capitalized expenses from that figure, thus they
have a much smaller deficit than that. They have just announced a
potential fiscal 1979 deficit of $457 million. So it is much smaller than
$1 billion.

But on any conventionally accepted accounting basis, you know,
your operating budget is your operating budget and all of your operat-
ing expenses are in it, and so adding those operating expenses in the
capital budget to the normal budget means that, despite State law,
they nevertheless have a deficit of approximately $1 billion according
to generally accepted accounting principals. .

But the deficit has been cut in half since 1975, and it is our view
that, over the next 4 years, with appropriate local effort, which we
must be sure takes place, the budget can be brought finally into true
balance. And once it is—and I think this is a crucial point—once it is,
New York City ought to be able to be restored to the basic financing
independence, borrowing on its own, the same way that any other
municipality does. And it is our basic view that, since that can be done
over the next 4 years, it makes sense for the Federal Government to
give New York those 4 more years as compared to a bankruptcy which
we think would be cataclysmic.

Senator Byrp. You are not even going to require New York to
balance its budget for 4 years?

Mr. Artyan, Well, Mr. Chairman, we would like for New York to
balance its budget this afternoon, and I am sure you would too, but
it is not possible for its budget to be balanced, or that $1 billion deficit
to be eliminated, except on a multiyear basis.

Let me give you an example. New York City’s budget is approxi-
mately $13 billion today. But of that amount, only $8 billion is its
own funds. The balance is Federal and State aid.

Now, the city has a lesser ability, of course, to influence Federal
and State aid and to get more of it, for example, than it does to raise
its own revenues, through economic development or other matters. So
it has a budget which 1s different than most in the sense that it is
enormously dependent on third parties.

And that is also true for the expense side of its budget. So it is just
not conceivable, unfortunately, that that $1 billion deficit could be
eliminated, sir, in 1 year. It is going to have to be eliminated through
a combination of city actions—which they have pledged to do, I might
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say—a ‘series of very difficult actions—attrition in the work force,
et cetera; a series of State actions, where New York State has to take
a greater responsibility for New York City——

Senator Byrp. All of those requirements were put on New York
City 3 years ago. Now you are coming in here and saying that we
have to have another 4 years.

Mr. ALtman. Well, Mr, Chairman, I was not there 3 years ago urg-
ing the Congress that 3 years would be it and the city would be bac
onto its feet. Franklg’, I think that was wishful thinking, to a great
extent, on the part of those who were urging that.

But I do think that if one looks at it retrospectively, or rather in
particular perspective, it is 8 problem which is solvable over a number
of years. It was not realistic to think that it could be solved in 3 years.
That was not realistic, Mr. Chairman.

. Senator Byrp. The problem is that you do not want to force the
politicians to take an unpopular course of action in New York.

Mr. AutMaN. T would beg to disagree just a bit, in this sense.

. You can be assured that the purpose of our negotiations with the
city and the State, now and during the last couple of months, and
during the next 3 and 4 months, will be to win commitment from them.
Commitments of major new effort on budget and on financing, without
which we, ourselves, Mr. Chairman, we ourselves in the administra-
tion would not recommend that the Congress go forward.

So what I am saying is that our recommendations to Congress will
be_conditioned on a set of city and State actions which I think we
can persuade you are major commitments and difficult politically. And
it is only on that basis that we will recommend that Federal money of
any type be extended.

Without the commitments, I agree. It is not an appropriate course
of action for the Congress and the administration to take.

We think we will get them, and we think that we can persuade the
Congress that they are sufficiently major as to end this overall financ-
ing crisis in New York over a period of 4 more years or so.

But I share your concerns and I share your implicit urgings con-
cerning difficult political actions at the city and State levels; yes.

Senator Byro. I am sure that your intentions are excellent. I do not
question that at all, but it just seemis to me that the longer we coninue
to bail out New York the more that says to politicians everywhere :

- Do not worry about it. Make all the commitments you want to all of the pres-
sure groups that you want in your community and, if you get in trouble, the Fed-
eral Government will take care of you. ‘

I think that is a bad philosophy to haye abroad in this country.

Mr. AurMan. Tagree that that is a bad philosophy. My point is that
we are essentially faced with a choice of, on the one hand, a New York
City bankruptcy, which we think makes no sense at all— ..

Senator Byrp. Well, I think that vou are just painting things too
black and too white. If they were willing to cut some expenses, if they
were willing to take some tough courses, I am convinced that the
budget cotild be balanced in a lot shorter time than 4 years. Otherwise
we will be dealing with this question for 7 years from the time that
this problem first was brought to the attention of the Congress.

But anyway, go.on up there now and do the best you can. But do not
give away these Federal funds. They come out of the pockets of the tax-
payers of the State of Virginia as well as the other 49 States. I do not
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think that the Virginia taxpayer takes ve¥ kindly to having their tax
funds used to bail out politiciahs in New York City, or any other city,
for that matter. I Wouﬁl not want to vote for tax funds to bail out the
politicians in any city in Virginia. _ .

I think that the discussion of 4 additional years 1s not reason-
able. I think that you ought to require a balanced budget long before
an%: 4-year period, and I hope that you and Secretary Blument 12l will,

hank you, sir.

Mr. Auraan. Let me make one comment—not on that, but I have
done some quick research on your very first question about whether
the $90 billion request is the largest that was ever asked for. And you
are correct. It is the largest that has ever been asked for, and it is the
largest increase in the debt subject to limit.

My point, which I respectfully suggest is worthwhile, is that the
debt subject to limit is composed of three basic factsts: The unified
budget deficit, the trust fund surplus, and the financing reduirements
of off-budget entities.

It is only because the trust fund surplus for 1979 is much larger than
for 1976, which is not the same type of characteristic borrowing need
as a budget deficit, that the increase will be the largest.

You see, I tend to think, Mr. Chairman, and this is just as—

Senator Byrp. You mentioned the trust fund surplus for 1979. What
is the trust fund surplus, around $14 billion? -

Mr. AutyaN. Yes; $13.9 billion,

Senator Byrn. Yes. Say $14 billion in round figures. Now how does
that $14 billion break down ?

For example, the social security surplus is what?

The highway surplus would be something like $7 billion, I would
guess.

Mr. Avraan. While he is checking those for you—I do not want
to belabor the point, but if you look at those three components of bor-
rowing need, you see that the unified budget deficit and the financing
need flowing out of that, which I know you are most concerned about,
that part of our borrowing, that aspect of it is not as great in fiscal
1979 as in fiscal 1976.

The difference, and the reason why the fiscal 1979 request is the
largest as compared to 1976—I do not want to belabor this because
they are both too big; I think we all agree—is because of the trust
fund surplus which increases much more—well, which is a much bigger
component of the need in 1979 than it was in 1976. That is my only

oint.
P Senator Byrn. Well, now, let me get one figure before you leave
from Mr. Cutter as to the social security trust surplus.

Mr. CurrEr. Sir, we can give you the exact figures, but the social
security trust fund, or more generally. the Federal old age survivors
and disability insurance trust funds, which is putting several
together—and I do not have the information here that would allow me
to take the components of that apart, but that general trust fund is
slightly—well, it is $3 billion in deficit in 1979.

Senator Byrp. Well, where does the $14 billion surplus come from?
That is what I am trying to get. '

Mr. Currrer. The Federal employees’ retirement fund, which is also
a trust fund dnd which is included in that general calculation, is $7
billion in surplus in that same year. It is a netting-out of approxi-
mately 12 trust funds. That is where the $14 billion comes from.
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Senator Byrp, Well, the large surplus is in the civil service retire-
ment, is it not ?

Mr. Currer. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrop. And that money is put in by individual Federal
employee?

Mr. Currer. Yes, sir,
~ Senator Byrp. And that is $7 billion of the $14 billion. What other
major trust fund is in surplus—the highway trust fund is in surplus
is it not ? $6 billion or $7 billion ¢

Mvr. Currer. The highway trust fund is moderately—is not in deficit.
It has a surplus of aproximately half a billion.

Senator Byrp. Only a half-billion for fiscal 19797

Mr. CuTTER. Yes, sir.

Senator Biyrp. So the bulk of trust fund surpluses are in the civil
service retirement?

Mr. Currer. I can give you slightly more detail. The big negative
is in social security, which is a deficit of $2.9 billion, and the positives,
which are netted out against that, are the Federal employees retire-
ment, which is $7.2 surplus; unemployment insurance, which is $5.2
in surplus: medicare, which is $2.3 in surplus; and highways, which
is $600 million in surplus.

Senator Byrn. Now, the unemployment—that is from employer
contributions, basically, is it not ?

Mr. Courrer. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. So that is not Governmment money. That is not from
general taxation. That money was put into the trust fund as a pay-
roll tax by the various companies.

Mr, Currer. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Altman.

[The prepared statement of Mr, Altman follows:]

STATEMENT oF HoN. RoGER C. ALTMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am pleased to be here today
to assist you in your consideration of the public debt limit. The present tempo-
rary debt limit of $7562 billicn will expire on March 31, 1978, and the debt limit
will then revert to the permanent ceiling of $400 billion. Legislative action by
March 81 will be necessary, therefore, to permit the Treasury to borrow to
refund securities maturing after March 31 and to raise new cash to finance the
estimated deficits in the budget, as submitted to Congress by the President last
month.

In addition, to permit the Treasury to continue borrowing in the long-term
nmarket, it will be necessary to increase the $27 billion limit on the amount of
bunds which we may issue without regard to the 414 percent interest rate ceiling
on Treasury bond jssues.

Finally, we are repeating our earlier request for authority to permit the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, with the approval of the President, to change the interest
rate on U.S. Savings Bonds if that should become necessary to assure a fair rate
of return to savings bond investors.

DEBT LIMIT

Turning first to the debt limit, our estimates of the amounts of debt subject
to limit at the end of each month through the flscal years 1978 and 1979 are
shown in the attached table. The table indicates that the debt subject to limit
will tncrease to $778 billlon on September 30, 1978, and to $868 billion on Sep-
tember 30, 1979, assuming a $12 billion cash balance on those dates. These are
the debt estimates and cash balances assumptions included in the President's
January budget proposals. The usual $3 billion margin for contingencies would
raise these amounts to $781 billion on September 80, 1978, and $871 billion on
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September 30, 1970. Thus the present debt limit of $752 billion would need to
be increased hy §29 billion to mcet our financing requirements through the re-
mainder of fiscal 1978 and by an additional $90 billion to meet the requirements
in fiscal 1979. -

Our $781 billion estimate of the debt subject to limit on September 30, 1978
(which includes the $3 billion margin for contingencies) is $6 billlon higher
than the $775 billion approved in the second concurrent resolution on the Federa_l
pudget for fiscal year 1978, which was adopted by Congress on September 15,
1977.

The $90 billion increase in FY 1979 reflects the Administration’s current:
estimates of a fiscal 1979 unified budget deficit of $60.6 billion, a trust fund
surplus of $13.9 billion, and a net financing requirement for off-budget entities.
of $12.5 billion. The trust fund surplus must be reflected in the debt requirement.
because the surplus is invested in Areasury securities which are subject to the,
debt limit.

The relevant debt of off-budget entities consists largely of obligations which
are issued, sold or guaranteed by Federal agencies and financed through the
Federal Financing Bank. Since the Federal Financing Bank borrows from the
Treasury, we are required to increase our borrowing in the market by a corre-
sponding amount. This, of course, adds to the debt subject to limit.

BOND AUTHORITY

I would like to turn now to our fiscal 1979 need for an increase in the Treas-
ury’s authority to issue long-term securities in the market without regard to
the 414 percent statutory ceiling on the rate of interest which may be paid
on such issues. To meet our requirements next year, the Treasury's authority
to issue bonds (securities with maturities over 10 years) should be increased
by $10 billion from the current ceiling of $27 billion to $37 billion,

The 414 percent ceiling predates World War I but did not become a serious
obstacle to Treasury issues of new bonds until the mid-1960's, At that time,
market rates of interest rose above 414 percent, and the Treasury was precluded
from issuing new bonds.

In 1971, Congress authorized the Treasury to issue up to $10 billion of bonds
without regard to the 41} percent ceiling. This limit has since been increased a
‘number of timer, and in the debt limit act of October 4, 1977, it was increased
from $17 billion to the current level of $27 billion.

- The Treasury to date has used almost $20 billion of the $27 billion authority, in-
cluding the $11; billion bond auctioned last week, which leaves the amount of
unused authority at about $7 billion. While the timing and amounts of future
bond issues will depend on prevailing market conditions, a $10 billion increase
in the bond authority would permit the Treasury to continue its recent pattern
of bond issues throughout fircal year 1979. Thus, the Treasury would be able
to make further progress toward achieving a better balance in the maturity
structure of the debt and re-establishing the market for long-term Treasury
securities, We believe that such flexibility is essential to efficient management
of the public debt. : :

SAVINGS DONDS

In recent years, Tre:sury has recommended frequently that Congress repesl
the 6 percent ceiling on the rate of interest that the Treasury may pay on
U.S. Savings Bonds. Prior to 1970 the ceiling had been Increased many times,
but the current 6 percent statutory ceiling was enacted by Congress in 1870.
As market rates of interest rose, it became clear that an increase in the sav-
ings bond interest rate was necessary to provide investors in savings bonds with
a fair rate of return.

Mr. Chairman, we do not feel that an increase in the interest rate on savings
‘bonds i8 necessary today. Yet, we are concerned that the present requirement for
legislation to cover each increase in the rate does not provide sufficient flexi-
bility to adjust the rate in response to changing market conditions. The delays
encountered in the legislative process could result in inequities to savings bond
pur;vhasers and holders as market interest rates rise on competing forms of
savings.

Furthermore, Treasury relies on the savings bond program as an important
and relatlvely stable source of long-term funds. On that basis, we are concerned
‘that participants in the payroll savings plans and other gavings bond purchasers
might. drop out of the program if the interest rate were not maintained at a
level reasonably competitive with comparable forms of savings.
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— . Any increase in the savings bond interest rate by the Treasury would con-

tinue to be subject to the provision in existing law which requires approval of
the President. Also, the Treasury would, of course, give very careful considera-
tion to the effect of any increase in the savings bond interest rate on the flow
of savings to banks and thrift institutions.

DEBT LIMIT PROCEDURE

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to take this opportunity to suggest that
your Committee consider a more effective procedure for controlling the size
of the public debt. .

We do not think that the present statutory debt limit is an effective way
for Congress to control the debt. In fact, the debt limit may actually divert
public attention from the real issue—control over the Federal budget. The
jncrease in the debt each year is simply the result of earlier decisions by the
Congress on the amounts of Federal spending and taxation. Consequently,
the only way to control the debt is through firm control over the Federal
budget. In this regard, the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 greatly improved
Congresstonal budget procedures and provided a more effective means of con-
trolling the debt. That Act requires Congressional concurrent resolutions on
the appropriate levels of budget outlays, receipts, and public debt. This new
budget process thus assures that Congress will face up each year to the
public debt consequences of its decisions on taxes and expenditures.

Moreover, the statutory limitation on the public debt occasionally has inter-
fered with the efficient finaneing of the Federal Government and has actually
resulted in increased costs to the taxpayer. For example, when the temporary
debt limit expired on September 30, 1977, and new legislation was not enacted
on the new debt limit until October 4, Treasury was required, in the interim
to suspend the sale of savings bonds and other public debt securities. The
suspension of savings bonds sales, in particular, resulted in considerable public
confusion, and indignation, as well as additional cost to the Government. The
cot of printing and distributing notifications to about 40,000 savings bonds issu-
ing agents was $18,775. A much greater, but incalculable, cost is the loss of
public confidence in the savings bond program and in the management of the
government’s finances.

Accordingly, we believe that the public debt would be more effectively con-
trolled and more eficlently managed by typing the debt limit to the new
Congressional budget process. We simply put this proposal on the table, Mr.
Chairmap,- for you and the other members of the subcommittee to constder
in the hope that we can work together to devise a more acceptable way to
control the debt.

R . PUBLIC DEBT, SUBJECT TO LIMITATION
FISCAL YEAR 1978

[Based on: Budget receipts of $400,000,000,000, budget outiays of $462,000,000,000, unified budget deficit of
) - $62,000,000,000, off-budget outlays of $12,000,000,000]

[In billions of dollars]

With

Public debt  $3,000,000,000
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PUBLIC DEBT, SUBJECT TO LIMITATION
— ’ FESCAL YEAR 1979
[Based on; Budget receipts of $440,000,000,000, budget outlays of $500,000,000,000, unifisd budget deficit of
$61,000,000,000, off-budget outlays of $12,000,000,000]

{in billions of dollars]

With

X Public debt  $3,000,000,000
Operating subject to margin fof
cash balance limit contingencies

Estimated:

718 781

789 792

. 36, 801 804
.31, ; 806 809
Jan.31,1979°77C 809 812
Feb,28,1979_ " 824 827
Mar, 31,1979 837 840
Apr. 18,1979 841 844
#:.30,1979_-_. 828 81
ay 31,1979 77 o 84§ 849
June 20,1978 852 855
June 30,1979 : 839 812
July31,1979.7°7" 848 851
Aug. 3119797 " 864 867

Sept. 30,1979, 1 L_ 1T IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIT ‘ 868 871

Senator Byrp. Mr. Cutter, will you proceed in any way that you
prefer? :

STATEMENT OF W. BOWMAN CUTTER, EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE
DIRECTOR FOR BUDGET, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET ‘

Mr. Currer. Sir, I will be very brief. I am here to support the Treas-
ury’s position with respect to its request for an increase in the debt
limit, its proposals for improving the management of the debt, and
its suggestion that the statutory debt be tied to the congressional
budget process.

Rather than read my statement, I will summarize the first part of it,
which has to do more directly with the budget, and brings forth some
detail that Mr. Altman’s testimony did not bring forth, and I will
.submit the rest for the record.

The debt figures which we have been discussing are derived from
budget totals shown on the first table in my testimony. For fiscal year
1978, we are now estimating a deficit of $61.8 billion, with outlays of
$462.2 billion and receipts of $400.4 billion. - :

For 1979, we are now estimating a deficit of $60.6 billion, and the
1})?'.xl‘le‘sident is asking for outlays of $500.2 billion and receipts of $439.6

illion. S

Our outlays, speaking now to 1978, have changed little since m
testimony in last August and September. Qur estimaté is $462.2 bil-
lion now ; the estimate at the time was $462.9 billion. o

The outlays for fiscal year 1979, we believe, reflect a prudent and a
tight budget that resulted from a thorough zero-based budget analysis
of agency programs. L .

Spending for 1979 has been held to an overall increase of 8 percent,
which is the smallest increase since 1973. The deficit for 1979, it is true,
is only $1 billion less than the deficit for 1978, but had no tax cut been
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proposed, we would have shown a decrease in the deficit of $15 billion
to $20 billion, and it was our judgment then, and it is now, that it is
more important that we have a tax cut to help the economy continue
to grow and to encourage the increased capital investment that will
improve productivity and allow growth for the future.

The President’s reductions also mean that Federal taxes will rep-
resent a smaller share of gross national product, and this, in turn,
will provide an added incentive for both the Congress and the Presi-
dent to restrain the growth of spending.

We believe that this budget keeps open the option for a balanced
budget in 1981; and in an effort to control the budget more effectively
so that we can remain on this path, the President has asked each agency
to prepare future budget requests within the context of a planning
period that extends for 3 years beyond the budget year.

The multiyear planninfg system that we are developing will help
to insure better control of Federal spending by identifying the long-
term spending consequences of program proposals.

Turning to receipts, our estimate of 1978 receipts have declined by
$1 billion since the August and September hearings on the debt ceil-
in%z from $401.4 to 400.4 billion. ,

or 1979, the receipts estimates are $24.3 billion below those that
would be produced under existing tax legislation and that decrease
of $24.3 billion reflects the effects of the administration energy tax
and tax reduction and reform proposals.

In the remainder of my brief written testimony, I discuss the budget
by fund group, most of which you have already discussed with Mr.
Altman, and, with your permission, I would simply submit that for
the record and conclude by saying again that we support the Treas-
ury Department’s testimony and that I would like to call attention,
briefly, to the point that Mr. Altman made as to the element of re-
dundancy that exists between the process of setting statutory debt
ceilings on the one hand and the establishment of appropriate levels
for debt subject to statutory limitation that are contained in the
congressional budget resolution.

In view of this, OMB supports the Treasury suggestion that be-
cause the public debt is being effectively controlled through the con-
" gressional budget process that the debt limit in the future be tried to
the congressional budget process.

Thank you, sir.

Senator Byrp. Budget debt is being effectively controlled. Is that
what vousaid ¢

Budget debt ;s being effectively controlled ¢

Mr. Currer. I said the public debt, sir.

Senator Byrn. The public debt is being effectively controlled ¢

Mr. CuTTer. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. Yet it has increased—it will have doubled, accord-
ing to Treasury figures—at the end of fiscal year 1979 compared to
the debt as it stood at the end of fiscal 1972. Frankly, I do not call
that being controlled.

Mr. Curter. Sir, I think that there is a difference between whether
one likes or dislikes the numbers and the process one uses to control,
in a managerial sense, the numbers that we agree on, both the Execu-
tive and the Congress. ‘ -
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Senator Byrp. Well, I do not blame the executive branch for not
wanting to have statutory debt ceilings. It is much easier, of course,
and much more desirable to be able to operate as you think best with-
out restraint. You do not have to have public hearings or anything
approaching congressional review.

o I do not blame you, but I do not necessarily agree with you. If

I were in your position perhaps I would want to have it that way,

too.

Let me ask you for a couple of figures——

Mr. CurTeR. Let me say just one thing. We feel that the Executive's
proposals are quite thoroughly aired——

Senator Byrp. Are quite what?

Mzr. Currer. Are quite thoroughly aired, and that the new congres-
sional budget process has been a helpful and important means of intro-
ducing some measure of overall congressional perspective to the setting
of the Federal budget and consequently that

Senator Byrp. I think you phrased it right, “some measure”—
slightly, some -measure. I see very little discipline in it, and I think
that the figures show that.

But I agree with you that there has been some improvement, with
the emphasis on “some.” But that is mainly because nothing could have
been worse than the old systein, as T see it.

. Let me get three figures from you, if I may.

I think the most significant figures are those dealing with Federal
funds, rather than the budget on a unified basis, because that is what
it costs to operate the Government exclusive of the trust funds to
which revenue is paid for a specific purpose and cannot be used for
the general operation of Government. )

- Now, what will be the receipts in the general fund for fiscal 1979 ¢
Mr. Currer. Federal funds receipts would be $289.1 billion.
Senator Byrp. And the outlays will be what? -

Mr. Currer. $363.6 billion.

Senator Byrn. And then the deficit will be what?

Mzr. Currer. $74.5 billion.

Senator Byrn. And then, according to your estimated figures, the
deficit for 1978 will be $72.1.

Mur. CouTTER. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. Now, in looking at these figures, the figure that im-

resses me is this deficit of $74.5, in looking at the table that I have
fore me, which goes back to fiscal 1959, will be the largest deficit in

Federal funds in the history of our Nation, with the possible exception

of World War II. There is no doubt about that, is there?

Mr. Currer. I think that is right.

Senator Byrp. And that is for fiscal year 1979.

Mr. Cutter. Yes. sir.

Senator Byrp. Now. the runner-up year is the current year, fiscal
1978. That figure is $72.1 billion.

So, in so far as getting toward a balanced budget. it certainly seems
clear to me, judging by the figures, that we are going in the opposite
direction,

. Mr. Currer. Sir, we have nnother point of view. which is that by

introducing this budget and the Federal funds deficit. which you have

pointed out—although we believe that the unified budget is an impor-

23-544—78——10
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tant total to keep track of, and we pay more attention to the unified
budget—but the President chose to introduce a tax reduction of $25
billion—$24.3 billion.

Had he not made that choice, this Federal funds deficit would have
been somewhere between $15 billion and $20 billion less.

Senator Byrp. Regaraless of the reason, the fact is, according to your
own figures, this Government will have the largest Federal funds deficit
in fiscal year 1979 that it has ever had in its history, and the second
largest deficit in fiscal year 1978.

I&f Currer. Sir, I have acknowledged that. What I am trying to
exFlain the reason because it is important. Whether or not it reaches a
balance in future years has a great deal to do with the way the economy
performs, and it is the President’s judgment that it is a far better
course, and more in the public interest, to choose a tax reduction this
year and accept the consequences of the higher deficit in order to con-
tinue the improvement in the economy and to insure that improvement
in coming years so that we can have a stable balance in the future.

Senator Byro. Of course, that has been the whole philosophy of
every recent adrainistration, and the deficits have gotten larger every
time.

When President Johnson was President, the Secretaries of the
Treasury would come in here with precisely the same argument. When
President Nixon was President, Secretary Schultz had that argument.
When President Ford was President, it was the same way. President
Carter is President, and this administration says that the way to have
ﬁood times in this country is for the Government to run higher and

igher deficits.

ut I want to point out that when President Carter was a candidate,
when he sought the Presidency, he took an entirely different view. He
took, in my judgment, the correct view : that it is very important to get
back to a balanced budget. I regret the fact that the administration
has changed its position in that regardand has eliminated the high
priority which was given a balanced budget during the campaign and
during the first 6 months of this administration.

Mr. Currer. If I could make a Boint, sir, I certainly have seen no
single sign—nor do I think that the President has publicly stated—
that his concern and commitment to a balanced budget has even dimin-
ished to the slightest degree. -

I sat through—I cannot count the number of hours—dozens of hours
of budget preparation with the President, with the current Acting Di-
rector McIntyre, and that was a concern that was constantly on the
President’s mind, constantly stated. It is our judgment, as an admin-
istration, that choosing this tax reduction—and therefore accepting
the consequences of this debt—is the best way to reach that balance.

Senator Byrp. I think the American people have to judge by the
figures. The figures show just what you brought out, that our country
will have the largest Federal funds deficit in fiscal year 1979 that it
has ever had, and it will have the second largest deficit in this current

ear. :
Y Now, the Federal debt is estimated to be $786 billion at the end of
fiscal year 1978 and $871 billion by the end of fiscal year 1979, Now,
often this debt is dismissed on the basis that it is not important, since
we owe the debt to ourselves. What is your view on that? ‘
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Mr. Currer. Sir, I think that Assistant Secretary Altman well ex-

ressed both his view and mine in saying that he did not agree, and
would add that I do not agree with that judgment.

Senator Byrp. How do you see inflation in 1979 ¢

Mr. CurreRr. If I can glance for a second at our economic projections,
in our budget document—we are projecting, in 1979, a rate of inflation
of approximately 6 percent, fourth quarter over fourth quarter.

Senator Byrp. And that 1s the same figure, I think, as you project
for 1978¢

My, Currer. Yes.

Senator Byrp. You project it for both 1978 and 1979¢%

Mzr. CutreR. Yes, sir. Essentially.

Senator Byrp. Yes.

I am not totally clear on this matter. I am sure it is simple, if you
could point it out to me.

You project a deficit of $74 billion in the Federal funds, but—for
fiscal 1979—the administration is seeking an increase in that fiscal year
in the debt ceiling of $90 billion.

Now, why would you need an increase of $90 billion if the Federal
funds deficit will be $74 billion?

Mr. Correr. The principal difference between the $74.5 which we
estimate as the Federal funds deficit, and the $90 that Mr. Altman has
discussed, is in the deficit of off-budget Federal entities, and the prin-
cipal oﬁ‘-i)udget entity within that general category is the Federal
Financing Bank. -

Senator Byro. Is the Federal Financing Bank?

Mr. Curter. Yes, sir.

Senator Byro. Now, would you give the committee a dissertation on
what the Federal Financing %ank is and how it draws money from
the Treasury?

Mr. Currer. I might say that it is by no means a simple matter, and
my understanding of it is almost certainly no greater than yours. I
can give you a very brif comment on its purpose and perhaps we could
submit for the record anything beyond that, and any of your ques-
tions that I cannot answer.

The Federal Financing Bank was originally established, recently—
but I am not certain as to when—to meet the problem that & number
of Federal agencies have debt, go to the market——

Senator Byrp. Now, who established the Bank ¢

Mr. Currer. My understanding is that it was established in approxi-
mately 1973, It was established by the Federal Financing Bank Kct of
1973, so it was established, I would imagine, by the request of the
administration at that time, by act of Congress.

Senator Byrp. Go ahead, if you will., S :

Mr. Currer. One of its purposes was to assist Federal agencies in
éqmg to the market so that debt could be—so that all of the Federal

overnment’s impacts on the market could be properly accounted for
and assesed,and so that one effort by the Federal Government to go
to the market would not be confused by another.

Our concern with it, as I think I mentioned earlier to you, is that
it has also beome a means in conjunction with the use of guaranteed
loans by which Federal guarantees of loans are converted, off budget,
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into direct loans and as the result of the invention of a new form of
backdoor budgeting,

That is a little bit off the point. On point, it is the largest single
source of deficit among the off-budget Federal entities.

Now, precisely how its financial relationship with the Treasury is.
I do not know. We could submit that to you for the record, or perhaps
onc of Mr. Altman’s colleagues could answer that question for you.

Senator Byrp. Could one of Mr. Altman’s colleagues answer that?

Would you identify yourself, please ?

Mr. CavanavcH. I am Francis Cavanaugh, the Director of the
Office of Government Financing and I work for Mr. Altman.

Senator Byrn. Welcome, sir.

Mr. CavanaucH, I think the question had to do with the Federal
Financing Bank’s relationship to the Treasury ? The Federal Financ-
ing Bank, in order to make loans to Federal agencies, and the pur-
chase of loans guarantced by Fedcral agencies, obtains its funds by
borrowing from the Treasury, and the Treasury, in turn, borrows
that mmuch more in the private market.

Senator Byro. Well. is this correct? The Federal Financing Bank
horrows the money to supply the nceds of various agencies of
Government ?

Mr. CavanaveH. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. So while the Federal funds deficit is listed in Mr.
Cutter’s statement, and in the budget. and presumably in the new
budget document, at $74 billion, you really need to add to that another
$16 billion for the deficit of the Federal Financing Bank? Is that the
way it works?

Mr. Cotrer. No, sir. It is not $16 billion. T had said to you that the
Jargest single factor in bridging between $74.5 billion and $90 bil-
lion was the Federal Financing Bank, The total deficit of off-budget
Federal cntities is $12.5 billion. I am not certain as to the fiscal year
1979 deficit of the Federal Financing Bank by itself. I do not think it
is as high as $16 billion.

Tt is $12.5 billion. The others are small in net.

Senator Byro. The Bank accounts for $12.5 in the deficit ?

Mr. Currer. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrn. So wouid I be correct, then, in assuming that the real
deficit of the Government is—leaving ont the trust funds—tho real
deficit of the Government is $74 billion plus $12.5 billion ¢
. Mr, Correr. There are some other minor adjustments, hut that is:
basically the total increase needed in the debt subject to limit.

Senator Byrp. So those, of course, are expenditures of Government.
It is a part of the cost of operating the Government, that $12.5 deficit?

Mr. Curter. It is part of the cost. It is also directly linked to our
concerns and our interest in controlling credit, the credit transactions.
of the Government, and our interest, as I mentioned earlier, in de-
veloping a budgetary means of control over guaranteed loans. Because
guaranteed loans and the Federal Financing Bank’s later purchase of
them, which, in effect, translates them into direct Federal loans, be-
cause they are seen as free goods, they tend, in our judgment—al-.
though one never has specific evidence of this—to be overly used.

I think we believe in the economist’s dictum that there is no such
thing as a free Junch, and would .like.to ses those controlled directly
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and to see limitations be put on them. And, were that to be done, we
would be more confident about saying to you what the true “heeds” of
the Federal Government were in this area.

The number $12.5 billion is that which is estimated to be required
by the Federal Financing Bank in fiscal year 1979 under current
conditions.

Senator Byrp. Well, the reason it arose is that you are testifying
today on behalf of the Treasury’s position that it will need an addi-
tional $90 billion for fiscal 1979 ¢

Mr, Curren. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. That is, an increase in the debt ceiling of $90 billion.

So that would indicate to me that the Federal funds deficit would
be roughly $90 billion, but the Federal funds deficit is $74.5 billion,
and I take it that the reason the $90 billion is claimed to be needed is
because you need to add to the $74.5 billion the $12.5 billion for the
Federal Financing Bank.

Is that about right ?

Mr, Curter. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. So your total deficit, then, would be $74.5 billion plus
$12.5 billion, or $87 billion, which nearly reaches the $90 billion figure
that you are seeking to increase the debt ceiling?

Mr. Curter. As I said, that is the total that the Treasury Depart-
ment is requesting to be financed, and we are supporting that total.

Senator Bynn. I have had the feeling—maybe you could help us on
this—that, in the past, the $12.5 billion figure did not figure into the
debt ceiling, did it? Or else it was not a deficit at that point.

Mpr. Cavanaver. That is correct, Senator. The Federal Financing
Bank Act was enacted in 1973 and commenced in 1974, It did not have
an impact on the debt ceiling limit until after that date, and the
financing that is now in the Financing Bank, thus financed through
the Treasury and in the debt subject to limit before was not affecting
the debt subject to limit. It was financed by the agencies on the market
outside the debt limit. :

Senator Bynp. So the actual deficit for the general operations of
Government would be $87 billion for this new fiscal year.

Mr, Cavaxaver, Including the Financing Bank?

Senator Byro. Including the Financing Bank because, as I under-
stand it from you, that is to finance the general operations of various
agencies of Government.

Mr. Cavanavert. That is correct, sir.

Mr, Curter. If I could interject, I think that an important point
was just made for all of our understanding of this number, that it is,
in many respects, a much more complete number than may have been
examined in the past.

In this budget, and in these testimonies, you are being given, sir, the
Federal funds deficit and the deficit of the off-budget entities of the
Federal Financing Bank, and therefore, arriving at a total which is
the tot98719that we feel is necessary for Government operations in fiscal
year 1979,

In previous years, {)rior to the Federal Financing Bank’s operation,
those agencies would have gone to the market, by themselves, and
financed those same activities, but in a manner that was not subject
to limit. And therefore the existence of the Bank and of this, I believe
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open presentation, gives us; you and the public much better sense of
what 15 being fitanced and what activities are costing.

Senator Byro. I think it does, and I want to comméng you and your
associates for doing this. I think it does give the Congress and the
p}:lb]fic a much clearer picture, and it is a more candid way to present
the facts. '

Since the deficit of the offbudget entities has become a significant
amount of money, why not include these in the budget? Why do we
omit these entities from the budget ?

Mr. Currer. There are a range of views about that, from, on the
one hand, the argument that they should, of course, be included di-
rectly and, on the other, that they should not be counted. a
- I am, personally, somewhere in the middle, which is that what is
most important is the development of some means of controlling the
credit that gives rise to the financing necessities, that to count loan
guarantees dollar for dollar is not quite accurate and that, therefore,
we should develop, in a sense, a credit budget.

And, in my own judgment, this controls the program activities
which give rise to the activities of the Federal Financing Bank, which
then gives rise to this number more effectively than were we to simply
put it on budget.

I can amplify on those remarks for your record, if you wish,

Senator Byrp. Who runs the Federal Financing Bank?

Mr. Currer. I do nét know the gentleman who is in charge of it.
My understanding is that it is a relatively small institution within the
Treasury Department—small in the sense that it is not a largé inde-
pendent building or large, independent staff, but I am not certain.

Sonator Byrp. Maybe Treasury could help us on that. '

Mr. CavanaveH. Yes, sir. The Federal Financing Bank was estab-
lished in the act as an agency under the direction and supervision of
the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Chairman of the Board of the
Bank is, in fact, the Secretary of the Treasury. The Bank is run by the
Treasury and by Treasury officials who are serving, in effect, ex officio
1i)n aliidition to their other duties as officers and board members of the

ank. ‘ ‘

Senator Byrp. What individual has the responsibility for the Fed-
eral Financing Bank ¢

Mr. Cavanaven. The Secretary of the Treasury is Chairman of the
Board of Directors for the Federal Financing Bank.

Senator Byrp. And who are the Directors?

Mr. Cavanaven. The Directors are other officials of the Treasury
Department serving under the Secretary. '

enator Byrp. Well then, the Treasury has more to do with the gen-
eral operation of Government and the Federal funds deficit than I had
thought in the past, because if the Federal Financing Bank anticipates
a deficit of $12.5 billion, that is a very signfiicant deficit.

Mr. Cavanaves. I should stress, Senator, that the Federal Financ-
ing Bank itself is not a program agency. It is not making any decisions
with respect to the size of its activities, who gets which loans when. It
is basically a debt management technique, so that after the Congress
decides what the various Federal agencies are authorized to do, how
much they are authorized to borrow or to guarantee, then instead of
their going directly into the private market to raise this money, it goes
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to the Federal Financing Bank which is a more efficient means of

financing, :

Senator Byrp. Yes; it seems to me it would be. :

Federal guarantees have been previously mentioned. What is the
total of our Federal guarantees?

Mr. Cavanavan. The total of guaranteed obligations—well, the net
increase in the fiscal 1979 budget is $30.5 billion.

Senator Byrp. That is the increase ?

Mr. CavanaveH. That is the increase in fiscal 1979. In the budget,
under special analysis F, there is a total which shows the guaranteed
loans outstanding as of the end of fiscal 1979 at $223.6 billion.

Senator Byrp. Now, that is not a part of the $871 billion debt, is it ?
Guarantees are separate from our public debt ¢

Mr. CavaNaven. That isseparate,

Senator Byrp. So the total Federal guarantee is estimated to be, at
tgg 8end of 1979, $203.6 billion, or an increase of $34.5 billion over fiscal
1978. .

Mr. Cavanavgn. Yes, sir.

- Senator Byrp. Can you produce without too much difficulty the fig-

ure on the Federal guarantee total for previous fiscal years, say, going

back to 1975 or somewhere around there?

Mr, Cavanaven. Well, that $223.6 billion figure for the end of 1979,
we will provide that for the record, Senator.

Mr., Cutrer. We can provide that. We do not have that here.

Senator Byro. Yes, if you would, thank you.

Mr. CurrER. Yes, sir. :

Senator Byrp. Do you have the figure for liquid liabilities to for-
eigners as of December 31, 1977.

Mr. CurrEr. No, sir, I do not. :

Mr. CavANAUGH. Are you speaking of the Treasury debt ?

Senator Byrp. No, total liquid liabilities to foreigners.

For example, I 1..ve some figures here, as of December 31, 1970,
total liquid liabilities to foreigners was $47 billion. Then if yot get up
to 1973, December 31, it was $92.6 and the next year it goes to $119.
The next year, 1975, it goes to $126 and then for December 31, 1976,
it was $151. .

Nov;',?I wanted to update those figures to get the figure for December
31, 1977, o ‘

Mr. Cavanaven. We could provide that for the record, sir, if we
do not have that. : :

Senator Byrp. Yes; thank you.

[{The material referred to was subsequently supplied for the
record :]

[Outstanding primary guaranteed loans (adjusted)]

Fiscal year: ’
1975 —eenee ;
1076 e memmm e e mm e —————
Transition quarter
1977 e
1978 estimate - e
1979 estimate_.._ ... T T

. Senator Byrp. Thank you, gentlemen, very much. We appreciate
your being here this morning.

Mr. CurrER. Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cutter follows:]
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STATEMENT OF W. BowMAN CUTTER, EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR BUDGET
OF THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am pleased to support the
Treasury's request for an increase in the statutory debt limit, its proposals for
improving the management of the debt, and the suggestion that the statutory
debt limit be tied to the congressional budget process, which now gives the Con-
gress more effective control over Federal taxation and spending. My statement
will discuss the budget and its effect on the public debt subject to the statutory
limftation.

BUDGET TOTALS

As shown in the following table, the fiscal year 1978 deficit is estimated at
$61.8 billion, with outlays of $462.2 billion and receipts of $400.4 billion. The
deficlt for 1979 is estimated at $60.6 billion. The President’s budget calls for
total 1979 outlays of $500.2 billion, and receipts estimated at $439.6 billion.

BUDGET TOTALS
[Fiscal years; in biltions of doflars]

1977 actual 1978 estimate 1979 estimate

‘Budget receipts 356.9 400.4 439.6
Budget outlays 401.9 462,2 500, 2
DERCIt (—). e meememmmecamecmmeemmmamcmee e o amoe e mmanmnee —45.0 ~61.8 —60.6

OUTLAYS

Estimated outlays for 1978 have changed little since we testified on the debt
ceiling last August and September: $462.2 billion now, versus $462.9 then. The
outlays proposed for 1979 reflect a prudent and tight budget. It is the product of
a careful zero-base review of agency programs.

Spending has been held to an overall increase of elght percent, the smallest
increase since 1973. True, the deficit for 1979 is only one billion less than the
deficit in 1978. Had no tax cut been proposed, we could have shown & decrease
of $15 to $20 billion. It is more important now, however, that we have a tax cut to
help the economy continue to grow and to encourage the increased capital invest- .
ment that will improve productivity. The President’'s proposed reductions also
mean that Federal taxes will represent a smaller share of our gross national
product. This, in turn, will provide an additional incentive for both the Congress
and the President to restrain the growth in spending.

This budget keeps open the option for a balanced budget in 1981. In an effort
to control the budget more effectively so that we can remain on this path, the
President has asked each agency to prepare future budget requests within the
context of a planning period that extends for three years beyond the budget year.
'The multiyear budget planning system that we are developing will help to assure
better control of Federal spending by identifying the long term spending con-
sequences of program proposals. The 1979 budget requests together with detailed
long-range estimates prepared in connection with this budget will form the
initial elements of the new system.

BECEIPTS

Estimates of 1978 receipts have declined by $1 billion since the August and
September hearings on the debt ceiling, from $401.4 billion to $400.4 billion. For
1979, the receipts estimates are $24.3 billion below those that would be produced
under existing legislation, reflecting the effects of the Administration’s energy
tax and tax reduction and reform proposals.

THE BUDGET BY FUND GROUP

Table 1 shows our current estimates of the budget suplus or deficit for 1978
and 1979 by fund group. As the following table indicates, a decline in the
estimated Federal fund deflcit for 1978 since August has been offset by & decline
in the estimated trust fund surplus.
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SURPLUS OR DEFICIT BY FUND GROUP
[ia billions of dotiars)

— Fiscal year 1978
August Current
estimste estimate Change
Federal funds. ... ecceceeeccaccm—ee -74.6 -72.1 2.5
Trust unds . o e e ecmeceeeoenananen - 13.1 10.3 -2.8

Table 2 shows revised estimates of debt subject to statutory limitation, and
explains numerically the derivation of the change in debt subject to limit in 1977,
1978, and 1979.

TABLE 1.—BUDGET TOTALS BY FUND GROUP
{Fiscal years; in billions of dollars)

1977 actusl 1978 estimate 1979 estimte

Receipts:

OBIBL U, e 20.4 267.9 289.1
Trustfunds. ... 152.8 168.5 188.0
interfund tunsactlons -36.3 ~36.0 =31.5

Total, budget receipts. .. ..ceneeeioiem e ccceceaeaan 356.9 400.4 439.6
Outlafys:

ederal funds. .. 294.9 340.0 363.6
Trust funds.__ . 143.3 158.2 174.1
Interfund transactions . -36.3 ~36.0 -31.5

Total, budget outlays. . .. .. ..o eieaas 401.9 462.2 500.2
Surplus or deficit (—):

Federal funds._._ -54.5 -72.1 —74.5

Trust funds.__. 9.5 10.3 13.9

Total, surplus of deficit (=)......ooeeerecemvaeermaconacannnn —45.0 -61.8 —60.6

TABLE 2,—DEBT SUBJECT TO LIMIT
[Fiscal years; in billions of dollers]
Estimats

1977 actual 1978 1979

Unified budget deficit.. - . . oo e eaeceaaa 45.0 61.8 60.6

Portion of budget deficit attributable to trust funds surplus or deficit (—-). 9.5 10.3 13.9

. Federal funds deficit - 54,5 72.1 74.5

Deficit of off-budget Federal entities. 8.7 11.5 12.5

Totaltobe financed. ... .. . .. ___.... . 63.2 83.7 82.0

Means of financing other than borrowing, and other adjustments..___._. .9 -5.7 2.6

Change in debt subject todimit. ..o e oemm oot 64.1 78.0 8.6

Debt subject to limit, beginning of year__ .. .. ... ... . 635.8 700.0 777.—9-

Estimated debt subject to limit, end of year_. ... ... 700.0 71.9 867.5

STATUTORY DEBT CEILINGS AND CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RESOLUTIONS

Let me conclude by touching briefly on the element of redundancy that now
exists between the process for setting statutory debt ceilings, on the one hand,
and the establishment of “appropriate levels for debt subject to statutory limita-
tion” that are contained in the congressional budget resolutions. OMB supports
the Treasury suggestion that because the public debt is belng effectively con-
trolled and efficiently managed through the congressional budget process, the
debt limit in the future simply be tled directly to the congresslonal budget
process.
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Senator Byrp. We are pleased to have, as the next witness, the Vice
‘Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, Gov. Stephen S. Gardner.

We are very glad, indeed, to have you, Governor Gardner, before the
-committee today.

Mr. Garoner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Byrp. I might say that I have a very high regard for the
Federal Reserve Board and the vitally important work which the
Board does; and contrary to some of my colleagues, I think it is very
important that the Board remain independent of other branches of
‘Government. I cannot imagine anything worse than having the Con-
gress getting involved and attempting to handle the complex and dif-
ficult problems, many of a highly technical nature, that the Federal
Reserve Board must handle.

Welcome, sir, and you may proceed, Governor, as you wish.

STATEMENT OF HON. STEPHEN S. GARDNER, MEMBER, BOARD OF
GOVERNORS, FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Mr. Garonegr. Under the congressional budget procedures adopted
in 1974, increases in the Federal debt ceiling have become essentially a
reflection of the Federal budget totals Congress sets with the help of
its new budget committees. Debt ceiling hearings, nevertheless, pro-
vide an opportunity for review and reassessment of the broader eco-
nomic implications of a large and rapidly growing Federal debt. My
testimony today will, therefore, focus as requested on some of the
financial implications of an expanding public debt.

The Federal budget document recently sent to Congress provides
projections of expected increases in the Federal debt subject to ceil-
ing, along with estimates of the likely dimensions of needed changes
in the debt ceiling itself. While the outstanding Federal debt is ex=
pected to remain below the present temporary ceiling of $752 billion
during the next 2 months, this temporary leeway expires on March 31.
Since the permanent debt ceiling is still set at $400 billion, a new
temporary ceiling will obviously be needed by that date.

The Budget document estimates that a new temporary ceiling of
$781 billion will be needed to accommodate prospective Federal bor-
rowing requirements through the end of the current fiscal year. Of
this $29 billion increase, about $10 billion is needed to ‘cover expected
growth in agency holdings of Government debt, chiefly to fund fu-
ture civil service retirement liabilities and unemployment compensa-
tion. A further increase in the ceiling to $871 billion is estimated to
be needed to cover requirements through fiscal 1979, with about $15
billion of the $90 billion increase allotted to agency fund growth.

The projected need for a higher debt ceiling also reflects the ad-
ministration’s estimate that the Treasury will have to borrow $66
billion from the public during the current fiscal year, and then an-
other $73 billion during fiscal 1979. These estimates include borrow-
ing to finance so-called off-budget needs as well as regular budget
requirements, Since off-budget needs add to Federal demands on finan-
cial markets, & borrowing figure that covers both types of operations
provides a more comprehensive measure of the financial pressures
being exerted by Federal requirements. It should be noted that the
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'$66 and $73 billion figures relate only to net cast borrowing from the

ublic. Gross borrowing to refinance public holdings of maturing
federal debt will be several times the volume of net borrowing. -

Successive fiscal-year cash borrowing totals of $66 and $73 billion
are obviously large. However, their likely impact on conditions in
financial markets will depend on the aggregate volume of savings
available in the economy and the accumulated demand for fungs
from other types of borrowers. Moreover, the significance of given

-absolute dollar totals of Federal deficit financing must be kept in

perspective, by also considering the growth in the overall level of
economic activity. /

In fiscal year 1976, net Federal borrowing from the public totaled
over $83 billion, substantially more than the annual figures now being
projected for the current fiscal year and for fiscal 1979. However, with
the economy in fiscal 1976 still in the early stages of recovery from the
serious 197475 recession, demands for funds from other nonfinancial
sectors were relatively moderate. Businesses were making sizable net
repayments of short-term loans at commercial banks, and demands for
funds to finance multifamily housing and commercial properties re-

-mained slack. As a result, net borrowing by the Federal Government

and other nonfinancial sectors, combined, amounted to about 15 per-
cent of GNP—a reasonable total under the circumstances of the re-
covery taking place that year. Moreover, with credit demands mod-
crate, commercial banks and other institutions were still actively re-
building liquidity in the aftermath of the 1973-74 financial strains.
Consequently, there was a strong demand for U.S. Government secu-
rities, and the unusually large net Federal borrowing need was readily
accommodated at declining interest rates.

In the fiscal year 1977—which ended last September—net funds
raised by sectors other than the Federal Government were more than
$100 billion above the fiscal 1976 level. Even though Federal cash
borrowing was about $30 billion lower, total borrowing by all sectors
still showed a large increase and rose as a percentage of GNP, In bond
and mortgage markets, financing outside the Federal sector rose by
roughly 60 percent ; consumer credit expanded sharply ; and bank lend-
ing to businesses showed a marked recovery from the earlier eyclical
slackness. . ‘ ‘

As their customers’ demands for loans expanded, commereial banks
sharply curtailed their acquisitions of Treasury securities; then during
the final quarter of the fiscal year, they became sizable net sellers of
such issues. Nonfinancial corporations were also sellers of Treasury
debt on balance over the year as a whole.

Thus, changes on both the demand and supply sides of financial mar-
kets contributed to upward pressures on market interest rates during
the latter half of fiscal 1977 as the economy continued to expand. Short-
term interest rates rose the most, but some increases also developed in
note and bond markets, particularly those for intermediate-term Treas-
ury debt which absorbed a sizable volume of new offerings. Open-mar-
ket operations undertaken by the Ifederal Reserve to counter the ex-
cessively rapid monetary growth that developed in the April and July
quarters of 1977, contributed to the rise in short-term rates, although
reserves available to the banking system expanded significantly during
fiscal 1977 after remaining essentially unchanged in fiscal 1976.



140

Since the end of fiscal 1977, the current and prospective near-term
volume of Federal deficit financing has expanded considerably. Pres-
sures on Federal financing costs stemming from this expanded bor-
rowing might have been greater had it not been for two special ty
of demands for Treasury debt that became particularly strong in this
period. Foreign investors—chiefly central banks and other official
institutions—invested a substantial part of their sharply increased
holdings of U.S. dollars in Treasury debt. Also, State and local gov-

_ernments continued to acquire a large volume of special Treasury
arbitrage bonds, and thus limited the volume of new debt the Treasury
had to sell to other investors.

The Treasury has projected net Federal cash needs in the current
quarter not too different from the large volume borrowed in the Janu-
ary quarter of fiscal 1976. During the May-June period, however, it
expects the weight of Federal Borrowing on financial markets to
slacken—with some seasonal debt repayment. During the July-Sep-
tember quarter, although the Treasury is again likely to face a sizable
deficit, net borrowing will probably be less than in the current quarter
and possibly little different from the comparable period 1 year ago.

In general, the net impact of the Treasury’s future borrowing
requirements on financial markets will depend in large measure on
the weight of other credit demands at the time. If rising Federal
deficits occur in combination with a general strengthening of other

““demands, this might very well lead to further upward pressure on
-interest rates, particularly if inflationary increases in the monetary
aggregates are to be avoided. In order to encourage the capital spend-
‘ing by businesses that is needed to maintain our Nation’s economic
growth and international competitiveness, it is, therefore, important
to insure that the Federal Government does not unduly impinge on
the financial and real resources that need to be channeled into business
expansion. .

Before concluding, Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer two com-
ments of a strictly operational character. First, I think the early
timing of this hearing in relation to the expiration date of the debt
ceiling is all to the good, since it should help to avoid the unfortunate
disruption of efficient debt management that invariably develops when
the ceilinﬁ reverts back to its permanent level—even for a few days.
Second, the Federal Reserve hopes that your actions will continue to
provide the Treasury with the requisite statutory flexibility to place
new debt in whatever maturity sector of the market will best imple-
ment its policy goals.

Thank you, sir.

Senator Byrp. Thank you very much. Governor Gardner.

Yet me ask you if you would respond to the same question that I
asked the other witnesses, concerning the Federal debt which is now
quite large. It will be well over $800 billion by the end of fiscal 1979.
Often this debt is dismissed on the basis that it is not important, since
we owe the debt to ourselves, -

Would you give vour view on that ¢

Mr. GaroNER. My view may be somewhat specific, because I think
that the important thing for our Government and our country to re-
member is that, as the Treasury borrows in the financial markets it
competes with all private borrowers; therefore, the rate of increase
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and the amount each year that has to be increased to the Federal debt
seems to me to be one of the most significant facts.

If we reach a point where the Treasury is outbidding the private
sector in any one particular year, or a combination of years, we can
severely damage our economy.

Now, so far, as I have indicated in my testimony in 1976 and 1977,
we got through two very S'Fniﬁcant. deficit years. If we are to increase
productivity, and provide for the capital investment that is necessary,
we must hope that the Treasury’s force in the marketplace is not so
great that it cuts back the ability of the other borrowers’ legitimate
demands.

Senator Byrp. Well, in regard to the debt itself, would you take the
view which is frequently expressed that it is really not important
because the American people owe it to ourselves?

Mr. GaroNEr. I cannot take that view. In the first place, the amount
of interest that is included in the appropriate budget outlays which
must be paid is a very large part of the deficit in any particular year.
Surely it contributes to the deficit, so it is a cost.

Second. we do not owe it all to ourselves. Foreign governments buy
our securities, and that literally, begins to negate the concept that we
owe the Federal debt to ourselves.

Senator Byrp. Even for this country, those who own a part of the
debt do not own it equally. For example, I do not own any Govern-
ment bonds. so if the debt were repudiated because we all owe it to
ourselves, I would lose nothing by it, but I assume that a great many
people would lose a great deal by it. Certainly the banks hold a very
substantial part of the Government obligations. Also, insurance com-
panies, I believe do, along with banks own a great portion of the debt,
do they not ?

Mr. GAarpXER. Yes, and pension funds and other trust funds of one
kind or another that provide for retirements hold Government bonds
and are indirectly owned by the beneficiaries of those plans although
they have no voice in acquiring them.

T agree with you. As a matter of fact, when I came to the Treasury,
Mr, Chairman, I learned very quickly that there is a specific law that
the Secretary of the Treasury cannot own any Government bonds. As
a result, I had to get rid of all of mine because I was his deputy.

Senator Byrp. I really do not know what that should be. I guess there
was some reason for it at the time that the law was enacted.

Mr. Garpxir. I believe it came from a long ago concern about An-
drew Mellon serving as Secretary of the Treasury.

Senator Byrp. You mentioned something in connection with the na-
tional debt that is almost never mentioned; namely, the interest
charges. And yet, in the new budget. there is a total of $55 billion. Now,
that figure is almost—not quite, but almost—as much as the total
amount that we are spending on national defense for fiscal 1979.

It is a gigantic figure that must be paid. of course, by the taxpayers.
I think the national debt is of great significance to the individual citi-
zens of our country.

You mentioned a little earlier. T believe. that the total borrowing
need of the Government in fiscal 1979 would be $73 billion. Now, does
that include refinancing ?

Mr. GanoNER. No, sir.
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The rolling over of our existing indebtedness is an_additional
'amount. It means that the debt has ta be retired and replaced.

Senator Byrp. Do you happen to have the figure on what the re-
financing would be ¢ o ‘

Mr. Garoner. I think it will be two or two and a half times as much,
but that is an inexact answer and I would rather provide it for the.
record. o

Senator Byrp. Would you provide it for the record?

Mr. GaroNER. I would be glad to.

Senator Byrp. That would be helpful.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]

While I do not know how the Treasury plans to roll over maturing debt at the:
start of flscal 1978, public holdings of outstanding marketable debt date to
mature within the fiscal year totaled $161.3 billlon—more than twice the $66.
billion of net cash borrowing that occurred during the year. Of course, a part
of this total consisted of 3-month and 6-month Treasury bills which had to be
rolled over more than once within the year. The $161.3 billion figure counts
these Treasury bill roll-overs only once.

Senator Byrp. What percentage of the lendable funds do you think
the Government would need to borrow in fiscal 1979, including the
refinancing ¢

Mr. GaroNER. I would have to calculate that, because I do not want
to leave a wrong nuraber. I am sorry, sir. I do not have it in front
of me.

Senator Byrp. Maybe you would provide that for the record

Mr. GarpNER. I will indeed. )

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]

At this point any figure indicating the percentage of total lendable funds the-
Federal Government is likely to borrow in the fiscal year 1979 would, of course,
be strictly a forecast. It would depend not only on the recently published Federal
budget estimates, but also on projections of overall economic activity and the
likely flows of funds available to the full range of lenders. For the most recent
fiscal year, ending in September 1977, the share of total lending to non-financial
borrowers absorbed by the Federal Government was apparently about 17-percent.
While our staff has not yet made detailed projections of financial flows for fiscal
1979, it has made such projections for the year ending in June 1979. Over that
period the share of total lending to non-financial borrowers absorbed by the
Federal Government is projected to be a little higher than in fiscal 1977—possibly
around 20 percent,

Senator Byrp. How do you size up the impact of this borrowing-
volume, both the new borrowing and the refinancing, as to the effect it
might have on interest rates? )

Mr. GarbNER, As I have said in my testimony, if we find a general
increase in private credit demand, for which we are hoping due to a
shortage of capital investment in this whole recovery thus far, the
size of our Federal financing in the markets will be a very important
factor.

I have strongly supported the theory that the Government can
crowd out the private sector. You might remember that was quite a
catch phrase a year or two ago, but, as I have indicated here, it did not
happen.

genator Byro. But if the economy had been in a better condition, if’
businesses were investing more, which the Government wants business:
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to do, then you might have had an entirely different situatior:, might
you not, insofar as the crowding out? :

Mr. GaroNER. You could, which is why I commend the committee’s
attention to the debt ceiling and, as I have indicated, we must do our
best to prevent the disruption that can occur when this develops.

Senator Byrp. Is the large recent increase in the debt inflationary?
In the short space between the end of fiscal 1972 and the end of fiscal
1979, the debt, the national debt, will have doubled. ,

Mr. GARrDNER. Yes, sir. Underlying that debt doubling was a sub-
stantial amount of budget deficit at?ﬁe Federal level, and that has to
cause all kinds of inflationary pressures on our economy.

Senator Byrp. Looking ahead to 1979, Mr. Cutter testified that the
assumptions on which the new budget was based is that there would
be a new 6-percent inflation rate. How does that inflation rate figure
in your calculations? Do you feel that is an appropriate figure ?

Mr. GarbpNEr. Our staff studies indicate that that is the general, sup-
portable contention or estimate, and we make such studies when we
are provided with the President’s economic reports.

I do not want to dispute OMB’s figures, because our own staff studies.
come close to those.

Senator Byrp. But your staff studies indicate inflation somewhat in
the 6-percent range, I would assume?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. Yet the Government, in the past week or so, has been
paying 8 percent for money. Does that not indicate an inflationary
condition ¢

Mr. GarpNER. I certainly agree with you that it does. There is a basic-
rate of interest necessary in an economy, and then there is an infla.
tionary premium depending on how the Government’s efforts are pro-
ceeding—inflationary pressures other than the Federal deficit. I am
sure that Treasury is only paying what it has to pay in order to get.
money. So there is a real interest rate and inflationary premium over-
the real interest rate.

Senator Byrp. We were mentioning the cost of servicing the national
debt. In arriving at a $55 billion figure for fiscal year 1979 for interest
payments, two previous witnesses testified that the assumption was
that the general average in interest rates, so to speak, would be about .
6.1 percent,

But, with interest rates more recently having jumped up to 8 per-
cent for the Government—when the Government pays 8 percent—that
means that everybody else is paying a great deal more, I would as.
sume. Would that-not be a reasonable assumption ?

Mr. GaroNer. That would be, but I have to say that the prior wit-
nesses were dealing with the shorter term interest rates rather than the
long-term rates.

Senator Byrp. Yes; but 314 years, I think, was one of the issues last
week that cost the Government 8 percent. That is not too short a term,
The other was 7 years. as I recall, also at 8 percent, -

Mr. GaroNEr. Mr. Chairman, I really do not want to make an interest
rate forecast since we at the Board have important monetary policy
responsibilities,
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Senator Byrp. No; I did not have that in mind. I was just getting you
to help me in my thinking. If the Government has to pay more for
money—and it has been, as I say, paying up to 8 percent—that indicates
to be that interest rates are almost bound to go up. A

Now, I do not believe that this would be inappropriate, though, to
ask you this. ,

Are higher interest rates inflationary ?

Mr. Garoxer. I am sorry, sir?

Senator Byrp. Are higher interest rates, in themselves, inflationary ¢

Mr. GARDNER. Yes, sir. They add to the cost of so much that we need—
housing, capital investment, et cetera.

Senator Byrp. One of your predecessors for whom I, incidentally,
have a very high regard, William McChesney Martin, had an interview
in the New York Times recently in which he said that the biggest
problem facing our Nation and, he said, the free world, is inflation.

That has been my view also. Is it your view that inflation ultimately
produces higher unemployment ?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes, sir, it does. It slows business development and
consumer spending.

. Senator Byrp. It seems to me, also, that it hurts most those on fixed
income.

Mr. GARDNER. Surely.

Senator Byrp. And those in the middle and lewer economic groups.

Mr. GaroxEr. I would agree. We often hear the statement that they
cannot protect themselves, and that is a very true statement. They do
not have the means to avoid the inflationary costs that are visited on
them as inflation is moving ahead.

Senator Byro. I also think that the huge government debt and the
continued, accumulated and accelerated Federal deficits are a major
cause of inflation.

Would you care to comment on that ?

Mr. GaroNERr. I cannot disagree with that. The experience that the
country has gone through since World War IT probably illustrates that
as specifically as anything can. It was not only the oil price quad-
rupling or quintupling, but the massive Federal outlays when we had
Vietnam as a burden on the economy clearly aggravated the Federal
deficit and, put more dollars into the economy than were appropriate
at the time. Our taxes were not high enough to deal with Vietnam, and
as a result, we built a strong disposition to inflation into our economy.

Senator Byrp. I was interested to note in last week’s Washington
Post, that Hobart Rowen on February 5, quoted statements Prof. Otto
Eckstein made before this subcommittee. I quote :

The tipoff that “there is a real problem”—speaking now of the
deficits and national debt—*comes from critiques by liberals, such as
Prof. Otto Eckstein, 2 member of the Economic Council under Lyndon
Johnson. Eckstein pointed out to a Senate committee the other day
that the economic recovery since 1974-75 recession has not brought
about the usual shrinkage of Federal deficits.”

And most certainly it has not, because in this current fiscal year,
the deficit will be greater than in the past, and the same will be true
for the upcoming fiscal year.
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And, to go back to this column:

Instead, they have ballooned to the point where the gross Federal debt will
reach $887.7 billlon by September 1979 and will pass $1 .rillion by 1081—

according to this column.

Twenty years ago, most economists would have said it matters little because
the interest payments are a transfer within the American people—

Eckstein said—

but today we can no longer say that we owe it to ourselves, because about $100
billion of national debt is now held by foreigners, and that figure increases by
about $20 biilion annually.

Again, it indicates to me the great importance of the Congress
paying ix'eater attention to the debt and the deficits, and the great
impact that these accumulated deficits and the tremendous increase in
the debt will have upon the American people. :

fV_V(;uld that be in accord with how you understand the economics
of 1t

Mr. GaroNkr. It certainly would, Mr. Chairman.

There was a recommendation in the previous witness testimony
that we adjust the congressional budgetary process so that the debt
ceiling might follow from that process. I explored this with my col-
leagues at the Board and I did not get a consensus of approval. They
think that the process that we are going through here today probably
does have some value. Some of us raised the question whether to sup-
port the idea that there be an addition to the budget procedures so
that the debt ceiling flows automatically, and I found that more than
a majority of my colleagues did not share that view at all. We should
seize every opportunity to pay attention to the debt ceiling and defi-
cits. And, as you know, these hearings in the past have focused at-
tention on the size of the debt. Therefore, why take away a discipline
such as we are going through here?

Senator Byrp. I am glad to get those observations, Governor Gard-
ner. I have some hore that the American people are coming to be more
concerned about Government finance, about the deficits and the debt.
But it is a subject in which there is no political sex appeal. It is a hell
of a dry subject; there is no political sex appeal to it.

And yet, it affects every man, woman, and child in our country.

Mr. Garoner. Well, you are absolutely right that there is no politi-
cal sex appeal. However, so much of our Federal spending is man-
dated by prior legislation—transfer payments to individuals, and
such—that we should continue to focus attention on the subject.
Once these programs are enacted by Congress and continue indef-
initely, a rising share of our GNP and personal income or taxes on
individuals are necessary to support programs which occasionall
should be carefully analyzed because they make very heavy demands
on the Federal budget. Now, that is a subject that has no sex ap-
peal at all. In fact, opposition to programs of that kind generates
great heat and discussion. ‘

Senator Byro. Indeed it does, Incidentally, Albert Sindlinger who
is an economic pollster, you may know him, he operates from Medis,
Pa., not far from where you were president and chairman of the
board of the Girard Bank. He testified before this committee last week.

23-544—18——11
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I have been to his office and seen his operation. It is rather fas-
cinating. He has been doing this for 20 or 25 years; I forgot which.

“He and his staff make Ighone calls every day—some 150 to 200 each

night throughout the United States to consumers to find out what
they are thinking about, what their interests are, what their level of
confidence in the economic picture is. He told the committee, and has
told me privately also, that he is finding more and more concern on
the part of the public for the huge deficits of our Government. From
his polling, he feels that the public generally is becoming more aware
of f'ust how bad the U.S. Government is in its financial matters.

f he is right about that—and I have no reason to think he is not— ..
if he is right-about that, I think that is-the most hopeful sign that
I have found in a long time. The only way that this uncontrolled
spending by the Federal Government is going to be curbed is if the
people themselves will demand that the Federal Government operate
with some reasonable degree, some reasonable degree, of propriety
?lng wisdom in the handling of tax funds and cease these huge

eficits. :

To me, it is just unbelievable—and I admit that I am in the mi-
nority. Most of my colleagues do not agree with me, and maybe they
are right, but I am convinced that they are not right. These huge
deficits and the debt it creates are in the long run, very detrimental to
the American people. -~

Governor, I appreciate your being here this morning.

Mr. Garoner. I have just critiqued the previous testimony in only
one part, I urge that this committee consider two other recommenda-
tions: First, that the early timing of the hearing result in some action
so that the unfortunate disruption of debt management'in the Gov-
ernment that will occur if we revert back to the permanent level be
carefully considered; and second, I think it is terribly important
that the Treasury’s recommendations to increase their long term bor-
rowing capacity be adopted. This will help them manage the deficit
and debt in the economy since we do not want to stop what is going
well, such as housing, résidential housing.

Senator Byro. I want to second what you say, and what the other
two witnesses said, about the importance of the Congress’ acting with
more promptness on handling the debt ceiling increase legislation.
Usually it is put off until the last day or so before the old debt ceiling
expires. I think that is unwise. Sometimes it has even gone beyond the
point of expiration, and that is certainly undesirable. : :

I just, this morning, I urged the committee to arrange for early
action, because, for one thing, the Congress will be in Kaster recess
on March 31, so if this legislation is to be handled before the Easter
recess, it will have to be handled—and this hearing today will not
take the place of & hearing that will be held on the precise legislation—
that hearing should be held, I would think, the first part of the week
of March 13. And that would give the Congress, then, about 2 weeks
before it goes out for the Easter recess.

But I want to second your statement that Congress should act
promptly on this matter. :

Mr. GaroNer. Thank you, sir.

Senator Byrp. Thank you. _
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The subcommittee is recessed.

[ Thereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.]

[By direction of the chairman the following communication was
made a part of the record :]

WiLsoNn E. ScHMIDT,
Blacksburg, Va., February 11, 1978.

Senator Hargy F. Byrp,
Ruassell Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR BYRp: Having just read Professor Otto Eckstein’s testimony of
January 30 before your subcommittee in which he refers to the problem of foreign
ownership of our national debt, I wish to raise an aspect of that issue which he
did not cover, one which is more immediate and compelling in my view.

Over half of the increase in 1977 in privately held public debt securities was
bought by foreigners. A substantial part of the foreign purchases were made by
foreign central banks. They bought dollars for the purpose of holding up the
value of the dollar and holding down the value of their own currencles in the
foreign exchange markets. After they bought the dollars, they employed them to
buy U.8. Government securities. (See attachment for the data.)

This presents a dilemma. On the one hand, foreign central bank purchases of
dollars and then thelr purchases of U.S. Government securities ease the drain on
the U.S. private capital market imposed by the need to finance the Federal
budget deficit. And it reduces the need for indirect recourse to the Federal Reserve
System to finance the deficit with its inflationary consequences,

On the other hand, foreign central bank purchases of dollars, by keeping up the
value of the dollar, stimulate U.S. imports because forelign goods cost less than
they otherwise would. At the same time they retard U.S. exports because Ameri-
can goods become more expensive to foreigners than otherwise. In short, they
worsen our trade balance.

It the purchases had been made by private foreigners in search of higher
returns and safety, I would not be particularly concerned. But that is not the case.
As a general rule, there is a strong presumption against the U.8. Government
seeking to control or affect specific prices paid or recelved by Americans. There i8
an even stronger presumption against foreign governments doing so. Yet that is
exactly what they are doing when they purchase dollars to affect the price of the
dollar in terms of their own currencies.

I hope that you will agree that the issue deserves serious consideration by the
Congress and the Executive. Your subcommittee would appear to be a logical place
to start. As a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, I believe that
there are some technically feasible policies available to ease the problem.

Sincerely,

Attachment.

According to the Treasury Bulletin, January 1978, Table OFS-2, the amount
of privately held public debt owned by foreigners rose by $28.6 biilion between
the end of December 1976 and the end of November 1977 compared with an incre-
ment in all privately held debt of the U.S8. Government of $48.1 billon.

According to the Survey of Current Businecss (September, 1977), Table B of
the article on U.S. international transactions, industrial countries increased their
foreign official assets in the United States by $7.2 billion in the first half of 1977.
According to the Department of Commerce press release, BEA 77-95, December
21, 1977, in the third quarter of 1977 foreign official assets in the United States
increased by another $8.2 billion; it explains that “Large intervention purchases
of dollars in exchange markets by several major industrial countries accounted
for most of the increase . ..” )

Data for the fourth quarter are not yet avallable from the Department of Com-
merce on the change in foreign official assets of the industrialized countries.
However, in the Treasury Bulletin mentioned above one can find, in Table IFS8-3,
that foreign offictal assets in the U.S8. increased by almost $31 billion through
ggvember 1977 and that $22 billion of the increase was obtained by Western

rope.,

WiLsoN SCHMIDT.
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APPENDIX

TABLES ON ESTIMATED GROSS AND NET GOVERNMENT AND
PRIVATE DEBT

(1) Estimated Gross Government and Private Debt, by Major
Categories

(2) Estimated Per Capita Gross Government and Private Debt

(3) Estimated Gross Government and Private Debt related to Gross
National Product

(4) Estimated Net Government and Private Debt, by Major Categories

(5) Estimated Per Capita Net Government and Private Debt

(6) Estimated Net Government and Private Debt related to Gross
National Product

(7) Estimated Federal Debt Related to Population and Prices

(8) Privately-Held Federal Debt Related to Gross National Product

(9) Changes in Per Capita Real Gross National Product
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TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED GROSS GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES

[Dollar amounts in biliions]

Private ! Federal 2 Percent

: State Total Federal
Year Individual Corporate Total and local Public Agency Total gross debt of total
1929... ... ............. $72.9 $107.0 $1799 $17.8 $l16.3 $1.2 $175 $215.2 8.2
1930, 71.8 107.4 179.2 18.% 16.0 1.3 173 2154 8.1
‘1931 64.9 100.3 165.2 19.5 17.8 1.3 19.1 203.8 9.4
1932................. .. 57.1 96.1 153.2 19.7 20.8 1.2 22.0 194.9 11.3
1933...... ... 51.0 924 1434 19.5 23.8 1.5 25.3 188.2 13.5
1934................... 49.8 90.6 140.4 19.2 '28.5 4.8 33.3 192.9 17.3
1935, 49.7 89.8 139.5 19.6 30.6 5.6 36.2 195.3 18.6
1936................... 50.6 909 1415 19.6 34.4 5.9 40.3 2014 20.1
1937. ... ... 51.1 90.2 141.3 19.6 ‘37.3 5.8 43.1 204.0 21.2
1938, 50.0 i 868 136.8 19.8 39.4 6.2 456 202.2 22.6
1939................... 50.8 86.8 137.6 20.1 41.9 6.9 48.8 206.5 23.7
1940. .................. 53.0 89.0 142.0 20.2 45.0 7.2 52.2 214.4 24.4
1941................... 55.6 97.5 153.1 20.0 57.9 7.7 65.6 238.7 27.5
1942 . ... . ........... 49.9 106.3 156.2 19.2 108.2 5.5 113.7 - 289.1 39.4
1943, ... ... 488 1103 159.1  18.1 165.9 5.1 171.0 348.2 49.2
1944.. ..., e e 50.7 109.0 159.7 17.1 230.6 3.0 2336 4104 57.0
1945 ... ... 54.7 99.5 154.2 16.0 278.1 1.5 279.6 4498 62.2
1946................... 59.9 109.3 169.2 16.1 258.9 1.5 2604 445.7 58.5
1947................... 69.4 1289 198.3 17.5 255.4 .7 256.1 4719 54.3
1948, 80.6 139.4 220.0 19.6 251.6 1.0 2526 4922 51.4
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See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED GROSS GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES—Continued
[Dollar amounts in billions]

Private 1 Federal 3 Percent

State Total Federal

Year Individual Corporate Total  and local Public Agency Total gross debt of total
1974................... $922.1 $1,546.4 $2,468.5 $214.7 $492.7 $11.3 $504.0%$3,187.2 15.8
1975................... 9944 1,626.1 2,620.5 229.6 576.7 109 587.6 3,437.7 17.1
1976................... 1,106.8 1,781.7 2,888.5 246.4 653.5 11.3 664.8 3,799.7 17.5
1077 . 7189 102 7292 ....................

! Private corporate debt includes the debt of certain federally
sponsored agencies in which there is no longer any Federal proprie-
tary interest. The debt of the following agencies are included begin-
ning these years: FLB's in 1949; FHLB’s in 1951; FNMA-secondary
market operations, FICB’s and BCOOP’s in 1968. The total debt for
these agencies amounted to $0.7 biltion on Dec. 31, 1947, $3.5
billion on Dec. 31, 1960, $38.8 billion on Dec. 31, 1970, $78.8
billion on Dec. 31, 1975, and $81.4 billion on Dec. 31, 1976.

2 Total Federal securities includes public debt securities and budg-
et agency securities.: ]

Source: Federai debt, Treasury Department; other data, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Commerce Department.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP

is in constant 1972 dollars. Real per capita debt axpressed in 1967
prices (i.e., Consumer Price Index for all items).
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TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED PER CAPITA GROSS GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT!

[Amounts in dollars]

Private 2 State and Federal ?

. local - Total
Year Individual Corporate Total Public Agency Total gross debt
1929 ... ... $599 $879 $1,477 $146 $134 $10 $144 $1,767
1930....... ... 583 873 1,456 154 130 11 141 1,750
1931, 523 809 1,332 157 144 10 154 1,643
1932 ... 457 770 1,227 158 167 10 176 1,561
1933, 406 736 1,142 155 190 12 201 1,499
1934.... ... S 394 717 1,111 152 226 38 264 1,526
1935. ... ...l 391 706 1,096 154 240 44 284 1,535
1936.......... ...l 395 710 1,105 153 269 46 315 1,573
1937, . S 397 700 1,097 152 290 45 335 1,584
1938.... ... 385 669 1,054 153 303 48 351 1,557
1939... ... 388 663 1,051 154 320 53 373 1,578
1940.... .. ... ..., 400 671 1,071 152 339 54 394 1,617
1941. ... ... ...l 415 728 1,143 - 149 432 58 490, 1,783
1942. . ... ...l 369 785 1,154 142 799 41 840 2,136
1943. ... 356 804 1,159 132 1,209 37 1,246 2,537
1944, . . . ... ...l 365 785 11,150 123 1,660 22 1,682 2,954
1945 ... ...l 389 708 1,098 114 1,980 11 1,990 3,202
1946.... ... ... ............... 422 770 1,192 113 1,824 11 1,835 3,140
1947. .. . ... 480 891 1,370 121 1,765 5 1,770 3,261
1948, 548 947 1,494 133 1,709 7 1,716 3,344

See footnotes at end of table.

€491



¥

|
|

TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED PER CAPITA GROSS GOVERNMENT AND PR!VATE DEBT '—Continued

[Amounts in dotlars]

Private ? State and Federal?

local Total

Year Individual Corporate Total Public Agency Total gross debt
l’1949 ............................. $604 $937 $1,540 $148 §$1,710 $ $1,715 $3,404
1950..........co 685 1,101 1,786 166 1,677 7 1,684 3,637
1951. ... ...l 738 1,239 1,977 181 1,666 5 1,672 3,829
1952. .. ... 821 1,288 2,109 197 1,690 5 1,695 4,001
1953. ... 894 1,329 2,223 218 1,709 6 1,715 4,156
1954 .. ... 964 1,335 2,299 247 1,700 5 1,705 4,251
A955.. .. 1,085 1530 2,616 279 1,682 9 1,691 4,586
1956, ... .. 1,157 1,642 2,799 297 1,631 10 1,641 4,737
1957.. . ...l 1,207 1,720 2,927 318 1,594 19 1,613 4,858
1958...... 1,275 1,784 3,059 345 1,614 13 1,627 5,031
1959. . ... 1,378 1,920 3,298 375 1,623 32 1,656 5,328
............................. 1,457 2,021 3,478 399 1,592 35! 1,628 5,504
1961...... ...l 1,550 2,131 3,682 422 1,598 38 1,636 5,740
1962.......... 1,672 2,260 3,932 447 1,609 42 1,651 6,030
1963.............. 1,827 2,415 4,243 473 1,617 43 1,660 6,375
1964.... ...l 1,981 2,592 4,572 498 1,638 47 1,685 6,755
1965.................l 2,185 2, 5,026 531 1,633 50 1,682 7,239
1966...................alll. 2,313 3,141 5,454 557 1,656 71 1,728 7,739
1967...... ... 461 3386 5,848 590 1,720 ‘ 101 1,821 8,258
1968...................ll 2,637 3882 6,519 634 1,775 75 1,850 9,003
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1969..... ...l 2,794 4,503
1970.. .. 2,929 43871
1971, ... 3224 5,254
1972, .. . 3,658 5,814
1973 4,061 6,609
1974, ... ... 4,352 7,298
1975, ... oo 4,657 7,615
1976, 5,145 8,282
1977 e

7,297 680 1,813 68 1,881 9,858
7,799 728 1,895 61 1956 10,483
8,478 807 2,045 53 2,098 11,382
9,472 868 2,147 56 2,203 12,
10,669 932 2,229 55 2,285 13,£86
11,649 1,013 2,325 53 2,379 15,041
12,272 1,075 2,701 51 2,752 16,099
13,428 1,145 3,038 53 3,090 17,663
e 3,316 47 3,364 ........ .

]

1 Per capita debt is calculated by dividing debt figures by popula-
tion of conterminous United States. Beginning 1949, population
includes Armed Forces overseas, Hawaii and Alaska.

3 Private corporate debt includes the debt of certain federaily
sponsored agencies in which there is no longer any Federal proprie-
tary interest. The debt qf the following agencies are included begin-
ning these years: FLB’s in 1949; FHLB's in 1951; FNMA-secondary
market operations, FICB’s and BCOOP’s in 1968. The total debt for
these agencies amounted to $0.7 billion on Dec. 31, 1947, $3.5
billion on Dec. 31, 1960, $38.8 billion on Dec. 31, 1970, $78.8

billion o: Dec. 31, 1975, and $81.4 bilfion on Dec. 31, 1976.
on Dec. 31, 1976.

3 Total Federal securities includes public debt securities and
budget agency securities.

Source: Federal debt, Treasury Department; other data, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Commerce Department.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP
is in constant 1972 dollars. Real per capita debt expressed in 1967
prices (i.e., Consumer Price Index for all items).
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TABLE 3.—GROSS GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT RELATED TO GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT

Ratios of debt to gross national product
Gross

national Private ! Federal 3

product State and Total

Year (billions) individual Corporate Total local Public Agency Total gross debt
1929.................. $103.4 70.5 - 103.5 174.0 17.3 15.8 1.2 17.0 208.1
1930.........ccceatt 90.7 79.2 1185 197.6 20.9 17.7 1.5 19.1 237.5
1931..... .. ...l 76.1 85.4 1319 217.2 25.7 23.4 1.8 25.2 268.0
1932l 58.3 98.0 1649 262.9 33.9 35.7 2.1 37.8 334.5
1933....... el 55.8 914 165.6 257.0 35.0 42.7 2.7 45.4 337.2
1934................... 65.3. 76.3 1388 215.1 29.5 43.7 7.4 51.1 295.5
1935................... 72.5' 68.6 1239 1925 27.1 42.3 7.8 50.0 -~ 269.5
1936................... 82.7 61.2 1099 171.1 23.7 41.6 7.2 48.8 243.5
1937 96.7 52.9 93.3 146.1 20.3 38.6 | 6.0 44.6 210.9
1938. ... 85.0 58.9 102.2 161.1 23.4 46.4 7.3 53.7 238.0
1939................... 90.8 56.0 95.6 1516 22.2 46.2 7.6 53.8 227.5
1940................... 100.0 53.1 89.1 142.1 20.3 45.1 7.3 52.3 214.5
1941................... 124.9 44.6 78.1 122.6 16.1 46.4 6.2 52.6 191.2
1942................... 158.3 31.6 67.2 98.7 12.2 68.4 3.5 71.9 182.7
1943................... 192.0 25.5 57.5 82.9 9.5 86.5 2.7 89.1 181.4
1944................... 2105 24.1 51.8 75.9 8.2 109.6 1.5 1110 195.0
1945................... 212.3 25.8 46.9 72.7 7.6 131.0 8 1317 211.9
1946.. . ............... 209 28.6 52.2 80.8 7.7 123.6 8 1243 212.7
1947................... 232.8 299 55.4 85.2 7.6 109.8 4 1101 202.8
1948................... 259.1 31.2 53.9 85.0 7.6 97.2 4 97.5 190.0
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1950.. ... 286.2
1951. ...l 330.2
1952, 347.2
1953. ..., 366.1
1954 366.3
1955, ... 399.3
1956................... 420.7
1957 ...l 442.8
1958................. 448.9
1959.................. 486.5
1960................... 506.0
1961................... 523.3
1962................... 563.8
1963................... 594.7
1964. ... .............. 635.7
1965................... 688

1966................... 753.0
1967................... 796.3
1968................... 868.5
1969................... 935.5
1970................... 982.4
1971, 1,063.4
1972 ... 1,171.1
1973 ... 1,306.3

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABI;E 3.—GROSS GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT RELATED TO GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT—Continued

Ratios of debt to gross national product

ns{lg:sal Private ! Federal* Total
product State and gross debt
Year (billions) Individual Corporate Total local Public Agency Tot 1
1974................... $1,412.9 653 1094 174.7 15.2 349 8 35.7 225.5
1975.............oll 1,528.8 65.0 10684 1714 15.0 37.7 7 - 384 224.9
1976. ... 1,706.5 649 1044 1693 16.9 38.3 w4 39. 222.7
1977.. it 18204 38.0 5 386 ..........

1 Private corporate debt includes the debt of certain federally
sponsored agencies in which there is no longer any Federal proprie-
tary interest. The debt of the following agencies are included begin-
ning these years: FLB's in 1949; FHLB's in 1951; FNMA.secondary
market operations, FICB’s and BCOOP's in 1968. The total debt for
these agencies amounted to $0.7 billion on Dec. 31, 1947, $3.5
billion on Dec. 31, 1960, $38.8 billion on Dec. 31, 1970, $78.8
billion on Dec. 31, 1975, and $81.4 billion on Dec. 31, 1976.

1 Total Federal securities includes public debt securities and budg-
et agency securities. :

Source: Federal debt, Treasu Department; other data, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Commerce Department.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP
is in constant 1972 dollars. Real per capita debt expressed in 1967
prices (i.e., Consumer Price Index for all items).
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TABLE 4.—ESTIMATED NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES
[Dollar amounts in billlons]

Private ! ' . Percent

- State and Total net Federal of

Year Individual Corporate Total local Federal 3 debt total
1916.... ... .............. $36.3 $40.2 $76.5 $4.5 $1.2 $82.2 1.5
1917.. ... 38.7 43.7 824 4.8 7.3 94.5 7.8
1918 ... ... 445 47.0 91.5 5.1 20.9 1175 17.8
I919.. .. ... .. ...l 43.9 53.3 97.2 5.5 25.6 128.3 20.0
1920......................... 48.1 57.7 105.8 6.2 © 23.7 135.7 17.5
1921, .. ... ... 49.2 57.0 106.2 7.0 23.1 136.3 17.0
1922.... ... 50.9 58.6 109.5 7.9 22.8 140.2 16.3
1923, ... ...l - 53.7 62.6 116.3 8.6 21.8 146.7 149
1924 ... ... 55.8 67.2 123.0 9.4 21.0 153.4 13.7
1925.... ... 59.6 72.7 132.3 10.3 20.3 162.9 125
1926......................... 62.7 762 ' 138.9 11.1 19.2 169.2 114
1927. . .. 66.4 81.2 147.6 12.1 18.2 177.9 10.3
1928. ..., 70.0 86.1 156.1 12.7 17.5 186.3 9.4
1929.. ..., 72.9 88.9 161.8 13.6 16.5 191.9 8.6
1930......................... 71.8 89.3 161.1 14.7 16.5 8.6

192.3

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 4.—ESTIMATED NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES—Continued
[Dollar amounts in biltions}

Private ! Percent

State and Total net Federal of

Year Individual Corporate Total local Federal 2 debt total
1931l $64.9 $83.5  $1484 $16.0 $18.5 $182.9 10.2
1932, 57.1 80.0 137.1 16.6 21.3 175.0 12.2
1933... ...l 51.0 76.9 127.9 16.3 24.3 168.5 14.5
1934..... ... ...l 49.8 75.5 125.3 15.9 304 171.6 17.8
1935.... ... 49.7 74.8 124.5 16.1 344 175.0 19.7
1936....................... 50.6 76.1 126.7 16.2 37.7  180.6 :20.9
1937 ... 51.1 75.8 126.9 16.1 39.2 ~-182.2 21.6
1938................. 50.0 73.3 123.3 16.1 40.5 1799 - 22.6
1939.. ... - 50.8 73.5 124.3 16.4 © 42.6 183.3 23.3
1940.................. e 53.0 75.6 128.6 16.4 448 189.8 23.7
1941.................. ... el 55.6 83.4 139.0 16.1 56.3 2114 26.7
1942.... ... 49.9 91.6 141.5 15.4 101.7 258.6 394
1943. ... ..., 48.8 95.5 144.3 14.5 154.4 313.2 49.3
1944... .. ... ..., 50.7 94.1 144.8 139 211.9 370.6 57.2
1945, .. ...l 54.7 85.3 140.0 134 252.5 405.9 62.3
1946......... e 59.9 93.5 1563.4 13.7 229.5 396.6 57.9
1947... ... ... B 69.4 109.6 179.0 15.0 221.7 415.7 53.4
1948..... ...l 80.6 118.4 199.0 17.0 215.3 431.3 50.0
1949.. . ...l 90.4 118.7 209.1 19.1 217.6 445.8 48.9
1950......................... 104.3 142.8 247.1 21.7 217.4 486.2 448
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See footnotes at end of table.

163.8
172.3
180.9

215.0

234.1
249.1
262.0
287.0
306.3

3283
353.5
383.6
417.1

4632

517.8
562.6
653.0
764.7
836.1

NeR 88333 RBLER

Pt b

-
w
WNOON WHOOLT OONOO

£
®

Www w
888 puBsE
=N OO W

191



TABLE 4.—ESTIMATED NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES—Continued

[Dollar amounts in billions)

Private ! Percent

State and Total net Federal of

Year Individual Corporate Total local Federal 3 debt total
1971.... ... .. 7.5 $911.2 $1,578.7 $162.7 $325.9 $2,067.3 15.8
1972.... ... ... 7639 1,016.7 1,780.6 178.0 3412 2,299.8 14.8
1973.. ... 854.4 1,166.5 2,020.9 192.3 349.1 2,562.3 13.6
1974.. ... ... ..., 922.1 1,299.4 2,221.5 211.2 360.8 2,793.5 12.9
1975 ... . 994.4 1,365.4 2,359.8 222.7 4463 3,028.8 14.7
1976......................... 1,106.8 1,496.1 2,602.9 236.3 5158 3,354.9 15.4
1977. .. R 5725 ... .. ...

! Private corporate debt includes the debt of certain federally
sponsored agencies in which there is no longer any Federal proprie-
tary interest. The debt of the following agencies are included begin-
ning these years: FLB’s in 1949; FHLB’s in 1951; FNMA-secondary
market operations, FICB’s, and BCOOP’s in 1968. The total debt for
these agencies amounted to $0.7 billion on Dec. 31, 1947, $3.5
« billion on Dec. 31, 1960, $38.8 billion on Dec. 31, 1970, $78.8

billion on Dec. 31, 1975, and $81.4 biltion on Dec. 31, 1976.

Source: Federal debt, Treasu
Economic Analysis, Commerce

is in constant 19

2 Borrowingofrom the public equals gross Federal debt less securi-
ties held in Government accounts (a unified budget concept).

geDepartment: other data, Bureau of
partment.

Note: Detail m%not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP
dollars. Real per capita debt expressed in 1967
prices (i.e., Consumer Price Index for all items).

i



TABLE 5.—ESTIMATED PER CAPITA NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT!

[Amounts in dollars]

Private 2

State and Total

Year Individual Corporate Total local Federal 3 net debt
1816...... ... ... . $356 $394 $750 $44 $12 $806
1917, .. 375 423 798 46 71 915
1018, ... . 431 455 887 49 203 1,139
1919.... . . 420 510 930 53 245 1,228
1920.. ... 452 542 994 58 223 1,275
1921, ... . 453 525 978 64 213 1,256
1922 . 462 532 995 72 207 1,274
1923. .. ... ... e 480 559 1,039 77 195 1,310
1924. ... . 489 589 1,078 82 184 1,344
1925, 515 628 1,142 89 175 1,406
1926..... ... ... 534 649 1,183 95 164 1,441
1927 . . . . 558 682 1,240 102 153 1,494
1928.. .. .. 581 715 1,295 105 145 1,546
1929. .. . 599 730 1,329 112 136 1,576
1930, ... 583 726 1,309 119 134 1,562

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 5.—ESTIMATED PER CAPITA NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT '—Continued

[Amonuts in dollars])

Private 2

State and Total
Year Individual Corporate Totai local Federal 3 net debt
i .

1931, ... $523 $673 $1,196 $129 $149 $1,475
1932, . . . 457 641 1,098 133 171 1,402
1933 .. 406 612 1,018 130 194 1,342
1934.......... ... .. e 394 597 992 126 241 1,358
1935. . .. . 391 588 978 127 270 1,375
1936. ... ... ... 395 594 989 127 294 1,410
1937, . 397 588 985 125 304 1,414
1938.. ... .. 385 565 950 124 312 1,386
1939, . . . 388 562 950 125 325 1,401
1940.. ... ... .. 400 570 970 124 338 1,431
1941.. ... ... 415 623 1,038 120 420 1,579
1942. .. .. . 369 677 1,045 114 751 1,910
1943, . ., 356 696 1,051 106 1,125 2,282
1944 365 677 1,042 100 1,525 2,668
1945 ... .. 389 607 997 95 1,798 2,890
1946. . ... 422 659 1,081 97 , 1,617 2,794
1947, . 480 757 1,237 104 1,532 2,873
1948...... ... ... .. P 548 804 1,352 115 1,463 2,930
1949 .. ... 604 793 1,396 128 1,453 2,977

1950........ .. F 685 938 1,623 143 1,428 3,193
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1951 ... 738 1,058 1,796 156 1,400

1952, . . 821 1,094 1,915 171 1,406
1953..... ... 894 1,129 2,023 192 1,416
1954, . .. 964 1,129 2,094 218 1,405
1955, ... 1,085 1,296 2,381 248 1,384
1956.. ... ... 1,157 1,386 2,543 263 1,328
1957 1,207 1,448 2,655 283 1,297
1998. . ... .. 1,275 1,498 2,773 307 1,321
1959. .. ... 1,378 1,614 2,992 335 1,357
1960. . ... 1,457 1,695 3,153 359 1,327
1961......... ... 1,550 1,787 3,338 384 1,343
1962.. .. ... 1,672 1,895 3,567 413 1,360
1963. .. ... ... 1,827 2,027 3,854 443 1,361
1964. . ... ... ... 1,981 2,174 4,154 471 1,376
1965.. ... ... 2,185 2,384 4,569 506 1,371
1966..........................L 2,313 2,634 4,948 533 1,383
1967. ... ... .. 2,461 2,831 5,293 568 1,441
1968............... e 2,637 3,254 5,891 611 1,454
1969. ... ... 2,794 3,773 6,567 658 1,427
1970.. ... .. PR 2,929 4,081 7.010 707 1,470
Ses footnotes at end of table. '



TABLE 5.—ESTIMATED PER CAPITA NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT—Continued
[Amonuts in dollars]

Private 3

State and Total

Year Individual Corporate Total local Federal ® net debt
1971 . $3,224 $4,401 $7,625 $786 $1,574 $9,984
1972, . 3,658 4,868 8,526 852 1,634 11,012
1973, . 4,061 5,544 9,605 914 1,659 12,178
1974. ... ... 4,352 . 6,132 10,484 997 1,703 13,183
1975 4,693 ' 6,444 11,136 1,051 2,090 14,293
1976. ... 5,145 6,955 12,100 1,098 2,398 15,596
1077 o e e 2641 ... ... ...

! Per capita debt is calculated by dividin? debt figures by popula-
tion of conterminous United States. Beginning 1949, population
includes Armed Forces overseas, Hawaii, and Alaska.

* Private corporatc debt includes the debt of certain federally
sponsored agencies in which there is no longer any Federal proprie-
tary interest. The debt of the following agencies are included begin-
ning these years: FLB’s in 1949; FHLB's in 1951; FNMA-secondary
macket operations, FICB's and BCOOP’s in 1968. The total debt for
these agencies amounted to $0.7 billion on Dec. 31, 1947, $3.5
billion on Dec. 31, 1960, $38.8 billion on Dec. 31, 1970, $78.8

billion on Dec. 31; 1975, and $81.4 billion on Dec. 31, 1976.
3 Borrowing from the public equals gross Federal debt less securi-
ties held in (Q:ovemment accounts (a unified budget concept).

Source: Faderal debt, Treasury Department; other data, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Commerce Department.

Note.—Detail mag not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP
is in constant 1972 dollars. Real per capita debt expressed in 1967
prices (i.e., Consumer Price Index for all items).
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TABLE 6.—NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT RELATED TO GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT

Ratios of debt to gross national product

Gross

national Private !
product State and Total
Year (billion) Individual Corporate Total local Federal 2 net debt
1929, .................... $103.4 $70.5 $86.0 $156.5 $13.2 $16.0 $185.6
1930..................... 90.7 79.2 98.5 177.7 16.3 18.2 212.1
1931. ... ... ... 76.1 85.4 109.8 195.1 21.1 24.4 240.5
1932 ... ..., 58.3 98.0 137.3 235.3 28.5 36.6 300.3
1933.... ... 55.8 91.4 137.8 2292 29.3 43.6 301.9
1934. ... ... ... .. 65.3 76.3 115.7 192.0 24.4 46.6 2629
1935 ... ... 72.5 68.6 103.2 171.8 22.3 47.5 241.4
1936..................... 82.7 61.2 92.0 153.2 19.6 45.6 218.3
1937. .. ..., 96.7 52.9 78.4 131.2 16.7 40.6 188.4
1938..........._........ 85.0 58.9 86.3 145.2 19.0 47.7 211.8
1939..................... 90.8 56.0 81.0 136.9 18.1 47. 201.9
1940.................. ... 100.0 53.1 75.7 128.7 16.5 449 189.9
1941..................... 124.9 44.6 66.8 111.4 12.9 45.1 169.3
1942 ... .. ..., 158.3 31.6 57.9 89.4 9.8 64.3 163.4
1943..................... 192.0 25.5 49.8 75.2 7.6 80.5 163.2

Sea footnotes st end of table.
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 TABLE 6.—NET GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE DEBT RELATED TO GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT—Continued
j

| ‘ Ratios of debt to gross national product
j Gross

national Private !

product State and Total

Year (billion) Individual Corporate Total local Federal ? net debt
1944, . L $210.5 24.1 44.8 68.8 6.7 100.7 176.1
1945 ... 212.3 25.8 40.2 66.0 6.4 119.0 191.2
1946......................... 209.6 28.6 44.7 73.2 6.6 109.5 189.3
1947. ... ... 232.8 29.9 47.1 76.9 6.5 95.3 178.6
1948 .. ... 259.1 31.2 45.7 +76.9 6.6 83.1 166.5
1949 . ... 258.0 35.1 46.1 8l.1 ;.5 84.4 172.8
1950... ... 286.2 36.5 49.9 86.4 .6 76.0 169.9
1951, .. 330.2 34.7 49.7 84.3 7.4 65.7 157.3
1952 ... 347.2 37.3 49.7 86.9 7.8 63.8 158.5
1953... ...l 366.1 39.2 49.5 88.6 8.4 62.0 158.9
1954 L 366.3 43.0 ,90.3 93.2 9.7 62.6 165.5
1955.. ... 399.3 45.2 '53.9 99.0 10.3 57.6 166.8
1956................... 420.7 46.5 55.7 102.2 10.6 53.4 166.1
1957, ... 442.8 46.9 56.3 103.2 | 11.0 50.4 164.5
1958.. .. ... 448.9 49.7 58.4 108.1 12.0 51.5 171.5
1959, ... 486.5 50.4 59.0 109.4 12.3 49.7 171.3
1960......................... 506.0 . 52.1 60.6 112.6 129 47.4 172.8
1961... ... ........... ... 523.3 54.5 62.8 117.2 135 47.2 177.8
1962.............. D 563.8 55.4 62.7 118.1 13.7 45.0 176.7
1963.... ... 594.7 58.2 64.6 122.7 14.2 43.3 180.1

. I
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1964................... 635.7 59.8
1965................... 688.1 61.7
1966......................... 753.0 60.4
1967.. ... 796.3 61.4
1968...............ol. 868.5 60.9
1969... . ... 935.5 1 60.5
1970, .. .. 982.4 6l.1
1971 ... 1,063.4 62.8
1972 1,171.1 65.2
1973.. ... 1,306.3 65.4
1974 ... ..ol 1,412.9 65.3
1975, ... 1,528.8 65.0
1976.. ... i 1,706.5 64.9
1977 1,890.4 ...............

65.7 125.5 14.3 41.6 181.2
67.3 129.0 14.3 38.7 182.0
68.6 129.2 13.9 36.1 179.2
70.7 132.1 14.2 36.0 182.2
75.2 136.1 14.1 - 33.6 183.9
81.7 142.2 14.2 30.9 187.4
85.1 146.2 14.7 30.6 191.6
85.7 148.5 15.3 30.6 194.4
86.8 152.0 15.2 29.2 196.4
89.3 154.7 14.6 26.7 196.1
92.0 157.2 14.9 25.5 197.7
89.3 154.4 -14.6 29.2 198.1
87.7 152.5 13.8 gg% 196.6

1 Private corporate debt includes the debt of certain federally
sponsored agencies in which there is no longer any Federal proprie-
tary interest. The debt of the following agencies are included begin-
ning these years: FLB’s in 1949; FHLB's in 1951; FNMA-secondary
market operations, FICB’s, and BCOOP’s in 1968. The total debt for
these agencies amounted to $0.7 billion on Dec. 31, 1947, $3.5
billion on Dec. 31, 1960, $38.8 billion on Dec. 31, 1970, $78.8
billion on Dec. 31, 1975, and $81.4 billion on Dec. 31, 1976.

2 Borrowing from the public equals g'ross Federal debt less securi-
ties held in Government accounts (a unified budget concept).

Source: Federal debt, Treaang Department; other data, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Commerce Department.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP
is in constant 1972 dollars. Real per capita debt expressed in 1967
prices (i.e., Consumer Price Index for all items.
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TABLE 7.—ESTIMATED FEDERAL DEBT RELATED TO POPULATION AND PRICES

[Amounts in dollars]

Outstanding Federal debt Per capita Federal debt?! Rezl per capita Federal debt

Privately Privately . Privately

Year Gross ? ‘Net?® held net* Gross ? Net 3 held net Gross ? Net® held net!
1929.......... o $17.5 $l6. $16.0 $144 $136 $131 $281 $265 $256
1930................... -17.3 16.5 15.8 141 134 128 292 279 266
1931................... 19.1 185 17.7 154 149 14 . 354 342 327
1932........ A 220 21.3 19.4 176 171 15 451 437 396
1933.......... e 25.31 24.3 21.9 201 194 174 513 492 443
1934................... 33.3 30.4 28.0 264 - 241 221 657 ' 600 551
1935, .................. 36.2 34.4 32.0 284 270 251 688 654 607
1936................... 40.3 37.7 35.3 315 294 275 752 704 658
1937................... 43.1 39.2 36.6 335 304 284 776 . 706 658
1938................... 45.6 40.5 37.9 351 312 291 837 '~ 744 695
1939................... 48.8 42.6 40.1 373 325 306 893 780 733
1940................... 52.2 44.8 42.6 394 338 321 934 802 761
1941, .. ... ... .. ... 65.6 56.3 54.0 490 420 403 1,059 909 871
1942................... 113.7 101.7 95.5 840 . 751 705 1,661 1,486 1,394

1943................... 171.0 154.4 1429 1,246 1,125 1,041 2,388 2,156 1,995
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1944 ... ... 233.6
1945... ... .. .. ... 279.6
1946................... 260.4
1947 ... 256.1
1948................... 252.6
1949................... 256.9
1950................... 2565
1951................... 258.9
1952. ... 267.0
1953...........Ll. 274.7
1954................ .. 278.0
1955.. ...l 280.6
1956................... 277.2
1957l 277.4
1958... ... 284.5
1959.. ... 294.4
1960................... 294.1
1961................... 300.5
1962................... 308.0
1963................... 314.1

See footnotes at end of table.

193.1
228.2
206.1
199.1
192.0

197.7
196.6
193.1
196.8
200.9

204.2
204.8
199.4
198.8
204.7

214.8
2124
217.8
222.8
223.9

3,156

2,384
2,427

2131

2,128
2,102
1,983
1,892
1,876

1,881
1,823
1,820
1,815
1,795
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TABLE 7.—ESTIMATED FEDERAL DEBT RELATED TO POPULATION AND PRICES—Continued

[Amounts in dollars]

Outstanding Federal debt

Per capita Federal debt !

Real per capita Federal debt

Privately Privately Private ly
Year Gross 2 Net? held net* Gross 2 Net? held net* Gross? Net3 held net!

1964................... $323.4 $264.0 $227.0 $1,685 $1,376 $1,183 $1,801 $1 470  $1,264
1965................... 3269 2664 2256 1,682 1,371 1,161 1,764 1,438 1,217
1966................... 339.6 271.8 2275 1,728 1,383 1,157 1,753 1,403 1,174
1967................... 3619 2864 2373 1,821 1,441 1,194 1,793 * 1,419 1,176
1968................... 371.3 2919 2389 1850 1454 1,190 1,739 1,367 1,119
1969................... 381.2 289.3 232.1 1,881 1,427 1,145 1,666 1,265 1,014
1970................... 4008 301.1 239.0 195 1,470 1,166 1,643 1,234 979
197 ... 434.4 3259 255.1 2,098 1,574 1,232 1,705 1,279 1,001
1972. . ................. 460.2 341.2 2699 2,203 1,634 1,292 1,732 1,284 1,015
1973, 480.7 349.1 268.6 2,285 1,659 1,276 1,650 1,198 922
1974.. ... 504.0 360.8 280.1 2,378 1,703 1,322 1,531 1,096 851
1975. ... ... ... 587.6 4463 358.2 2,752 2,090 1,677 1,655 1,257 1,209
1976................... 664.8 5158 4185 3,090 2,398 1,945 1,773 1,376 1,116 -
1977.. ... .......... 729.2 5725 4708 3,364 2,641 2,171 1,810 1,422 1,170

1 Per capita debt is calculated by dividing debt figures by popula-
tion of conterminous United States. Beginning 1949, population
includes Armed Forces overseas, Hawaii, and Alaska.

31 Total Federal securities includes public debt securities and

budget agency securities.

3 Borrowingofrom the public equals gross Federal debt less securi-

ties held in Government accounts (a unified budget concept).

.

4 Borrowing from the public less Federal Reserve holdings.

Source: Federal debt, Treasu

Economic Analysis, Commerce

Department; other data, Bureau of
partment.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP
is in constant 1972 dollars. Real per capita debt expressed in 196
prices (i.e., Consumer Price Index for all items). A
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TABLE 8.—PRIVATELY HELD FEDERAL DEBT RELATED TO GNP

— [Dollar amounts in billions}

Gross Year-to-year

national Privately Ratio of price

Year product  held debt! debtto GNP - changes?
1929.............. $103.4 $16.0 155 ............
1930.............. - 90.7 16.8 17.5 —-6.0
1931.............. 76.1 - 17.7 23.3 -9.5
1932.............. 58.3 194 33.3 -10.2
1933.............. 55.8 21.9 39.3 .6
1934. .......... ... 65.3 28.0 42.9 2.1
19365.............. 72.5 32.0 44.2 3.0
1936...-.......... 82.7 35.3 42.7 13
1937.............. 96.7 36.6 379 3.2
1938.............. 85.0 379 44.7 -2.7
1939.............. 90.8 40.1 44.2 -4
1940............ .. 100.0 42.6 42.7 1.0
1941.......... . ... 124.9 54.0 43.3 9.8
1942......... . ... 158.3 95.5 60.4 9.3
1943.............. 192.0 142.9 74.5 3.2
1944... ... .. . ... 210.5 193.1 1.8 2.2
1945.............. 212.3 228.2 107.5 2.3
1946.............. 209.6 206.1 98.4 18.6
1947.......... ... 232.8 199.1 85.6 8.7
1948............. 259.1 192.0 - 74.2 2.6
1949. ... ... .. ... 258.0 197.7 76.7 -18
1950........... ... 286.2 196.6 68.7 5.9
1951........... ... 330.2 193.1 58.5 6.0
1952.............. 347.2 196.8 56.7 9
1953.............. 366.1 200.9 54.9 7
1954.......... ... 366.3 204.2 55.8 -4
1955.............. 399.3 204.8 51.3 4
1956.............. . 4207 199.4 47.4 29
1957.............. 442.8 198.8 44.9 3.1
1958.............. 4489 204.7 45.7 1.8
1959.............. 486.5 214.8 44.2 1.5
1960.............. 506.0 212.4 42.0 1.5
1961.............. 523.3 217.8 41.7 7
1962.............. 563.8 222.8 39.6 1.3
1963.............. 594.7 223.9 37.7 1.7

See !ootnotoi at ond of table.
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TABLE 8.—PRIVATELY. HELD FEDLF:AL DEBT RELATED TO.
GNP—Continued

[Doltar amounts in billions)

Gross Year-to-year

national Privately Ratio of price

Year product  held debt! debtto GNP changes ?
1964.............. $635.7 $227.0 35.8 1.2
1965.............. 688.1 225.6 32.8 - 20
1966.............. 753.0 227.5 30.3 3.4
1967........ PO 796.3 237.3 29.9 3.0
1968........ ST 868.5 2389 27.6 4.7
1969 ... .. 935.5 232.1 249 6.1
1970.............. 982.4 239.0 244 5.5
1971.............. 1,063.4 255.6 24.0 3.4
1972.............. 1,171.1 271.1 23.1 34
1973.............. 1,306.3 270.4 20.7 - 88
1974........... ... 1,412.9 280.1 19.8 12.2
1975.............. 1,628.8 368.2 23.4 7.0
1976.............. 1,706.5 418.5 24.5 4.8
1977 .............. 1,890.4 470.8 24.9 6.8

1 Borrowing from the public less Federal Reserve holdings.
3 Measured by all item Consumer Price Index, December to December basis.

Source: Federal debt, Treasury Department; other data, Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Commerce Department.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP is in constant
1972 doliars. Real per capita debt expressed in 1967 prices (i.e., Consumer Price
Index for all items).
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TABLE 9.—~CHANGES IN PER CAPITA REAL GROSS NATIONAL

PRODUCT
GNP per capita, change
GNP per from year ago
GNP in capita
bilfions constant Constant
of 1972 1972 1972

Year dollars dollars ! dollars Percent
1929. . ............ 314.7 2584 ... ... ... ...
1930.............. 385.1 3,129 544 21
1931.............. 263.3 2,123 —1,006 -32
1932.............. 227.1 1,819 -303 -14
1933.............. 222.1 1,769 -50 -2
1934........... ... 239.3 1,894 125 7
1935.............. 261.0 2,051 157 8
1936.............. 297.1 2,320 269 13
1937........... ... 310.8 2,413 92 4
1938.............. 297.8 2,294 -118 —4
1939.............. 319.7 2,443 148 6
1940.......... .. 343.6 2,591 148 6
1941........... ... 396.6 2,962 370 14
1942. . ... .. ... .. 454.6 3,358 396 13
1943. .. ........... 527.3 3,842 483 14
1944........... ... 567.0 4,082 239 6
1945.. ... ... . ... 559.0 3,980 -101 -2
1946.............. 477.0 3,361 —618 -15
1947 .............. 468.3 3,236 —124 -3
1948... ... ... ... 487.7 3,313 76 2
1949.. ... ... ... ... 490.7 3,276 -36 -1
1950.............. 533.5 3,504 227 6
1951.............. 576.5 3,722 218 6
1952. ... .. ... 598.5 3,799 76 2
1953.............. 621.8 3,882 83 2
1954.... ... ... 613.7 3,764 -117 -2
1955.............. 654.8 3,946 181 4
1956.............. 668.8 3,960 13 ............
1957.............. 680.9 3,959 ...
1958.............. 679.5 3,885 -73 —1
1959.............. 720.4 4,051 165 4
1960.............. 736.8 4,078 27 ...
1961.............. 755.3 4,112 33 ...
1962.............. 799.1 4,284 172 4
1963.............. 830.7 4,390 105 2

See footnotes st end of table.
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TABLE 9.—CHANGES IN PER CAPITA REAL GROSS NATIONAL
PRODUCT—Continued -

GNP per capita, change

GNP per from year ago
GNP in capita
billions constant Constant
of 1972 1972 1972
Year dollars dollars ! dollars Percent
1964.............. 874.4 4,557 167 3
1965.............. 925.9 4,765 208 4
1966.............. 981.0 4,991 225 4
1967.............. 1,007.7 5,071 80 1
1968.............. 1,051.8 5,241 169 3
1969.............. 1,078.8 5,323 82 1
1970.............. 1,075.3 5,249 —74 -1
1971 ... ... ... 1,107.5 5,349 100 1
1972.............. 1,171.1 5,607 258 4
1973. .. ........... 1,235.0 5,869 262 4
1974. ... ... ... .. 1,217.8 5,747 —122 -2
1975.............. 1,202.1 5,629 —118 -2
1976.............. 1,274.7 5,926 297 5
1977.......... ... 1,337.6 6,169 243 4

! Per capita debt is calculated by dividing debt figures by population of con-
terminous United States. Beginning 1949, population includes Armed Forces over-
seas, Hawaii, and Alaska.

Source: Federal debt, Treasury Department; other data, Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Commerce Department.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Real GNP is in constant
1972 dollars. Real per capita debt expressed m 1967 prices (i.e., Consumer Price
Index for all items).
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