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FLAT-RATE TAX

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1982

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:10 a.m., in room
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, the Honorable Robert J. Dole
(chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Dole, Chafee, Symms, Grassley, Long, Byrd,
Bentsen, Baucus, and Bradley.

_Also present: Senators Quayle, Hart, Nickles, Helms, and DeCon-
cini.

[The press release announcing the hearing, background informa-
tion relating to broadening the base and lowering the rates of the
income tax, and the prepared statements of Senators Dole, Bradley,
Symms, and Wallop follow:]

{Press release No. 82-162, U.S. Senate, Committee on Finance, Aug. 27, 1982] -

FINANCE CoMMITTEE SETS HEARING DATES ON FLAT-RATE TAXx AND MaJor Tax
REFORM PROPOSALS

Senator Robert J. Dole (R.-Kans.), chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, an-
nounced today that the Committee would hold hearings on proposals to move to a
flat-rate or simplified tax system on September 27, 28, 29, 1982. The hearings will
focus on proposals that have been set forth for a flat-rate income tax, or for a sim-
plified income tax with lower rates and fewer exceptions from the general rate, and
on alternative suggestions such as a tax on a consumption base, rather than on

~income base, or a gross income tax.

The hearings will begin each day at 9:30 a.m. in Room 2221 of the Dirksen Senate
Office Building.

“Last May I indicated that the Finance Committee would undertake a thorough
examination this year of flat-rate and other major tax simplification proposals. This
is an issue that has attracted considerable attention, and is particularly timely in
view of our action in 1981 to reduce tax rates across the board, and the measures to
broaden the tax base in the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982. There
seems to be a growing consensus that ¥ower tax rates, or a single rate, coupled with
a broader tax base would be fairer to the taxpayer as well as better for the econo-
my,” Dole said.

Senator Dole indicated that the Finance Committee would examine the details of
substantive proposals that have been made, and would be interested in receiving
testimony on alternative tax proposals to achieve the goals of greater equity, sim-
plicity, balance, and economic efficiency in the tax system. Senator Dole also indi-
cated that a Treasury Department study of alternative tax systems was expected to
be ready in time for the hearings.

“These hearings should serve to open a highly significant debate over the direc-
tion of tax policy in years ahead, and there are many difficult questions that need
to be answered,” Senator Dole stated. “We may agree on general goals for tax
policy, but how you proceed makes a great deal of difference to the taxpayer and
the economy. If we are serious about developing a truly equitable tax system, we
must be prepared to answer these questions openly and honestly.”

(1)
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Among the major issues cited by Senator Dole that would be of concern to the
Committee were the distributional impact of lowering tax rates while eliminating
most tax preferences; the degree of progressivity desired in the system; the difficulty
of making the transition to a new system when many taxpayers have made long-
term economic decisions in reliance on the tax preferences and rate structure that
now exist; and how to simplify taxation for both individuals and corporations, in-
cludmg the question of whether income should be taxed without regard to the form
of business organization.

“If we are interested in undertaking a major overhaul of our tax system, we have
to be attentive to the concerns of individuals and businesses who have planned their
activities based on the present system. In particular, we cannot just address the way
we tax individuals and ignore the effect that might have on those who have to
decide whether to incorporate or operate as a proprietorship. The corporate side also
must be addressed,”’ Senator Dole stated. “Our interest as a Committee is in build-
ing a tax system that will be supported by a broad consensus so that the goals of
equity and efficiency will not be undermined in the years ahead. We hope that our
hearings will lay the groundwork for that effort.”

[Revued prees release No. 82-162a, U.S. Senate, C ittee on Fi Sept. 14, 1982]

FINANCE COMMITTEE ANNOUNCES REVISED DATES FOR FLAT-RATE TAX HEARINGS

Senator Robert J. Dole (R.-Kans.), Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee,
announced today that the Committee hearings on proposals to move to a flat-rate or
simplified tax system would be held on September 28, 29, and 30, 1982, rather than
(;gsgeptember 27, 28, 29 as previously announced (Press Release 82-162, August 27,

).

The hearing will begin at 9:00 a.m. on Tuesday, September 28, and at 10:00-a.m.
on Wednesday, September 29 and Thursday, September 30 in Room 2221 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building.



STATEMENT QF SENATOR DOLZ
FINANCE COMMITTEE HEARINGS ON THE FLAT-RATE TAX

TCDAY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE BEGINS THORCUGH AND CCMPREHENSIVE
CONSIDERATION OF THE ISSUES RAISED BY PRCPOSALS TO MOVE IN THE
DIRECTION OF A FLAT-RATE, OR PROPORTIONAL, INCOME TAX SYSTEM. THESE
INITIAL HEARINGS FOLLOW ON MY ANXNOURCEMINT LAST MAY THAT OUR
COMMITTEE WOULD UNDERTAKE AN EXTENSIVE REVIEW CF THE FLAT-RATE CON-
CEPT AND PELATED ISSUES OF TAX, SOCiRL, AND ECOLCMIC POLICY. THIS
13 ORLY A BEGINNING: THERE ARE MANY INDIVIDULLS AND ORGANIZATION
IWHO WOULD LIXE 7C BE HEARD ON THIS SUBJECT, AND WHILE WE CAN
ACCCHMCDATE A SMALL NUMBER NOW, WE WILL DO OUR BEST IN FUTURE ROUNDS
OF HEARINGS TO KHEAR EVERYONE - WE NEED TO HEA® XS WIDE ~S POSSIBLE
A RAXGE OF OPINICNS AND PERSPECTIVZES OR THIS :SECT, BZCAUSE WE
AERE CONSIDERINS FUNLDAMENTAL CHANGE.

OVER THE NEXT THREE DALYS IT IS HOPED WE CAN BEGIN 10 ESTABLISH
*MEWQRX TO GUIDE FURJHER DELIBERATIONS ON RESTRUCTURING OUR TAX
EM, WE {23 DO THAT BY CLEARLY FORMULATING 2HE BARSIC CPTIONS,

BY DEVELOPING THE FACTS AND FIGURES NECESSARY 70 INFOFMED DECISIONS,
AND TO PINPOINT THE TECHNICAL AND FRACTICAL PRLEBLEMS THAT WILL EAVE
TO BE DEALT WIIH IF WE WANT 7O MODIFY THE TAXY SYSTEM IN A MAJOR WAY.
OUR WITNESSF3S ARE VREPARED TO HELP US DO ALL CF THAT; IN FARTICULAR
THE TREASUP.Y DEFARTMENT HAS EXAMINED THE ISSUE IN SOME DETAIL, AND
WHILE THEY ARE NOT PREPARED 10 MXKE SPECIFIC RECCOMMENDATIONS AT

THIS TIME, f HOPE THAT WE WILL GET AN INDICATION OF HOW THE ALMINIS-
TRATION THIWKS WE OUGKT TO PROCEED, AND OF ECW THEY RANX THE ISSUES
IN TEPMS OF PRIQRITTIZS. THIS MOXNING'S TESTIMONY FROM ASSISTANT
SECRETARY CHXPOTON SHOULD PROVIDE ABLE ASSISTANCE IN FCIMULATING
OPTICHS FOR FUXKTHER CONSIDERATION.

A FF
ase

BASIC CHOICES

AT THE OUTSET, I WOULD LIKE TO OUTLINE SOME OF THE BASIC
CHOICES WE HAVE BEFORE US IN CONNECTION WITH THE FLAT-RATE ISSUE.
SCOME OF THESE CHOICES ARE SIMPLY MATTERS OF TRYING TO FORMULATE
THE BEST TaX POLICY; SOME OF THEM ARE PRIMARILY DECISIONS 2BOUT
ECONOMIC POLICY; AND OTHZRS ARE REALLY POLITICAL DECISIONS, OR
DECISIONS ABCQUT WHAT IS BEST FOR CUR SCCIETV.

FOR EXAMPLE, WE HAVE 7O DECIDE WHETFER SIGNIFICANT PROGRESSION
IN RATES 1S DESIRABLE--AS UNDER THE PRESENT SYSTEM-~OR WHETHER
EVERYONE SHOULD PAY THE SAME PROPORTION OF INCCIME 1IN TAXES. THE
ANEWER TO THIS QUESTION WILL DEPEND IN PART OX YOUR VIEW OF HOW
IMPORTANIT THE PRINCIPLE OF PROGRESSIVITY IS TC MAINTAINING POPULAR
_SUPPCRT FOR THE TAX SYSTEA. THE ANSWER ALSO YWILL DEPEND ON SCNME
SIMPFLE FACTS: HOW IXOSREESIVE IS THE PRESENT SYSTEM, WHEN YOU TAKE
137G ACCOUNT THE DISTRIBUTION OF TAX PREZFERENCZIS AVAILABLE UNDER
FRESENT LAW, PARTICULAPLY DEDUCTICNS THAT TEUD TO FAVOR THOSE IN
HIGHER RRTL BRACKETS.




WE ALSO HAVE TO DETERMINE HOW MUCH A GAIN IN SIMPLICITY
AND ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY CAN BE MADE BY MOVING TO A STREAMLINED
LCW-PATE OR FLAT-RATE STRUCTURE. DEFINING INCOME WILL ALWAYS BE
A SOURCE OF MAJOR COMPLEXITY, AND CUTTING QUT TAX PREFERENCZES AS
SUCH DOES NOT DEAL WITH THAT PROBLEM. A LARGE ZERO BRACKET, 1iF
IT WERE ADOPTED AS PART OF A RESTRUCTURING OF OUR TAX SYSTEM, COULD
PROVIDE SIGNIFICANT GAINS IN SIMPLICITY BE REDUCING THE NUMBER OF
ITEMIZERS. AGAIN, HOWEVER, WE WOULD NEED 70O EVALUATE THE IMPACT
OF SUCH A CHANGE ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE TAX BURDEN AND IN
TERMS OF ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY.

IN ADDITION, THERE ARE A NUMBER OF SPECIFIC WAYS IN WHICH A
FLAT-RATE, CR LOWER-RATE, TAX SYSTEM MIGHT BE STRUCTURED. A SINGLE
RATE COULD BE APPLIED, AS SOME PROPCSE, TO A COMPREHENSIVE INCOME
BASE. THIS WOULD MEAN EVERYONE PAYING THE SAME PROPORTION OF
INCOME IN TAX, WITH CHANGES IN THE TYPES OF THINGS WE HAVE USUALLY
INCLUDED 1N INCOME: ITEMS SUCH AS SOCIAL SECURITY AND RETIRMENT
BENEFITS, AMONG OTHERS. ALTERNATIVELY, RATES COULD BE SIGNIFICANTLY
REDUCED AND THE BASE BROADENED BY ELIMINATING A RANGE OF TAX PREFER-
ENCES, BUT WITHOUT GOING ALL THE WAY TOWARD A SINGLE RATE WITH A
COMPREHENSIVE BASE. THESE TWO BASIC OPTIONS CAN BE VARIED, IN
ADDITION, BY INCLUDING IN EITHER A LARGE ZERO BRACKET: GUARANTEEING
A DEGREE OF PROGRESSIVITY AND PROTECTION FOR LOWER-INCOME TAXPAYERS,
WITH SOME GAIN IN SIMPLICITY AS WELL FROM REDUCING THE NUMBER OF
ITEMIZERS, ASSUMING THE OPTION OF RETAINING SOME DEDUCTIONS IS
CHOSEN. FINALLY, WE COULD CONSIDER A FLAT-RATE TAX ON A LESS
CCMPREHENSIVE INCOME BASE; PRESERVING SOME BASIC TAX PREFERENCES
THAT HAVE WIDE SUPPORT, BUT AT THE SAME TIME PRESUMABLY REQUIRING
A HIGEER RATE TO GENERATE THE NECESSARY AMOUNT OF REVENUE. THESE
FIVE OPTIONS, AND A DISCUSSION OF SOME MAJOR ISSUES IN CORPORATE
TAXATION THAT ARE RAISED BY THE FLAT-RATE DEBATE, ARE DISCUSSED IN
MORE DETAIL IN A NARRATIVE OUTLINE AND MEMORANDUM CN CORPORATE
ISSUES, WHICH I WILL INCLUDE IN THE RECORD FOLLOWING MY STATEMENT
AND MAKE AVAILABLE TO THE MEMBERS FOR THEIR INFORMATION.

WHAT IT COMES DOWXN TO IS A CHOICE OF WAYS TO PROCEED. EVERY-
ONE WANTS GREATER EQUITY IN THE TaX CODE, AND A SIMPLER SYSTEM, AND
A TAX SYSTEM THAT PROMOTES--OR AT LEAST DOES NOT INHIBIT--ECONOMIC
ACTIVITY. CHOOSING THE SYSTEM THAT BEST BALANCES EACH OF THESE
GOALS IS NOT EASY<% HOWEVER: AND DECIDING HOW TO MOVE TOWARDS A
BETTER SYSTEM MAY BE THE MOST DIFFICULT COICE OF ALL.

HOW TO PROCEED

THE WAYS IN WHICH WE MIGHT PROCEED SEEM, TO THIS SEZNATOR AT
LEAST, TO BE FAIRLY STRAIGHTFORWARD. FIRST, WE COULD CONTINUE TO
WORK THROUGH THE TAX CODE ON AN ITEM-BY-ITEM BASIS AND MAKE
DECISIONS ABOUT WHAT SHOULD GO OR BE MODIFIED AND WHAT SHOULD BE
PRESERVED: IN OTHER WORDS, FURTHER BASE-BROADENING AND TAX REFORM
EFFORTS COMPARABLE TO THOSE INCLUDED IN THIS YEAR'S TAX EQUITY
AND FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT. THIS APPROACH COULD BRING SUB-
STANTIAL GAINS IN EQUITY AND SIMPLICITY OVER TIME, BUT IT WOULD
NOT NECESSARILY INVOLVE THE KIND OF FUNDAMENTAL RETHINKING OF OUR
TAX STRUCTURE THAT MANY PEOPLE SEEM TO WANT.

INSTEAD, WE MIGHT DC AS SOME ARE URGING, AND AGREE ON A

MAJOR REVISION OF THE TAX SYSTEM IN THE DIRECTION OF LOWER RATES
AND A BROADER BASE, AND TAKE THE NECESSARY STEPS TO IMPLEMENT SUCH
A SYSTEM. THIS WOULD MEAN AN EXPLICIT CHOICE OF A NEW APPROACH TO
TAXES; COMPREHENSIVE AND CAREFULLY THOUGHT OUT; AND A DIFFICULT
PERIOD OF TRANSITION TO RECONCILE THE NEW SYSTEM WITH THE OLD WHILE
SAFEGUARDING THE ECONOMIC INTERESTS OF THOSE WHO HAVE MADE FINANCIAL
DECISIONS BASED ON THE PRESENT SYSTEM. THE POTENTIAL PITFALLS WITH



THIS APPROACH ARE THAT IT REQUIRES LONG-RANGE PLANNING AND IM-
PLEMENTATION, AND THERE IS THE RISK THAT THE CONSENSUS BEHIND THE
NEW SYSTEM CCULD ERODE DURING THE LENGTHY COURSE OF IMPLEMENTATION.
THAT COULD LEAVE US WITH A SYSTEM NO BETTER, OR EVEN WORSE, THAN
PRESENT LAW.

FINALLY, WE MIGHT AGREE TO PROCEED, AGAIN ON A STEP-BY-STEP
BASIS, TO CCUPLE BASE-BROADENING MEASURES WITH RATE REDUCTIONS IN
AN EFFORT TO SIMPLIFY THE SYSTEM AND REDUCE TAX-INDUCED DISTORTIONS
Or ECONOMIC DECISION-MAKING. THE ADVANTAGES HERE WOULD BE THAT
WE WOULD HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO THINK OUT EACH STEP AS IT 18 TAKEN,
AND TO BUILD A CONSENSUS ON THE DESIRABILITY OF THOSE STEPS. THE
DISADVANTAGE IS THAT YOU WOULD NOT MAXKE A SPECIFIC COMMITMENT TO A
BOTTOM-LINE GOAL FOR OUR INCOME TAX POLICY.

MUCH TO &FE DONE

JUST OUTLINING THE POLICY OPTIONS AND PROCEDURAL OPTIONS
MAKES CLEAR HOW MUCH THERE IS TO BE DONE IF WE WANT TO REBUI.LD OUR
TAX SYSTEM IN A WAY THAT IS FAIRER, SIMPLER, AND BETTER FOR THE
ECONOMY. NO SYSTEM CAN BE SUSTAINED WITHOUT A STRONG POPULAR
CONSENSUS: INDEED, A MAJOR REASON WE ARE CONSIDERING FUNDAMENTAL
REFORMS IS THE INDICATION OF WEAKENING CONSENSUS BEHIND OUR PRESENT
SYSTEM, AS DEMONSTRATED BY THE GROWING COMPLIANCE PROBLEM. WE DO
NOT WANT TO HASTILY ADOPT A SYSTEM THAT CANNOT BE SUSTAINED OVER
TIME, EITHER BECAUSE OF TECHNICAL FLAWS OR 1ACK OF POPULAR SUPPORT.

SO OUR TASK IS TO BEGIN TO SEARCH OUT ThE KIND OF CONSENSUS
NEEDED TO SUPPORT ANY FAR-REACHING CHANGE IN TAX POLICY. THE
DIRECTION HAS BEEN SET, IN A WAY, BY THE RATE REDUCTIONS ADOPTED
IN 1981 AND THE BASE-BROADENING AND COMPLIANCE MEASURES WE AGREZD
TO THIS YEAR. WE HAVE ALREADY MOVED TOWARDS LOWER RATES AND A
BRCADER BASE, AND HAVE PUT THE PRESSURE ON TO REEXAMINE THE TAX
SYSTEM BY INDEXING INDIVIDUAL RATES TO END ERACKET CREEP. THERE
DOES SEEM TO BE A GROWING CONSENSUS FOGR FURTHER REDUCTION OF
RATES AND BROADENING OF THE TAX BASE. WITH PROPER BALANCING OF THE
GOALS OF EQUITY, EFFICIENCY, AND SIMPLICITY, THAT CONSENSUS CAN
GROW, AND IT HAS THE FOTENTIAL TC CPEN THE WAY TOWARDS THE FIRST
MAJOR RESTRUCTURING OF TAXES IN YEARS. I HOPE THE WITNESSES THIS
MORNING, AND OVER THE COURSE OF THESE BEARINGS, WILL SHED SOME
LIGHT ON THE PROSPECTS FOR DRAMATIC CHANGE IN TAXATION AS WELL AS
HELP CLARIFY OUR CHOICES.
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ANALYSIS OF PROPOSALS
RELATING TO

BROADENING THE BASE AND LOWERING
THE RATES OF THE INCOME TAX

PREPARED FOR THE UBE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
BY THE STAFF OF THE

 JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

INTRODUCTION

This pamphlet has been prepared b{ the staff of the Joint Commit-
tee on Taxation in connection with the hearings scheduled for Sep-
tember 28-30, 1982, by the Senate Finance Committee on lowering tax
rates and broadening the base of the income tax. Part I of the pam-
f,hlet discusses the general objectives of comprehensive tax reform.

art TI describes the basic characteristics of the base broadening and
rate reduction proposals. Part III analyzes some of the important
issues that arise in considering major modifications to the income tax.
Part 1V deals with the problem of making a transition from the

resent system to a new system. An appendix summarizes the principal

ills_introduced in the 97th Con that lower tax rates and
significantly broaden the income tax .

1)



1. OBJECTIVES OF COMPREHENSIVE TAX REFORM
PROPOSALS

. Several criteria are commonly used when evaluating tax proposals,
including equity, efficiency, and simplicity. Individuals ogen agree
that the revenue which is raised by the tax system should be collected
in & manner which is as fair as possible, which produces as little
unintended distortion in the economy as possible, and which is as
simple to administer and understand as possible. In addition, certain
provisions of the tax system have been enacted to encourage specific
activities which Congress has felt should be promoted. The questions
of equity, efficiency, simplicity, and the encouragement of specific
activities are central to the discussion of whether t%e present tax sys-
tem should be changed by enacting one of the comprehensive tax
proposals presently being discussed.

A. Equity

Horizontal equity and ability to pay taxes

A common assertion is that taxes, other than user fees collected
from beneficiaries of specific programs, shoild be collected in accord-
ance with a taxpayer’s ability to pay taxes. Thus, taxpayers with equal
ability to pay taxes should pay equal amounts of tax and, correspond- .
ingly, any taxpayer with a greater ability to pay should pay more tax.
This concept is sometimes called horizontal equity. An additional
dimension of equity, sometimes known as vertical equity, is the actual
amount by which the tax liabilit{ of the taxpayer with the higher
ability to pay exceeds that of the other taxpayer. -

Income as a measure of ability-to-pay

To apply concepts of equity to the design of a tax system, it is
necessary to measure each taxpayer’s ability to pay taxes. In the
United States, there is a tradition that a taxpayer’s income is a valid
measure of his or her ability to pay taxes. In this context, income is
defined as the ability to provide oneself with goods and services, other
than those s and services which are necessary to earn the income.
Thus, for this ¥urpose, income is generally measured by subtracting
from the sum of the gross receipts and appreciation in asset value of a
taxpayer the amounts spent on goods or services which are costs of
generating those gross receipts and that appreciation. _ _

Although there are many problems obtaining all the information
necessary to produce an accurate measure of income (some of the most
im{)ortant problems are discussed in the third part of this pam-
phlet), income is a commonly accepted measure of ability to pay taxes,
It is often asserted that individuals with a relatively high ability to
purchase goods and services which satisfy needs for private consump-
tion also have a relatively high ability to purchase those goods and
services which provide for public consumption needs, i.e., goods and.

(8)
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services provided by the government. If it is then agreed that those
with a relatively high ability to purchase these goods and services
should also be required to make a relatively high contribution toward
defraying their cost, then it follows that the revenues necessary to pay
for government spending should be raised by an income tax.

On the other hand. several arguments may be put forth as to why
income should not be relied on as the basic index of ability to pay
taxes. First, some assert that actual consumption of goods and serv-
ices, not potential consumption (i.e., income), is a fairer basis for
taxation. This is consistent with the belief that taxation should be
based on the actual satisfaction derived from goods and services, rather
than the ability to purchase them, and actual satisfaction may be
more closely related to expenditures for goods and services than to
income. :

Second, it can be argued that income may be misleading as a singie
index of ability to pay taxes because no account is taken of the time
and effort expended on earning that income. Many would agree, for
example, that someone who works 20 hours per week to earn a given
amount of income should pay more tax than someone who works 40
hours per week to earn the same amount. This is because the former
taxpayer has greater leisure time to enjoy the available goods and
services and because one’s Jeisure is itself valuable, Similarly, someone
who works at a less pleasant job should pay less than someone with the
same income who works in a more pleasant environment. Yet, under a
tax system in which tax liability is based solely on income, no account
is taken of these differences, and it would be extremely difficult to
design a tax system that took these and similar problems into account.

A third problem is disagreement over what expenses should be sub-
tracted from gross receipts as a cost of earning income. For example,
questions have arisen about the extent to which business meals and
entertainment should be deductible, and it can be argued that medical
expenses should be deducted from the amount subject to tax because
these expenses are the cost of maintaining health, which is necessary
to earn income.

Vertical equity

In spite of these problems, in the U.S. income is commonly accepted
as a basis for taxation. Thus, the horizontal equity concept requires
that taxpayers with equal incomes should have equal tax liabilities.
Vertical equity is much more subjective since it involves the compari-
son of ability to pay for taxpayers with different amounts of resources.
Since there 1s no widely accepted yardstick for making these compari-
sons, the deg: *c to which tax lability should vary with income is a
value judgment. '

The concept of progressivity is often discussed in this context. A
progessive tax is one for which the ratio of tax Hability to the tax base
(e.g., income) rises as the tax base rises. Many argue that this is appro-

riate. On the other hand, others contend that the ratio of taxes to
income should be constant (a proportional tax system) or should
declino as income rises (a regressive system).

One argument for progressivity 1s that, if people examined the
vertical equity tﬂxestion from the point of view of tle very beginning
of their lives, when they did not know exactly where they would en
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up in the income distribution, they would be willing to agree to laws
under which government would mitigate, to some extent, whatever
inequalities emerged from a market economy. Progressivity is at-
tacked, however, E; those who view a taxpayer’s income as essentially
the fruit of his own labor and resources. Under this view, the govern-
ment should have very little role in equalizing the amounts which
individuals are left with after taxes, since individuals are entitled to
whatever income arises from their own labor or property. This view is,
in turn, contested by those who contend that lagor and property have
value only because society establishes laws and reguletions which allow
each individual to engage in economic activity with relatively little
interference from others. To be sustained, these laws and regulations
must be accepted even by those who are relatively unsuccessful. Thus,
because society establisi:es the framework which allows labor and
property to be valuable resources, it can also establish a progressive
tax system and other mechanisms to achieve an equitable distribution
of income. ‘

In sum, although equity is an inteﬁml part of tax policy, it involves
subjective judgments over which there is likely to be considerable
disagreement. :

B. Efficiency

Another widely accepted goal of tax policy is that taxes should
interfere as little as possible with the incentives to engage in specific
types of economic activity, except to the extent that Congress intends
such effects. This goal is known as economic efficiency.

Virtually any tax which meets accepted equity criteria creates
some interference with economic incentives. In order to have no such
cffect, a tax would have to be determined on the basis of some charac-
teristic over which an individual has no control. For example, & head
tax equal to a specified, constant amount per person would have no
incentive effects, since it could not be avoided, but it also would be
regarded by many as extremely unfair. On the other hand, a tax which
varies with income creates a disincentive for earning income. Even
taxes on consumption create disincentives for earning income since
they reduce the potential amount of goods and services which may be
purchased with the income earned from a given amount of property
or work effort.

Similar trade-offs may exist with reéspect to vertical equity and
efliciency. For example, it has been ar, that a progressive tax sys-
tem creates considerable inefficiency by encumbering additional in-
come with the imposition of a still higher tax rates. In the extreme
case, a 100-percent tax on additional income would eliminate any in-
centive to earn that income. Yet, from the point of view of equity,

_many argue that progressive tax rates are essential to establish a
proper relationship between tax burdens and ability to pay. There-
fore, given the notions of horizontal and vertical equity that are com-
monly accepted, there is frequently a conflict between the efficiency
and equity goals of tax policy. Balancing these competing considera-
tions is one of the most difficult aspects of formulating a tax system.

The concept of economic efficiency uses as a benchmark the produc-
tion of goods and services which would occur in a market economy in
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the absence of taxes. Economists generally regard this allocation of
resources as a useful reference point because, under certain conditions,
it insures that available economic resources are arrayed in such a way
as to produce the highest possible amount of consumer satisfaction.
Relative to this benchmark, taxes change the incentives to engage
in various types of economic activity (e.g., work, investment, consump-
tion of specific goods and services{, which reduces the ability of the
economy to satisfy consumer demands, : )

Thus, some inefliciency is inherent in virtually all taxes which are
acceptable from the equity standpoint. However, a major gosl of tax
policy is to reduce this inefficiency to as low a level as possibfe.

C. Simplicity

A third gosl of tax policy is simf:licity. This is a serious concern

for':t least two basic reasons—compliance costs and the perception of
equity.

First, a complicated tax system requires a large amount of resources
to administer and understand. When the system has a large number of
discrete provisions and mandates that many fine distinctions are to be
made among types of income or expenses, a long series of complicated
rules are necessary. The agency administering 51(3 system must have a
large staff to formulate the rules and to insure that taxpayers calculate
tax liability correctly. Taxpayers thamselves must invest large amounts
of time in understanding the rules so as to avoid overpaying their
taxes, or alternatively, find that they are hotter off by paying for

rofessional tax advice and preparation. This time and effort diverted
rom other activities is a source of inefficiency generated by the tax
system in addition to the disincentive effects described in the previous

section.
_A second reason for a general preference for a simple tax system
is that under a complicated system, similarly situated taxpayers may
-have different tax liabilities because they are not equal in their ability
to understand the rules or pay for professional tax advice. This situa-
tion may undermine the perception that the tax system is horizontally
-equitable. Taxpayers may suspéct that others are paying less tax not
-because they have lower ability to ﬁay , but rather because they have
better access to knowledge about the details of the system, If these
feelings are widespread they may contribute to a feeling that the
system is not fair. .

A very simple tax system, however, may rank low from the equity
and efficiency viewpoints, For example, a complete measure of income
includes all fringe benefits. The failure to tax all fringes may lower
the equity of the system by not imposing equal taxes on individuals
with equal income; the efficiency of the system would be lowered be-
cause artificial incentives would be created for greater consumption
of theso benefits. However, it may be quite complex to define the rules
necessary to tax certain forms of fringe benefits. Thus, as with other
elements of tax policy, a balance must be struck among competing

objectives.
D. Stimulating Other Activities

Some provisions of the tax law have been enacted to encourage par-
ticular activities rather than to promote the goals discussed above. For
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example, when Congress enacted tax credits for energy conservation
expenditures, it did so not to increase the equity, efficiency, or simplic-
ity of the tax system, but rather to increase spending on goods which
reduce energy consumption. This subsidy could have been provided
through a spending program, but, instead, the tax system was chosen
as the means by which the subsidy was administered.

In certain cases, there are advantages to providing subsidies through
the tax system, since it provides an administrative mechanism, already
in place, reaching a large majority of the American public.

At the same time, providing tie subsidy through the tax system
rather than some other mechanisin may tend to interfere with the
equity of the tax system. These subsidies result in a system in which tax
liability is not made equal for taxpayers with equal ability to pay, and
they change the relationship of tax liabilities for taxpayers with dif-
ferent levels of ability to pay. Further, such subsidies make the sys-
tem more complicated, and may raise questions of efficiency. Although
the provision of these subsidies through another administrative mech-
anism also would involve similar issues of equity, efficiency, and sim-
plicity, taxpayers’ perceptions of the workings of the entire tax system
may be affected when they are administered through a tax mechanism.
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II. CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPREHENSIVE TAX
PROPOSALS

The Appendir to this pamphlet provides a description of the com-
prehensive tax proposals which have been’introduced in the 97th Con-
gress. While the details of these bills vary substantially, it is useful to
categorize into flve groups the changes these bills would make in the
present tax system: .

(1) 'The bills generally would expand the tax base by repealing
a variety of deductions, exclusions and credits in the present
s, .

y(2) Marginal tax rates applied to the base would be lowered
substantially. : .

(3) The degree of steepness in rate schedule, the rate at which

marginal tax rates increased with income, would be reduced.

(4%1'The aggregate distribution of tax burdens by income class

would be altered by some of the proposals.

(5) The total amount of revenue raised by the corporate and
individual income taxes would be changed by some of the
proposals.

This part of the pamphlet considers some of the features of the pres-
ent income tax which are relevant to these issues and contains a gen:
eral discussion of them.

A. Changes in the Tax Base

All of the proposals under discussion would make substantial
changes in the tax base. Tn all cases. significant items not now subject
to tax would be included in the base.

Many of the proposals appear to adopt a relatively comprehensive
definition of income as the primary basis for taxation. The designers of
most of the proposals appear to have made the judgment that income
is the best measure of taxpaying capacity and that taxpayers with
equal income should have equal tax liability. In addition, it appears
that they believe that many of the exclusions, deductions, and credits
in the present system are inequitable, inefficient, or complex, or at least
have decided that the benefits that these provisions may have are out-
weighed by the advantages of the other changes made by the bills, such
as reductions in marginal tax rates.

Important background for analyzing these base-broadening pro-
posals is provided by comparison of the amount of income actually sub-
ject to tax under the present individual income tax and the income re-
corded in the national income and product accounts. Table 1 presents
the relationship between gross national product and taxable income in
the United States in 1980.

Gross national product was more than double the estimated individ-
ual income tax base—$2.6 trillion versus $1.0 trillion. The $1.6 trillion
dollar difference is composed of two parts. First, about $0.2 trillion of
income items are included in the tax base but not gross national prod-
uct. These include government subsidies, certain interest income,
transfer payments, capital gains and taxable pensions and income of
subchapter S corporations.” Although not included in GNP, many
would argue that these are properly includible in an income tax base.
In fact, substantial additional portions of transfer payments and cap-
ital gains would be subject to tax under the proposals.

(8)



TABLE 1. RECONCILIATION OFE GNP AND TAXABLE
INCOME, 1980

Amount
Item (8 billions)
Gross national produet. . _______________________________ 2,633.1
—Depreciation - .. ~—293,2
—Indirect business taxes__ . ________._..___ —213.0
— Statistical discrepaney_. . ________ —3.9
+Government subsidies. - __ . ___________________ +5.5
--Corporate vetained earnings________________________ -125.7
— Employer social insurance contributions__._________ —115.3
+ Net interest paid by government and consumers______ +75.7
+Taxable government transfers_________________.____ +21.1
—Fringe benefits excluded from AGI.________________ —125. 4
—Tmputed income inGNP_________________________. -59.3

— Investment income of insurance companies and pension
funds e —45,0

—TInvestment income of nonprofit organizations and
fiduciaries — .. —18.8

— Differences in accounting treatment between GNP and
COAGT e —-12.1
—Income of nonfilers and unreported income._________ —150. 8
—Qther discrepancies between GNP and AGT__________ ~25.6
+Capital gainsin AGI_____________________________ +28. 5
+Taxable private pensions___._____________________ +29,. 4
+ Subchapter S corporation income-________________ +0.9
Adjusted grossincome__ _________________________._______ 1,606. 3
—AGT on nontaxable returns__._____________________ —58.9
—Medical deduetion_ . ___ —12.4
—Tax deduetion__ . ______ —67.3
—~Interest deduetion________________________________ —84.1
—Charitable deductions.____________________________ —24.7
—Other deductions__________ . ______ —15.2

+ Floor under itemized deductions (zero bracket amount
on itemizing returns) ____________________________ +87.0
— Personal exemptions___________________._________ —185.6
Taxable income on taxable returns (level deficits) ____._____ 1,244.5
~Deduction equivalent of tax credits (estimated) ______ —-27.0
—Zero bracket amount_______.___________________.. —212. 8
Tax base (estimated) _________ - 1,004.7
Income tax after credits_ - ___ . ______ 247.5

Sources: Survey of Current Business, July 1982; Statistics of In-
come: SOI Bulletin, Winter 1981-82; Internal Revenue Service; and
staff estimates.

11-384 0 - 83 - 2
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The second component of the difference between GNP and taxable
income is approximately $1.8 trillion of income and deduction items
which are included in GNP but not in the tax base. Much of this dif-
ference, however, would not be available for net base broadening under
a revised income tax. First, approximately $0.5 trillion consists of de-
preciation and indirect business taxes, which may be considered as costs
of earning income. (However, some of the bills described in the a
peridix appear to deny deductions for these items.) Second, $0.1 tril-
lion of income is not reported ; subjecting this amount to tax would de-
md on compliance meesures rather than changes in the statutory tax

s 'Third, corporate retained earnings were approximately $0.1 tril-
lion. This amount already is subject to tax at the corporate level, and
thus a substantial portion of this may not be available for broadening
tho combined base of the corporate and individual taxes. Fourth, the
$0.4 to $0.5 trillion accounted for by the zero bracket amount, personal
exemptions, adjusted gross income on nontaxable returns, and income
of nonfilers whose income is below the filing requirement is most use-
fully thought of as part of the rate structure. (Equity considerations
lead the designers oF all these proposals to exempt some amount of in-
come from tax, using either a zero bracket amount, personal cxemp-
tions, tax credits or a combination of these approaches.) The total of
these four amounts generally not available for base broadening is ap-
proximately $1.2 trillion. Thus, of the $1.8 trillion of items not in-
cluded in the tax base under the present system, about $0.6 trillion
could realistically be included in the base nf a comprehensive tax on
net income. This consists of about $0.4 trillion of fringe benefits, in-
vestment income of pension plans and nonprofit organizations, and
other items not included in adjusted gross income, and about $0.2 tril-
lion of itemized deductions and tax credits, If these items had been
included in taxable income in 1980, the tax base would have been ap-
proximately 60 percent larger.

The proposals summarized in the appendix broaden the tax base
considerably by increasing the amounts of capital gains, transfer pay-
ments, fringe benefits, investment income and other income items
included in the tax base and reducing allowable deductions and credits.
At this time, however, a quantitative analysis of the extent of this
base broadening for each proposal is not available.

B. Lowering Marginal Tax Rates

In all of the proposals, marginal tax rates are substantially reduced.
This reduction appears to motivated by efficiency and equity
considerations.

Efficlency

Many economists would agree that high marginal tax rates can
cause considerable economic inefficiency, both by interfering with the
incentives for work and saving, and by magnifying the effects caused
by differences between the tax base which may be chosen purely for
efficiency reasons and the base which actually is implemented in the
law,
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An individual’s marginal tax rate is the rate applicable to the last
or to the next dollar income received. If an indivufual is subject to &
25-percent marginal rate, then the return to additional work effort and
saving is reduced by 25 percent. For example, if this individual is
considering working on an overtime assignment which pays $40, then
the after-tax rewarg to this work effort is $30. A higher marginal tax
rate would reduce the return to this work effort even further, affecting
the incentive to undertake the assignment. A similar point may be
made with respect to investment decisions. If the individual with a
25-percent marginal rate invests in a security with a 10-percent return,
the after-tax return would be 7.5 percent. Thus, the marginal tax rate
affects the incentive to save rather than use the same resources for
current consumption. The same reasoning may be used to show that
marginal tax rates also influénce the incentives to engage in activi-
ties which are heavily taxed versus those which are lightly taxed. With
high marginal rates, for example, there is more incentive to invest in
lightly taxed investments or to take jobs in which a high proportion
of compensation is in the form of non-taxable fringe benefits than
would be the case with low marginal rates.

Effect on labor supply

The effect of changes in marginal tax rates in distorting incentives
is sometimes referred to as the “substitution effect.” Most of the studies
which have been performed on the effect of after-tax wage rates on
work effort have found that the substitution effect of after-tax wage
changes in hours worked is quite small for husbands but rather large
for wives, especially wives with children. Since the substitution effect
is measured by holding after-tax income constant, this is the proper
measure of the incentive effect of a marginal rate reduction, as opp
to the “income” effects which would occur because of the income in-
crease attributable to any tax reduction. This empirical finding is
confirmed in one of the most recent and sophisticated studies,! except
that a significant substitution effect is found for husbands, as well as
wives. Thus, these studies indicate that if marginal tax rates were
lowered, holding other factors (including after-tax income) constant,
some individuals would be willing to work a larger number of hours.
This could be manifested as greater willingness to work full-time
instead of part-time, greater acceptance of overtime assignments, less
absenteeism, and a larger number of individuals in the labor force.?

It should also be noted that there are several other possible impacts
of marginal tax rates on work-related activities, First, it has been
argued that reduction in marginal tax rates could improve compliance
with the income tax, although there is little evidence which bears
directly on this question. Second, it has been argued that high margi-
nal tax rates have induced employees to demand a larger portion of
their compensation in the form of tax-free fringe benefits, such as

*Jerry A. Hausman, “Labor Supply,” in Henry J. Aaron and Joseph A. Pech-
man, eds., How Tares Affect Economic Behavior, Brookings Institution, 1981.

* It should be noted that a tax proposal which raised after-tax income could
have offsetting “income” effects because some individuals would respond to their
additional income by taking more leisure time. Thus, the evidence of a signlificant
substitution effect does not mean that a tax cut would increase labor supply,
onlylgh:t a cut in marginal tax rates offset by other changes in after-tax income
would do so.
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health insurance, than would be the case with lower marginal rates,
and this substitution of fringe benefits for cash may reduce the effici-
ency with which the economy satisfies employees’ needs. To the extent
that such effects exist, they would be lessened if marginal tax rates
were lowered.

Effect of marginal tax rates on saving

If an individual saves a dollar rather than spending it on current
consumption, he or she generally will be able to have in excess of one
dollar available for consumption in a future period. The amount of
this excess depends on the return available for funds saved and on the
marginal tax rate applicable to this return, The quantity of consumer
goods which can b2 purchased in the future with a given amount of
.money will depend on the rate of inflation, Thus, the after-tax return
(adjusted for inflatien) determines the extra future consumption
that a person can have by saving and thus sacrificing one dollar of
current consumption, The lower the after-tax return, the more attrac-
tive is the option to consume now rather than save. As an important
determinant of the after-tax return, the marginal tax rate is likely
to affect this choice.

As in the above analysis of work effort, it is important to distinguish
between the income and substitution effects of marginal tax rate
changes on the choice between current and future consumption. Any
tax reduction, including a reduction in marginal rates, will increase
after-tax income and thus generallv will lead to an increase in both
current and future consumption. However. as discussed above, mar-
ginal tax rate reductions also would have incentive, or substitution.
effects, becanse they change the rate at which the taxpayer can trade
off between current and future consumption. This discussion empha-
sizes the substitution effects, which are unique to narginal tax rate
reductions and which measnre the economic inefficiency created by
taxes.

Three distinet sources of concern with high marginal tax rates
have been cited by economists who have analyzed the effects of the
income tax on current and future consumption. The first concern is
the effect of the marginal tax rates on individuals’ incentives to
consume in current rather than future periods; the second is the
offect of marginal tax rates on aggregate saving. investment, and
produictivity: and the third involves the effect of the tax system on
the composition of saving as a resuit of its effect on incentives to invest
in lightly taxed versus heavilv taxed nctivities and its incentive to
borrow—the deduction for non-business interest.

The fact that the marginal tax rates implicit in the current income
tax discourage future consumption creates a distortion (relative to a
tax system with a marginal rate of zero, such as a per capita head tax).
The importance of this distortion depends on the responsiveness of fu-
ture consumption to a change in the after-tax rate of return on saving,
holding income constant. Empirical studies of this sensitivity are much
less numerous than those of labor supply response. The methodological
difficulties of studving the responsiveness of consumption to the rate
of return are greater hecause the expected real return (not of expected
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inflation) must be measured and because the statistical analysis must
be performed using time series of observations on total U.S. income and
consumption. This methodology requires the assumption that the quan-
titative relationships among the variables have been unchanged for a
long period of time. In spite of these methodological problems, empiri-
cal studies do indicate that individuals’ plans for future consumption
are sensitive to the after-tax rate of return. The marginal tax rate
on capital income also may affect the choice between labor and leisure,
as well as the choice between present and future consumption. For
example, a greater after-tax rate of return may make it more attrac-
tive for individuals to work for the purpose of increasing their con-
sumsnion in retirement years. However, this sort of effect has not been
firmly substantiated in empirical research.

The second major concern which has been raised concerning the
effect of marginal tax rates on capital income has been their effect on

. aggregate savings and, thus, investment and productivity. For a
variety of reasons, however, the link between aggregate investment and
the marginal tax rates in the individual income tax is very uncertain.
First, investment may be affected much more directly by other factors,
such as the tax treatment of depreciation allowances, Second, the effect
of income tax changes on private saving could be offset to the extent
that there is a Fevenue loss, which leads to less government saving.
Finally, even though it is likely that a higher after-tax return may
increase future consumption. it is not clear as a theoretical matter
that personal savings would increase simultaneously. This is the case
because a higher return on savings actually lowers the amount which
an individual needs to save in the current period in order to achieve
any future consumption goal. Personal saving would increase in re-
sponse to an increase in the after-tax rate of return only if desired
future consumption increases sufficiently to offset this effect. Whether
this is, in fact, the case can be determined only by empirical studies.
Although these studies are extremely difficult to perform for the rea-
sons discussed above, there is some indication that future consumption
may be stimulated sufficiently by increasing the after-tax return that
t(})ltal personal saving may increase modestly in response to such a
change.

Thgee income tax also influences decisions about the particular forms
in which taxpayers do their saving, which affects the allocation of
capital in the economy. The first concern is that the income tax im-
poses heavier tax rates on some activities than others (e.g., tax shelters,
owner-occunied housing, and precious metals). This provides an in-
centive to shift from the heavily taxed activities, which may be more
productive, to lightly taxed activities. The size of this incentive de-
pends on the marginal tax rate. Thus, it is argued, reducing the mar-
ginal tax rate may encourage individuals to shift from less productive
to more productive forms of saving. The second concern relates to the
nrasent law deduction for non-business interest. Since this provision
is, in effect, an encouragement for borrowing, ie., dissaving, it is
argued that reducing marginal tax rates could encourage saving by
reducing the incentive to borrow. Finally, it is argued that because
the income from assets subject to capital gains treatment is taxed only
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when the assets are sold. high marginal tax rates discourage sales and
prevent these asscts from being employed in their most eflicient uses.
Thus. lower marginal income tax rates could increase efficiency by
reducing this “lock-in" effect. .

The hills discussed here tend to take several approaches to improv-
ing saving incentives. All of the bills attempt to achieve greater uni-
formity in the tax treatment of saving and income from capital by
reducing or eliminating preferential treatment for certain types of
saving relative to others. Also, the bills reduce marginal tax rates,
which reduces the adverse impact of whatever distortions remain.
Some of the bills, however, go farther than this and attempt to struc-
ture a system in which the effective tax rate on saving is zero. (See
S. 2147 and H.R. 6628).

Equity

From an equity perspective, reducing marginal tax rates also may
be viewed as desirable. Many argue that it is unfair for a high portion
of cach additional dollar of income earned by an individual
to be absorbed as increased tax liability. In passing the Economic
Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Congress lowered the highest marginal
rate in the tax schedules from 70 percent to 50 percent. Much of the
discussion of this change involved the belief that a marginal tax rate
as high as 70 percent caused undue interference with the incentives for
efficient economic performance. However, another important source
of support for this reduction was the feeling that it was unfair for
the tax system to claim more than half of each additional dollar earned
by taxpayers. Presumably, this indicates that one accepted equity ob-
;'ecti]\'e of tax policy is to keep marginal tax rates below sonte threshold
evel.

C. Reducing the Progressivity of the Rate Schedules

The authors of the proposals appear to believe that it is desirable
to reduce significantly the number of tax brackets in the rate schedules
and to reduce the difference between the bottom and top rates of the
income tax. Several of the proposals have one flat tax rate that ap-
plies to all income not exempt from taxation.

It is important to emphasize that the issue of the degree of pro-
grressivity in the rate schedules is to a large extent independent of the
broad vertical equity issue of the relative distribution of tax burdens
by income class. For example, during 1981 the Ways and Means Com-
mittee considered a proposal to reduce the number of brackets in the
rate schedule, to widen the first bracket so that a majority of tax-
payers were subject to the same tax rate, and to increase the personal
exemption and zero bracket amount to offset the rate increases imposed
on the lowest income taxpayers. These revised rate schedules produced
approximately the same amount of progressivity as under prior law.
Thus, some flattening of the rate schedule is possible even withont
jarge changes in the distribution of the tax burden.

There are several advantages to a flat or flattened rate schedule. For
example, if taxpayers are more likely to be in the same tax bracket
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over a period of years, tax considerations would be less likely to in-
fluence the timing of transactions. This would reduce one of the sources
of irefficiency of a progressive rate schedule, If most taxpayers faced
the same tax rate, there would be less incentive to shift income to low
bracket family niembers, which may improve the perception of equity
in the system. The difference in tax treatment between married couples
and single individuals would be reduced. since, in a system in which
nmiarried couples may pool their income and file a joint return.this dif-
ference arises from the fact that the amount of income taxed at each
rate depends on marital status. Finally. a flatter tax rate would allow
n closer correspondence between amounts withheld 'and tax liability.
In a system in which the tax rate did not depend on taxpayer's income,
as is the case under the present social security pavroll tax, withholding
could be closer to tax liability in the vast majority of cases.?

1t should be emphasized that although some flattening is compati-
ble with a progressive distribution of tax burdens, that is, a system
in which tax liability as a percentage of income increases as income
rises, adopting a rate schedule with just one rate would impose strict
Jimits on the degree of progressivity which could be obtained. Some
progressivity could be attained by exempting some fixed amount of
income from taxation for all individuals, but the pattern of progres-
sivity in the present system (discussed below) probably could not be
duplicated. N

D. Changing the .Distribution of Tax Burdens by Income Class

One of the central issues in analyzing an alternative proposal is the
relationship of the tax burdens of taxpayers with different levels of
income. Table 2 presents the average tax rate projected under present
law for 1984. In preparing this table, taxpayers were sorted into cate-
gories according to their expanded income, a concept somewhat broad-
er than the present definition of adjusted gross income. This is not a
comprehensive definition of income, since it does not take account of
many additional items which might be included in the tax base under
alternative proposals or other possible changes in the measurements
of income. In addition, it does not reflect the income and tax liability
of the corporations in which individuals own shares. However, using
expanded income probably provides a good indication of how progres-
sive the system would appear if the tax base was more comprehensive.

As shown in Table 2, the present individual income tax system ex-
hibits a substantial degree of progressivity. The average tax rate rises
from m negative figure in the bottom class (owing to the refundable
earned income tax credit) to about 25 percent in the highest class. The
rate in the highest income class is approximately double the average
tax rate. ‘

3 Currently there is about $30 billion of overwithholding and $30 billion of
underwithholding. A change that eliminated most of the overwithholding, espe-
cially if it did not reduce the underwithholding significantly. could have major
effects on budget receipts in the year it first took effect unless it were phased in.
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TABLE 2.—AVERAGE TAX RATE ON EXPANDED INCOME
UNDER PRESENT LAW, 1984:

{1981 Income Levels)

Average tax

rate (tax

Expanded Tax liability ! liability

Expanded income ? necome 1984 divided by in-
(thousands) (millions) (millions) come, percent)
Below $5_ . ____________ $17, 502 —$252 —1.4
$5to®10_________.____._._ 98, 683 4,736 4.8
$10to $16.__ ... .. _._. 162, 784 12, 531 7.7
$15to $20.___ .. _._______._ 188,211 17, 523 9.3
$20t0 830 .. ... ... 416,709 44,285 10. 6
$30to 860 _____.. 509, 658 64, 344 12. 6
$50to $100. ... __.__._. 230, 678 39,111 17.0
$100to $200. .. _________._ 83,904 18,931 22.6
$200 above. . ____.________ 67, 540 16,731 24.8
Total . __.__________ 1,775, 669 217,938 12.3

! This is preliminary data. Tax liabilities include the refundable portion of the
earned income credit, but do not include changes made to Individual retirement
account, ACRS and other provisions by the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981
for which tax return data are not available.

? Expanded income equals adjusted gross income plus excluded capital gains
and various tax preference items less investment interest to the cxtent of invest-
ment income.

Choosing a pattern of distribution by income class depends primar-
ily on the vertical equity considerations discussed above. As noted
hefore, this is largely a matter of value judgment. Some argue that
the present distribution pattern should be preserved in any alternative
proposal while others may believe that the present distribution is
either too progressive or not pro; ive enough. In addition, efficiency
may be a consideration in the selection of the distribution of tax bur-
dens, because the relatively high marginal tax rates on higher income
taxpayers necessary to achieve the desired distribution may result in
a significant increase in the inefliciency caused by the system.

E. Achie;ving Specified Revenue Targets

One of the key decisions which must be made in analyzing or design-
ing a comprehensive tax proposal is the choice of a revenue target.
Clearly, if there is substantial base broadening with no changes in
marginal tax rates, total revenue will be increased, and if marginal tax
rates are lowered without changing the tax base, total revenue will be
reduced. Several of the proposals appear to be designed so that the
new combination of tax rates and tax base would produce approxi-
mately the same revenue as is expected under present law for either
1983 or 1984. However, if a judgment is made that this level is either
too low or too high, base broadening and tax rate decisions can be
adjusted accordingly.
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F. Conclusion

Each of the comprehensive tax proposals under discussion would
make changes in at least several of the five areas discussed above, It
certainl]y would be possible to achieve base broadening by itself,
although this would change the total revenue raised and the pattern
of distribution by income class. Similarly, a proposal could be designed
to reduce progressivity in the rate schedules while leaving the tax
base, the distribution by income class, and total revenue unchanged.
Marginal rates could be reduced or increased, making no changes in
the tax base, but total revenue obviously would change. Kven though
the five areas may be logically distinct, substantial changes in any one
of these areas appears to bring into consideration other objectives. The
balance among these objectives depends on the equity, efficiency,
simplicity, and other tax policy consideration discussedy in the first

part of the pamphlet.
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IIL. ISSUES IN DESIGNING THE TAX BASE
A. Overview

One definition of a person’s income is the amount he could poten-
tially consume ovef a period of time without reducing his wealth.
Under this definition, income during a year would equal the person’s
actual consumption in the year plus the increase in his wealth (i.e.,
his savingsg between the beginning and the end of the year. This, in
turn, would equal the sum of wages, interest, dividends and other
receipts, minus costs incurred in earning income, plus any apprecia-
tion, realized or unrealized, in the value of the person’s wealth.

The present income tax base differs from this theoretical “accretion”
concept of income in a number of respects. These can be divided into
ways In which the basic tax structure fails to correspond to a pure in-
come tax (structural tax issues) and specific tax provisions which are
intended to provide incentives for taxpayers to engage in particular
activities or to provide relief for particular types of taxpayers (tax
expenditures).

B. Structural Tax Issues

Five of the principal structural income tax issues are the following:

(1) The definition of income from capital and the treatment
of borrowing during periods of inflation.

(2) The taxation of corporate-source income, including the
double taxation of dividends and the treatment of retained earn-
ings.

(3) The treatment of noncash income.

(4) The treatment of unrealized income.

(5) Whether a tax on consumer expenditures would be more
appropriate than an income tax.

This section of the pamphlet discusses these five structural issues.

Indexing the definition of income for inflation

Inflation creates a problem for an income tax because it increases the
difficulty of defining taxable income from capital and of properly
treating borrowing. A proper definition is necessary if ability to pay
is judged to be measured by income and if efficiency considerations call
for equal tax rates on income from various activities. This problem is
most easily seen by considering a case in which a person buys an asset
for $50,000, holds it for a period during which the general price level
doubles, and sells that asset for $100,000. In reality, the taxpayer has
experienced no real increase in his wealth and has no income from the
sale of the house; the purchasing power sacrificed in order to buy the
house is exactly equal to the purchasing power represented by the sale
of the house. However, under present law, the taxpayer must report a
long-term capital gain of $50,000, forty percent of which is included
in adjusted gross income.

(18)
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A similar problem arises in measuring u :preciation. In theory, depre-
ciation should be a measure of the real loss of value of an asset during
a time period. If a taxpayer buys a building for $50,000, he is presentl
able to claim cost recovery deductions-amounting to $50,000 over a 15-
year period. However, if inflation occurs during that period, the pur-
chasing power represented by the cumulative cost recovery deductions
will be less than that sacrificed to purchase the building, and real in-
come will not be measured exactly. The same problem arises in inven-
tory accounting when businesses use the first-in, first-out, (FIFQ)
method of accounting in periods of inflation, since increases in the
value of inventory from inflation are treated as taxable income even
though the increase does not result in any real increase in asset values.

The treatment of debt in periods of inflation also fails to conform to
an exact measure of real income. Inflation enables the borrower to re-
Ezy debt with less valuable dollars, which represents income to the

rrower that currently goes untaxed. To the extent that interest pay-
ments rise to compensate for anticipated inflation, the'additional
interest is deductible. Conversely, the erosion of the real value of
indebtedness is a cost to the lender that he is currently unable to
deduct, even though any additional interest to compensate for artifical
inflation is included in taxable income.

It should be noted that the issues discussed here relating to the defi-
nition of the income tax base are entirely separate from the effect of
inflation in narrowing the real width of the tax brackets and reducing
the real value of the personal exemption and the other fixed dollar
amounts used to determine tax liability (so-called bracket creep). For
the individual income tax for years after 1984, bracket creep was
largely eliminated by the indexing provisions of the Economic
Recovery Tax Act of 1981.

One way to deal with these definitional problems would be to enact
o full-fledged indexing program in which the definition of income
from capital and the treatment of debt would be adjusted for infla-
tion so as to achieve an accurate measure of real income. This would
involve the following specific changes: (1) indexing the basis of as-
sets by the rate of inflation for purposes both of computing gain or
loss on the sale or exchange of those assets and of computing deprecia-
tion, depletion and other capital cost recovery deductions, (2) adopt-
ing a new system of inventory accounting in which costs would be
indexed for inflation, (3) requiring borrowers to include in taxable
income the gain that results when inflation erodes the real value of
their debt, and (4) allowing lenders to deduct the loss that results
when inflation erodes the real value of debt. .

While the tax-writing committees have never considered such a com-
- plete indexing program, there has been serious consideration of some
of its elements. In its version of the Revenue Act of 1978, the House
passed an indexing adjustment to basis for capital gains and losses on
corporate stock, real estate, and tangible personal property. In its ver-
sion of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, the Sen-
ate passed a similar provision applying to corporate stock and real
estate. Indexing basis for purposes of computing depreciation dedue-
ti;sns‘was discussed in the context of depreciation reform in 1980 and
1981.
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There is little disagreement that a comprehensive income tax would
not reach an accurate definition of income without indexing. However,
full-fledged, exact indexing would add a good deal of complexity to
the tax system, particularly the exact indexing adjustments for inven-
tory accounting, borrowing and lending. Thus, in practice the choice
is probably between partial indexing, limited to capital cost recovery
and measurement of gain and loss, and no indexing at all. Even such a
program of partial indexing would add some complexity, which might
not be worth the effort at sufficiently low rates of inflation.

In place of indexing the definition of income, Congress has adopted
saveral ad hoc approaches to alleviating the distortions created by in-
flation. The last-in, first-out (LIFO) method of inventory accounting -
is, in most cases, an adequate substitute for a more r smplicated indexed
system. The exclusion for 60 percent of long-term capital gains and the
ACRS method of recovering the costs of equipment and structures
were both motivated, in some degree, by a desire to offset some of the
distortions in income measurement caused by inflation. Furthermore,
the distortion caused by the failure of the present system to make infla-
tion adjustments for debt is reduced by the fect that the adjustments
made by the borrower and lender would, to some extent, offset each .
other (and would be completely offsetting if the two had identical mar-
ginal tax rates). .

These ad hoc provisions, however, are themselves deviations from
what would be appropriate in a comprehensive income tax and create
some inequities and distortions which, to a degree, offset the benefits
they provide in reducing the distortions created by inflation. For
example, an ad hoc adjustment, like ACRS or the 60-percent capital
gains deduction, will only be accurate at a single rate of inflation, and
actual inflation rates are likely to be different.

Thus, there is no entirely satisfactory solution to the problem of
properly defining the tax base in periods of inflation. Any solution
Involves trade-offs between complexity, equity, and various kinds of
distortions. Of the bills discussed in the- Appendix, only S. 2147 and
H.R. 6628 address the inflation problem,

Taxation of corporate income

Corporate integration

Under present law, corporate-source income is taxed at the corporate
level under the corporate income tax, In addition, dividend distribu-
tions are taxed under the individual income tax, and increases in the
value of corporate stock that result from earnings retentinn are taxed
as capital gains to the shareholder. Clearlv. this svstem does violence
to the principle that all income be taxed alike. Dividends mav be sub-
ject to a combined corporate and individual tax burden as high as 73
percent.! Retained earnings bear a 46-percent corporate tax plus a
capital gains tax when the shareholder sells his stock. Corporate-
source income, therefore. will generallv be taxed at the same marginal
tax rate as other kinds of income only in the case of corporations with
zero marginal tax rates (i.e., negative taxable income or excess credits)

! For example, consider $100 of corporate-source income before taxes. There will
generally be a corporate income tax of $46. If the remaining $3¢ {8 distributed as
a dividend to a taxpayer in the 50-percent bracket, the individual income tax will
be $27, for a combined tax burden of $73.
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who pay out all their earnings as dividends. In other cases, corporate-
source income will be taxed more or less heavily than the shareholder’s
ordinary income.

The present system is held responsible for creating economic in-
efficiency by distorting several types of business decisions. Share-
holders (especially those in relative low tax brackets) have an incen-
tive to invest in assets other than corporate stock in order to avoid
double taxation. Corporations have an incentive to finance their opera-
tions with debt rather than equity because interest payments are de-
ductible (and hence not subject to double taxation). gorporations also
have an incentive to retain earnings, rather than pay out dividends,
to avoid double taxation if they can ultimately distrﬁ;ute that money
to shareholders as part of a liquidation or in connection with a take-
over, the proceeds from which are usually subject to tax at capital
gains rates. These distortions caused by the present system of taxin
corporations have been blamed for reducing capital formation an
productivity growth, preventing the allocation of capital to its most
efficient uses, weakening the nation’s financial structure through ex-
cessive reliance on debt, and encouraging mergers and acquisitions.

One way to treat corporate-source income would be to tax all of it,
dividends and retained earnings, as if it were earned directly by
shareholders. This is essentially the way subchapter S corporations
are treated today. The corporate income tax could be retained as a
withholding tax, for which shareholders would receive a refundable
credit on their own tax returns just as they do for the present with-
holding taxes on waﬁes, interest and dividends,

Unfortunately, when applied to large corporations, this type of com-
plete integration of the corporate and individual income taxes pre-
sents serious technical problems.? As a result, much more attention has
focused on simply reducing or eliminating the double taxation of
dividends, without modifying the treatment of retained earnings. This
can be done either through the dividend deduction approach or the
shareholder credit approach. .

The dividend deduction approach is the simplest way to eliminate
double taxation of dividends. Corporations simply deduct their divi-
dends paid in determining taxable income, ir effect exempting from
the corporate income tax whatever income is distributed as dividends,
leaving that income to be taxed once at the shareholder level.

Under the shareholder credit approach, a shareliolder would make
two adjustments. First, he would “gross-up” the amount of the divi-
dend included in gross income by the amount of the corporate tax
deemed paid with respect to thaf income. Second, he would claim a
- refundable tax credit for the amount of the gross-up. If the share-
holder credits with respect to a corporation’s dividends exceeded the
amount of corporate tax actually paid by the corporation, it would
have to pay an additional tax to make up the shortfall.®

* For example, consider the situations in which two corporations own stock
in each other. Neither would know how much {n2ome to report until it had heard
from the other how much were the other's retained earnings. Also, there would be
problems in tracing audit adjustments at the corporate level through to each of
the shareholders. .

* Under many integration proposals, the amount of the gross-up would be de-
termined by a simple arithmetic formula whereby the shareholder would multiply
his dividend by 1.85 regardless of the amount of tax the corporation actually
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A number of considerations are relevant in choosing between these
two approaches. The dividends-paid deduction is simpler. However,
the shareholder credit provides Hexibility under which, for example,
the credit can be denled to tax-exempt organizations and foreign
shareholders for whom there is no U.S. double taxation. This would
reduce the revenue impact.

The argument for relieving the double taxation of dividends is
stronger to the extent that the corporate income tax base is broadened.
One problem that arises with the present relatively narrow corporate
tax base is that many profitable companies have zero or low marginal
tax rates because they use tax preferences, while others are subject to
the top 46-percent marginal tax rate. These differences create inequi-
ties and distortions between firms, which would be exacerbated if a new
deduction for dividends paid or shareholder credit were added to the
system. On the other hand, the arguments for relieving the double
taxation of dividends is weaker to the extent that marginal tax rates
in the individual and corporate income taxes are reduced from their
present levels, since the size of the distortions caused by double taxa-
tion are directly related to these marginal rates. In addition, eliminat-
ing double taxation would narrow the tax base and thus preclude
further opportunities for reducing marginal rates.

Of the bills discussed ir the Appendix, only S. 2147, S. 2557 and
H.R. 6628 eliminate double taxation of dividends. They exclude divi-
dends from the individual tax and, except for S. 2557, set the corporate
tax rate equal to the individual tax rate.

Consistent treatment of corporations and individuals

Another structural issue is the extent to which there should be con-
sistency between the corporate and individual income taxes, both in
terms of the tax bases and the tax rates. For example, if certain tax
benefits are provided to corgorations and not individuals, there may
be an incentive to conduct business in the corporate form and there
may be inequities and competitive advantages in favor of corporate
business. Also, if the corporate tax rate exceeds the top individual tax
rate and there is no double taxation of dividends, corporations will
have an incentive to pay out earnings as dividends up to the point
where their dividends-paid deduction exhausts their taxable income.
This would represent a significant change in the pattern of corporate
finance.

Noncash income

Income that is received in a form other than cash often presents

roblems in an income tax, particularly when the cash value of the
income is hard to determine. The principal tvpes of noncash income
include compensation for services ({)aid as fringe benefits and imputed
rent on owner-occupied homes and consumer durables.

pald. This is derived es follows: Assume $100 of corporate pre-tax income.
The corporate iocome tax Is $46, leaving $54 to be distributed as a dividend.
Thus, if the sharcholder multiplies his dividend by 1.85, he will include the full
$100 in income {($34)¢1.85==100). The shareholder's credit, then, would be 835
percent of the dividend, or $46. If the corporation actually paid only $40 owing
to tax preferences, it would have to pay an additional tax of $6.
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Fringe benefits

Present law excludes certain statutory fringe benefits from gross
income and, in theory, taxes all other fringe benefits.* In most cases,
the statutory fringes were intended by Congress as tax incentives for
employers to provide compensation in particular ways, and some of
the statutory ﬁrovisions contain restrictions designed to carry out Con-
gress’ intent that these fringe benefits should be widely available (e.g.,
coverage requirements for qualified pension lans). .

Although the Internal Revenue Service has prescribed consistent
rules for the treatment of some fringe benefits (e.g., an emplogpe’s r-
sonal use of a company car), many other fringe benefits, while theo-
retically subject to tax, have been treated haphazardly because employ-
ers and the iRS have difficulty valuing these benefits and attributing
them to particular employees. Thus, precisely what nonstatutory
fringes are actually taxed and how they are valued may vary from one
IRS district to another, and Congress has enacted riders on appropria-
tions bills and statutory changes to block the Service’s attempt to
issue regulations to create greater uniformity.

Under the hills discussed here, the tax base would be broadened by
repealing some of the present exclusions for fringe benefits. These
benefits, including the nonstatutory fringes discussed above, may be
difficult to tax for several reasons. First, how are the benefits to be
valued? When an airline provides free travel to its employees, for ex-
ample, what airfare is to be used in determining the employee’s income,
given that the passengers on the plane may be paying several different
fares and that the employee may be flying on a standby basis with a
lower priority than any of the regular passengers? Are the fringes to
be valued based on the employer’s cost iwhich may be very low in the
case of standby travel) or the fair market value of the benefits? Sec-
ond, how are benefits made available to employees as a group (gsuch as
term insurance or a tennis court) to be allocated to the individual
employees? ® In selecting the treatment of fringe benefits, the prob-
lems of inexact and complex valuations—would have to be balanced
against the equity and efficiency advantages of a broader tax base.

Imputed income

The two principal types of imputed income are rent on owner-
occupied homes and consumer durables. In a pure income tax, a home-
owner would be treated as someone in the business of renting his house.
He would report as income the fair market rental on the house Sim—
puted rent) and deduct all the costs associated with the house, includ-
ing interest, taxes, utilities and depreciation. Under present iaw, im-
puted rent is not taxed, deductions are allowed for interest and taxes,

¢ The statutory fringe benefits excluded from gross income are meals and lodg-
ing furnished for the convenience of the employer (sec. 119), educational assist-
ance (sec. 127), prepald legal services (sec. 120), child care (sec. 129), accident
and health preinjums (sec. 108), qualified pension plans (sec. 401), group-term
lite insurance (sec. 79), a $5,000 death benefit exclusion (sec. 101(g)), the rental
value of parsonages (sec. 107), and incentive stock optlons (sec. 422A). However,
th(ta! employer is denled a deduction for the bargain element of incentive stock
options.

* Allocation would not he necessary In a flat-rate system with the corporate tax
rate equal to the individual rate because businesses could simply be denied a de-
duction for certain fringe henefits, which could be excluded at the individual level.
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and deductions are denied for utilities, depreciation and most other
costs associated with homeownership. Thus, the tax preference for
homeownership equals the imputed rent minus the nondeductible
costs.* Consumer durables are treated the same way; no imputed rent
is included, but a deduction is allowed for “consumer” interest and
taxes.

Few people seriously propose taxing imputed rent on owner-occu-
ied homes or consumer durables because valuing the rentals would
e extremely complicated and there is a public policy to encourage

homeownership.” Rather, proposals to scale back the homeowner and
consumer durable preferences generally take the form of limits on,
or repeal of, the mortgage or consumer interest and property tax de-
ductions. Like most ad hoc approaches, however, these are not entirely
free from problems of their own. Unless it were accompanied by repeal
of the deduction for other nonbusiness taxes, repeal of the property
tax deduction would be viewed as discriminating against those States
and localities that rely disproportionately on the property tax. Limits
on, or repeal of, the mortgage and consumer interest deductions tend
to cut back the preference in proportion to the extent that the tax-
payer finances his home or durables with debt, rather than equity, and
such a nonuniform scaling back of preferences may make the system
less, rather than more, equitable. Furthermore, there is a practical
problem that money is fungible and that there is no real economic dis-
tinction between mortgage and consumer interest, on the one hand, and
other kinds of interest that are legitimate deductions in a tax on net
income, on the other.

These types of considerations lead to other proposals for reducing
the distortions and inequities associated with the treatment of interest
and homeownership. Some have proposed that taxpayers who rent
their home receive a tax benefit designed to put them on more equal
footing with homeowners. Also, it has been suggested that all interest
deductions be limited to investment income. None of the bills dis-
cussed in the Appendix attempt to tax imputed rent on homes or dur-
ables: however, severalrepeal or limit interest and tax deductions, and
S. 2817, H.R. 6944, and S. 2887 limit the nonmortgage interest deduc-
tion to investment income.

Unrealized income

Some types of income consist of increases in the value of assets prior
to the time when the taxpayer actually receives the income, such as by
selling or exchan%ing the assets. Taxing such unrealized income would
present two problems: (1) in some cases, it may be difficult to value
the asset in order to measure the income properly; and (2) the tax-
payer may not have access to cash with which to pay his tax.

*This 1s not the way homeowner preferences are treated in the annual tax
expediture budgets published by OMB. CBO, and the Joint Committee staff. In
those documents, the tax expenditure for homeowner:hip is defined as the mort-
gage interest and property tax deductions, on the assumpticon that taxing imputed
rent is not a serious possibility. Only for a house which is entirely debt-financed
and whose value is equal to its purchase price will the two measures of the pref-
erence he simi'ar,

T However, it should be noted that the United Kingdom taxed imputed reut on
homes for over a century—from the beginning of its income tax to 1963, By
that date, the property-value assessments on which the determination of impufed
rent was based had been rendered obsolete by fnflation, and the U.K. decided to
exempt imputed rent rather than update the assessments.
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Capital gains and losses is the area where unrealized income creates
the most serious problems. Assuming that taxing gains and deducting
losses as they accrue is ruled out because of the valuation and liqilidity
problems.® the only alternative is to tax them when realized ; that is,
when the asset is sold or exchanged or some other recognition event
occurs. Because selling an asset is generally within the taxpayer’s dis-
cretion, & tax on realized gains gives taxpayers an incentive to defer
realization in order to postpone the tax.® This, in turn, has been a
justification for providing preferential treatment for long-term capi-
tal gains, the argument being that full taxation of such gains at high
ordinary rates would discourage sales of appreciated property to such
an extent that it would be counterproductive. Moreover, the fact that
realization of gains and losses is discretionary-has been the justifica-
tion for imposing ad Aoc limits on the deductibility of capital losses.!
Without such limits, taxpayers who own a variety of assets could real-
ize their losses and defer their gains, thereby escaping tax despite the
fact that they had substantial real income. Thus, the treatment of
capital gains deviates in & number of respects from what would exist
in a pure income tax.

In recent years, Congress has moved towards taxing some unrealized
income, generally in areas where the valuation and hiquidity problems
were not significant, the income tended to be received by sophisticated
taxpayers, and there was serious potential for tax aveidance. In 1969,
Congress required periodic inclusions of discount income on corpo-
rate original issue discount bonds.)' In 1981, Congress adopted a
market-to-market system of accrual taxation for commodity futures
contracts.

Tax treatment of saving and borrowing

A number of analysts believe that the individual income tax should
be replaced by a tax on consumer spending, which could be a progres-
sive tax just like the income tax. To convert the income tax into a tax
on consumer expenditures, it would not be necessary for taxpayers to
add up all their purchases of consumer goods and services. Rather,
a consumption tax could be implemented through several modifica-
tions of the income tax, which make use of the arithmetical result that
a person’s after-tax income is either spent on consumption or saved.
Thus, a consumgtion tax base could be implemented by starting with
an income tax base, allowing taxpayers to deduct all purchases of
assets during the year, all tax payments, and all repayment of debt,
and requiring them to add to the tax base the proceeds from all sales
of ascets and from all borrowing.

® Some also believe that there would be a constitutional problem with taxing
unrealized gaips.

® Furthermore, the present rule under which an heir steps up the basis of in-
herited assets to the fair market value for estate tax purposes means that hold-
ing onto appreciated property can ultimately result in escaping any income tax
on the appreciation.

* Currently, individuals may deduct capital losses agalnst capital gains and
up to $3.000 of ordinary income. Unused capital losses may be carried forward.
Corporations may not deduct capital losses against ordinary income. Their carry-
forward is limited to 5 years, but they get a 3-year carryback. .

" In the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, the inclusion for-
mula was revised and periodic inclusion was extended to noncorporate bonds
and stripped coupon bonds.

11-384 0 - 83 -- 3
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Effect on incentives -

Proponents of the consumption tax base argue that the income tax,
by taxing income from capital, encourages taxpayers to consume their
income now rather than save for future consumption and that a con-
sumption tax would not distort this decision. Advocates of the income
tax do not generally dispute this proposition but argue that the effect
is not large enough to justify a change, that society can increase its
saving by reducing government budget deficits and that other eco-
nomic inefficiencies would be caused by the high marginal tax rates
which would be necessary if saving were excluded from the tax base.
Equity

Advocates of the consumption tax also argue that such a tax would
be more equitable. Consider a simple example in which two taxpayers
each earn $100. One consumes his after-tax income immediateiy, while
the other invests it at 10 percent and consumes the proceeds the next
year. Under an income tax with a 50-percent rate, both taxpayers
would pay $50 in the first year, but the saver would pay an additional
$2.50 on his $5 of investment income in the second year. Under a con-
sumption tax, the taxpayer who spends in the first year swould pay $50
that year, while the saver would pay $55 in the second year; that is,
the present value of their tax burden would be the same. (Under an
income tax limited to personal service income, they both would pay
$50 in the first year, so that their tax burdens would be identical in
both years.) Proponents of a consumption tax argue that these two
taxpayers are similarly situated because they have exactly the same
ogportunities over the two-year period and that it is equitable for
them to pay the same tax either directly (as in an income tax on per-
son;l service income) or in present value terms (as in & consumption
tax).

Critics of the consumption tax approach argue that a year-by-year
comparison is more appropriate than a lifetime perspective and that,
from this standpoint, the two taxpayers are only similarly situated
in the first year, with the saver better off in the second year and, hence,
able to pay more tax that year. They also argue that the equity argu-
ment in favor of the consumption tax hinges on treating bequests as
consumption and taxing them as such when a person dies. This, how-
ever, would be a controversial aspect of any consumption tax, since the
bequests would be taxed again when consumed by the heirs. Moreover,
taxpayers who are consuming more than their income because they
are facing hard times, like the unemployed, would fare worse under a
consumption tax than under an income tax, which may not be consid-
ered a fair result. Other taxpayers whose burdens would be higher
under a consumption tax would include the elderly and parents put-
ting their children through college.

Problems with the income tax

One argument for a consumption tax is that it would moot many
of the questions that make it difficult to structure an income tax. A con-
sumption tax would require no special rules for indexing the definition
of income from capital and borrowing for inflation, capital gains and
losses, depreciation, inventory accounting, or unrealized income. How-
ever, some structural gmblems with the income tax, like the treatment
of many fringe benefits and of imputed income, would. remain; and

\
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the consumption tax would create some new prof)lems, like the treat- -
ment of gifts and bequests.

Marginal tax rates

A consumption base would be narrower than a comprehensive income
base (although not necessarily narrower than the present income tax
base), and higher-income people tend to save a larger percentage of
their income than others. Tﬁerefore, to raise a given amount of revenue
with a given degree of progressivity, the consumption base would
require hiFher marginal tax rates than an income base. These-higher
rates would increase the ill effects of whatever distortions remained in
the consumption tax system.,

Transition issues

There would be difficulties in effecting a transition from &n income
tax to a consumption tax. It would be unfair, foriexample, to tax con-
sumption out of wealth which had been accumul&ted out of after-tax
income under the prior income tax. A transition rule to prevent such
double taxation, however, such as allowing taxpayers to deduct the
basis of assets held on the effective date of the consumption tax in
order to grandfather consumption out of previously taxed income,
would have a large revenue loss in the early years of the tax and would
virtually exempt many wealthy people from tax for a period of years,

C. Tax Expenditure Provisions

In addition to addressing the structural problems outlined above,
a thorough review of the income tax would have to confront the variety
of special provisions that have been added to the law over the years to
provide incentive for particular kinds of activities or to provide relief
to particular kinds of taxpayers. There are about 100 such tax expndi-
ture provisions, more than one-quarter of which have been enacted
since 1976. They include exclusions for certain kinds of income, deduc-
tions for costs other than the costs of earning income, tax credits, and
tax deferral provisions.

In this regard, there are several important considerations. Tax ex-
penditures have the advantage that they can be plugged into an ad-
ministrative mechanism through which the government already com-
municates with a large number of its citizens. Tax expenditures do not
generally require separate or detailed application forms, and they are
received relatively quickly. On the other hand, most tax expenditures
make the tax system more complex for the taxpayer and also reduce
the extent to which the public perceives the system to be equitable.
In addition, if the tax expenditure takes the form of an exclusion or
deduction in a‘system with progressive rates, it provides a higher rate
of subsidy to high-income than to low-income taxpayers, a result
which may be undesirable. Unless the tax expenditure is refundable,
it will not be available to taxpayers with no tax liability, and if such
taxpayers are corpcrations, they may have a purely tax-motivated in-
centive to merge with taxpaying units. Tax expenditures may also
cause administrative problems for the agency administering the tax
system, which may be required to deal with policy issues outside its
normal area of expertise. Tax expenditures have also been criticized
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for being, in effect, entitlement programs which are not reviewed each
year as part of the appropriations process and not subject to the con-
trols which the budget process imposes on new entitlement authority.
(However, in recent years Congress has tended to put termination
dates on many new tax expenditure provisions to encourage periodic
review of them.)

Analysis of tax expenditures generally involves two issues. First,
whether the nontax policy goal accomplished by the tax expenditure
is worth the lost revenue ang whatever other tax policy goals are being
sacrificed must be decided. This is likely to be based on efficiency
(benefit-cost), distributional, and administrative considerations sim-
ilar to those discussed in the first part of this pamphlet. The second
decision is whether other approaches to achieve the nontax policy goal,
such as spending or regulation, would be preferable. After reviewing
tax expenditure provisions as part of ap overhual of the income tax,
Congress could decide that the nontax policy goals of certain tax ex-
penditures should be accomplished with spending programs, in which
case not all the revenue raised by broadening the tax base would be
available to finance tax rate reductions. For example, if the charitable
deduction were repealed, Congress might want to enact & spending
program under which the Federal Government matches private con-
tributions to charitable organizations. Conceivably, this matching

ant program would cost as much as the revenue loss from the

eduction,

Most of the bills discussed in the Appendix repeal all, or most, of
the tax expenditure provisions and use the resulting revenue gain
to finance tax rate reductions.
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IV. ISSUES IN TRANSITION TO A NEW SYSTEM

A. General Transition Issues

Hypothetically. if a comprehensive income tax bill were enacted and
made effective overnight, taxpayers would experience sharp swings in
after-tax income, wealth, and cashflow. Contracts and investments
which were profitable under the old tax rules could be rendered un-
profitable. Taxpayers who made tax-preferred investments under the
old rules would experience an abrupt decline in current (after-tax)
income and in wealth—the capitalized value of future income—rela-
tive to taxf)ayers holding ordinary investments. This reduction in tax-
payer wealth might be regarded asesarticularly inequitable when the
shelter was designed and encouraged by Congress in order to achieve
certain social or economic objectives, as in the case of tax-free munic-
ipal bonds. On the other hand, windfall losses due to the elimination
of abusive tax shelters would not necessarily be viewed as undesirable
tax policy.

Suddn changes in taxpayers’ incomes may also create a (ferceptio_n
of inequity because taxgayers may find it difficult to adjust their
spending patterns to sudden changes in their after-tax income, This is
particularly true of changes which affect low- and moderate-income
taxpayers.

- B, General Transition Rule Options

The goals of wealth fproi;ecl;ion and time-to-adjust can be achieved
by two general types of transition rules: (1) grandfather clauses and
(2) phase-in provisions. Grandfather clauses permit (or require) con-
tracts and investments, initiated under the old tax rules, to be gov-
erned by the old law. If the grandfather clause is available on an
elective basis, the taxpayer can avoid being made worse off as a result
of the tax change; while if the clause requires old-law tax treatment,
then some windfall gains, due to the tax law change, are also elimi-
nated. A grandfathering provision may apply to all eligible invest-
ments or be limited to owner of the investment at the time the change
in tax rules was first considered or enacted. If the clause is limited to
the original owner, then taxpayers may not be protected against wind-
fall losses if the investment is sold to another, ineligible, investor. If
the investment, rather than the owner, is grandfathered, then the
owner is protected against & windfall loss even if the investment is
sold after the tax law change; indeed, since the grandfather clause
creates a limited supply of old-law investments, original owners may
reap windfall gains under such a rule. Also, if a tax change has been
widely anticipated for a long time prior to enactment, asset values
mag reflect the likelihood of the change, and a grandfather rule may
lead to windfall increases in asset values.

Phase-in provisions may be used to delay the effect of new tax rules
on both existing and new investments. With respect to existing invest-

(29)
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ments, a phase-in rule provides temporary and partial protection of
asset values compared to an elective grandfather clause. The longer
and more gradual a phase-in rule, the more similar it is to a grand-
father clause. In the limit, if the new tax rules are only phased-in
after existing investments are scrapped, then the phase-in provision is

recisely equivalent to a grandfather clause for existing investments.

owever, since may investments, such as homes, last 30 years or more,
very long phase-in rules would be required to effectively grandfather
all existing investments. With respect to new assets, the effect of a
phase-in period is primarily to slow the rate of transition, thereby
a]lowinﬁ taxpayers adequate time to adjust. Phase-in provisions may
gradually change tax laws or simply provide a grace period in advance
of a major chanﬁe in rules, Both a gradual phase-in and a grace period
moderate wealth changes on existing assets and provide taxpayers
time to adjust.

Three criteria for selecting between the alternative grandfathering
and phase-in approaches are: (1) effectiveness in achieving the twin
goals of moderating adverse wealth effects and providing taxpayers
adequate time to adjust, (2) absence of perverse incentives for tax-
payers to make non-economic, tax-motivated investments during the
transition period, and (3) simplicity of transition rules. It is unlikely
that any one transition rule best satisfies all three criteria, so that the
choice among alternatives requires judgment about the relative impor-
tance of these objectives. !

C. Specific Issues in the Transition to a Comprehensive
Income Tax

This section surveys some of the specific transition problems
associated with eliminating some of the major exclusions and deduec-
tions.

Exclusions.-—Some of the most important exclusions in the indi-
vidual income tax are the exclusions for: (1) transfer payments like
social security and public assistance, (2) fringe benefits, and (3) 60

rcent of capital gains, Including transfer payments in taxable
imncome would reduce the benefit from these ﬁaayments to recipients
whose income exceeds the level at which people begin to pay tax. It
would be possible to readjust benefit schedules to compensate for
inclusion in taxable income for taxpayers with a particular marginal
tax rate, but this could take Federal and State governments a period
of several years. To allow for such legislation, it may be appropriate
to delay the effective date of repeal of the exclusion for transfer pay-
ments or to phase it in. To the extent benefits are not readjusted for
inclusion or the taxpayer’s marginal tax rate is higher than the rate
on which the benefit readjustment was based, current and future
recipients would be adversely affected. This could create a problem,
such as for people who have already retired or expect soon to retire on
the basis of a certain level of tax-exempt retirement benefits (like
social security). One possible response to this problem would be to
grandfather retirement benefits that accrued prior to the change in the
law. The drawback of grandfathering accrued retireemnt benefits is
the difficulty in distinguishing retirement benefits accrued before the
law change from those accruing afterward. For this reason it might
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be simgler to tax a gradually risinf percentage of retirement benefits.
Thi« phase-in approach would tax least the benefits of those taxpayers
nearest to retirement.

. Including fringe benefits in taxable income would reduce the effec-
tive salar{v of employees now benefiting from fringes. Taxpayers

resumably would respond by substituting cash wages for some of the

ess desirable fringes, but this ceuld take time (e.g., to renegotiate
labor contracts). Moreover, there will be many cases in which workers
have accrued fringe benefits where realization has not take place. The
simplest transition rule would be to allow a grace period of one or
more years in which realization of accrued fringe benefits could take
place under the old tax law and taxpayers would have time to modify
compensation arrangements.

Including 100 percent of capital gains in taxable income (without
reducing tax rates) would reduce the value of many assets, The reduc-
tion in value would be largest for assets whose return is disproportion-
ately in the form of capital gains (e.g., gold, discount bonds, and
homes). While. accrued but unrealized capital gains could be grand-
fathered by applying the new rules only to appreciation occurring
after the effective date &a fresh start), this would require the segre-
gation of assets acquired prior to the law change, and measurement
of the market value of these assets. This approach was used when the
original income tax was enacted in 1913 and when carryover of basis
was enacted in 1976, but it created difficulties each time. An alternative
approach would be to provide a grace period during which accrued
capital gains could be realized under the preseiit tax law. This, how-
ever, would give taxpayers an incentive to sell assets during the grace
period, thereby distorting decisions. A third approach would be to
retain existing law for assets owned on the effective date, but this
could discourage sales of those assets. Under any of these options, the
inclusion of capital gains in taxable income of future owners would
lower the price at which some assets could be resold, so that some of
the transition rule would eliminate the dcecline in wealth due to the
full inclusion of capital gains. If tax rates are substantially lowered
at the same time the capital gains exclusion is eliminated, the effective
rate of tax on capital gains may not increase as a result of compre-
hensive income tax reform, which may reduce the need for transition
rules; however, there still could be declines in the values of assets
whose return consists disproportionately of capital gains.

Itemized deductions.—The most important itemized deductions in
the indivicual income tax are the deductions for interest, state and
local taxes paid, charitable contributions, and medical expenses.

Eliminating the deduction for mortgage interest would significantly
increase the tax liability of most homeowners as well as reducing the
market value of most homes. Grandfathering interest paid on existing
home mortgages would (frobect recent homebuyers from an increase
in tax liabiﬁty but would not prevent the present owners of the hous-
ing stock from suffering a loss in property value. To fully é)rotect
homeowners, old-law treatment would have to be accorded to
the existing stock of housing in perpetuity. The transition problems
associated with housing are especially difficult because housing is
extremely durable and repreesnts a large portion of taxpayer wealth.
One possible transition rule would be to allow existing homeowners
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to take & deduction or credit for the estimated reduction in property
value due to the tax law change. While this would compensate the
losers from eliminating the mo interest deduection, it would be
difficult te estimate accurately monetary loss. Alternatively, a
phase-in could moderate the decline in home prices.

Elimination of the deduction against Federal income tax for certain
kinds of State and local taxes paid would increase the tax liabilities of
itemizing taxpayers who pay m'gh State and local taxes. This would
put some pressure on State and local governments to change their mix
on tax revenues., Therefore, & grace geriod would give State legisla-
tures time to make the appropriate adjustments.

Elimination of the charitable contribution deduction would reduce
the level of charitable giving, perhaps substantially. This would re-
duce the revenue of organizations that rely on charitable contributions
and force a reduction in their pro?‘ams and outlays. A phase-in period
would provide time for charitable organizations to develop alterna-
tive sources of revenues and to bring expenditure plans in line with
income.

Elimination of the medical expense deduction would increase the
tax liability of itemizing taxpayers whose unreimbursed medical ex-
penses exceed 5 Eercent of ad)usted gross income. A phase-in or grace
period could be helpful to allow taxpayers time to raise their medical
Insurance ooverage. ) . o .

The number of transition problems which arise in the adoption of a
new tax system are numerous and often are different for the different
provisions being changed. These transition problems should be con-
sidered one-by-one comprehensive income tax bill. None of the bills
discussed in the Appendix addresses transition issues, although some
have delayed effective dates for the bills as a whole.
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DESCRIPTION OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME TAX RILLS
IN THE 97TH CONGRESS

Twelve bills (7 in the House and 5 in the Senate) have been intro-
duced in the 97th Congress which address the issues of comprehensive
income tax reform. Generally, these bills broaden the income tax base
by repealing or modifying tax expenditures and lower and flatten the
individual income tax rate schedule. A number of these legislative
initiatives also address structural issues in the current income tax
system including the marriage penalty, the treatment of saving, the
effect of inflation in defining income from capital, and the relationship
between the corporate and in/lividual income taxes. These comprehen-
sive income tax bills range along a spectrum from those with a ve
broad base and a low flat rate to more narrowly based taxes wi
moderately progressive rates. A brief description of these bills follows,
proceeding from the pure flat rate to the progressive rate proposals.

Eight of the twelve comprehensive income tax reform bills are

roportional tax plans. These flat-rate proposals eliminate progressiv-
1ty at the upper income range, while retaining some progressivity in
the lower range depending on the level of personal exemptions for
taxpayers, spouses, and dependents. The reduction in progressivity is
accompanied by a more uniform tax burden among taxpayers with
equal 1ncomes,

Proportional tax bills

H.R. 5518 (Rep. Crane) and S. 2200 (Sen. Helms), the “Flat
Rate Tax Act of 1982,” repeal all exemptions, exclusions, credits, and
deductions other than a personal exemption of $2,000. A flat rate of
10 (i)ercent 15 imposed on gross income of individuals (including estates
and trusts). The bill does not address corporate income taxation.

H.R. 6352 (Rep. Paul), the “Flat Rate Tax Act of 1982,” is similar
to the Helms/Crane bill except that the personal exemption is a flat
$10,000 per tax return.

H.R. 6741 (Rep. Dreier), the “Flat Tax Act of 1982,” is identical to
the Helms/Crane bill except the individual income tax rate is 14
percent rather than 10 percent. L.

H.R. 4821 (Rep. Hansen), the “Tax Simplification Act,” is similar
to the Helms/Crane bill except that the personal exemption is kept at
$1,000, the tax rate is 14 percent, and some deductions and exclusions
are retained. Rep. Hansen’s bill retains the exclusions for: (1) life
insurance proceeds payable by reason of death and the $5,000 exclu-
sion for employee death benefits, (2) gifts and inheritances, (3) in-
come from tEe discharge of indebtednes, (4) income from the recovery
of bad debts, and (5) contributions in aid of construction. It retains

(38)
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all deductions in. arriving at adjusted gross income except for: (1)
moving expenses, (2) individual retirement accounts and certain other
retirement plans, (3) two-earner couples, and (4) 60 percent of long-
term capital gains. Also, the Hansen proposal retains the itemized
deductions for: (1) business or investment expenses, (2) charitable
contributions to churches, and (3) medical expenses in excess of 10
percent of AGI. The alimony deduction is made an itemized
deduction.

H.R. 6070 (Rep. Panetta), the “Income Tax Simplification Act of
1982,” broadens both the individual and corporate income tax bases
and converts the personal exemption into a credit. H.R. 6070 elimi-
nates all other tax credits and all exclusions except for gifts and in-
heritances. In addition, H.R. 6070 eliminates all itemized deductions
except: (1) trade or business expenses, (2) losses other than from
wagering, and (8) expenses for fproducing income. The special rules
for travel expense deductions of State legislators are repealed. The
computation of taxable for business income is revised to allow deduc-
tions only (1) trade or business expenses, (2) losses, (3) amortization
of construction period interest angetaxes, (4) contributions to black
lung benefit trust funds, and (5) business startup costs. Deductions for
business entertainment are repealed. Insurance companies are made
subject to the general corporate tax rules. The alternative capital gains
tax rate for corporations is repealed. The $1,000 personal exemption
for taxpayers and dependents is converted from a deduction to a
credit of $1,000 for taxpayers and a credit of $200 for dependents. The
extra exemptions for age and blindness are also converted to $200
credits. (At a 19-percent tax rate, a $1,000 credit is equivalent to a
$5,263 personal exemption deduction, and a $200 credit is equivalent
to a $1,053 deduction.) H.R. 6070 also imposes a low graduated tax
on corporate income, mn§ing from 3 to 15 percent.

Senator DeConcini (S. 2147) and Rep, Dannemeyer (H.R. 6628)
have introduced flat-rate bills which instruct the Treasury to create
a tax slystem based on a tax reform proposal designed by Robert Hall
and Alvin Rabushka of the Hoover Institution. The bills differ onl
with respect to the tax rate which is “not to exceed 20 percent” in S.
2147 and is “not exceed 15 percent” in HL.R. 6628, Essentially, the bills
tax all income at a single flat rate. However, immediate expensing is
allowed for all capital expenditures. Rules are provided to prevent
double taxation of corporate-source income; that is, income is taxed
either to a business or to an individual but not to both. (With a single
flat rate applying to both corporations and individuals, it does not
really matter where the income is taxed.) Exemptions are provided to
relieve the tax burden from poor households.

rregressive rate bills

In contrast to the pure flat-rate tax bills, Senators Quayle, Bradley,
and Mitchell, and Rep. Gephardt have introduced broad based tax
reform bills with progressive rate schedules. These bills are designed
to reap the advantages of a broader base income tax without giving up
some tax rate pro ion, -

S. 2557 (Sen. Quayle), the “SELF—Tax Plan Act of 1982,” taxes
individual income at & graduated rate ranging up to 25 percent, and
corporate income at a flat 20 percent. It also significantly broadens
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the individual and corporate income tax bases, It establishes the fol-
lowing principles to govern base broadening: (1) deductions shall be
allowed for ordinary and necessary business expenses, (2) there should
be no tax on dividends, interest or gain from the sale of a busincss,
(3) the marriage penalty shall be eliminated, and (4) social security
and other retirement benefits should not be taxed twice.

Senator Bradley (S. 2817) and Rep. Gephardt (H.R. 6944) have
introduced the “Fair Tax Act of 1982.” The Bradley/Gephardt bill
is a progressive-broad based bill. It does not address the corporate
income tax. The individual income tax is converted to a flat 14-per-
cent normal tax on taxable income and a surtax, with rates between
6 and 14 percent, on adjusted gross income in excess of $25,000 for
single persons and $40,000 for married couples. The Bradley-Gephardt
bill repeals the exclusions for income earned abroad; interest on in-
dustrial development or housing bonds; interest and dividends; re-
invested dividends from public utility stock; interest on life insurance
saving, scholarship and fellowship income in excess of tuition; one-
third of employer-provided health insurance premiums; employer-
provided child care, educatic 1al assistance, group-term life insurance,
and prepaid legal services: unemployment compensation; and dis-
ability pay. It repeals all r :nrefundable tax credits except the for-
eign tax credit. It repeals the deductions for expensed intangible drill-
ing costs, percentage depletion, amortization of reforestation expendi-
tures and pollution control facilities, 60 percent of net long-term
capital gains, second earners, expensed construction period interest
and taxes, casualty and theft losses, adoption expenses, nonmortgage
interest in excess of investment income, State and local taxes other
than income and real property taxes, medical expenses below 10 per-
cent of AGI, and the charitable deduction for nonitemizers. The per-
sonal exemption is increased to $1,500 for each taxpayer and $1,750
for a single head-of-household. The zero bracket amount is increased
to $4,600 for married couples. The child care credit is converted
into an itemized deduction. The exclusion of up to $125,000 of
gain on the sale of 2 home by a person aged 55 or over would apply to
the normal tax but not the surtax. A 14-percent tax would be imposed
on the investment income of pension plans, IRAs and H.R. 10 plans.
The proposal is designed to mirror the present law distribution of the
income tax burden by income class.

S. 2887 (Sen. Mitchell) the “Personal Income Tax Reform Act of
1982.” is identical to the Bradley/Gephardt bill except the rates are
more progressive (12 percent normal tax and 8 to 24 percent surtax),
the business meal deduction is repealed, and the medical expense
deduction is the same as present law (i.e., excess over 5 percent of
AGI is deductible). o :
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U.S. SENATOR
Democrat/New Jersey

2107 Dirksen Senate Office Building ¢  Washington, D.C. 20510 o 202/224-3224

WASHINGTON -- CatLing 1T "THE FAIR TAx AcT,” SEN. BitL BrabLeY
AND ReP, RICHARD GEPMARDT TODAY INTRODUCED LEGISLATION DESIGNED TO
MAKE THE FEDERAL INCOME TAX MORE EQUITABLE, SIMPLE AND EFFICIENT BY
LOWERING TAX RATES AND ELIMINATING MANY TAX DEDUCTIONS, CREDITS AND
EXCLUSIONS, .

BraDLEY, D-N.J., 1S A MEMBER OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE AND
Squ oF THE "EconoMIC ADVISORY GROUP® FOR SENATE DEMOCRATS, GEPHARDT,

-Mo, , seaﬁss ON THE Eouss WAY? AND_MeaNs (OMMITTEE AND IS CHAIRMAN OF

THE HOUSE DEMOCPATIC ECONOMIC TASK FORCE.

B;LON ARE PREPARED FLOOR STATEMENTS BY BRADLEY AND GEPHARDT,
PLUS A "FACT SHEET ON THE LEGISLATION.

MR, BraDLEY. Mg, PRESIDENT,.FOR GENERATIONS AMERICANS HAVE BEEN
LOOKING TO THE FUTURE WUTH THE EXPECTATION THAT A GROWING ECONOMY WOULD
OFFER THEM OPPORTUNITY TO IMPROVE THEIR POSITION IN LIFE AND COULD BRING
THEIR CHILDREN EVEN GREATER PROSPERITY, )

Y€ ARE NOW IN THE WORST RECESSION IN HALF A CENTURY. MORE THAN
10 MILLION PEOPLE ARE OUT OF WORK, BANKRUPTCY IS ALMOST COMMONPLACE.
PLANNED INVESTMENT IS BEING HELD BACK, ECONOMIC GROWTH DWINDLES,

~ No ONE CAN CLAIM TO HAVE ALL THE ANSWERS TODAY, FOR WE ARE ENTERING

A NEW ERA WITH NEW PROBLEMS. IT IS CLEAR, THOUGH, THAT IN THE SHORT TERM
_WE CANNOT MAKE ANY REAL PROGRESS TOWARD ECONOMIC STABILITY UNTIL WE
REDRESS THE CURRENT IMBALANCE IN OUR FISCAL AND MONETARY POLICIES.

MAINTAINING GROWTH OVER THE LONG HAUL WILL BE EVEN MORE CHALLENGING.
WE FACE INCREASING COMPETITION IN THE WORLD'S MARKETS AT A TIME WHEN WE
MUST ADJUST CONTINUALLY TO RAPID TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE AND WHEN OUR ECONOMY
IS EVOLVING INTO ONE BASED MORE ON KNOWLEDGE THAN ON PHYSICAL LABOR. _

IN GOVERNMENT AND IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR, WE MUST ADJUST WITH BOLD
INITIATIVE, WE SHOULD:

-~ RESTRUCTURE AND SIMPLIFY THE FEDERAL IncoMe Tax CopE.

-~ LONSOLIDATE ALL FORMS OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING INTC A UNIFIED
EEDERAL BUDGET,

-~ RECOGNIZE THAT WE ARE INEXTRICABLY TIED TO THE WORLD ECONOMY.
XPAND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, PURE AND APPLIED,

OSTER COOPERATION IN THE WORKPLACES OF AMERICA,
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THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT WILL BE IMPORTANT IN DETERMINING HOW
WE ACCOMPLISH ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION, GOVERNMENT MUST SET FAIR
RULES.,

UNFORTUNATELY, WE'RE AT A POINT WHEN, ACCORDING TO A PUBLIC
OPINION SURVEY, FOUR OUT OF FIVE AMERICANS BELIEVE THAT THEY WON'T
GET AHEAD IF THEY FOLLOW THE RULES., NOWHERE IS THIS MORE EVIDENT

THAN IN THE AREA OF TAX RULES,

OUuR TAX CODE 1S FAR TOO COMPLEX AS A RESULT OF REPEATED
ATTEMPTS TO USE IT AS A VEHICLE FOR POLITICAL FAVORITISM AND SOCIAL
ENGINEERING, THE AVERAGE TAXPAYER MUST CONTEND WITH PAGES AND
PAGES OF INTIMIDATING FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS. EVEN LAWYERS AND
ACCOUNTANTS OFTEN CANNOT MAKE SENSE OUT OF THE MAZE OF DEDUCTIONS,
EXCLUSIONS AND CREDITS IN THE CODE,

THE AVAILABILITY OF SO MANY TAX PREFERENCES ALSO REDUCES
THE SIZE OF THE TAX BASE. MAINTAINING HIGH TAX RATES IS NO REMEDY,
HIGH TAX RATES ONLY SERVE TO LIMIT INCENTIVES TO WORK MORE, TO SAVE
MORE AND TO INVEST MORE. IN ADDITION; TAX PREFERENCES ENCOURAGE
PEOPLE TO INVEST IN ENTERPRISES OR ACTIVITIES WITH RATES OF RETURN
WHICH ARE INFLATED BY THE TAX CODE, THIS CAUSES INEFFICIENT
ALLOCATION OF OUR ECONOMY'S RESOURCES AND IMPEDES GROWTK, BuT,

TO GET A DRAMATIC REDUCTION IN TAX RATES, WE MUST ELIMINATE MANY
TAX PREFERENCES,

FINALLY, A MAJORITY OF THE NATION'S 103 MILLION TAXPAYERS
BELIEVE THE TAX CODE IS UNFAIR. [ THINK THEY ARE SAYING THAT CERTAIN
GROUPS AVOID PAYING THEIR FAIR SHARE AND THAT SOMEBODY ELSE WITH
THE SAME INCOME IS DOING BETTER BY THE TAX CODE THAN THEY ARE,
MANY, IN FACT, ARE LOSING RESPECT FOR THE INTEGRITY OF THE TAX
LAWS,

IN VIEW OF THESE PROBLEMS, | THINK T IS TIME TO RESTRUCTURE
THE TAX CODE -- INCREASING FAIRNESS, SIMPLICITY AND EFFICIENCY.

WE SHOULD HAVE A TAX CODE IN WHICH ALL CITIZENS WITH EQUAL
INCOMES ARE TREATED ESSENTIALLY THE SAME WAY. WE SHOULD HAVE A
TAX CODE THAT 1S SIMPLE ENOUGH FOR ALL CITIZENS TO HAVE AT LEAST
A BASIC UNDERSTANDING OF HOW THE SYSTEM WORKS AND HOW THEIR OW!

TAX OBLIGATIONS ARE DETERMINED, WE SHOULD HAVE A TAX CODE WHICH
ALLOWS TAXPAYERS TO MAKE TKEIR ECONOMIC DECISIONS ON THE BASIS OF
REAL VALUE IN THE MARKETPLACE -- WITH LITTLE, IF ANY, REGARD FOR THE
TAX IMPLICATIONS.



42

THE BEST WAY TO ACHIEVE THESE GOALS IS TO LOWER THE TAX RATES
AND BROADEN THE TAX BASE,

SPECIFICALLY, | PROPOSE THAT WE DROP THE TAX RATE To 14% For

| SINGLE TAXPAYERS WITH INCOMES UP TO $25,000 AND FOR COUPLES WITH
INCOMES UP TO $40,000, AND THAT WE APPLY A PROGRESSIVE SURTAX
RANGING FROM 6% TO 14% FOR INCOMES ABOVE THOSE LEVELS, THIS WOULD
REDUCE THE MAXIMUM TAX RATE TO 281 FROM THE CURRENT ToP oF 50X,

To MAKE SURE THAT WE HAVE SUFFICIENT REVENUES FROM THESE RE-
DUCED TAX RATES, | PROPOSE THAT WE ELIMINATE MOST TAX CREDITS,
EXCLUSIONS AMD DEDUCTIONS EXCEPT FOR THE FEW CLAIMED OVER MANY YEARS
BY THE MAJORITY OF TAXPAYERS OR THOSE NEEDED TO ALLEVIATE GENUINE
HARDSHIP, THESE ARE CHARITABLE GIVING, HOME MORTGAGE INTEREST,

SOME MEDICAL EXPENSES, STATE AND LOCAL INCOME AND PROPERTY TAXES,

AND SOCIAL SECURITY AND VETERANS' BENEFITS, INTEREST EARNED ON

STATE AND MUNICIPAL GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS ALSO SHOULD REMAIN TAX-
EXEMPT TO FACILITATE RAISING REVENUES FOR APPROPRIATE PUBLIC PURPOSES,

To ENSURE FAIRNESS FOR TAXPAYERS AT THE LOW END OF THE INCOME
'SCALE, PART OF THE RATE REDUCTION SHOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED BY -IN-
CREASING THE PERso;AL EXEMPTION FROM THE CURRENT $1,000 10 $1,500
AND BY LIFTING THE ZERO BRACKET AMOUNT FOR JOINT RETURNS FROM THE
CURRENT $3,400 To $4,600,

ALonc wiTh ReP., RicHARD GEPHARDT, D-Mo., 1 AM TODAY INTRODUCING
THE FAaIR TAax AcT oF 1982 TO IMPLEMENT THIS PROPOSAL, AND | BELIEVE
THE SAME BASIC APPROACH CAN BE APPLIED TO CORPORATE TAXES AS WELL.
IN GENERAL, | AM CALLING FOR SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENTS OF OUR CURRENT
INCOME TAX SYSTEM, RATHER THAN A RADICALLY DIFFERENT KIND OF TAX
THAT WOULD REQUIRE A LONG TRANSITION AND LEARNING PROCESS, AND
THIS PROPOSAL WOULD MAINTAIN THE CURRENT LAW'S DISTRIBUTION OF TAX
LIABILITIES BY INCOME GROUP, RATHER THAN CAUSE A REDISTRIBUTION OF
THE INCOME TAX BURDEN, ALTHOUGH 60% 10 701 OF THE TAXPAYERS WOULD
BE PAYING LESS TAX.

SOME BENEFITS OF THIS TAX SYSTEM ARE 0BVIOUS, TAX COMPUTATION
WOULD BE EASIER FOR ALL TAXPAYERS, ESPECIALLY THOSE IN THE LOW
AND MIDDLE INCOME BRACKETS., MARGINAL TAX RATES WOULD DROP FOR NEARLY
ALL TAXPAYERS. REPEAL OF MANY SPECIAL PROVISIONS WOULD SIMPLIFY
THE FORMS AND THE INSTRUCTIONS, BY REDUCING THE NUMBER OF TAX
BRACKETS, WE WOULD VIRTUALLY ELIMINATE “BRACKET CREEP” DUE TO INFLA-
TION. FOR THE SAME REASON, THE SO-CALLED MARRIAGE PENALTY WOULD BE
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CUT SUBSTANTIALLY.

BuT BECAUSE WE WOULD BE COLLECTING THE SAME AMOUNT OF REVENUES
IN A DIFFERENT WAY, SOME PEOPLE WOULL E£ND UP PAYING LESS IN TAXES
AND OTHERS WOULD HAVE TO PAY MORE, UNDER THIS SYSTEM, MOST OF THE
NATION'S 60 MILLION TAXPAYERS CLAIMING THE STANDARD DEDUCT!ON
INSTEAD OF ITEMIZING WilLL PAY LESS THAN THEY WOULD UNDER EXISTING
LAW- SIMPLY BECAUSE THEIR RATES WILL BE LOWER, CITIZENS CLAIMING
RELATIVELY FEW ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS EITHER WILL BE BETTER OFF UNDER
THE PROPOSED SYSTEM, OR, AT WORST, SEE THEIR TAX BURDEM REMAIN
ABOUT THE SAME AS IT WOULD BE UNDER EXISTING LAW, THOSE WITH THE
MOST SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASED TAXLIABILITIES UNDER THE PROPOSED
SYSTEM WOULD BE THE TAXPAYERS WHO MAKE THE GREATEST USE OF DEDUCTIONS,
CREDITS AND EXCLUSIONS IN THE PRESENT LAW. AND;VMANY OF THESE
TAXPAYERS WOULD GIVE UP THEIR PREFERENCES, ALONG WITH THE HEADACHES
AND TIME SPENT TRYING TO AVOID TAXES, IN EXCHANGE FOR A LOWER MARGINAL
RATE,

IF WE TAKE THIS APPROACH, WE WOULD BE CORRECTING STRUCTURAL
PROBLEMS IN THE CURRENT CODE -- NOT PAPERING OVER THOSE PROBLEMS, AS
CONGRESS DID LAST YEAR BY APPROVING THE ADMINISTRATION’'S REQUEST FOR
A 25% ACROSS-THE-BOARD RATE CUT FOR INDIVIDUALS, THAT 1981 TaAx-cur
LEGISLATION ACTUALLY COMPOUNDS THE UNFAIRNESS, INEFFICIENCY AND THE
COMPLEXITY OF OUR TAX SYSTEM., IT 1S ONE REASON WHY | VOTED AGAINST
THE BILL, TO GENERATE AN INVESTMENT BOOM WITH DRAMATICALLY REDUCED
MARGINAL RATES, WE MUST RECOGNIZE THAT IT IS NOT JUST CUTTING TAXES
THAT IS IMPORTANT, WHAT MATTERS MOST IS THE WAY WE CUT TAXES,

THERE 1S NO FREE LUNCH, WE CANNOT AFFORD TO LOWER TAXES UNLESS WE
CLOSE LOOPHOLES AT THE SAME TIME, THAT IS THE LESSON OF THIS YEAR'S
RECORD BUDGET DEFICIT, [T IS ALSO THE LESSON OF THE BIGGEST TAX
INCREASE IN HISTORY CURRENTLY BEFORE THE CONGRESS.

UNLESS WE REVERSE THE TREND SET IN THE 1981 TAX CUT, THE ONLY
PEOPLE PAYING INCOME TAXES IN THE FUTURE WILL BE_THOSE WHOSE WAGES
AND SALARIES WILL BE SUBJECT TO WITHHOLDING, THAT PROSPECT 1S SIMPLY
UNACCEPTABLE IN A DEMOCRACY,

ON THE OTHER HAND, IF WE LOWER TAX RATES AND BROADEN THE TAX BASE,
I THINK WE CAN HAVE A TAX SYSTEM THAT REALLY ENCOURAGES THE PRODUCTIVE
WORK AND INVESTMENT NEEDED FOR SUSTAINED ECONOMIC GROWTH,

#HEH
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MR, QEPHARDT. MR. SPEAKER, YESTERDAY WAS THE FIRST ANNIVERSARY
OF THE LARGEST TAX RATE REDUCTION IN HISTORY, ToDAY, HOuse AND SENATE
CONFEREES ARE WORKING ON THE LARGEST TAX INCREASE IN HISTORY TO CLOSE
THE LOOPHOLES AND RECOUP WHAT WAS GIVEN AWAY LAST YEAR. [ THINK IT 15
ABOUT TIME THAT WE MAKE TAX POLICY IN A RATIONAL WAY, REDUCING TAX RATES
AND CLOSING LOOPHOLES AT THE SAME TIME -- RATHER THAN USING THIS
SCHIZOPHRENIC APPROACH OF RECENT YEARS,

Tue “Fa1r Tax Act of 1982" wHicH | AM INTRODUCING TODAY WOULD
DO JUST THAT. FIRST, IT WOULD REDUCE HIGH MARGINAL RATES WHICH DISTORT
ECONOMIC BEHAVIOR. [T WOULD PROVIDE THAT MOST AMERICANS WOULD PAY AT A
14% RATE AND REPLACE THE CURRENT 50% MAXIMUM RATE WITH A 28% RATE. AND
SECOND, IT WOULD ELIMINATE MOST OF THE TAX PREFERENCES, CREDITS AND
DEDUCTIONS WHICH HAVE MADE THE TAX SYSTEM SO COMPLEX AND INCOMPREHENSIBLE.
BuT 1T WOoULD RETAIN THOSE FEW DEDUCTIONS NEEDED TO MEASURE INCOME AND
ALLEVIATE GENUINE HARDSHIP,

SENATOR BitL BRADLEY 1S INTRODUCING AN IDENTICAL BItL IN THE
SeNATE TopAY. Our BILL IS NOT FLAT -- IT IS FAIR, AND EQUALLY IMPORTANT,
| THINK 1T WOULD GAIN THE SUPPORT OF THOSE PEOPLE DISILLUSIONED BY
TODAY'S MAZE OF CREDITS AND LOOPHOLES BECAUSE THEY COULD ACTUALLY
UNDERSTAND IT

I WOULD LIKE PERMISSION TO EXTEND MY REMARKS FOR THE RECORD SO
THAT | CAN SUMMARIZE THE MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE "FAIR Tax Act,”

L
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FACT SHEET ON THE BRADLEY-GEPHARDT

FAIR TAX ACT OF 1982

THE CONCEPT

This legislation lowers marginal rates and broadens the tax
base for non-corporate taxpayers by repealing and modifying most
exclusions, deductions and credits available under current law.

It is designed to take effect in 1984, at which time it will
raise approximately the same amount of revenues as existing law
without any significant change in the income distribution.

The top tax rate is reduced from 50% to 28%, For 70% to 80%
of non-corporate taxpayers, the top rate will be 148%. The only
deductions, credits and exclusions retained are those which are
generally available to most taxpayers or th.se which are needed to
measure income or alleviate genuine hardship.

At the same time, the Fair Tax Act increases personal exemptions
and the zero bracket amount for joint returns to provide more
generous relief to low-income families.

By reducing marginal rates, repealing the investment tax credit
and taxing all income the same way, the Fair Tax Act creates neutral
tax laws which do not make judgments about the gquality of investments.
This will permit investors, workers and business executives to be
more responsive to new trerds and opportunities in the market. The
new tax policy, therefore, will encourage more productive work,
saving and investment as well as enhance incentives for risk-taking
and innovation. It also will reduce disparities in effective tax
rates among different industries and assets that exist under the
current system. This will substantially improve the allocation of
resources throughout the economy and facilitate economic adjustment.

The Fair Tax's simplified rate structure alsa.will largely
eliminate the problems of bracket creep and the mariage penalty,
which have remained insoluable under the existing system.

THE STRUCTURE
The Fair Tax consists of:
-- A Basic tax of 14% on taxable income
-- A progressive surtax on total income (adjusted gross income)
The rate schedules for the Fair Tax are as follows:

SINGLE RETURNS

Adjusted Gross Income Surtax Rate Combined Tax Rate (Surtax
plus 14% basic tax)
Below $25,000 No tax — T4%
$25,000 to $30,000 6% 20%
$30,000 to $37,000 11% 25%
Over $37,000 14% 28%
JOINT RETURNS
Adjusted Gross Income Surtax Rate Ooﬁbined Tax Rate (Surtax
plus 14% basic tax
Below $40,000 No tax 14¢
$40,000 to $55,000 6% 20%
$55,000 to $65,000 11% 25%
Over $65,000 14% 28%

Only about 20% of all taxpayers will be subject to the surtax.

The following provisions in the Internal Revenue Service Code

are retained:

-- The zero bracket amount, which is increased from $3,400 to
$4,600 for joint returns.

-- The taxpayer exemption, which is increased from $1,000 to
$1,500 for single returns; from $2,000 to $3,000 for joint
returns; and from $1,000 to $1,750 for single heads of
households.

~- The deduction for employee business expenses.

-- The deduction for home mortgage interest

-~ The deduction for charitable contributions

-- The deduction for state and local income and real property taxes

-- The exclusion for Social Security and Veterans' benefits

-- The exemption for interest on general obligation bonds

11-384 O -- 83 ~- 4
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The lollowingkpxovilionl are repealed:

The excluslon for Income earned abroad by U.S. citizens'

or residents.

Expensing of intangible drilling costs for oil, gas and
geothermal wells,

Percentage depletion.

The tax exemption for industrial development or housinq
bonds issued after December 31, 1983.

Seven~year amortization for reforestation expenditures.
Five year amortization for pollution control facilities.
The general exclusions for interest and dividends and the
exclusion for reinvested dividends from public utility stock.
The exclusion for interest on life insurance savings.

The deduction for 60% of net long-term capital gains.

The exclusion for employer-provided educational assistance,
child care and group legal services.

The exclusion for unemployment compensation benefits.

The exclusion for disability pay.

The exclusion for employer-provided premiums on group term
life insurance.

The deduction for second earners.

The reqular investment tax credit.

The research and development credit.

The credit for rehabilitation of buildings.

The energy tax credits,

The elderly tax credit.

The political contribution tax credit.

The deduction for casualty and theft losses.

The deduction for adoption expenses.

The deduction for nonmortgage interest and other investment
interest in excess of investment income.

The deduction for state and local taxes other than income
and real property taxes,

The following provisions are modified:

The child care credit 1s converted to a deduction.

The exclusion for employer~-provided health insurance is
reduced by one-third.

The exclusion for up to $125,000 of gain on the sale of a
house by a person aged 55 or over is retained for the normal
tax, but not for the surtax (i.e., the gain would be taxed
at a rate ranging from 6% to 14%)

The deduction for medical expenses is limited to expenses
in excess of 10% of adjusted gross income. The separate
deduction for up to $150 of health insurance is repealed.

A 14% tax is applied to the investment income of pension
plans, individual retirement accounts and H.R., 10 plans.
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SINGLE TAXPAYER #1

1984 Law Proposal
Income: Salary 15,000 15,000
Plus: Employer pai& health - 400
Employer paid life - 150
Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 15,000 15,550
Less: Exemption 1,000 1,500
Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 14,000 14,050
TAX _1,801* ) C 1,645*¢ )
I'arginal tax rate 20% 14%

* From 1984 law tax rate tables

** Taxable income less $2,300 zero bracket amount times 14 percent
tax rate
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MARRIED TAXPAYER #1

1984 Law Proposal-

Income: Salary 15,000% 15,000
Less: Two earner deduction 500 -
Plus: Employer paid life insurance - 400

Employer paid health insurance - 150
Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 14,500 15,550
Less: Exemptions 4,000 5,000
Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 10,500 10,550
Marginal tax rate 14% 14%

*Assumed $10,000 earned by one spouse, $5,000 by other
** From 1984 law rate tables

#%* Taxable income less $4,600 zero bracket amount times 14 percent
tax rate
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SINGLE TAXPAYER #2

1984 Law Proposal
. Income: Salary 30,000 30,000
Plus: Employer paid health insurance -- 400
Enployer paid life insurance - 300
Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 30,000 30,700
Less: Exemption 1,000 1,500
Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 29,000 29,200
Marginal tax rate 34% 25%

* From 1984 law rate tables

** Taxable income less $2,300 zero bracket amount times 14 percont
rate, plus surtax -
(6 percent of AGI from $25,000 to $30,000, 11 percent of AGI
over $30,000).
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MARRIED TAXPAYER #2

1984 Law Proposal
Income: Salary 30,000% 30,000+
- Less: Two earner deduction 1,000 -
Plus: Employer paid health insurance - 400
Employer paid life insurance - 300
Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 29,000 30,700
bess: g;ngté::: deduction ~L.000 _%f%gg—
Fquals: TAXABLE INCOME 25,000 23,700
TAX BEFORE CREDIT 3,565%¢ 2,674%%+

Less: Child Care Credit

400 -~
Equals: TAX AFTER CREDIT
25% 14%

lMarginal tax rate

*Assumed $20,000 earnzd by one spouse, $10,000 by the othcer
** From 1984 law rate.tables

*#%+ Taxable income less $4,600 zero bracket amount times 14 ncrcent
tax rate



51

SINGLE TAXPAYER #3

1984 Law Proposal

Income: Salary 30,000 30,000

Plus: Employer paid health insurance . - 400

Employer paid life insurance - 300

Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 30,000 30,700

Itemized deductions: Mortgage inrerest 3,000 3,000

Property taxes 1,000 1,000

Sales taxes 250 -

Income taxes 1,200 1,200

Medical insurance 150 -

Charitable contributions 500 500

TOTAL 6,100 5,700

Less: Zero bracket amount 2,300 2,300

Equals: EXCESS ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS 3,800 3,400

AGI 30,000 30,700

Less: Exemptions 1,000 1,500

Less: Excess itemized deductions 3,800 3,400

Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 25,200 25,800
Marginal tax rate " 30% 259 o

* From 1984 law rate tables

*¢ Taxable income less $2,300 zero bracket amount times 14 percent
tax rate, plus surtax (6 percent of AGI from $25,000 to $30,000,
11 percent of AGI over $30,000)
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SINGLE TAXPAYER #4

1984 Law - Proposal
Income: Salary - 60,000 60,000
Dividends 200 200
Less: Dividend exclusion 200 -
Plus: Employer paid health insurance - 400
Employer paid life insurance —— 600
Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 60,000 61,200
Itemized deductions:
Mortgage interest 4,800 4,800
Property taxes 2,000 2,000
Sales taxes - 700 --
Income taxes 3,000 3,000
Medical insurance 150 -
Charitable contributions 1,500 1,500
TOTAL 12,150 1,30
Lesz: Zero bracket amount 2,300 2,300
Equals: EXCESS ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS 9,850 9,000
2GI 60,000 61,200
Less: Exemption 1,000 1,500
Excess itemized deductions 9,850 9,000 -
Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 49,150 50,700
™™ RIS
Marginal tax rate 42% 28%

* From 1984 law rate tables

** Taxable income less $2,300 zero bracket amount times )4 percent, plus
surtax (6 percent of AGI from $25,000 to $30,000, 11 percent of
AGI from $30,000 to $37,000, and 14 percent of AGI in excess of
$37,000)
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SINGLE TAXPAYER #4

1984 Law Proposal
Income: Salary 60,000 60,000
Dividends 200 200
Less: Dividend exclusion 200 -—
Plus: Employer paid health insurance -- 400
Employer paid 1life insurance - 600
Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME - 60,000 61,200
Itemized deductions:
Mortgage interest 4,800 4,800
Property taxes 2,000 . 2,000
Sales taxes 700 -
Income taxes 3,000 3,000
Medical insurance 150 -
Charitable contributions 1,500 1,500
TOTAL 12,150 11,300
Lesz: Zero bracket amount 2,300 2,300
Equals: EXCESS ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS 9,850 9,000
AGI 60,000 61,200
Less: Exemption 1,000 1,500
Excess itemized deductions 9,850 9,000
Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 49,150 50,700

42% 28%

Marginal tax rate

* From 1984 law rate tables

*% Taxable income less $2,300 zero bracket amount times l4 percent, plus
surtax (6 percent of AGI from $25,000 to $30,000, 11 percent of
AGI from $30,000 to $37,000, and 14 percent of AGI in excess of
$37,000)
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MARRIED TAXPAYER #4

1984 Law Proposal

Income: Salary 60,000 N 60,000

Dividends 400 400

Less: Dividend exclusion 400 N -

Two earner couple deduction 2,000 reen

Plus: Employer paid health insurance - 400

Employer paid life insurance - Cc00

Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 58,000 61,400

Itemized deductions: N

Mortgage interest - 4,800 4,800

Property taxes 2,000 2,000

Sales taxes 800 -

Income taxes 2,400 2,400

Medical insurance 150 -

Charitable contributions 1,500 1,500

TOTAL 11,650 ° 10,700

Less: Zero bracket amount 3,400 4,600
Equals:EXCESS ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS 8,250 ~6.100

AGI 58,000 31,400

lLess: Exemptions . 4,000 5,000

Excess itemized deductions 8,250 6,100

Child care deduction -= 3,200

Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 45,750 47,300
TAX BEFORE CREDIT 9,755* 7,582%%

Less Child care credit

600 =
Equals: TAX AFTER CREDIT @
33% 25%

harginal tax rate

* From 1984 law rate tables

** Taxable income less $4,600 zero bracket amount times 14 percent
tax rate, plus surtax (6 percent of AGI from $40,000 to $55,000,
11 percent of AGI in excess of $£55,000)
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SINGLE TAXFLYER #5

1984 Law Pronosal

Income: Salary 60,000 G9,000
Long -term capital gains 40,000 40,008
Interest and Dividends 20,000 29,000

TOTAL 120,000 120,600
lLess: Capital gain exclusion 24,000 - -

Dividend exclusion 200 -
Plus: Employer paid health insurance -- 400

Employer paid life insurance - [o{03e]

Equals: Adjusted Gross Income 95,800 121,000

Itemized deductions:

Mortgage interest 5,000 5,000
Other interest 5,000 2,500
Property tax 3,000 3,000
Sales tax 1,000 -
Income tax 7,500 7,500
Medical Insurance 150 -
Charity 5,000 5,000
TOTAL 26,650 23,900
Z2ero bracket amount 2,300 2,300
Excess itemized deductions 24,350 20,700 -

AGI 95,800 121,000

Less: Exemption ; 1,000 1,590

Less: Excess Itemized deductions 24,350 _23,709

Equals: TAXABLE INCOME 70,456 an,mon

Marginal tax rate: ordinary income 48% 20%

capital gains 19.2% 28%

* From 1984 law rate tables

*+ Taxable income less $2,300 zero bracket amount times 1/ rercent
tax rate, plus surtax (6 percent of AGl from $25,000 to
$39,000, 11 percent of AGI fron 230,000 to $37,000, nanrd
14 percent of AGI in excess of $37,000)
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MARRIED TAXPAYER #5

Income:Salary
Long term capital gains
Interest and dividends
TOTAL

Tess: Capital Gain exclusion
Dividend exclusion
2 earner deduction

Plus: Employer paid health insurance
Employer paid life insurance

laquals: Adjusted Gross Income

Ttemized Deductions:
Mortgage interest
Other interest
Property tax
Sales tax
Income tax
Medical imsurance
Charity
TOTAL

iess: Zero Bracket amount
Vijuirls: LEXCESS ITEMIZED DEUDCTICN

AGI

less: Exemptions

Excess Itemized Deductions
(hild Care Deduction -
quals: TAXABLE INCOME

‘'AX BEFORE CREDIT

Chiild care credit

TAX

Marginul tax rate:

ordinary income
capital gains

*Assumed 340,000 earned by one soouse,

B om 1981 law rate tables

1984 Law Proposal
60,000* 60,000+
40,000 40,000
20,000 20,000

120,000 120,000
24,000 --

400 -~
3,000 -
-- 400
-- 600
92,600 121,000
5,000 5,000
5,000 2,500
3,000 3,000
1,200 --
7,000 7,000
150 --
5,000 5,000
26,350 22,500
3,400 4,600
22,950 17,9060
92,600 121,000
4,000 5,000
22,950 17,900
-- 4,000

65,650 94,100

17,541%=* 22,370%*%
800 -

427
16.8%

289
28%

$20,000 by the otlhier

el Lbhie oo tess $1,600 2010 bracket amount times 14 percent tas e, plus
11 percent of 7 from

Atax L85 pereent of AGT [ivm $30,000 to $565,000,
$55,000 1. 365,000, and 1 porcent of AGL in exvess of $66,00M
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MARRTED TAXDAYER &G

Income: Sulary

Lemgg Lerm cupital guain
Interest and dividends
TOTAL

Taewssi: Capital Guin exclusion
Pividend exclusion
2 curncr deduction
Dlus: Employoer paid health jnsapece
Employoer paid 1ife insurunee

Bguicks: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

TLemized deduetions: Mortgage intoerest
other interesi
property ta:
sales tux
income tax
medical  insurince
charity

° TOTAL
loss: Zero bracket amount
“iuals: EXCESS ITEMIZED DEDUCTIOMT™

AGI

Less: Excmptions

Excess itemized deductions
Child care deduction
Bquals: TAXABLE INCOME

TAX BEFORE CREDIT:
Child care credit . L -
TAY. AFTER CREDIT

“nrginal Tax Rate:
Ordinary income
Capital gains

*Assumed at least $30,000 earncd by
** From 1984 law rate tables

#*5 Tasable income less $4,600 zcovo bracket amount time . 1«
tax rate, plus surtax (6 pereent of AGI from $40.7:7 i

1984 Law  Meoposal

200,000« 200 000
400,000
400,000

1,060,000

240,000 --
100 --
3,000 --

208,001
AN 000
1,657,000

- 4n0
- 2,000
756,600 1,092,400
10,000 10,030
100,000 50,000
10,000 10,000
4,000

100,000 100,000
150 -

50,000 50,590
390,000
3,400 4,500

270,750 B S U

756,600 1,002,400

4,000 5,000
270,750 215,400

T 7 Ui eng
481,850 772,050
222,325%%  241,512%%

0 -
221,365 Y ( .’44[.512:5

530" 28%
207 28%

lesser earning spnw

nercent
155,000,

11 percent of AGI from $55,01" to $65,000, and 1< »»vcont of AGI

in excess of $65,000)
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MARRIED TAXPAYER #7

Incomé: Salary
Interest and Dividends
TOTAL

l.ess: Dividend exclusion
Two earner deduction

Plu#: Employcr paid hcalth insurance
Fmployer paid l1ife insurance

Lquanls: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

Ttemzied deductions: Mortgage interest
Other interest
Property taxes
Sules  taxes
Income taxes
Medical insurance
Charitable contrihutions
TOTAL
Less: Zero bracket amount
Equals: EXCESS ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS

A0

Less: Exemptions
Excess Itemized deductions
Child care deduction

¥quals: TAXABLE INCOME

TAX BEFORE CREDIT

Child care credit

TAX AFTER CREDIT

vlarginal tax rate:

Ordinary income:
Capital gains:

1984 Law

Droposal

200,000+ 200,000+
800,000 800,000
1,000,000 1,000,000
400 -
3,000 -
- 100
--_ 2,000
996,000 1,002, 100
10,000 10,000
100,000 50,000
10,000 10,000
4,000 -
100,000 100,000
150 -
50,000 50,000
274,150 220,000
3,400 4,600
270, 750 315,100
996 600 1,002,400
4,000 5,000
270,750 215,400
-= 4,000
721,850 778,000

342,325+ 241,512% %>

<:§§j§g§:j I IIIS T

50%
20%

*Assumed at leust $30,000 earned by lesser earning spouse

“% From 1984 law rate tables

+*% Taxable income less $1,600 zero bracket amount times
rate, plus surtax (6 percent of A7 from $40,000 to 77,00, 11 peorcent
of AGI from $55,000 to $65.,000, »nid 14 percent of AGI

$65,000)

28%
289

14 neveent tax

in excess of
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MARRIED TAXPAYER #8

1981 law Praposal

Income: Salary 200,000+ 200 .000+
Interest and dividends 800,000 800,000
0il und gas partnership revenues 100,000 100,000
Less: Intangible drilling costs 1,000,000 100,000
Depletion 65,000  _ 10,000
TOTAL 35,000 9907, 000
lLoss: Dividend exclusion 400 L--
Two carner deduction 3,000 --
Plus: Employer paid health insurance: - 100
Employer paid life insurance - 2,000
tenals: Adjusted Gross Income 31,600 992,100
Iltemivzed deductions: Mortgage interest 10,000 10,000
Other interest 100,000 50,000
Property taxes 10,000 10,000
Sales taxes 4,000 -
Income taxes 100,000 100,000
Medical insurance 150 -
Charitable contributions 50.000 _.50.000
TOTAL 274,150 220,000
Less: Zero bracket amount 3,400 1,600
270,750 215,400
Equals: EXCESS ITEMIZED DFDICI'TONS
31,600 992,100
AGI .
less: Exemptions . 4,000 5,000
Excess itemized deductions 270,750 215,400
Child care deduction —-- T 4500
Louals: TAXABLE INCOME -0- 768,000
TAX BEFORE CREDIT -0~ 238,712
Child care credit 960 -
TAX AFTER CREDIT ' -0- 238,712
MINIMUM TAX ) 158,250 -
mild care credit 960 - =-
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MARRIED TAXPAYER #9

1984 Law Proposal

Income: Salary 30,000+ 30,000+
Less: Two carner deduction 1,000 _—
Plus: Employer paid health insurance -— 400
Employer paid life insurance -— ~ 300
Equals: ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME 29,000 30,700
ITtemized deductions: Mortgage interest 5,000 5,000
Property taxcs 1,500 1,500
Sales taxes 400 -
Income taxes b 1,000 1,000
Medical insurnnce 150 -
Charitablc coniributions 500 500
TOTAL ) 8,550 8,000
Less: ZeroBracket amount 3,400 4,600
Equals: EXCESS ITEMIZED CEDUCTIONS 5,150 3,400
AGI 29,000 30,700
Less: Exemptions 4,000 5,000
Excess itemized deductions 5,150 3,400
Child care dedugtion -~ 2,000
19,850 20,300
Equals: TAXABLE INCOME
TAX BEFORE CREDIT ’ 2,439%% 2,108%%%
Less: Child care credit . 400 -—

Equals: TAX AFTER CREDIT C 2,034 ) ( .-2,198 >

Marginal tax rate 18% 14%
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. BusinessWeek/Harris poll

Sopport for the concept of & progressive
Deome tax—for much of this century a
wachstone of tax policy in the U.S.—
Ras all but collapsed among the Ameri
caa people, which has lost fsith in the
abidity of the tax system o operate equi-
odly. This is a principal finding of s
pablic opinion survey commissi
ICSTVESS WEEK and conducted in mid-
dagust by Louis Harris & Associates”
Ipe. The allernative, a8 nonprogressive,
“ar” tax that ehminates many dedue-
wons from taxable income, is supported
abkmast 2to-1 {table). B
Bot propenents in Congress of the flat
rx would do well L examine the results
of the pbll with some care. The reason:
The public essentially is supporting an
abstraction. When 1t comes o giving up
wvasured tax breaks, Amencans change
their tune drastically. For example, vir-
taally no une 1s willing 1o surrender the
&aducoon for medical expenses, which
soggests that the public is not bkely to
te happy with the provision of the new
tag taw that raises the exclusion of med-
icalexpense deductons from 3% Lo 5% of

by -

A-loss of faith in the progressive tax

one thing, the venerable institution of
s jon for &

P pay oa°
debt seturities issued: by state and local
governments could be in trouble. The
public supports the exclusion by a slen- -
der margin: 49% o 42%. And most peo-
ple—63% 0 be exact—are williog to re-
verse the tax break oa some of the
income earved by U. S. citizens sbroad.

The likely beneficiary of the pudblic’s
desire to have it both ways is the b
introduced in Congress by Senator Bill
Bradley (D-N.J.) and Representative
Richard A. Gephardt (D-Mo.). In Bradley
and Gephardt’s “fair tax” bill, ss poll
ster Lou Harris pdints out, the political
compromises inevitable before a flat tax
becomes law simply have been made up
fropt: A two-Uer simplified tax system is
combined with retention of the most po-
litcally sensitive -deductions.

Smart poitica In the BUSINESS WEEX/
Harris survey, Americans were present-
&d with a tax proposal much like Lhe
fair-tax proposal: a flal, 14% tax rate oo
returns up to $25,000 gross income; re-
tention of itemized deductions for em-

ployee business expenses, home mort.
gage iolerest,. chantable contnbutons,
and real eslate taxes; s progressive tax-
rate oo incomes aver $25,000, to a3 maxi-
mum of 28%. The response: 58% favor-
able, 32% oppased.

. The retention by Bradley and Gep
hardt of some progressive features st
the higher end of the income scale may
prove to be smart politics. Accordirg to
the Rarris survey, the American public’s
substantial desertion of the progressive
tax system is rooted in resentment of
what people perceive o be the tax ad:
vantsges enjoyed by the well to-do.
When Harris’ interviewers asked mem-
bers of the survey sample whether ey-
eryooe should pay the same percentage
of income in taxes, the response was
favorable, 43% to 42%. But 2 substantial
misonty is reluctant 1o let higher-income
taxpayers off the hook of progressive
tax rates. In fact, the lowest-income
group narrowly favors metaming the
present system.

*People don't think there is any equity
left in the system,” ecomments Harris.
And his view is confirged by the

adjusted gross wcome. Similarly,
more than 0% of Amencans
want to keep the mortgage-inter-
st deduction—even if it makes
an across-the-board drop in tax
rates harder to achieve.

Amencans are willing 10 give
ap thew cherished tax deductions
oaly where the saenfice 15 per-
ceived to be minor (state and lo-
ca} sales and other excise taxes,
interest on installment debt) or
where Lhe current benefit is
available only to s relatively
small group wilkin the economy
{oil and gas dnlling costs, em-
ployee business expenses). More-
over, people are not willing to be
tazed on some items that cur
reatly are lax-free, even if the
tradeoff ia a lower tax.rate.
Unwiling w0 tinker. For example,
an overwhelming 86% of Ameri-
cans believe that Social Security-
and velerans’ benefits should re-
main tax-free. And under current
tax law, Lp to $1,000 per year of
interest earnings on a Ifeinsur
ance death benefit paid to 3 bea-
eficiary in installments is free of
federal tax. TWothirds of the
public are unwilling to tinker
with thiz tax break.

Some current tax exclusions
are vulnerable, of course. For

Q.

Q.

PRRYRONR

A simplified tax plan
is fine in theory...

T L L

Do you lavor & single, 14% tax rate for everyone,
ehruns, dackuchons

..:but don't take-away
all those deductions

Woukd you favor koaping tese deductons orf
ing them 10 make H possidie 10 lower hhe laxy
nte o 14%7 . .

SR,

[
et et

e s -y

responses 1o two key questions
in Lhe survey. When asked
whether they believe that the
tradibonal progressive tax sys-
tern is “fair and equitable,” the
pudblic divided down the middle
on the issue: 47% said "yes,” 45%
said “no.” Exactly s year ago,
when the Harris organization
asked the same question of a
similar sample of Americans,
declared that the syatem is
both fair and equitable. Lo short,
confidence in the lax system has
detenorated markedly.

One reason is that people be-
Lieve that the well-to-do can buy
a better deal than everyone eise.
When asked for an opision oo
. the proposition that “while most
lower- and middle-income people
now pay their feders] tax by tak-
ing standard deductions, most
higher-income people get out of
paying much of their taxes by
hiring clever tax accountants and
lawyers who show them how to
use Joopholes in the tax law,” an
astounding 86% agreed that this
“tends to happen.” It remsins Lo
be seen whether the modest ef-
forts in the new tax sct to im-
prove tax equity will turn popu-
far opinion around. )
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Yes, There Is a Better Income Tax

As many Americans keep saying, it's a poison in
the body politic. Who can respect an income tax sys-
tem that allows many wealthy citizens to pay little
or no tax yet clatms close to half the marginal earn-
{ings of the middle class? Who can defend a tax code
so complicated that even the most educated family
needs a professional to decide how much it owes?

Unpopuiar as it s, however, the income tax sys-
tem has been remarkably resistant to improvement.
President Reagan's tax package will eventually roll
back rates to the level of the late 1970's, but it will not
simplify the code or rid it of provisions that penalize
hard work and reward unproductive investment. No
wonder that skeptical politicians rank serious tax re-
form with gun control and free world trade — as
worthy causes unworthy of the time of realists.

The skeptics may yet be proved wrong. The ob-
stacles to reform are no less daunting than they
were a decade ago. But Congress is beginning to see
that the public’s tolerance is not unlimited; disaffec-
tion s great, cheating has increased. If any reform
has a chance, it is the fresh start p: by Sena-
tor Bradley of New Jersey and Representative Ge-
phardtof Missouri.

Federal lnoome taxes now claim only 12 percent
ofall p 1 But the | base that is
uudhuboeasoemdedbyexoopummdpm
ences that the rates on what s left to tax must be
kept high. Thus, the tax on an extra dollar of income
for a typical family earning $20,000 is 28 percent and
progressively higher for the more affluent. The urge
for reform, therefore, usually ettacks the most egre-
gioluoxempuouinmocod' to explodt popular re-
sentraents and to enlarge the tax base.

But a diffused public outrage has been no match
for well-funded special interests. So a new genera-
tion of reformers aims to rebuild the incoms tax
base from scratch. It hopes to simplify the tax code
nndmxvlylonn!nmnﬂuluxnmtonu

The most Jramatic fresh start, without chang-
ing the tota) amount collected, would be a flat-rate
tax lévied on a greatly broadened income base.
Senator Helms of North C&mllm would rid the law
of virtually every tax and tax all |
at about 12 percent. Rapmenudvo Panetta of Cali-

fornia would retain a few preferences and tax at a
flat 19 percent. Either approach would greatly im-
prove the efficlency of the system, simplifying cal-
culations and increasing the incentive to earn. But
the price of simplicity in such a flat.rate tax is an
enormous redlnrlbutlon of income.
! Budget Office,
those

to the Congressi
Mr. Helms's p plnn would raise the burden on
earning $5,000 to $10,000 by 147 percent — while de-
creasing the total paic by familles in the $100,000 to
$200,000 range by 47 percent. Mr. Panetta would
fully protect the poor but would still be Increasing
the burden on middle-income families.

Lacking this radical simplicity, but preserving
the present balance of pain, is the Bradiey-Gephardt
plan. It would continue to permit a few politically
sensitive deductions, like home mortgage interest
and contributions to charity. But more affluent
famllies would pay a surcharge on these preference
items. Also, the marginal tax rate would increase
with income, topping out at 28 percent for those
earning more than $37,000.

Unlike a flat tax, Bradley-Gephardt would thus
not mix tax reform with redistribution: no income
class would benefit at the expense ol any other. But
dozens of tax p would be | d; most
would pay tax on aimost all types of income. The
average citizen could thus tigure his own taxes and
figure that his neighbor was also paying & fair share.

[

Neither a fiat tax, nor a sophisticated hybrid
like Bradley-Gephardt, wculd be easy to enact.
Hardly anyone objects to the idea of simplification;
wzmzmwumwpm- favorite
plece of tax. . 1o want prefer-
ences for capital ulm working pareats want de-
ductions for child care; Americans abroad want for-
ol;nlnemcmdusm.mdnon.A!l exclusions can
find their jistification. But by cumulatively narrow-
!nuheuxbue all contribute to makii.g the income
tax code a disaster.

‘The issue, then, ls whether Congress can muster
the vision to look to the common interest. The bur-
dles are formidable, but 50 are the potential bene-
fits: a return to fairness and faith in a system that
lies at the heart of responsible government,
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The ‘Flat Tax’

Suppl)~sndv evonomist Paul Craig Rob-
erts likes it Senate Finance Comruttee
chairman Robert Dole is intecested and
sone iterdl Demavrats have good things to
sy ubuutat Last week even President Rea-
240 seemed to jump on the bandwagon for a
flat-rate 1ax system. “Let me Just say we
support locoking at that,” smid 1he President.
“ltisavery iempung thing ™

Reagan was speaking for a lot of people
The purpose of the tax would be to sim-
phify “the nation's byzantine income-tax
structure, and Jegilators are debaling the
virtues of at Teast sia different Aat-rate pro-
posals on Capuiol Hilt None s likely 10 be
enacted into law soon—if ever Stll, far-
tening vut the naton’s progressive income-
tax system and eliminating many tax de-
ductons, powibly including those for
home moregages and charirable
contnbulions, 1s geiting its most
senons dissussion in devades
“There's a lot of movement for
{the Alut 1ay) ar the grasy roots,”
siys fowa Sen Charles Grasskey
“As usual, Congress is years behind
the imes ™

There s no pure Rat-rare tax bitl as such.
Theoretically, the umplest—ang probably
least practicable—would smpose a tax of
from 1310 1% percent on ull income earners,
tanishing uli deduchions and exemplions
from the 1ux vode The proposals before
Congres are more complex, A bill spon:
sored by Ancoua Sen Dennis DeConcini
calls for a 20 preent flat tan on corporations
and indniduals, but would still allow for
hmited personat and generous business
deductions Cahfornia Rep Leon Panelta s
prapasing & 19 percent rate for individuals
and g yraduated 310 15 percent rate for cor-
porations, while retaming specral personal
excmpirons for blind and elderly 1axpayers.
Criees of the idea argue that there 1s hitle
"fatness™ inthematalt “You begin making
exceptions to the exceptions,” says New
York Rep Barber Conahle Jr , “and pretty
soun youre nght back whereyou started

Deductions: The chref problem s that
most so-called Mat-tax propmals would
fend to penalize middie-income taxpayers,
while leaving somewhat more in the pockets
of those in both upper- and lower-income
brackets Generous siandard deductions
embadied in the plans would exempt the
poor and many low-income workers frém
paying higher taxes, while middle-income
earacrs woild Jose home-mortgage interest
deductioms and other 1ax benefits. To com-
bat that problem, New Jersey Sen. Bilt
Bradley and Missouri Rep Richard Gep-
hardt plan 10 introduce # hill that would
retain many major tax deductions. includ-
ing those for raorigage interest, income
frosn social-security and velcrans® benefits,
state and local tax payments and donations
tocharity Thew proposal slso retains some
progressivity: approximatcly 70 to 80 pes-
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Bandwagon

cent of all taxpayers would pay a flat 14
percent tax rate, while thase in the upper-
most brackets would pay a gradusted rate
Up 10 a maximum 28 percent (the current
ceihsig 15 50 percent). As a result, Bradley
figures that many taxpayers would poy less
taxthanunder the curzent code (chart) But
since favoradle tax treatment of uncarned
income, including capital gains, most inter-
st and dividends, would be abolished, some
nich people would pay more.

According 1o its proponents, a Rat-rate
1ax would have several important benefis.
A low iax rate would discourage invest-

ALEVEL LEVY
Ona flat-rate tax proposal for 1984 woukd
fit middie-sncome earners but hurt
hoss with investment icome
Singie Taz und, -tmn
Income oxf:tll:\q I:" o 1)
$15,000 $1.801 81,845
30,000 5773 414
120,000 23,387 26,340
e
oftowr | Texunder | Fatetax
ncome®® | existing faw +
$15.000 $83 833
30,000 3,165 2,674
16.741 22310

18200y GUONIN COTGanentne nOveus ' ome Taa
Provosy
(P imn 365000 1 reaned O wiiiment come and
1Oy $28 500 1 bemred GROCROM O exaLnG iew
"t Twd wage sarnery

CAIopN Bamexh Mancp Eaong—w eamte
ment in nonproductive tax shelters Substi-
tuting a single across-the-bourd rate for the
current maze of muluiple rax brackets and
rates would also dramancally simplify fl-
ing procedures for taxpayers—and per-
haps even allow the entire tax form 10 be
printed on a single posicard A Rat-rate tax
that ehminated many deducrions would be
fairer than the current tan code, widely
behieved 10 allow wealthy taxpayers too
much leeway to dodge high taxes through
legsl loopholes. And most importantly,
backers argue that a low flas rate could
ultimately increase the flow of tax reve-
nue to the US. Treasury's coffers by en-

couraging betier compliunce by taspayen
e economists beitese the falk of re-
vamping the 1an s unsettling Massive niew
tax-faw changes are "evuctly what the econ-
omy docs not need right now.™ says Citr-
bank economist Arthur Gandolf Mere
talk of ehminating the deductibiliny of
home-mortgage interest expenses might
further damage the aiiing housing industry
and thwart the already weak economic re-
covery And opponents worry that the flai-
rate proposals may simply divert attention
from the graver suc at hand reducing
government spending as a share of the griny
national product
Both Repubhicans and Demouvruts plan 1o
make the flat-rate tax proposals an 1sue 1n
the November elections Senator Dole has
promised 10 hold hearings on them 1n Sep-
tember and last week vowed 1o ntroduce an
“equity tax” bill of his own by ihen Al
though Reagan Adnnnistration budget di-
rector Duvid Stockman has
suggested some ompanents of
aRattaxould bentroduced in
the fiscal 1984 dudget. many
experis wonder whether the -
sue will even survive the fall
campagn. Given ity comphications—and
the opposition arrayed against all but the
most watered-down serstons —the fal-rate
fax may be an tdea 1hat sounds too goad 10
ever come true.
SUSAN DENTZEK with CHRISTUPHER MA

4nd HOWARD HINIMAN 1n W avhingion
and PRIK IPYF N an New York

Reach Out—
And See Someone

AnAT&T exevutine predicts the Picture-
phone will be “one of 1he most 1nnovative
and worthwhile business tools of the dec-
ade.” andif the initisl corporate response is
anyindication, he may beright Even beflore
Ma Bell offered 1> iwo-way audio-visual
Picturephone Meeting Service 1o the public
last week, the tekcommunications giant
had already persuaded buyers across the
country 10 install private Picturephone
rooms at a (otat of 230 locations

The new system gises a culler acelor TV
piciure of both the people in his own room
and the people he's talling to Bell has been
in the city-to-cily teleconference business
for seventeen years But i te Picturephone
cuts the cost of an hour-long coast-tocoast
conference from more than $10,000 to
$2,380 Private compantes can now hook
into the proposed 42 city network, install-
ing their own Prcturephone rooms for just
over $100,000 Although it remains expen-
sive, participating companies expect 10 cut
their executives’ travel expenses And since
many managers spend half their 1ime 1n
meetings, Ma Bell salesmen believe the Pice

phone will provide a produciinaty divi-
dend “It 2dds a crspness of purpose 1o
meenings,” says markeiirg manager Bill
Carter. "It makes for mimimal chitchar.™”
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**The Flatter-Iax

Movement—

Picks Up Steam

by RCHARD | KIRKLAND R

Wouldn't il be terrihe 1t we vould scrap
our By zantine tederal-iome-tax system,
awakdh ats nreasingly chaotic jumble ot ex-
usar s credits, and deduchions, and rely
instesd on g sumple low -rate tax on all in-
e In recent months vermons of that
mudest-sounding but radwaal propusal
have recenned support auross the pobtiaal
SPeCT A, Hant LoRseTs atis e Senator esse
Helirs or North Caroling to libweals such
as Scoator Bl Bradley ot New Jersev and
Ralpnn Nader Budget Dicector David A
Sk htitan recently said “The President s
highi sympatheti to the Hat rate broad-

based tax 1dea * Prominent supply-siders.
including Arthur Later and 1ormes Assis-
tant Seretary ob the Treasury for Econom-
1c Policy Paul Crarg Ruberts. have hatled
the flat lav ds 3 W 3Y t0 fesane Reaganomics
trom s budgetary doldruns The general
idea hos even won the editorial backing vt
such nonesupply-widers au tie Newr York
Trnes and the Wasligton Post

Two wechs age i Phladelphia the
Oemonratic party put itselt on record in ta-
sor ot a fatter tax-rate structure and 4 nm-
plited tax wnde Both Demuarats and Re-
publicans have advanced bills to dose off
various avenues toc soding tederal -
wme tares —evervthing from the more
exahic sorts of shefte: deals ta the basic de-
ductions fur home mortgages and char-
itable contribubions 10 the exclusions tor
long-term capital gains and Suwial Sevurity
and vther lranster payments Many bene-
Rts nuw taken tor granted—such as em-
ployer-paid health and hte insurance, esen
trew parking spaces—could become tav-
able Broadening the dehmition ot taxable
1ncome would make it possible to cut tax
rates, which now rise 1n 12 stages trom
14% to 50%, either 10 4 single rate below
20% or to 2 much narrower and Hatter
band ot rates

Oespite its sudden criorescence, this
lutest movement for tax tetorm retains 3

distinctly hothouse qualily For almost »
r Congress has been parals zed by dini-
sion and ndrosion. refuctant to cul
spending and unlikely now, lor fear of of-
fending someone 1n an ekction year, t0
make goxid s paper promise to rarse $20
billion 10 new taxes The notion that this
ponderoush deliberatis e bady might sud-
denly break its stalemate by pursuing an
infinutely more arducus and revolutionary
course sevms at feast doubiful

When pressed, many congressional pro-
ponents of Ratter-zate 1ax Jegislation admit
that they are more than happs just to gen-
crate debate on the topic They toncede
1hat thesr talls are bt.de more than what's
known on Capitol Hill as “alhing points ™
All the talh has prompted Robert Dole,
hairman of the Senate Finance Commat:
tee. 11 pronuse hearings on the subgedt this
fall Bul exononnst Milton Fricdman, who
has adviwaled 2 single flat tax on 1ncome
tor more than two decades, draws little
comlort trom the resurgence of Interest in
his proposal What are the chances, FOR
st asked him recently, that any of the

current crop ot tax praposals will sev day-,

Ight® Fricdman's reph “2iro”

*The end of our rope”

Stll, popular disattec tion with the com-
phexity and inequity of the personal in-
come tax s growing The IRS estimates it
loses sumie $95 billion annuatly in taxes—
almuost one-quarter of the 1otal actually
colleted 1rom andividuats and corpora-
tons—on incunw that disappears into the
“underground” economy Must of that in-
come 15 legally earned but nol reprted

“Linless we make saome major changes,
we're endangering the voluntary basis of
our tax system,” asserts Howard Scger-
mark, 3 lop aide to Senator Helms Adds
Representatne Witham Brodhead, a hber-
al Denxxcrat from Michigan, "Congress 1s
tncreasingly aware we're reaching the end

o our rope Either we raise rates ur briad-
en the tax bawe, and there's no question
that briadening the bawe, whih would en-
able us 10 bring down the top rales. 1s the
way Ry

The chiet appeat of the Aan tax has o)+
wave bevn seduciine simphicity \aping
Quttax prefereines also eliminales the nio-
v anhon for milhons of axpayers e spwnd
milbons ot dolars annually for the ser-
wvites of lanyers and accountants About
40% of all taxpar s Dow pay sonwone 1o
prepare therr roturns Whale the vast ma-
onty of cilizens woald noj hnd ther indi-
vidual contnbutions o the tederal il go-
ing down much under a flat rate--ndoed,
many people’s taves might well increase —
all could at keast pay up with the assurance
that exervone was Jorking over a (e share

Nat fonger swould the truh wealthy be
able L gt a frew nida as billionaree Runber
Hunt apprared to belween 1975 and 1977,
when he paid a1 most $965 in 1aaes N
longer wuuld nvighbors with mqual wcalth
arbatrarih enpos difterent after-tan in-
comes because ope happened 1o own a
honie tather than rept, of pav his bills by
borrowang, of b prsy ta particutarly sav-
AW lax adviee In s flal-rate world v eryone
would be able to busy himself earning ad-
ditonal sncome without fear that his ef-
forts w ould be punished by sieadily higher
marginal lax rates

The magr problem with going 1o a flat-

i tax system, however, has alway s been get-
< tityg from here tw ther » Elminating all tax

preferences and making everyane pay the
same rale generally imphes 3 @y ifeas
tor Thosa below & wersain inomn el
roughly SMLKN, and a tan cul lor those
amtimues

FORTUNE W, 2 1962



above that point In addibion Lavpavers
who currently pav sigiheanths hs dan
the vhetine tay fate tor then anconw
group woutd tave substantial hibes o thee
ey bifls That last group would imddude pot
ey beavy tennzars but aise those counte
Tess uthers who prant Irem soch vitaned
income 3 Soaat Swunty, dsability, o
velerans’ boovhts
For tarpayers who bought houses o
apurlients in reoend vears, Joss of ther
dedictions could mean more then sus ¢
. Rettrer 1as bite Wathout the mortgage Ges
duction to solace purchasers the value e
noabesiate would drop, $0r some o ers of
hiph pracd proporiy the dedlime mnni
wips e Cthor et wenh Totheweindinag:
usl e, OF cours would be sdded o
chotus ot bow s gnan the mpumerable =+
dusttos and st s~ housang Whar
e, oal and pas, muniopal gosernnentsy
and Wt St - thot had previously bene
Bt e tan -G subsrdies
Lond Conpares Inns ko pay sonogs ats
wntan tooseiong I transitional pros-
tems posed by gomg (o o Bal taa—ard
thay could e sohved = the idea will remain
no more thap @ vlopan spevulabion. But
s L Aatieners sumy unaware of the
prabioms For example, George Hanser
o oamseniatine Republican Congresamiar
o lahaand fonnder o) a new group -
venng 1 rolorm whimae memboers ol
W hes e hand b =1hey aim te
sevten the pat vousa - insists he haen
uikinarad g mingh atizen who wouldn®t
B don betier bt under s proposal 1o ke
w A3 tan o8 3535 onanconwe The Congress
awn aan’t bove loeoked hard
A true Rat tas waruld alse run inte appa -
sihon drom thise umaliing to abandon
the trudibunal ergumunt for progicssive
tavation-=the prinaple that ta ratee
sheuld i lugher tor thime batier able ®
1 Thatceald b sizable group Ina el
Gahen ofter st suminer's 1an bl s
e Tows Harns organization
Caskad pespeindenis whether they felt “the
prmuph that Togharamoome poophe aun
only have to pay more in taxes but rrust
pay a greater percenlage of their incorr » in
taxes” was “fair and equitable.” The re-
spunse was unambiguous: 58% agree § it
was fair; 38% did nol. By a larger mar; in,
that same group favored maintai .ing
progressivity instead of going to a Rat tax.
Combining a comprehensive income
bay. with a single rate 1s hkely to foist a
greater share of the tax burden upon
lower-incume groups (see chart). For that
reason Ralph Nader and other liberal re-
formwers—including Brookings Institution
wonomists Joseph Pechman and Henry
Aaron, and Robert Mclintyre, tax specialist
with Citizens for Tax Justice, a lobby -
nanced by organized labor—insist on e~
taining some degree of progressivity even
in & simple syslem with no deuctions.
Rather than one flat rate, they support
. lowering the Lop rate from 50% t> sround
30% and replacing the 12 existing income
brackets with only three or four.
The tax-fattening proposal \hat goes
h

Pavs 1,

Percent of total tax burden.______

Numb

of retur

The Trouble
with the Flat Tax

Using actual returns filed with the 1RS
last year (but only those showing taxable
income), Joseph J. Minarik, an economist
with the Cowlnn;l ce,

ed (u; t the dis-

has ) what
nlhp:ioon of tax ﬁ:ﬂnm uo«ld look like
in 1984, nsun::? the law isn’t cha
then. Minuil  applied
various h

the most politicaily sensitive deductions —
for home mortgages, charitable contribu-
tions, major medical expenses, and state
and locat property laxes—as well as the
standard exemption for the poor that is
common to all Rat-tax schemes.

The two Democrals believe they've
structured a rate-Rattening proposal that
maintains the present distribution of tax
liabilities among income groups, while
raising the same amount of revenue. They
do this by imposing a Bat rate of 14% on
individuals with incomes up to $25,000
and couples with incomes up 10 $40,000;
they would tack on a sliding surtax of 6%,
11%, and 14% on additional earnings, for a
maximum tax rate of 28%.

A legislalive stampede
Even Bradley’s plan would entail a lot of
ox-goring; for one thing it would incresse
ca;iul-gim laxes, now at a maximum of
~ . And skeptics, such as New York's
Barber Conable, ranking Republican on
the House Ways and Means Commuttee,
point out that perrmmns any eumptmm

furthest toward meeting the

would
by other lpednl mmes: groups for similar

'vetulor Budky and & fellow Democrat,
ive Richard Gephardt of Mis-
souri. myproponhw;ﬁvearslxol

I¥'s a famuliar litany. Radical reformi 1s
100 radical to be realistic, realistic compro-
mises too compromising. But the recent

all designed to produce roughly the same
amount of revenue—io that same 1981 in-
come base. lower chast assumes a fat
15 8% tax rate with no exemptions and if-
lustrates the trouble with the true flat
m—i!wuh« the poor. All !‘Hu pro-
Poszls Defore Congress retain or increase
certain exemptions to minimize the shifi
in the tax burden.

boomlet of interest 1n a Aat- or Aatter-rale
tax system shouldn't be treated like just
another bulletin from the Flat Earth Soci-
ety It is at the very least an encouraging
$ign that the turn taken by congressional
1ax policy in secent years—away {rom a
system that punishes individual savings
and investment and toward one that en-
courages those activities—will continue.
The one major 1ssue left unaddressed sn
last summer's landmark tax bill was the
need to broaden the tax base. Since tht in-
volves taking away as well as handing out,
Congress naturally hesitates lo face up 1o
the 145h, but the budget bind may make
such a wourse inevitable. Soak-the-rich
rhetoric s notably absent from the debate
over the flat tax—heartening evidence that
the long-term trend continues to be 1o
ward encouraging capital formation. 8
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The Washington Post

Democrats Endorse Budget Plan,
‘Modified Flat-Rate Income Tax

By Paul Taylor
~ Saningicn Pout el Writer

gog, 88
seeff
E?;gé

et
it
o

minority while working families, the
elderly puor, children from disadvan-
taged homes and members of minor-
ity groups have fallen through the
holes.”

Nowhere was the atiack mode
more in evidence todsy, however,
than in & panel on energy and the
eqyironment. Party leaders there
sput the day celebrating their op-
portnity to “caplure the center of
Amencen thought,” in the words of
Rep Athert A. Gore Jr. (D-Tenn.).

from the current $1,000 to $1,500
and the 2er0 bracket amount for
Joint returne would rise from $3,400
10 §4,600

one wanta 1o give up his or her spe-
cial loophole,” add«r Sen. Sary Hart
(D-Colo.l. “To really reform, you've
g o get outside the system and
t“n all min This M‘;l.:w [

way putting the party
back on Lrack in terms of leading the
economic debate.”

Before they met furmally, they heard
polister Peter Hart tell them that by
& margin of 67 percent to 18 percent,
Americans (avor more -mngmu:.:.n

by embeacing the goals it is designed
to echweve

Simularly. the wockshop wdopted
an amendment offered by Sen
Chnstopher J. Dodd 1D-Conn.) that.
though broadly worded, was intend-
ed to give & boost Lo & pay-us-you-go
appeosch Lo ional budgeting
Hdm vﬁﬂend ‘:n bt;cknom of the

ouse raon! ep George
u.g.. M('?Cd:l) e

the Muilier till, Congress,
before 1t can authon.e_any new
x\dim. must also peavide up-front
new sources of funds to pay for

"

Because the plan would freere
spending st current levels and re.
quire budget cuts and/or new rev
enves to fund any new programs, it
raised sme eyebrows among thnse
who think the cwrent mix 1 the
fearal budget 1» Lited too much in
favor of guns over Lutter But debate
::dbml. and httle opposition sur-

Among cthe other key amendments
to the economc policy paper adopt-
ed yesterday were resolutions repect-
ing » constitutional balanced budget
amendment, calling for a cap of $700
per taxpayer on the fiscal year 1982
and 1983 tax cuts and proposing
ehmination of the so-called tax less-
ing provisions adopted last year. The
workshop also approved s block of
amendments promoting the idea of
equal pay for women tor work of
comparable value

While the econumic panel wm
fliting with new ideas, it did not
slint on atlack. Most of the draft
report on the economy was & bl of
horrors againet s Republican eco-
nomic program that “has drawn &

environment arent moderate and
they aren’t conservative, thev're i
olently radwal.” former vice-prest
dent Walter F Mondale tild the
i workshop “Don't pust

the

& margin of 64 to 14 they believe the
Democrata are commited to those
E:nh and that by 53 10 27 they be-
that the Republicans support

relaxing the regulations.
*(Interior Secretary James) Watt
is the Kryptonite around the neck of

pick on Watt prk on the guy
who went all over the country to find

The polcy slatement on eneryy
and the environ nent dismisses the
Reagan pulicies as aberratinal and
calls for & return 1o ahat it descrided
a8 the bipartisan consenaus that ex-
tated 1n those areas before 1981
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IN THE NATIE
Fair’s Fair
But What's

Fair?

By Tom Wicker

xmm Sims, & defensive tineman
u\helopeholcemthh yoar's
Nulond Footdall draft, now
tas signed a contract that his sgent
says wili yield him more than *‘any
major execulive at Any major cony
pany will be
F

Stms, 22, such an income or the lo-
vestments Lhat Witt Stewart, the
,em says will make him *‘set for
hfe” hmncl ly. people my
well be angersd, . by Mr.
Stewart's hurther disciosure thal the
hmmnn showld not have Lo pay taxes
for at least seven years “if every.
lmugouwell "md not much after

m.u.; surphse, be saa,
"nuvupcn next year's budget”

though be Ls alone, 30 faz, in that
mudlum.

Al thelr mid-term conference
Democrats also declarad for a '1lit~

i some Ivity foc upper
taining progresst

The c3ain problem with o reat fat
rate 1ax ¢s that it sbandons that loog-

ply.shwldp-y a1 hugher rates. The
ult would be a massive redistribo-
dlmom- with more of the tax
burden shifted trom the rich io the
poor and middle class
a\ﬂnnummdd.mlmuu—
emplions or ucuom any
thus all ** — but that would
be a disaster {or tbe housing ndustry
and for charitable contributions. So-

would be taxed. On the otder hand, &
flat-taX also would eliminate “bracket
creep,”’ the marnage penalty and the
ability of Lhe rich 1o shelter incorme,
it mlmt even reduce Lax evasion, due
to ity simplicity and appearance of

oquity,
That's why two of the most atirac-
uve younger Democrats — Senator
Bill Bradley of New Jetsey and Rep-
Rich Gephardt of Mis

"Yw get kim in good
real estate, put him in municipal
bonds and let it ut there,” Mr. Stew.
art told wire service reporters whea
1he contract with the New England
Patriols was signed. “He shoukdn’t
really have 1o pay Laxes ™

Unfortunately, not everyone s

whuch Little or nO tax has to be paid —
“lax preferences’’ it you bave them,
*"loopholes”’ If you don't.

Public reseniment of the spectacle
of big Incomes — (ndi vidual oF COrpo-
7a1e — on which virtually no tax need

gaud 1% one thing driving new polit-
fcal interest in tax reform. Aoother

nw has to devote 1o figuring out
Federal income tax. With all due n-
spact to H. & R, Block, why should
the tax code be more complicated
than Einstein’s theory? That com-
Pplexity, together with e pervu!vu

satonal sense that dig maney gots
off Lightly, probably aiso coatributes
to the growing problem of outright
tax evasion.

For all these reasons, there's

interes:, even some

liberais, in the “flat.rate’ tax
proposals of supply-siders and coo-
servatives The $21 billion Wax tn
crease for 1983 just voted by the
ate Finance Committee
interest, and budget director David
Stockman recently told reponen
that President Reagan “is highly
sympaihetic 10 the flat.rate, broad-
based tax idea "

souri — may have a winner in a new
tax refortn proposal that appears o
eombtne the best Yuluret c( the
presm proposed syst,
lwwlheumplem:num
yel preserves progressivi
41t saves lhe most popuhrdeﬂuo
tions and uemp(lonl yet kills the
w08t potorious Jaopholes foc the rich.
h-nu.lddo\hefombyprwm
& flat 14 percent rate for alj

pescent — compa.ed 10 %0 percent
now.

And 1t would do the latter by atlow-
ing exeraptions for Socra! Secunity
and veterans' benefits, and deductions
for chantable contnbutions, home
mortgage interest, state and focal
taxes and little else.

Senator Bradley, who pians a simi-
lar reform for the corporate tax, says
revenues under the Bradicy-Gephardt
plan would be about the same as thase
under the Reagan tax bill enacted last
year. Yet, he claims, 85 percent of all
laxpayers would get an even larger

taxcut.
llulu:‘snmfuoolmodwhlm.
It ;roba y is pnn spparently
not address the current deficit

ymblem Powerful lobbles will op-

pose, perha) pmcnl climmumo(
such a3 the deduction for In-
tangidble ﬂr'ull.n. costs —~ as well as
most others. And, m(lcl 's 0t easy
w decide what's a and
what's a kﬂtlmm deduction that

1obe rved

Sorting that out could te the down.
fall of any bul that seeks a compro-
mise between present complemty and
promused simplicity.
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Level Levy?

Idea of Flat-Rate Tax
Is Gaining, but Passage
Appears to Be Unlikely

‘Bracket Creep’ Would End,
Backers Say, but Foes See
Benddits for Well-to-Do

‘It's Funto Talk Aboutbut . . .’

Ky Conesnwiex Conre
AWM Rt e s Tur WALt Sambs b o niar

WANHINGTON - Same politicians here
consuler poople hke Melba Deever the vas-
guard of (e neal phase ol the national lax
revoll Wath her oty tn tinaneial trouble
and iyl feclng i relwf from lax
Cls, she Ras tatiied on to e lalest hot
R for overhaultng  the  sncome tax
:)smu

“For (he past 10 years we have been (he
srcalted niddie rlass  Americans, paving
hare Lurs!lun anv of the nch, who can al-
ford the W iters and the Nigh-priced
lawyers to hval the system.” the Albiny,
Ore . wimun wrile to Republican Sen Mark
Matlield * Why c.an 1 1nis counsry have a flat
15 iome 1ax oo all p-wln- gaintully ein-
ployed, with 10 deduchons”

A Surprisag humder of people, mrludm;
politik tuns frm, buth puriws, agree wilh
Mrs. Ivwver Desprte enuctment last year of
Preident Reagan’s Wtiree year 250 cut in la-
dividul Income-rux rales, kiters like ders
have been streaming lnw congressional of
fices Scrap (he wl conphcaled panoply
of lax deduwclions, trvdils and exclusions,
Uwy 34y, and insteac? sei a single fow rate
for evenybuly.

Laurking Complications

A flat rate tax, must experts agree, re
nauins & oag st Behind Ms apparent sim-
pixity lies o thickel of poleatia) complica-
Uons Oppunents argue (At > 1S simplest
form, 1t would mainly benefst the well-1o-do.
And skepUcs Sdy Lhe Mea’s broad backing
could eastly dissotve If pulicy makers ever
¥PlL Gown o ehruinaling spacific tax deduc-
lins

“it's fun by talk aboat I, but 1t would be
impossidle (0 mipdement, * says Joha Notax,
A Washingten atlormey and former Treasury
Department tax specidhst

Nenrlhcles. the Wdea is gathering sup
port from 2 growing number of pallticlans.
Lawmakers of both parties have started
floating flat rate pmmﬂs The Democralic
Purty at i23 recent conference in Phuladel:
phia s.41d & flal rate or gruss income tax sys
teni should be considered, because “com-
mon sense diclites rat this coavoluled sys-
tem be dramatically simphilisd."" And Prest-
dent Reagan, atter being cool 1o Lhe idea ind-
tally. this week called It “4 very temping
(hing" thal shoul de considered.

Proponents enntend tat by eltminating
all of miost tax pref=rences, (he gavernment
could raise with 2 relalively low tax rate the
same amounl of revenve as nuw A singie
rate would greatly sunphify the task of nn
Ing out tax returns and cakculating laxes
wuuld reduce the incentive 1o (ry to lhtllfr
incounw', adveiatey argue, and it would en-
sure that taapayers with the same income
pay the same amuudt in Laxes

ly the *
Jump In the tax uu when
their ncomes and move o a higher Wx
bracket as » result
Moreover, many econcinisis contend Ihat
A flat rute system without deductions would

congresstunal alde, 15 the dream of every
1ax expert
Some Republicans, such as Sen Hatlweld,
support the flat-rate ¥ed as 2 way (o get the
guvernment ol of (M business of us(u
tax oode for social engiaeering "By at-
fempting W sofve every 3003 nnﬂ economic
pmlkm through the fax code.” bhe com
plaing, “we have pul 2 greater AM greater
tunlen on the averapr taxpayer
Support From the Right

Much of the currenl enthusiasm for the
Mat rate tdea is conung from conservatives,
whn srem 10 be most concerned about end-
ing the progressive leaturcs of the current
ncome tax A coulition of flat lax advocates
meludes conservative Republican Sea. Jesse
Heims of North Carolint, UChalrman Terry
Dolan of the Nstionat Conservative Political
Action Comuenitice, author George Gilder
und Rx hard Viguene, the publisher of Con-
servalive Dy

Some conscrvatives see (he flat-rate tax
a3 a way of {urthenng “supply side * eco-
nomis David Hale. the chief econonuist for
Kemper Financial Services, argues 18 a
Heritage ¥'oundation article enutied “Rescu
ing Reagaromus'™ (Bdl the president's tax
cuts really fulfilled the supply side promise
od increasing incenlives 10 work and lavest
only Joe the very wedlthy. Their lop tax rale
was slashed Jast year to 59 from 2% Mr.
tule maintains that a fatrale sysiem
would provide similar culs (n marginal rates
for middieincome Lixpayers. whose lop
't been reduced S0 substan-

Fuor the uverwheiming majonty of tax-
payers betwren now and 195, (he Reagan
program pruvides t1x redwt ruther than far
reaching structural reforni.” he conludes

Many supply sidens fear that the mar-
Kinal rate culs they helped eagineer lLast
vear .re jevpardized by the current drive in
Congress (o find noce revenues to narrow
prugecied feder! delmu i uw rvvrnun
need 10 be found, argue. it would de
bettes (o raive Wm by rhnllrmmx m peel

Other liberals bebeve (Aal mdny guals
of 8 flat-rale tax could de accomplished
withoul chaaging the currenl distribution of
ux burdeas. Democratk Sen Bl Bradley

abolishing most tax prelerences and s3tad
lshung 2 simple, four rale progresave Lix
structure
Under (heir plan, there would be a MLt
4% rate for il taxpayers with adjisted
groas incomes below $25.000. or $40.M00 for
)ninl reurs That would cuver 80 . of tux
yers But the raies would nse in three
ﬂcp un Incomes abuve 525000, reaching
top rale of 28y oR Income over $IT.0W. o,
365,900 on joint returns |
The propusal aiso would raise the fiour

lof low Income prople wha wouldnt be re
qQuired (o puy luxes Ard )l would refun o |-
lrw tax preferences incloding home inort
gage interesl deductions

Sen Bradiey estimates thal nist of the
&0 million taxpavers who claim the stand.nd
deduction would end up paying lower ties
under his proposal Tazpdyers cluming rel
alively lew deductions woulkd pay abuul ihe
same as before, or shghtly less, but with
less paper work Tanpayers who luke Jurge
deductions would py more

He ciles (he exampie of 2 marned tax
payer who reports $30.000 income and why
doesn’t clum many deductns He would
pay £3.185 in Laxes in 194 under current law
asd K674 undar the Rradley Gephardt pro-
posal. A laxpuyer wilh (be sunm incune
‘who clatms many deductions wouk’ pay 2.
$7, in 1984 under current law, compared
Wi $2.548 under the proposal.
Beweath the Simplicity

Despeie the apparent sumplicity of the
Nat rale idea, specialists say, the plan has
various compiexities. One problem lnvolm
defining inco Most proposals suggest 3|
pMMln‘lﬂllnlﬂloslmlormd b
come.’” That wuuld iavolve taxing many
forms of icome that currestly are ex
empl~such as Soctal Secunty payments
Sune Lheonsts cven believe that homeows
ers should be Laaed for the “'reat”” ey 1m-
plmmuy puy Letmaetves lor their own

Mes.

One hey W winming support may
be whether specific flal rale schemes actu-
ally ofter wm(lranl unpfovemml over the
current system Ia words sinkingly similar
10 Mrs Deever's the recently formed con-
servative Coalibon for 3 Flat-Rate Tax as
serts thal the present lax system “piaces xn
unfair tax burden on the vast majonty of
working miSdie cluss Americans whie ai-
Juwing peopie In the uppes-iscome brackets,
who can alford 1o Nre expensive lawyers
lnd accountants, o tane advantage of count:

les (o avord their fwir share of the
ul burden.” Sone g0 eyen furthes Wiiliam
Safire, a New York Tunes columnist, assents
Uhat the current Lax system, becduse of juop
hoies, isa’t progresaive at all.

Many tax amalysts dispule such asser
uom however. The non pdrtisan congres

siotial Joimt Committee on Taxalon esti-
mates (hat even afer considering the eifects
of various tax prelerences, average fax la
bility rales rse from about 6% (or people
wilh incomes belween §5,000 and $10.000 o &
high of aboul 25': for people with inunme

over $200,600.

Nor 13 it true Lhat tax preferences benefit
only Ihe wealthy A 1977 Bruokings Instity
ion study cuncluded that the denelits are di
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vided tarly evenly among all income
groups While upper-income peuple do bene-
It from such proviswns a5 the 6% exclu-
sion of capital gains, low-income peopie are
Beiped by other provisions such as the non-
taxability of transfer payments. And 3 vart-
ety of other tax preferences, such as deduct-
sbilily of mortgage interest and of sizte and
iocal laxes, provide considerable relie! to
middl-income groups One analysis by Jo-
seph Minarik, an ecommm with the Can»
ressional Budget Office, suggests that
ai-rale system would wind up lnmslemrg
more of the Lax burden to middie-income

groups.
Support for Stmplification

1t is far from eertrin (hat simpluying the
tax sysiem i§ by ilself 2 strong enough issue

gress. Despite frequent complaints abowt
the cotaplexily of the Income tax., H&R
Block Inc.. the tax-assistance company,
says 15 polls show that [axpayer support for
simplifying the wax trsum is quite weak.
H&R Block's business, of course, is to help
taxpayers deal with complicatad tax mm:
But Hs poll results may be explained in pa
by the fact that about 70% of ali munu
avold the major complexities of the system
by ulllu' the standard daduction

“There IS no ofganized :wumemy for
simplification of the income Lax.” concludes
Mr, Kuru, the former IRS commissioner,

Compazed with the amorphdus support
for Udying up Lhe tax system, the beneficlar
s lll\cludmg lax fawyers and accountants)
of special 1ax pravisions that might be
wiped away by simplificatwon are highly or
ganized and vocal, Many tax analysts also
delieve that wiping the slate ciedn of all spe-
claf tax revisions would have oo unsetthing

an effect on Lhe nation’s social struclure

' There (ummly lrv over ltn a.peclal tax

. tax by
(mm The combined benenu provided
by g}mhnlue beﬂ; w“n‘ very mmy
at hon. An re growing rap-
idly. By 197, the Senate Budgel Commitiee
estimales, the benefits will rise tn almast
3440 billion,

The Rocking Boats

- = "Too many- socia! and economic Lnstitu-
tions are already Interwnven inlo the lax
system” 10 allow fur quick and casy
changvs. $ays Mr. Nolan, the former Treas-
ury tax official. Adds Donald Ludick, a
Washington atloriey who fought lo close
sne (ax “Lwopholes™ as a Treasury olficial

» during the (Carter admimstration, “"Gnce you

'slart assessing the imphications of doing

uway with {lem, you see there would be too

many rocking doals
Sonie old Washingion hands conclude

(4t the only way to get Congress o enact

‘such & sweeping change us & flal rate tax,

Hur a vanant of it, would be as part of & large

overall tax cut. That way, the repeal of

cherished tax preferences could be buried (n

a general reductina of everyohe's taxes.

“1t's uwlul hard 1o get any tax reform with:

out putting swreetening in It says Chasls

Walker, a seusoned Washingion 1ax lobby-

st

But wilh Congress fucing 1he prospect of
$100-bil’ton-a year delicits for (he foresee-
able future, most lawmakers are looking for
ways lo Increase revenues rather than cut
them further. Unless there 15 8 change in

well for either the frat rate tax or similar
al

* In tax reform, you have lo bave enough
money to duy olf 1he !asers," explains econ
onust Barry Boswurth ° Bul Congress bas
already gives away all of its revesues for
some years o come, and more.”

&ndﬂve such a sweeping change through{.

the pohitics of Lax reform, that doesa’t bode |
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Sen. Bradley. has a better idea for the Democrats

By Edwin Guthman
Buwr of The Meguire’

Almost »)l the big name Democrats except
himmy Carter (he'll be in Canada on a
fishing trip) will be in Philadelphia this
‘week Jor the party’s fourday mid-term con-
vention beginning Thursda) and New Jer-
sey's Sen. Bill Bradiey plans 1o make them
an offer that maybe theyl) refuse. But may-
be not.

The offer Go ta the voters s5 the congres-
sional election this fall — and looking
ahcad 10 the 1984 presidential clection —
with a definite. detmled plun to simplify the
Federal Income Tax Code, climinating most

anyd loophoics snd
lowering the 1ax rates for frem o0 10 70
percent of the nation’s 103 mulion taxpay-

crs

Bradicy and Hep Richard A Gepherdt
(D, Mo) ynveiled ‘ust such a plan o few
woeks ago based on 14 months of diligen?
research They arc not wedded 1o cvery
detazl of i1, but believe they have drafied o
proposal thal has a rcalistic chance of de-
veloping a broadly based conscnsus for
reform and they plan shortly 1o introduce
Jegislation 1 Congress 1o have it go in
effect 1n 1984

“The winners essentiaily would be people
now on salary who clatm rclauvcly fow
nemized deductions,” Hradiey satd 1n meet
ng with The Inquirer Fditerial Boord re-
cently “The losers would be the people who
have been 1aking «drantage of tax sheliers

“If the IXmixras arc tooking for & new
1ded, s 15 what we've tradimenally viond
for and 1t mcets @ yearning that oy out
there *

Bradicy docsn 1 claim that the W of
simplilying the 1ax ¢ode is new 1t has buen
dandicd about for 20 yeary of mory Carter
n campaigminy, for the presidency an 1976
repeatedly called the tax code a° disgrace In
the human race” ond promised to do vome

s Y

1hing about 11, but Congress wrned Him

n

An acquaintance of manc, John H ilail, »
Los Angdles tax Jawyer, ook a post in the
Treasury Department in the Nixon adminis-
TPAUNN 35 dCPUty assIstant socretary Inr tay
palicy with 1he single purpiae of reduang
0% raics and hacking 3t the maze of toop.
hules and deductions But President Mixon
shied away from the sircnuous paliticat
fight tha! was ceriain o ensuc and boefore
long a frustrated Hol! way back m Los
Angeles

The Hradiuy-Gephardt plan 1f not hew ot

)
f;_f :

f

1ls roots, ts dilterent 1n dctail from previous
proposals Also 1t would retain @ progres
Sive 1ax rate a1 a trme when an increacing
number of pohtical jeaders including Sen
Robert Dole, (R'Kan) chatrman of she
powerfyl-tax-wrining Senare Finance Com:
milgc, arc warm'ng up 1o the adea of
replacing the presant cade with a flat-rale
1ax thet would have fewer deductions

An gb¥I0us problem with any ¥t raic 1ax
15 that ever nat too long a perind of nme if
wor'ld favor the very rich by allowing 3w
mulation of wealth recreanng the old ¢on
cuntration of wealth o a low families

R

whose power the progressive income 1ex
was designed to wceken

However, any plen to make 1ax forms
simple enough so that people who can add
and subtract could fill them oul without
professional heip. much less cut through
1he tax code’s labyrinth of confusing rules
and reguianons, is going 10 run 1nto a sworm
of special interest horneis on Capitol Hill.

And f you consider that the lawycrs and
accountants who devise the tax shelters
and figure out the loopholes for wealthy
clients form one of the special interest
groups that wouid be hit the hardest and
that lawyers predominate b the Congress.
weil, it doesn’t scem that the BradicyGep
hardi pruposal or any olher effort ta refarm
1he tax code stands a ghost of & chance of
being enacled

But there's no question that mosi Amer:-
cans perceive that the lax code 1S too com-
phcaicd and unfair and that 1 increasingly
nourishes an ynderground economy In an-
nouncing thewr plan, Bradicy and Gephardt
voiced concern 1hat the people are losing
respect for the integrity of the tax laws V

“The most important ingredient of out
tax system is voluntary compliance.” Gep-
hardt said. “The recent cards and letters |
hevc been getting 10 connechion with the
budget debate make mc wonder if anyone
thinks the system is fair If people can
understand the sysicm — which they cer-
inly car’t todsy — they will be moare
likely to support 1t. And with the growing
size of the cash or underground cconomy,
wy need a ystem which has widespreod
suppur?

Hradicy asserted that unicss the trend ser
by President Resgans 1981 1ax cus 1> o
versed. “the only peaple paytng incomc
taxes 0 ihe future will e those whose
wages and salanies will be subject 16 with.
holding That ‘prospect 1s simply unaccept
#blc 10 a demaocracy

“On the other hand. if we lower tax rates
and drosden the tax dase, | think we have a
tax system thet really encourages the pro-
ductive work and invesiment needed for
sustained economic growth.”

Their proposal will not please punists who
would abclish all deductions, exclusions
and loopholes They den't pretend that any
reform plan that would do that has a realis-
nc chance of enaciment, %0 they would
retain deductions which have strong public
support - those for charitable giviag,
home mortgage interest. some medical ex-
penses, state and local income and property
faxes and Social Security and veterans'
denefils They aiso would continuc 10 ex-
;:'np; mncome from investment in municipal

nds

Specfically. therr plan would drop the tax
ratc to 8 flat 14 percent for single taxpayers
Witk tncomes up te $25.000 and for couples
earning $40.000. A progressive surax rang.
ing from 6 1o 14 percent would be levied on
incomes above those levels That wopld
reduce the maximym rate from the current
10p of 50 percent to 28 percent

1t would ralse the same total revenue as
the present system, drawing the same
amount of taxes from the samc income
brackeis, but, as Rradliey pointed our, while
the msjonity of taxpaycrs would be better
off. many high incomc carners would pay
more,

Bradley believes. however. that many of
them would give up Their tax sheliers and
loopholcs, “alung with the headaches and
time spent trying 1o avord taxes,” 1n ex-
chorge for a lower marginal raic

Reforming the 1ax code wont case the
naton’s mounting budget deficit or correct
the deeper weaknesses in the economy, dut
1t would bu fairer and 1t sure would make
hfc casicr as Apri] 15 comes around each
year

oL
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Toward a f_a—lr federal tax code

David Stockman, President Rea-
gan's director of the Office of Manage-
menl and Budgct. says he wouldn't be
surprised to sec Mr. Reagan propose, in
his next budget, getung rid of the
progressive income 1ax and replacing
it with a flat-rate tax in which atl
taxpayers would pay about the sume
percentage of their income, “It's very
much our intention tv move in that
direction.” Mr. Stockman 10ld a group
af reporters in Washington. “The Pres-
ident is highly sympathetic 10 the flat-
rate. broad-based 1ax idca.”

As o matter of fact, the administra-
tlon alrcady has begun moving in that
direction with a Treasury study of the
idea, which Trcasury Secretary Donald
T. Regan has described as “maybe the
fairest tax of all.”

Maybe. and maybe not. One classic
defintion of fairness was formulated
in doggerel a few ycars ago by Sen.
Russell Long of Loussiana, then chair-
man. now ranking Democrat, on the
Senate Finance Commitiec
< *Don’t 1ax you, don’l tax me, tax
that fcilow under the tree”

To wmost Amcricans, though, the
principlc upon which taxation ought
to be bascd 1s ability to pay. and the
flat tax certainly flouts that. How can
it be fair for the millionaire to pay the
same rate, say 12 or 15 percent of his
tncome, us a widow working 1o support
hersell and her two children at the
curren! minimum wage of $3.35 an
hour? How can it be fair for the heir to
& greot fortune, who never worked a
day n his hife, 10 pay the same rate as
the coal mincer. the shoe salesman in a
store, the busboy and so on?

None of which is to say that the
prescnt system ol federal taxation {or
jlate and locul taxavion, for that mat-
ter) 15 a thing of beauly and a joy
forever. To the contrary, more and
tore Americans are coming 10 realize
that it is, as President Jimmy Carter
described it. “a disgrace to the human
race.” and eson more now than it was
then, with the supply-side economic
theory (or "trickledown theory," as
Mr. Stockman allowed himselfl to be
quoted in thut celcbrated Atlantic
Monthly articie) emdodied in Mr. Rea-

an's first budget, and his second.

Before Reaganonics the federal tax
¢ode was riddled with loopholes and
Jerry-built with shelters The 1981 Eco-
nomic Recovery Tax Acl added more

loopholes and built more shelters.
Those, for the most parl, gave the
wealthy new ways tu avoid paying
their fair share of the tax burden. and,
to make things mure unfair for the
averagc laxpaycr. il is the upper-in-
come people who gained the most oul
of those celebraled 1ax culs.

Plainly, the system begs for reform,
and more and more Americans are
demanding it, but in what direchion
should reform move? Toward simplic-
1y, yes — to the average American,
wrestling with his Form 1040 15 hke
wrestling with an octopus — but also
toward fairness.

Sen. Bill Bradley (D.. N.J.) and Rep.
Richard Gephardi (D., Mo} have
worked out a plen that does go In the
right direction. The Bradicy-Gephardt
plan would eliminate almost all 1ax
preferences, such as those il und gas
gimmicks that allowed Attorney Gen-
eral Withiam French Smith 1o shelter a
large part of his income. 1t would keep
such socially useful (and pohtically
sensitive) deductions as those for
home mortgage intcrest, some medical
cxpenscs, stale and tocal income and
property laxes, and Social Security and
velerans benefits.

It also would allow the maximum
tax rate to drop from 50 percent to 28
percent, encouraging productisc in-
vestments to be made, and madc on the
basis of real value in the marketptace
rather than the tax implications. For
two-thirds of Amecricans, it would
mean lower laxes.

Those who call themscelves political
realists may scoff. comparing the pur-
st of fairness 1n the tax code to the
pursunt of the Holy Grail — an adven-
ture npon which idcalists may embark
but a gual ncver to be achieved. it {s

“true that there are lois of dragons 1n

the way, the special inlcrests who ben-
efit from ali those lovpholes and shel-
ters and exemptions and gimmicks can
always advance arguments 1o justify
them and contribute through political
action committees to the politicians
who will protect them.

Yet if, as Sen. Bradley says. most of
the nation’s 103 million 1axpayers be-
fieve the tax code is unfair and many
“are losing respect for the integrity of
the tax laws,” that is a rcality to which
political realists who want 1o get elect-
ed, or reclected, would du well 10
respond
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A sweeping
tax proposal =
by Bradley

By TiM O'BRIEN

For 14 moeiks Scn Bill Bradiey hod huddied wilh tax
el::em tolked with Wall Street and Washinglon siges, aod
aver Trea: rimest and Brookiags
lmnummau ormaiss Deou
When dooe the \ew Jerwev Democrat anounced his
ronciusions and recommendations The federal iacome tay
<odes for persons and corpord 00
cunplmlrd and freter w)
The solution® Amn lete nver]
But althouy LR polmnl aclon commutiee
1PAC; OPPOsng nrua nm,-lmly and effirency, lax re-
jorm movements kave 1a the proved quisstic Like
Pndou when relormers opes the bnl everylung comes

Soe editorial ‘Tox magic’ In Viewpsint columa
" At pIge.

mu'ullv i the form of dorens of riders offering deduc-

almnmﬁ‘smm:'ngmmd

a U economy
rs the D:#mv atic Economic

nance Cummme last year whee
Reagan s “rlean” tax cut bl was sent io Cm
Enuliwemu:m be wanted 30 per cent —
also gol 127 otber ndmmu\lnmhﬂ thal revised
almost everv tax category Whes (be Joint Commitiee o
Taration wrote ils general explanation” of the law, 1t ran

qal

Nﬁ‘an no doudt that when we hold umus ou ths, 33
apecial interest groups will show up on the first day and
testuy wncerely (hal i thesr partcular provision i elmu
Adted e country will immedsately 1411 iato 2 depression.

stale’s senior senator who since floating his propns-

Imnll s He wa nunl

:ﬁl“: Ih,v 28 Washinglon Prras Club luncheon bas em- -

om 2 summer sales nmpa
calls for dramatc redwtons 1
ul tax rater m&:d b tbe
widely uc

eliunation of all tong. e
sulung 1a he fan o( a suhum.u!ly Degader base and
ntzrum;ol same amount of revenve

qumucl sol B

ais0 some of the nch wha now
dollars having Lheir lawyers And accountants find ways o
shelter their earnings

cenl whes lf m Lo Washington. bul was dropped 1o

0 per cent ia the 1Il| uI bul rually on the argument
L ates anvway Tt was i

Tact, mmSemury and fellow Jersey an Donald Regan

best argument, telhiny m! senators thal wi

e was n»dlq )hmxl Lvach & Co. the natior s largest

vestmeni bouse, he “iavenied 2 m toophoic o compiex

Bat whes commiited m&: per the diagram resembicd 2

Murﬂy ergo. ils Rame, butter(ly commoditics stead-

Sa:d Bradiey this week * The high tax rate » an dliusion
™ vu)tlyln aat plynncu per cenl
orse. Bri N8 15 LAd1 ine quest 1o

ncome or profit
of ke £CONOIMY § resoUrees and impedes
1a other words, instead of the rich uuoﬂn- soubean
Y008, 0f DULING their SUFPIUSES INLO Face Boru aprieat
o . ,m’ﬂ.#l wells and wildcat on) drilling Bradies
S2ys he wanls Lo see those dollaty mave 10 quihiy 1
invesuments thar surnulate produciiun «nd gr min per-

haps. for inetance as v!mne capital for a sma'l company
‘workung on a Caacer cul
This 12 the " dhcn( part ol *he wnpmspt 1 by
Bradiey and Wis cosponsor in the Hi wchard
(‘npwa\ (D-Ma . and the part hikcly 1o atiract rmrnvm
Rep Jack Kemp R N ¥ ). the champion ol supgly.
economics and (he Kemp-Roth tax cut said in fact
lhu he applauds Sen Bradlev for trving to w-n he rates
for individuals. and [or Lrving L bring peopie [rom the shel-
economy imo Ihe prorloune and 1ax paying economy
TR 15 exacLly m| supply side o produclion-or ient-
¢ economucs sallal
Bat the ce ovnrv»xandlhe Bnﬂcy&p«ardlpack:zn
the ‘tairnexs 1ssue the altempi 10 correct |
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‘Unlortuaatcly we're ata whea four out of
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far e s3ynd that certars g

avoid paving their fair share and lh}l":“onnw) eise -ﬁ::

Same income i doing betier by the code Lhanthey are ™
Gephardi, '\c 341 on Lbe House Wavs and Mears Com-

nuttee. s even more direct saying  The most important
ingredsent of our L 18 yolumary compliance 1 be
heve a willingness to pay i directly proportionate to a publie
W 100 (Bat 1he (21 system ts fair and oqu.reble 1o all
recend ¢ards and letiers | have becn getling during the
builget debales makes me wonder if anyoae 1hinks the cur-
renttazsyslem s lair
F nally, 1he new package calicd the Compeehensive
Incor..# Ta1 proposal, 18 bewng ffercd fog its implicay “in
my travels and in my dicussions with ir el
1hose in (he fisancial community | tind that n one has &
1012} grasp o the currenl code, 1t s 1o compkex. and it
cawses the wealthy 10 spend an inordinate amnunl o energy,
and time and moowt with thait 1as (irm (9 Hguce out how to
reduce their 1an ex| ¢ said Bradley
Again likefaieness there s litthe og postton o sumplics:
Iy and many in Congress are making umilar clams - that
nonuﬂ  hal! dozen wchedules 1o their long form™
1 are ready and willing 1o trade in the Bulk of their
'nu (narmn lora b?a\? 1 theie margingt 13X rate
Sen Robert Dole (R Kan ) Tor instan-e id carlir this
onih. | think the Out there are crying nut [nr am.
wha chairs the Senate Finance
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zoﬂm including unuccesslul
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. Tnese schemes call for a flat tax rate o

income, with but a few exclusions, ran Ing lmr:nvﬁ“;]fl{:n?

I one case to 19 per rent 1n others ey differ from the

g::sdlzg }'heepbr‘urrdrle plroposal. \\?ch TeLains the progressve-
nt system, but wh

brackeis, 14 20,25, and?lper ce:l wheh offers aaly foue

The Bradiey-Gephardi package to date is only half com-
plete, as the corporate tax 18 are sull bei
developed Bradiey said two companion bil's w'll be f
together, prodably in late fall. Dole has set time aside in
November for the Finance Commutlee to conduct beariogs
on the flat rate blls, and on the Bradley plan.

Bradley’s proposal dro&c Lhe Lax rate to a flat 14 per
cent for single taxpagers with incomes up to $25.000 and for
couples witk incomes up o $40,000 A progressive surtax
ranging from 6 Lo 14 per cent would be apphed to income
above llhm levels, thus reducing the mnmum rate (o 28
per cen

The tax rate would zise in increments for incomes
above the minimum levels. reaching the maximum 24 per

*cenllrale at $37,000 for single taxpayers and $65.000 for

couples

" The poor and near-poor would be protected by having
the persunal exemplion increased from the cucrent §1,000 1o
$1.500, and by hifting the zero bracket amount for yunt re-
turns trom the present §3,400 to 34,500 So. & family of four
would pay nothing if they earn up 10 $10,600 (§4.600 plus four
exemptions totaling §5.000)

0 make ng(u the reduced rates and generate the

same revenves,
tax credits, exclusions and deductions e for the few
claimed over the years by Ihe magonly of laxpayers, of those
needed Lo alleviate genutne hardship °

The * few” deductions that survive, though, are indeed
those claimed by most They are Lhe deductions for home
mortgage interest, for all state and local income and proper-
ty taxes. and for chantable contrdutions Also surviving
would be the exclusion for Social Secunity and veterans
benelus, the exemplior for interest on geperal obhigation ;
bonds, and the deduction for employe business expenses, the
so-called “three martini lunch™ write-off that President
Cartertriedin vain to kil

Bradley candidly concedes that these exceplions are
chesen, at least in part. on “political considerabions,” uyini
be is less interested 1n a “pure” bill than 1n a good il “1ha
238 a chance to pass " Offering an example, the senator said,
*“You should be at 2 Finance Committee session when a vote
comes up that might cut back on Social Security; all hands go
up (voung no). and everydody says, ‘Recorded vole, recorded

vote ' "

Alj cther loopholes would be gone or modified under the
lan Taxed wouid be Dividends, all other interest, includin
interest earned on life insurance savings and oo industria
development or housing bonds: income ¢arned overseas, divi-
dends reinvested 1 utility stocks, scholarshp and fellowship
income 1n excess of tuilion, and employer {ringe benefits
such as child care. tuition and legal services. .

Taxe; would be paid on unemployment compensation
and on disability pay, while eliminated would be the deduc-
tions for casualty and theft losses, for adoption expenses, and
for stalesalestaxes

Gere would be the credits for polilical contributions,
{or the cost of rehabilitating a bulding, and the energy tax
cred:t that aliows homeowners o take off the cost of storm
windows and the like There would be ro more eiderly tax
credit, esther.

Alsa gone would be the plethora of business tax benefits
used by the self-employed, thirerﬂupi and small corpo-
rations, as well as by both big comparues and individuals.
These include the regular investment tax credit {a 10
ceat write-off for capital equipment), the five year amortiza-
tion of Lhe cost of poilution control facilities, the expensing of
Intangible dniiling costs for oif and gas. and the depreciation
for “reforestation ™

Medical expenses would only be Lax deductble when
they exceed l:‘rr cent of adjusted gross income, and even
the current deduction for up to $150 1n health insurance
would be repealed.

“All Income would essentially be treated the same*
sa1d Bradley

The net result of all this, said the senz:or, would be that
those at he lower end would pay Jess Laxes, those considered
middle ané upper middle income families would pay shightly

or the same, while the "losers”™ would be the top 15 per
cent of America's eirners, although, be insisted, they would
not lose much il they have been sellm,, good Lax advice.
Bradley estimnated that more than 85 per cent of all ulray-
ers would pay less, and he calls this reshuftling a “realign-
ment within groups.” s2yimg "It's rot a redistribution ™

Anather hoped for result of course. is a major dent in

adley proposes “that we eliminate most *

the “underground econamy,” Lhe evphemism 16 cover
everyone who uses cash transaclies to cheat Uncle
Sam, from the hardened eriminal to “your friendly gar-
dener who takes cash.” Bradiey eladorated, “This plan
will be a major way of driving them back into the tax
)a[:n economy . . with a lower eate there's & differ-
enl ealculation when they measure the nisk (of not re-
porzhng) aganst the gain, which wall be consideradly
er.

smaller.

A fical benetit would be Lhe elimination of ‘racket
crecp" as there are only four brackels.

The Bradley-Gephardt Lax team is now working on
4 sumilar streamlining and revamping of the corporate
tax structure, again with the goal of ok producing more
revenue, but of creating equity.

Husplan, hesaid, is naldsln,oed pecessanily to shift
(be ratio between corporate and personal taxpayers, 2
rato that has deea siiding in {avor of corporatioos for
several years, and, say mary lax experts, will continve
to slide in that direction thanks o the provision in the
1981 Lax law known as Lhe Accelerated Cost Recovery
System (ACRS)

Essentially, ACRS, also known a3 "10-5-3.” elim}-
Bated Lhe old bosmess deprecialion tables, whick based
{ax breaks on how Jong 2 new piece of equipment was
expected to last, and in effect “accelerated” Lhe deduc-
nions. ACRS reduces 1he old 130 deprecial:on schedules
Lo three schedules of 10 years, five years or three years,
and ot only allows comparues Lo write-off the cost of
capital purchases quicker, bul even aliows that short-
Ql;::llcwull to be accelerated, rather than spread out

e

gullm foc Bnd!e, and Gephardt say their corpo-
rate reforms wili modily ACRS, but they say 1t 13 100
prematnre to discuss details of the corporate nide of the

Infiscal 1981, corporations 1n America paid only 11

cent of all revenues cotlected by Uncle Sam, down
lel per cent yust four years earlier, and down from
4 per cent in 1960, according to the [nternal Revenue

Service, which also reports that because of depreciation,
investment credits, Interest payment deductions, deduc-
tions for operaling losses, lack of profits, and a vanety
of other wnte-offs, nearly half of the nalion's corpora-
tons pay oo taxes
But Bradley knows that, like the personal Lax re-
lorms, there will be strenuous arguments lo keep 1
place evegoloophole
Sen. Dole said, “When iL comes 10 a comprehensive
fax base, ev rnw has hrs favorite exemption they want
0 protect.” He called the several prapesals deing
presented as “mlri&'m].“ but has held off aay specihic
latest figures his commutiee has

comment ‘ycndm(
- asked for from the Treasury Department

Tbe finance commuttee’s ranking Democrat, Sen.
Russell Long (D-La). das expressed simular anxieties
bout getting hundreds of special interest groupd to
slong with the elimination of most deductions, but
retaining of a few no matter bow popular Long, in fact,
o some of the provisions Jnserted 1n the 1981

f .

For hus part. Bradley.
to press his point, bas
taken 1o quoling the pro-
verd created by Long
many years 30

“Don't tax him, doa't
tax me. Lax that man be-
Jund that lree.”

L:n s pdress halde.
Ral, ‘mudez, echoing
his %oss'x widsom on lax
reform said of Bradley's
B:opml. “It sounds like !

‘s opeming up he gales
of dell."
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HONORABLE STEVEN D. SYMMS - COMMITTEE ON FINANCE - SEPTEMBER 27, 1982

Good morning. I would like to compliment the Chairman of this
Committee for beginning a process which will hopefully lead to the
constructive reform of cur current tax system,

Careful analysis and planning are required in developing a new
system which conforms to the objectives of our national tax policy.
One major objective of our tax policy should be simplicity. The time
and cnergy consumed in dealing with highly complex and sometimes
inscrutable tax forms is reason enough to switch to a simplified
system. The cenormous amount of money spent on compliance, however,
makes the argument for simplicity overwhelming.

In 1954, 18% of the American té;payers employed professional
assistance in preparing their tax returns. In 1981, 52% of all 1040
forms were prepared by specialists. Peter Brimelow of Barron's
said that in 1981 an estimated $60 billion was spent by people
complying with or taking advantage of IRS regulations. Administration
and enforcement of these laws accounts for almost half of all federal
government paperwork. In addition, the IRS spends millions of dollars
investigating and prosecuting the mushrooming number of taxpayers
who are using protest schemes to avoid paying their taxes.

William J. Anderson, Director of the General Government Division
of the General Accounting Office portends, '"Now more than ever befcre,
the ¥llegal tax protest movement poses a threat to our country's voluntary
compliance tax system.'" More and more, taxpayers are turning to
untraceable cash transactions and bartering in order to decrease their

tax burden.
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"By simplifying the tax system and lowering the rate, the flat
tax approach would encourage many people who are now avoiding taxes
to enter into the regular economy. Tax evaders will find it more
cost effective to comply than to spend time and money hiding their
wealth. More importantly, large sums of money now spent on
both complying and aveoiding could be put into productive economic use.
The present tax structure with its steeply progressive rates and
numerous loopholes, leads to the misdirection of economic resources
away from productive investment and consumption and towards purely
tax-attractive activity.

A flat tax system would encourage decisions about economic
activity to be based on prospects for productive market returns rather
than on the arcificial benefits given to it by tax policy. The four
out of every ten taxpayers who hire professionals to prepare their
tax forms could spend that money more productively under a flat tax
system. Persons who sini money into depreciating investments and
property in order to claim a loss and reduce their tax liability would
begin to sue their money in ways which would promote economic growth,
and more jobs. But most importantly, the flat tax will encourage
greater compliance and thereby absorb much of the underground economy
which now evades accountabilitya

Besides simplicity, our tag policy should be to adopt a system
which does not discourage economic advance, upward mobility in pay
or social scales, and increased productivity. Our objective should
be to foster productive economic activity and encourage people t>
seek higher wages rather than spend their time and money looking for
loopholes. It requires little more than common sense analysis to
conclude that the flat rate system will do far more than our present

system to encouvrage economic productivity.
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A flat rate tax would largely abolish the current disincentives
for working hard;r to command a higher salary. The simple tax would
te damaging to those who have concentrated on avoiding taxes, and a
reward for those who work hard. It would offer a much greater prospect
for upward mobility to lower income earners. The current progressive
schedule of taxation distorts economic decision-making to a far greater
extent than an evenly distributed, flat rate tax would. The current
system of marginal graduation of taxation makes it mgre costly for
the income earner to increase his or her income.

Finally, it must be kept in mind that the purpose of taxing
citizens is to provide revenue for government services not adequately
provided by the private sector. Our tax policy should be designed to
produce revenues in the Wost efficient way possible for the operation
of government, rather than enforcing a particular social policy or
distributing wealth. As columnist William Safire stated, "That way
we know how much each social policy costs each year, and we are more
inclined to curtail tax expenditures that presently go on and on,
unexamined.” A flat rate system without credits and exciusions except
for a personal deduction, would be a neutral tax system which does
not interfere with personal choices in the market place and does
not advance one particular social ideology over another.

A flat rate tax will achieve fairness,not by increasing taxes,

but by lowering them.

11-384 0 - 83 -~ 6
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR MALCOLM WALLOP
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

SEPTEMBER 28, 1982 75 ( &a;

Mr. Chairman I welcome the start of these hearings
on tax c;de simplificati&h and reform, and more particularly-
on the so-called "flat-rate" tax proposals. I would note that
these hearings are by no means the start of the process of tax
code reform. In reality, we started 20 months ago when we began
consideration of what is now known as the Fconomic Recovery Tax
Act of 1981. With that bill we provided the American taxpayers
with long-overdue relief from a tax burden which swelled faster
than the double-digit inflation they were trying to keep pace
with. The federal revenue windfall brought on by 'bracket creep"
will finally be repatriated by July of next year when the last
iqstallment Pf the President's 25% across-the-board cut in marginal
raies is put in place, This year, fiscal necessity required that
we Hook not only to the budget, but also to the tax code to trim
away provisions we could no longer afford. The elimination of
these obsolete provisions, or tax loopholes, marked our second
step in improving the efficiency and equity of the tax code.

The generation of this year's tax bill also highlighted
what is generally referred to as the '"compliance gap". A full
30% of the revenue which will be generated by TEFRA will come from
incrcased taxpayer compliance. But even with those measures,
billions of tax dollars which are rightfully owed the federal
government will go uncollected. Clearly, you can only require
so much withholding and hire so many additional IRS agents. Right
now many tﬁxpayers already feel they should be entitled to a

dependency exemption for the time and effort they spend with
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IRS agents. The message is clear, taxpayer compliance is_not

the problem, it is but the aggravating symptom of an increasingly
complicated tax code that has done more to accomodate special
interests than implement a fa.ir and equitable system of taxation.
Any tax code which is expected to be efficient and effective

must rely on voluntary compliance. When the tax code is, or is
perceived as being, inequitable -- taxpayers are going to find

ways to hide their income from the reach of the IRS. Quite frankly,
it is hard to blame them. It is all too obvious that we are losing
the compliance battle with our present tax code. And while we
should direct some of our energies toward collecting those lost
revenues, our more important goal must be to make the changes in
our tax code which are necessary to assure that the tax burden is
distributed fairly and understandably.

The answer to many is found in the concept o€ a "flat-rate"
tax. In its simplest form it means that the taxpayer will have no
deductions and will pay a flat rate of tax on his or her income.

To date, there has been no pure '"flat-rate" tax proposal introduced
in the Congress, and my colleague from Lousianna Senator Long will
tell you that such a proposal means just one thing - a tax hike

for low and middle income Americans and a tax cut for the rich.

The various proposals which have been introduced under the moniker
of the "flat-rate" tax call for a limited amount of deductions or

a fewer number of progressive rates, or both. They are what this
hearing is all about, tax simplification and reform.

While recognizing the attraction of simplicity, we must
also recognize that our present tax code has been used to achieve

some very worthwhile economic and social ends. We have provided
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a deduction for home mortgage interest to encourage home
ownership. That provision, with the rising cost of housing,

is more important now than it has ever been. Similarly, we

have offered a charitable deduction for gifts to hospitals,
charities, and schools. Another deduction which may be as
important now as it has ever becen. Last year we broadened

the scope of individual retirement accounts to encourage all
taxpayers to put away money for their retirement. Energy tax
credits are available to encourage taxpayers to invest in energy
efficiency. You would be hard pressed to find someone who honestly
believes that these are not worthwhile endeavors. And I am sure
that as we progress with our efforts in tax simplification a
steady stream of visitors to my office will point out other tax
provisions which are just as worthwhile and just as worthy of
preservation.

I do support the concept that changes must be made to
the tax code to make it simpler, more equitable, and more
efficient. However, I will not support those efforts at tax
code simplification which have the effect of increasing the
tax burden of middle and low income Americans who-already shoulder
the brunt of the tax load. The "flat-rate" tax has become the
battle cry of the American taxpayer whose frustration with our
tax code has reached epidemic proportions. The demand is for
an equitable, understandable tax code. And what ever we call

it, I will support them in that effort.
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The CHAIRMAN. Let me first welcome Senator Quayle, who will
be our first witness. )

I think before we start, Senator Quayle, maybe the members
would like to say a few words, because we are starting some very
extensive hearings the next 3 days. There are literally pages of wit-
nesses who will not be appearing in these first 3 days, and we want
to let all of those people know that we are going to have additional
hearings. But it seemed to us, rather than see how many witnesses
we could squeeze in each morning, it made more sense to give a
little more time to those who were appearing.

I am certain this matter will be of interest—the so-called flat-
rate or proportional tax—for many months to come, and we hope
to have not only hearings here but field hearings. -

But we do need to begin a thorough and comprehensive consider-
ation of the issues raised by proposals to move in the direction of a
flat-rate or proportional income tax system.

These initial hearings fcilow my announcement last May that
our committee would undertake an extensive review of the flat-rate
concept and related issues of tax, social, and economic policy. This
is only a beginning. There are many individuals and organizations,
as I have indicated, who would like to be heard on this subject, and
we have to accommodate a smaller number now; but we hope ev-
eryone who wishes to testify or be heard will be heard before we
complete hearings on this matter.

Over the next 3 days it is ho that we can begin to establish a
framework to guide further deliberations on restructuring our tax
system. We can do that by clearly formulating the basic options, by
developing the facts and figures necessary to informed decisions,
and to pinpoint the technical and practical problems that will have
to be dealt with if we want to modify the tax system in a major
way. Our witnesses are prepared to help us do all of that; in partic-
ular, the Treasury Department has examined the issue in some
detail, and while they are not prepared to make specific recommen-
dations this time, I hope they will give an indication of how the
administration thinks we ought to proceed, and of how they rank
the issues in terms of priorities. This morning’s testimony from As-
sistant Secretary Chapoton should provide able assistance in for-
mulating options for further consideration.

At the outset, I would like to outline some of the basic choices we
have before us in connection with the flat-rate issue. Some of these
choices are simgly matters of trying to formulate the best tax
policy; some of them are primarily decisions about economic policy;
and others are really political decisions or decisions about what is
best for our society.

For example, we have to decide whether significant progression
in rates is desirable—as under the present system—or whether ev-
eryone should pay the same proportion of income in taxes. The
answer to this question will depend in part on your view of how
important the principle of progressivity is to maintaining popular
support for the tax system. The answer will also depend on some
simple facts: How progressive is the present system, when you take
into account the distribution of tax preferences available under

resent law, particularly deductions that tend to favor those in
Kigher rate brackets.
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We also have to determine how much a gain in simplicity and
economic efficiency can be made by moving to a streamlined low-
rate or flat-rate structure. Defining income will always be a source
of major complexity, and cutting out tax preferences as such does
not deal with that problem. A large zero bracket, if it were adopted
as a part of a restructuring of our tax system, could provide signifi-
cant gains in simplicity by reducing the number of itemizers.
Again, however, we would need to evaluate the impact of such a
change on the distribution of the tax burden and in terms of eco-
nomic efficiency. :

In addition, there are a number of specific ways in which a flat-
rate or lower rate tax system might be structured. A single rate
could be applied, as some propose, to a comprehensive income base.
This would mean everyone paying the same proportion of income
in tax, with changes in types of things we have usually included in
income: Items such as social security and retirement benefits,
among others.

Alternatively, rates could be significantly reduced ‘and the base
broadened by eliminating a range of tax preferences.

I might say, in that regard, that I have for distribution a break-
down of the 12 bills that have been introduced—7 in the House and
5 in the Senatc. We believe they break down into five different cat-
egories of proposals, five generic options: One, a broadbased flat
rate with standard personal exemptions; two, a broadbased flat
rate with high personal exemptions; three, a modified broadbased
flat rate; four, a broadbased progressive rate; and five, a modified
broadbased progressive rate.

We have tried to describe each of the five options, then starting
on page 5 we begin to list the tax preferences that might be re-
pealed. I think we have most of them. There are 70 in that catego-
ry, including capital gains deduction and intangible drilling costs,
percentage depletion, gasohol credit, dividend exclusion, net inter-
est exclusion, deductions for taxes, rollover of capital gains on
homes. There are a number of rather sensitive areas, I might sug-
gest, as we get into these specifics—medical expense deduction,
marriage penalty deduction, targeted jobs credit, exclusion for
social security benefits, exclusion for unemployment compensation,
Keogh plans, IRA’s, and the list goes on and on. Those are listed so
that we might know that when we start considering the options, as"
we will, that if in fact we reach that Point there will be a number
of very difficult decisions that we will need tv make in the Con-
gress. So I-wouldn’t hold your breath on the theory that anything
might happen this year.

We also address, in the rather lengthy option paper, if in fact we
are Foing to have a flat rate or a lower rate, a proportional rate
tax for individuals, how do we address the business side? Because 1
find that none of the 12 bills that have been introduced so.far
really focus on how we would address the business side once we
have addressed the individual side.

The corporate income tax structure contains the attributes of
high maximum marginal rates and a multitude of deductions and
credits, limiting the tax base, the same features that have subject-
ed the individual income tax to criticism. So if we are going to
revise the individual tax system, then I assume we are going to
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have a similar revision for corporate income taxes. I have tried to
outline some of the areas there and some of the areas that we
would have to consider, and some of the very tough decisions that
will have to be made if we are going to address that.

Finally, on how to proceed, it seems to me that we could
continue to work through the Tax Code on an item-by-item basis,
and make decisions about what should be modified and what
should be preserved; in other words, further base broadening and
tax reform efforts comparable to those included in this year’s Tax
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act.

I believe this approach could bring substantial gains in equity
and simplicity and fairness; but of course it is going to involve a lot
of review and a lot of time. Instead, we might do as some are
urging and agree on one major revision of the tax system in the
direction of lower rates and a broader base, and take the necessary
steps to implement such a system. This would mean an explicit
choice of a new approach to taxes—comprehensive and carefully
thought out—and a difficult period of transition to reconcile the
new system with the old while safeguarding the economic interests
of those who have made financial decisions based on the present
gystem.

So I guess what I am trying to suggest—and we might also agree
to proceed on a step-by-step basis—is to couple a base-broadening
measure with rate recK:ctions in an effort to simplify the system
and reduce tax-induced distortions of economic decisionmaking.

I would hope this is not trying to overstate the problem or over-
state the challenge, but it is a very difficult wide-ranging area that
wf% s;:e now about to explore. In my view, it is certainly worth the
effort.

We will spend, as I said, three mornings this week; there will be
additional hearings, hopefully some field hearings, in the next few
months. At that time other witnesses will be permitted to testify.

Under the early-bird rule I think Senator Grassley is next, and
then Senator Bentsen and Senator Chafee, then Senator Quayle.

STATEMENT QF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF IOWA

Senator GrassLEy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, these hearings on tax reform are being held be-
cause it is widely recognized that the Tax Code is in bad need of an
overhaul. Our shrinking tax base cannot generate enough revenues
to keep up with our spending goals, even after spending cuts have
been made.

The problem is a structural one. To solve the problem we must
either expand the tax base or we must raise the tax rates on the
existing base. . -

Oul;lf)resent Tax Code has become the symbol of inefficiency and
inequality in our economy. Economic distortions have resulted
from the many tax preferences that riddle this Tax Code. Individ-
uals are treated differently in the same tax brackets. The complex-
ity of the tax system has made it necessary to spend billions and
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billions of dollars to hire tax experts, thus locking up otherwise
productive capital and human resources.

All of these inherent problems in the Tax Code have forced tax-
payers into an ever-growing underground economy. The present
Tax Code has lost all credibility, and something must be done if we
are to preserve the integrity of our tax system.

I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for having recognized the needs
for fundamental tax reform and for proceeding with these hear-
ings. There will be many questions answered here, while other
questions will require further study. Progressivity of tax rates, for
instance, is a very important theoretical and practical question. It
isn’t likely that we will resolve that question here today in these
hearings. Other practical questions involve the best method of tax-
ation, whether or not businesses and individuals should be taxed in
the same manner, and what the size and extent of the tax base
should be.

But there are other more basic questions to be answered. It
seems to me that the primary objective of these hearings should be
to define the goals of tax reform. What are we trying to accom-
plish? Where are we intending to go? Should we simply repair the
damaged parts of the Tax Code? Or should we trade it in for a
whole new model? ,

We can best answer these questions if we understand how the
Tax Code impacts upon the economy. We have seen the distortions
resulting from the present code. Most economic activity has been in
consumption, and that at the exgense of savings and production.
What can we do to eliminate this bias?

Once we have determined the goals of tax reform, we must then
determine how we are going to get from where we are today to
where we hope to be in a better world in the future. If we are to
simply repair the present code, what can we do this coming year to
move toward that goal?

Perhaps, as the chairman suggested in the past, we should
continue to close certain loopholes while further lowering marginal
tax rates, and perhaps we can eliminate the tax on savings.

Or perhaps we should choose to replace the code with a new one.
With this approach, however, there are serious transitional prob-
lems. Industries and households alike have become dependent upon
certain tax preferences, and the wholesale elimination of them
would cause major dislocation.

Mr. Chairman, as you and other members of the committee have

inted out, there are many questions which must be answered

fore we undertake this tax reform, and I hope that in the process
of both asking and answering these questions that we will remain
mindful of our chief economic goal: To maximize efficiency of pro-
duction, to create capital to finance economic growth, and to in-
crease the real per capita income of our citizens.
you. :
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bentsen?

STATEMENT OF HON. LLOYD BENTSEN, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF TEXAS

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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One of the great strengths of this country has been voluntary tax
compliance. But now we are seeing a situation where people earn
the same amount of income, and thev pay a substantially different
amount of taxes. There is a growing feeling of unfairness about the
tax system, and the public is absolutely right about that.

You have seen 35 Congresses that have had a bewildering array
of social and economic objectives piled on top of the tax system,
and now what we need is a major reform of the whole tax system—
not necessarily just a flat rate, but a simplification of that tax
system so people can understand it and we restore fairness to the
system. -

The thing that is the most disliked about the whole Federal
system is the Federal Income Tax and the feeling of unfairness
taking place in it. So I think that a major objective of the new Con-
gress has to be a massive reform of the tax system to make it fair.

It is going to take the wisdom of Solomon, Mr. Chairman, but I
am confident you are going to face up to that challenge in this new
Congress, and I am looking forward to working with you on it.

The CHAaiRMAN. Thank you, Senator Bentsen.

Senator Chafee?

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN H. CHAFEE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. -

First of all, I want to commend you for holding these hearings. I
think what we are talking about, as has been mentioned, is tax
reform. This is a subject that is of extreme interest not only to the
Senators but to the population as a whole. Out in the hustings
there is constantly -raised the problems about the income tax and
the so-called flat-rate tax.

I, for one, would like to make it clear that I am not subscribing
to any flat-rate tax. I can’t believe that this Congress is going to go
into any flat-rate tax. We may have tax reform; but certainly, in
my own judgment anyway—and this perhaps is prejudging the situ-
ation a bit—we have to stay with a graduated progressive income
tax in the United States. -

But clearly reform is required, because we do have the situation
where people perceive inequities in the system when two taxpayers
with the same amount of income are paying widely different taxes.

As the chairman mentioned, as we delve into this it becomes in-
creasingly complicated. What about the individual exemptions?
Well, most people say we will keep those. How about for those over
65? Yes. How about if you are blind? Yes.

Then you go along, each step: What about catastrophic losses?
Are they deductible? Well, yes. What about home mortgage inter-
est? Well, most people agree to that. And so it goes. And I might
sar that we haven't demonstrated much restraint on these our-
selves. As a matter of fact, I was a great pusher for the deductibil-
ity of the IRA’s, and now we have those—the individual retirement
accounts that are deductible up to $2,000.

So this presents a monumental challenge to us; but I think the
goal is worthwhile, with the objective being reform so we can
.- achieve simplicity and greater fairness in the existing code.
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So, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I congratulate you on what
you are doing.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Chafee.

Senator Long?

STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL B. LONG, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

Senator LoNG. Mr. Chairman, I want to commend you for hold-
ing these hearings to explore the good and bad points about the
flat income tax.

Many people have asked me what I think about the proposals to
replace a progressive tax structure with the so-called flat income
tax. My answer to them is simple: If you are rich, you'll love it. If
you are not rich, look out.

Mr. Chairman and members, the fact is that just about any flat-
tax system will give a big tax cut to the rich, and they would fi-
nance that tax cut with substantial tax increases on lower and
middle-income Americans.

I am concerned that many ordinary working people are attracted
to the “flat tax” slogan because of their feeling that the rich aren’t
paving their fair share and because of their frustration with the
complexity of the tax system. What these working people should be
aware of is that these “flat tax’ slogans are being used to promote
a tax program that will raise their taxes. I predict that this fact
will become more and more apparent as the flat tax continues to
be discussed and debated. And as that happens, you will see more
and more people climbing off the flat-tax bandwagon. My experi-
ence is that every time you try to simplify the tax system by in-
creasing somebody’s taxes, that person tends to lose interest in tax
simplification at that point.

I do want to emphasize that having a simplified, fair, and well-
respected tax system should be a top priority, as Senator Chafee
just stated, and particularly for this committee. What I am talking
about now, though, is the idea of a flat-tax rate versus the progres-
sive rate structure, and that- argument has precious little to do
with tax simplification. .

I wrote a letter about the flat tax that appeared in the Washing-
ton Post on July 13 and was picked up by several of the newspa-
pers around the country. Several people have taken exceptions to
the statements I made in that editorial, but it still is correct in my
judgment. Here is what I said: :

Justice and fairness require that those who make large amounts of money should
pay a higher rate of tax on income than middle and low income families. It seems

totally unfair to have a person earning $15,000 a year paying as much as someone
making a million dollars a year.

I will ask that the remainder of my statement appear in the
record at this point, Mr. Chairman. Let me make just one further
point: The income tax, of course, is not the only tax we have. Our
other principal source of revenue, which raises about 60 or 70 ﬁer-
cent as much as income tax, is the social security tax—as thor-
oughly re, ive, as burdensome on the low income and poor, as
any tax the mind of man has ever conceived. That's how almost
haff of the rest of the money is being raised, and that which is not

<
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covered by that is being raised in the main by excise taxes, which
are a tax on consumption.

Now, contrary to what some would have us believe, the very rich
in this country are not paying as much as they would like to sug-
gest to us. Our previous Chairman of the Council of Economic Ad-
visors appeared before s some time ago—before he became the
chairman—and gave me the figures on the Treasury study: On ex-
panded income, those making over $200,000 a year, at that point,
were paying 42 percent of their income in income tax. Now, since
that time, that particular group has had their rate cut from a top
of 70 percent to a top rate of 50 percent. A great deal of their
income comes from capital gain, and that has been reduced from 28
percent down to 20 percent.

Now, you make those adjustments, and that would appear to me
that the present tax being paid by those making over $200,000 a
year is only about 30 percent, and maybe somewhat less than that.

Now, that presents a somewhat different picture than we might
think of when one thinks of the enormous amount of expenditures
that those people are paying. And those of them who are making
investments are doing the kind of things that we sought to encour-
age—to create jobs and employment opportunities. They are paying
a 103 less than that, because we passed laws to reward that kind of
conduct.

I do favor simplification, and I strongly support what you have
done in that area and what I believe you have in mind and what
other members have in mind, to move in that direction; but I think
it would be a mistake for us to proceed on the theory that we can
afford to have another giant tax cut for the very wealthy at the
expense of the middle income people of America.

[The prepared statement of Senator Long follows:] -
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE RUSSELL B. LONG
AT THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE HEARING
UN FLAT-RATE TAX PROPOSALS =

Tuesday, September 28, 1982 .

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend you for holding these
hearings to explore the good and bad points of a flat rate income
tax. Many people have asked me what I think about proposals to
ceplace our progressive income tax with a so-called flat rate
income tax. My answer to them is simple: "If you're rich,
you'll love it; it you're not rich, look outl”

Mr. Chairman, the fact is that just about any flat tax
system would give a big tax cut to the rich and finance it with a
substantial tax increase on lower and middle income Americans. I
am concerned that many ordinary warking people are attracted to
the flat tax slogans because of their feeling that the rich
aren't paying tﬂéir fair share and because of their frustration
with the complexity of the tax system. What these working people
should be aware of is that these flat tax slogans are being used
to promote a tax program. that will raise their taxes. Mr.
Chairman, I predict that this fact will become more and more
apparent as the flat tax continues to be discussed and debated,
and as that happens, you will see more and more people climbing
off the flat tax bandwagon.: My experience is that every time you
try to simplify the tax system by increasing somebbdy's taxes,
that person just tends to lose interest in tax simplification at
that point.

I do want to emphasize that having a simplified, fair )

and well respected tax system should be a top priority for the
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Congress, and particularly for this Committee. What I am talking
about right now, though, is the idea of a flat tax rate versus a
progressive rate structure, and that argument has precious little
to do with tax simplification.

, 1 wrote an editorial on the flat rate tax that appeared
in the Washington Post on July 13, 1982 and was picked up by
several other papers around the country. Several people have
taken exception to one of the statements I made in that
editorial, but I still believe the statement is right., What I
said was the following:

"Justice and fairness require that those who make large

amounts of money should pay a higher rate of tax on

income than middle- and low-income families. It seems

totally unfair to have a person earning $15,000 a year

pay the same rate as someone making $1 million."

Some people have written to me expressing the opinion
that it is actually immoral to impose a higher rate of tax on the
one millionth dollar of income than on the fifteen thousandth
dollar. They see the progressive rate system as unfair
discrimination against the well-to-do.

One interesting thing, however, is that these same
people who see a flat rate as an absolute requirement also say
that you would have to have a generous personal exemption or
standard deduction to ease the impact of the system on very low-
income people. What they are correctly acknowledging is that you
have to consider ability to pay in order for the system to be

fair. Once you have a personal exemption or standard deduction,

you can't really say that an across-the-board flat rate ls
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absolutely required, bécause you've abandoned the purity of the
- system. You've acknowledged that ability to pay should be at
least a small factor, so the argument then becomes how much you
should consider ability to pay.

Our current system-takes ability to pay into some degree
of consideration by providing tax rates that range from 12
percent to 50 percent, Before 1981, the top rate was 70 percent,
and the Congress decided -- correctly, in my view -- that the 70
percent rate represented too great a degree of progressivity.

The flat tax proposals would consider ability to pay to a
substantially lesser degree than our current’system, and many
proposals would come fairly close to not considering it at all.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be wrong to ignore
ability to pay when we are designing our tax system. When yBu
have a low income, you use just about all of it merely to keep
clothes on your back, food on your table, and a roof over your
head., When you have a high income, you have got something left
over after you have purchased your basic requirements.

1 have heard some well-to-do people complain that a
higher percentage of their income goes to taxes than in the case
of lower~income people; but I never hear these people say they
have any problem with the fact that lower income people have to
spend a higher percentage of their incomes for food, shelter, and
clothing. Mr. Chairman, our tax system would not be fair or
well-respected f{f it were designed to be a crushing burden on

low- and middle-income families, and a relatively light burden on
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the well-to-do. It should instead be a manageable burden for
all, and that {s why we should have a progressive rate structufe.

I don't necessarily mean that we should retain the
curren; rates. If we can make appropriate changes that allow us
to lower rates, let us do that, but let us do as Senator Bradley
has suggested, and lower rates in a ;Enner that respects ability
to pay and preserves the progressive rate system. ‘

Mr. Chairman, I Qant to make a few comments on the
subjects of simplification and broadening the tax base before I
conclude. I agree that we should scrutinize very carefully any
proposals for new tax incentives. In particular, we should
always consider the following questions: Does this proposal
simplify or complicate the tax system? Will it increase or
Jecrease the public's;perception of the fairness of the tax
system? Will it cause substanial revenue losses through erosion
of the tax base? And finally, do these considerations outweigh
thé€ other merits of the proposal?

1 believe that the same type of questions can and should
be asked about current provisions of the tax code. In fact, such
oversight of existing tax programs is an important part of the
work of this Committee.

However, I do want to disagree with those who would have
us adopt a tax based exclusively on a theoretically pure concept
of economic income. While taxation of real economic net f{ncome

should be the benchmark, it is occaslona{ly necessary to depart
. X
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from the pure concept in order that the system be fair and have
the support of the taxpaying public.

First of all, the tax system should not press for a pure
economic concept of “income" when that would seriously conflict
with the layman's conceptvof “"income." For example, in the
fringe benefit area, the government can destroy the taxpayers'
respect for the system {f it presses too hard for the
theoretician's view that all employee benefits represent taxable
inccme., The ordinary taxpayer just doesn't think that his
parking space at the plant or his free coffee at the office is
taxable income, and the tax system ought to respect such common-
sense views. Of course, when fringe benefits are lavish and are
provided in lieu of cash salary, the common sense view begins to
agree with the theoretician's view, and most people will
acknowledge that taxation is appropriate.

In addition, liquidity considerations must sometimes
override pure theory in determining what should and should not be
taxable income. For example, under our system, unrealized gains
are generally not taxed and taxation Is deferred on several types
of exchange transactions Qhere no cash is received., It seems to
me that these provisions are helpful‘in enhancing the public's
respect for our tax system by limiting the number of cases where
cash taxes have to be paid on non-cash income.

Finally, the government might hinéer the achievement of
national goals and create disrespect for the tax system if it

imposed a full tax on all income from all activities, including
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activities the government wished to encourage. For example,
there is a lower tax burden op income devoted to charitabie
endeavors, to home ownership, to fetirement savings, and to a
number of other worthy ackivities. The theoretician would call
these loopholes or tax expenditures, but it seems to me that when
the public can plainly see that an activity is worth encouraging,
the Congress will increase the public's respect for the tax
system if it reduces taxés on that activity in a fair and
responsible fashion. After all, we spend hundreds of billions of —
dollars every year to accomplish our national goals; it seems
only appropriate that we remember what those goals are when we
are collecting that money.

Mr. Chairman, I think that we must use our common sense
and our basic ideas of fairness when we are thinking about
changing our tax system. TIntellectual theories about tax policy
can give us some good ideas and point us in some good new
directions. However, in this Committee, we are ultimately not
talking about theory, we're talking about what people pay and
what they see their neighbors pay. When we are making those
kinds of decisions, Mr. Chairman, simple good judgement will

serve us better than anyone's theory.

11-384 0 - 83 - 7



94

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator Baucus?

STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF MONTANA -

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too want to com-
mend you for holding these hearings.

Tax fairness is an issue that has always been with us and prob-
ably will always be with us; nevertheless, I think this surprising
tide against the perceived and actual unfairness of our Tax Code
has reached such proportions that hearings of this kind are essen-
tial. I also feel—after some examination—it will take, I would
guess, some months and maybe a couple of years to restore more
simplicity to the code.

Mr. Chairman, I think that most Americans are fed up with our
tax system. Their message is really quite simple: The taxpayers
don’t think the system is fair.

Middle-income Americans rightfully believe that they are shoul-
dering most of the tax burden, whereas the wealthy have taken ad-
vantage of the present system. Tax forms are also more and more
complicated—40 percent of all taxpayers today use specialists in
preparing their tax returns. _

In addition, tax cheating is reaching epidemic proportions and
the underground economy is rising. According to the IRS, cheating
cost the Treasury about $23 billion a decade ago, and we all know
the figure is about $100 billion today with tax cheating; that is,
Americans who are not paying their income taxes.

Beyond that, the Tax Code is littered with so many loopholes and
deductions, credits, that they cost the Treasury $270 billion this
last year, and by 1987 the estimate is that it will cost the Treasury
$45fO b;lllion in tax expenditures, loopholes, deductions, credits, and
so forth.

So I believe that the time has not only come, the time has been
with us for a long time that we should have addressed this. I feel
that the solution lies somewhere along the lines of the bill intro-
duced by Senator Bradley and Congressman Gephart—that is, a
modified flat-tax proposal that keeps some of the most basic deduc-
tions that will stimulate certain policies that we in the Congress
think are important, and at the same time eliminate a lot of the
other deductions, credits,- loopholes that probably in the long run
cause more problems than they solve.

We are never going to come up with a system that is going to
satisfy everyone. There will always be some people who will be a
little bit disappointed, because, after all, we have a pluralistic soci-
ety, we are not homogenous, we have different people in different
situations, different circumstances; nevertheless, I think that we
can reach some consensus in finding some changes in the system
which are more fair than what we have at present.

So I commend you very much for holding these hearings. I hope
that we keeg at this problem and burrow down into it so that we
come up with a system that is better than we now have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Baucus.

\‘
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I am reminded that we will meet at 2 this afternoon, where I
hope we keep in mind what we have all said this morning. There
will be a loophole-closing meetmg at 2.

Senator Bradley?

STATEMENT OF HON. BILL BRADLEY, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Senator BrapLey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to compliment you
for holding these hearings. I think that they are important hear-
ings, and I understand that you said this morning that nothing
would pass this year. I think that that is probably wise, because it
is important that we look very carefully at the concepts that are
before us.

I don’t know about you, but I have talked to enough citizens of
New Jersey to know that last April 15, when they were filling out
their tax returns, subtracting line 18 from line 17 and carrying it
over to line 32A, and wondering if they could olaim their mother-
in-law as a dependent if she lived with them or in the house next
door, or if they could find that piece of paper that had a record of
their capital loss carryforward from last year, that a lot of them
were thinking ‘“‘somebody else is getting a better deal out of this
system than I am.”

I think it is that sentiment that has led to these hearings and
also has led to a reevaluation of our present tax system. It is that
sentiment that conveys that people feel the system is not fair, that
it is O\Irerly complex, and that it leads to an inefficient allocation of
capital.

1 believe that we can simplify this system while retaining its pro-
gressive elements. I hope these hearings will draw a real distinc-
tion between the flat tax and the fair tax—which is what Congress-
man Gephart and I call the bill we have introduced—‘“the Fair Tax
Act of 1982.” The flat tax redistributes income from the lower and
middle-income person to the upper income person whereas the fair
tax keeps the present income distribution. The flat tax eliminates
all of the deductions that are used by the bulk of the American
people whereas the fair tax keeps those that are used by the bulk
of the middle-income American public.

Mr. Chairman, I think that these hearings could very well be the
first siep along the path of finally coming to grips with a tax
system that has become cumbersome and increasingly unfair.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Bradley, and I want to
thank you for your interest, and every other member of this
committee. I think we will make some progress. I am not certain
where we may finally come out, but I am convinced that this
committee and the members of this committee are committed to
doing our best to not only simplify the code but to bring about
more equity and fairness.

Senator BRabDLEY. Mr. Chairman, may I submit a statement to the
record?

The CHAIRMAN. Sure.

We appreciate your patience.

Senator Quayle?
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Senator QUAYLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a statement
that I ask be inserted in the record.
The CHAIRMAN. It will be inserted in the record in full.

' STATEMENT OF HON. DAN QUAYLE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF INDIANA ’

Senator QUAYLE. Mr. Chairman, as has been said by the mem-
bers of.this committee, basically what we are searching for is tax
reform. Quite frankly, I believe the American people would agree,
that the Tax Code has become too complex, too confusing. The per-
;:_ee%tion is that there is inequity, and the Tax Code must be simpli-
ied.

I would like to join those on the so-called flat-tax proposal in re-
jecting just a flat tax. I hope this doesn’t become some sort of red
herring where everyone says, “OK, we have to be against flat tax,”
and end up against tax simplification. I am for tax simplification.
All of the flat-tax proposals you have before your committee, Mr.
Chairman, retain some progressivity. They all have at least a de-
duction in there, so that’s an element of progressivity.

My proposal retains progressivity; as a matter of fact, it has
three brackets. We do not have any tax from zero to $17,500, and
from $17,500 to $50,000 we have a tax rate of 18 percent, and over
$50,000 we have a tax rate of 25 percent.

But the issue of progressivity I think is in the Tax Code right
now and is going to be retained in the Tax Code.

I would like to just briefly turn your attention to table 3 on page
18 of my statement that I inserted in the record, if you have that
before you, where we talk about the marginal tax rates for 4-
person families.

If you see the gap of progressivity in tax rates, in 1965 and fami-
lies at the one-half median income paid a rate of 14 percent,.fami-
lies at the median income rate paid 17 percent, and families at
twice the median income paid 22 percent. Now, that's not much of
a gap between 14 and 22 percent. . .

But if you go to 1980 and look at that gap from the one-half
median income rate of 18 percent now, to twice the median income
tax rate of 43 percent.

Now then, under the new Economic Recovery Tax Act, we have
moved in the direction of lowering the gap of progressivity, and by
1984 it will be 16 percent and 38 percent. So in 1981 we lowered
the progressivity rates. Under my proposal and under Senator
Bradley'’s proposal, we are talking about lowering the top tax rates
again. I believe, Senator, yours goes to 28 percent as the high rate,
and mine goes to 25 percent.

We are talking about narrowing that gap of progressivity; we are
not talking about eliminating progressivity altogether. And I think
it goes back to Chairman Dole’s question: How much progressivity
do we want? And where do we want to come down? I think that is
the issue before the committee, and that is something that you are
going to certainly get into, and I commend you for it.

But I don’t want to join this chorus that we are going to have a
flat-tax rate and do away with all of the deductions. As Senator
Long pointed out, that is going to take it out of the middle-income
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people, and as soon as they find out a so-called absolute flat-tax
rate is going to take more money out of their pockets, they are not
going to be for it. )

Mr. Chairman, I would like to share with you just a small story
that happened to me at a Colgate {)}lant in New Albany, Ind.

I explained to a me, r of the UAW my self-tax proposal, which
is obviously very simple and in most cases could be filed on a post-
card. I explained it to him basically like I explained it to you here
todag' In his response to me he said, “Well, you know something,
Dan?”’ He said, “That makes too much sense. It would never get
through Washington.” Well, I am sure that we will be able to prove
him wrong, and that we can move forward to get into the issue of
tax simplification. .

As Senator Baucus pointed out, the tax expenditures b% the year
1987 are going to be $450 billion; they are now $270 or $275 billion
this year. We are talking about how we are going to expand the
revenue base. We are going to have to take a look. We are going to
have to take a look at socalled tax expenditures, loopholes, or
whatever you want to call them. And I think that is the beauty of
tax simplification, and that's what my proposal really puts on the
table—a discussion of serious tax simplification. We do eliminate
al}i o;'l the deductions. We only retain a $600 deduction per indi-
vidual.

I am also cognizant of the fact that any Gallup poll, or any poll,
shows that about 70 percent of the people favor a so-called flat tax
or tax simplification; but then, 70 percent of the people also favor
retaining that mortgage deduction. And that’s certainly a chal-
lenge that you have, Mr. Chairman, before your committee.

One final note—and, Mr. Chairman, you brought this out—and it
is really the toughest one: How do we deal with the business side of
tax simplification? My pr?iposal tries to get into those dangerous
waters to some degree, and I will have to admit that we are a bit
murky as far as being specific on how we are going to deal with it;
but basically what we do is to have a flat rate of 20 percent, allow
normal business expenses and a Capital Cost Recovery Act.

In conclusion, I would like to ﬁ);nt to table 5 page 25 of my state-
ment, to show what we are talking about when people talk about
“basic inequity,” or ‘basic unfairness.” _

Look at the effective corporate tax rate by industry and you will
see that an effective corporate tax rate by industry goes from a
minus 12.6 percent to a plus 39.7 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. What pa%e is that on?

Senator QUAYLE. It is table 5 on page 25 of my prepared state-
ment. - S

We have an effective corporate tax rate bg industry, a percent-
age of net income paid in tax, U.S. rate on U.S. income.

When you look at that, you have a minus 12.6 percent to a 39.7
percent. Now, that’s just a statisticc. We can talk about those
statistics any way we want to; but I think this is some of the in-
%uity-that a lot of the small business people are talking about.

ey say, ‘“Well,-you-ksiow, I can’t get all of those deductions,” and
therefore, if you are able to hire a sophisticated enough counsel
and have enoufgh so-called clout, you are going to be able to take
care of yourself.



98

Mr. Chairman, I want to join the chorus and the members of this
committee that expressed today the need to-have tax reform, to
have tax simplification. I believe that you have really moved us in
that direction—not only with the lower tax rate of 1981 but also
tax simplification, which you included in the revenue bill that was
Jjust passed.

My bill essentially is a self-tax proposal. We nicknamed it
“SELF”: S for simplicity, E for efficiency, L for lower taxes, and F
for fairness, and we certainly believe that those are the hallmarks
of a serious tax reform that would be fitting to get into in 1982. I
have no illusions that we are going to pass it this year, as you have
pointed out, but it is certainly something that is going to be with
us as you look at those huge deficits out there; we need to get the
revenues, as Senator Grassley pointed out, to run the Government.
I think tax simplification offers a good road to that goal that we
want to achieve.

Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Quayle. Your
entire statement will be made a part of the record.

[The prepared statement of Senator Quayle follows:]



STATEMENT BY SENATOR DAN QUAYLE

FLAT-RATE AND MAJOR TAX REFORM PROPOSALS

Mr. Chairman, millions of Americans are today fed up with
the complexity of our income tax code. Every year complaints pro-
liferate about the difficulty of preparing the individual tax return.
Taxpayer compliance is declining while the underground economy is
growing rapidly.

I believe we must restructure the tax code to eliminate ;ts
complexity and restore its credibility. For these reasons, I have
introduced in the Senate the SELF-tax Plan Act of 1982 (S5.2557), a
moderately progressive low~-rate individual tax coupled with a flat-
rate business tax.

1 believe the time has come to seriously consider restructuring
our federal tax system. The American people demand it and our economic
health requires it.

My testimony today consists of a statéﬁent explaining the principles
and purposes of the SELF-tax Plan Act of 1982, along with an appendix
which presents some relevant recent data and trends. I ask that these

be printed in "the record.

Failures of the Current Tax System

Henry Simons, writing in his classic study, Personal Income
Taxation, insisted that an income tax, if it was to be an improvement
over payroll or excise taxes,

"should be progressive, it should be levied according
to simple general rules or principles. . .and it should
be as equitable as possible among individuals. Thus,
it must proceed from a clear and workable conception of
personal income; and it must be constructed in such
manner as to minimize the possibilities, both of lawful
avoidance. . .and of successful evasion through false
declaration."
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Our current tax system retains an officially progressive
rate structure, but in every other respect fails to meet the
primary requirements of a fair tax system. These requirements
are: Simplicity, Efficiency, Low tax rates and Fairness (SELF).
Our tax system, taking into account all the exceptions and
preferences'built into the law, is also not even very progressive.

A. Simplicity

A "simple” tax system is one in which the tax code is rela-
tively simple to understand and administer. Regulations, forms
and instructions should be easily understood by taxpayers and tax
administrators alike.

Today, our tax structure is more complex than it has ever
been. 1In 1954, only 18 percent of taxpayers used tax return pre-
parers; over 80 percent filled out their tax forms personally. 1In
1981, 52.4% of all 1049 forms were prepared by specialists as
were 16.9% of all 1040A forms -- an average of almost 40% overall.

In addition, ir 1953, even though most Americans filled out
their own tax forms, only 3.2 percent of 1040 and 1040A returns
had mathematical errors. 1In 1976, 8.8 percent of these forms had
such errors, and in 1980 the error rate was 7.4 percent.

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, in 1977, summarized
the difficulty clearly when he stated that the basic filing re-
quirements for U.S. tax returns are "beyond the comprehension of
a large portion of the adult population.®

B. Efficiency

An efficient tax system is "neutral:" it allows personal

and business decisions to be made on the basis of their perceived
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value, apart from tax considerations. It does not induce indi-
viduals and businesses to engage in uneconomic activity in order
that they receive specific tax breaks.

Clearly the U.S. tax system has been a major factor in-
fluencing recent U.S. patterns in trade, investment, research and
development. The tax structure has promoted consumption and
over-investment in such items as residential housing and race
horses, while it has discouraged business modernization. It has
been a major factor contributing to our recent decline in pro-
ductivity growth.

An efficient tax system is also one which can collect neces-
sary revenues with relatively simple enforcement procedures, made
possible by public support and cooperation. Thus, an efficient
tax system must be perceived as basically fair and worthy of

support.

There was a time when Americans were proud to pay their

income tax. Efficiency of collection surpassed the efforts of
most other nations, with relatively few tax collectors and special
enforcement mechanisms. Today, this situation is dramatically
different.

More Americans each year are taking advantage of the available
tax loopholes. For every year since 1976 a smaller percentage of
American tax returns have chosen to take the standard deduction
while a higher percentage has chosen to itemize. Also, the average
Amer ican taxpayer who itemizes no longer fills out his own tax

form; a clear majority of those who itemize have their returns
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filled out by professionals. American business also has taken
advantage of the tax preferences; it is now estimated-that nearly
half of all American businesses, as a result of the complex col-
lection of available business tax provisions, will pay no corporate
income tax in FY 83.

Enforcement of the tax laws has become extremely costly to
government. Nearly half of all government-created paperwork stems
from different tax forms, requiring an estimated expenditure of 6§0
billion man-hours annually. The system, rather than inducing co-
operation, has angered the average taxpayer who is beginning to
turn away from the system altogether. It is now estimated that
15 percent of income goes unreported, probably the highest percentage
in the history of the Internal Revenue Code.

On August 19, Congress adopted provisions that would reform the
tax compliance system. Mr. Chairman, you have estimated that the
income tax compliance gap for both individual and corporate income
taxes (the difference between what the Federal Government is owed and
what it collects) grew from $21 billion in 1973 to $76 billion in
1981. The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, which I
supported, will require stiffer reporting, higher penalties for
noncompliance, and a beefing-up of IRS resources.

The regulatory cost of the present tax system is staggering.
Today IRS regulations contained in Title 26 of the Internal Revenue
Code fill some 10,000 pages. The IRS employs more than fifty at-
torneys who spend 65 percent of their time writing new requlations,

generally specifically authorized by Congress. Rather than attempting
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to cut down on these regulations, we are now considering ex-
panding and enforcing them more effectively. This can only
serve to anger the average taxpayer even more.

C. Low Tax Rates

The profusion of tax preferences in the present code sub-
stantially redistributes the federal tax burden and renders it
considerably less progressive than the published tax rates.

Also, by excluding subscantial amounts of income from the tax
base, rates imposed on the remainder must be kept high so the
necessary amount of revenue can be raised.

For example, in 1961 only 10 percent of U.S. tax returns
had a positive marginal tax rate other than 20-22 percent. In
that year we had almost a flat, rather than progressive schedule
of tax rates. Today, in comparison, published tax rate schedules
are much more progressive than they were in 1961, but we also
have enacted a profusion of tax expenditﬁres.

The result has been, in spite of all the changes in the tax
laws over the last thirty years, average tax rates as a percent of
personal income have gradually increased, despite passage of the
1964 and 1981 tax laws which both substantially lowered maximum
tax rates (from 91% to 70% in 1964; from 70% to 50% in 1981 ).
Between 1951 and 1981 the average tax rate as a percentage of
personal income increased from 9;2 percent in 1951 to 12.1 percent
in 1981.

D. Fairness

A tax system is fair if it is based on the basic principle

of ability of pay. All income should be treated equally as part
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of the tax base, and people with the same income should pay
the same tax.

Clearly this does not describe the current American tax
system. In 1982, U.S. individual income tax rates ranged from
zero to 50 percent, However, U.S. law also provides for well
over a hundred separate exclusions, exemptions, deductions, pre-
ferential tax rates, credits-and tax deferrals which allow for
relief or exemption from current taxes. These so-called "tax
expenditures" either reduce taxable income or reduce taxes by
applying lower rates, credits or delays in tax payment. The
total revenue lost to all tax expenditures will be over $250
billion in FY82, well over twice the size of the federal budget
deficit projected for that year.

Because of the complexity in the tax law, substantial equity
has been lost; different taxpayers with roughly the same income
pay far different rates of tax depending on their eligibility for
different tax preferences. Tax expenditures have rendered the
otherwise progressive rate structure less progressive, partly be-
cause tax preferences are most prevalently used by wealthy tax-
payers to reduce their tax burden: these are the taxpayers who
can afford to hire specialists to take advantage of the tax code's

complexity.
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A New Approach to Raising Revenues: The SELF-Tax Plan

I believe we need to reexamine the fundamental structure of
our tax system., We must reestablish SELF as the overriding principle
in taxation: Simplicity, Efficiency, Low tax rates, and Fairness.

These principles entail the following: !

« People should be able to understand the basic
requirements of the tax law and to file their
returns by themselves, without the need for pro-
fessional assistance.

« All income should be taxed equally. People who
earn the same income should pay the same tax.

« The poor sﬁould not be taxed at all, and we should
be careful to establish this standard fairly generously.

« Specific preferences and subsidies should be re-
moved from the tax code; economic policy should be

addressed directly and not through incomprehensible
tax manipulations.

What I am advocating is a return to a simple, mildly progressive,
but low-rate tax schedule. While a single flat rate would be simplest
to administer, for reasons of equity I would advocate retaining at
least some progressivity in the tax structure. I would exempt from
all taxes persons earning $17,500 per year or less. However, I would
include all sources of income in computation of each individual's
tax-base. .

My plan would eliminate almost all special tax exemptions from

the code. Governmert benefits would be counted as income. This

would include, for example, unemployment insurance, employers'
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contributions to health benefits, credits for child care ex-
penses, the exclusion of employee meals, food stamp benefits, and
basic retirement benefits. I would include a provision to ensure
that persons receiving Social Security should not be taxed twice
on their Social Security contribution.

Cur:entiy the officially defined poverty level is about
$9,000 per year for a family of four. The value of transfer
payments received for the same size family is now estimated to
egual about $5,000 per year. I believe that with a $17,500
limitation per individual taxpayer, no poor person by current
) definitions would be required to pay any tax. In addition, the
lowest income recipients among the non-poor population would also
be exempt from individual income taxation.

In addition, I believe the wealthiest taxpayers should pay a
somewhat higher rate than the average taxpayer. Thus, I would
advocate a top rate of 25 percent on incomes above $50,000 per
year. Incomes between $17,500 and $50,000 would be taxed at an
18 percent rate. This would add an element of progressivity to
the system and should provide sufficient revenue to conduct the
activities of the Federal government.

I would permit a dependents' allowance of $600 per person to
recognize the costs of raising children. I would end the current
system which applies different tax rates to single individuals and
married persons, thus eliminating the marriage penalty and singles

bonus.
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With respect to business taxes, I would establish a flat
20 percent rate that would apply to all forms of business, in-
cluding corporations, partnerships, and farms. Business would
be taxed on the base of gross earnings, less the amount paid
for goods, sdrvices and employee compensation. I would permit
a capital recovery allowance to encourage investment in plant
and equipment and allow deductions for such normal costs of busi-
ness as depreciation.

As with the individual income tax base, I would repeal the
current morass of deductions from the numerous specific business
subsidies in the present tax code. Businesses would not be
taxed on earnings received from ownership of other businesses,
provided the owned business files its own tax return.

I would tax business income only once, with the business
tax. I would therefore not tax individuals for earnings from
dividends and capital gains, since this income would already
have been taxed via the business tax. The effect of removing the
current double taxation of business income should be to encourage
investment in productive enterprise and to simplify investment
decisions.

Under this general plan, then, all official tax rates would
be reduced substantially. The top individual tax rate would drop
from 50 percené to 25 percent. The top business tax rate would

be reduced from 46 percent to 20 percent. -
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Table I

1981 TAX LAW
(1982 Estimate)

QUAYLE

SELF-TAX PLAN]

Billions of t of Billions % of
Dollars Total Fed. of Total
Revenue Dollars Fed. Rev.
Collected Collecta
Individual Income $300.0 47.8 $267.0 40.7
Taxes (per year} .
Taxpayers: ~
Under $17,500 34.5 5.5 0 4]
$17,500-$50,000 198.3 31.6 182.02 27.7
Over $50,000 67.2 10.7 85.0 13.0
Business Income 50.0 8.0 112.0 17.1
Tax
TOTAL $350.0 55.8 $379.0 57.8

Source: U.S. Department of the Treasury Office of Tax Analysis,
reported in A Program for Economic Recovery, White House

report,

1981) .

lassumes revenues collected from other than income taxes will
not be changed (social insurance, excise, estate and gift taxes,

custom duties,
billion,

and miscellaneous receipts)

- a total of $277.1

27he $600 dependents allowance {an estimated revenue loss of
$6 billion) is attributed entirely to the $17,500 - $50,000

income bracket.
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The IRS could devise a post-card on which every taxpayer
could compute his own tax. Paperwork for business would be cut
very radically, as it would for government. Lower rates would be
made possible by a fairly broad expansion df}the tax base. The
poorest individuals would pay no tax, and we would retain a
slightly progressive rate schedule. In addit{on, business would
pay its fair share of the tax burden. -

The estimated effects of my proposed plan are summarized
in Table I.

As can be seen from the Table (which is based on data pro-
duced by the Treasury Department in 1981), if my plan were in
effect for the current fiscal year, the Federal government would
collect about $29 billion more in revenve than under current law.

The different income groups would be affected differently
by the proposed system. The poor and near-poor would pay no tax.
In 1982, this group paid $34.5 billion in Federal Income Taxes.

The middle group ($17,590-$50,000) would pay about $16.3
billion less in tax than they pay under current law, providing a
somewhat lower percentage of total Federal taxes collected. The
$17,500-$50,000 income group would provide 27.7% of total Federal
revenues compared to 31.6% under current law.

The wealthiest group of taxpayers (over $50,000 per year) would
pay $17.8 billion more in individual income taxes under the SELF
plan than under current law. The highest income group would also
provide a higher proportibn of Federal revenues collected than they

do now (13 percent compared to 10.7 percent).

11-384 0 - 83 -- 8
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Under my proposed SELF plan, business income taxes would pro-
vide $62 billion more in Federal tax revenues than at present. Busi-
ness would provide 17.1 percent of total Federal revenues - not a
high proportion by historic standards. This would reverse the recent
trend of eliminating business taxes. 1In 1982, busin3§s income taxes
will provide only 8.0% of total Federal revenues. It should be noted,
however, that while revenues from direct business income taxes would
be increased under the SELF plan, capital gains and interest income
would be taxed only at the business and not the individual level.
There would therefore be a compensatory reduction in tax burden to

individuals with business interests compared to present law.

Necessity for Dealing with the Tax Problem Now

The present tax structure, including its numerous preferences
and loopholes, is no longer able to raise sufficient revenues for the
operation of the Federal government. If we do nothing to raise reve-
nues we cannot avoid large budget deficits. Such deficits frighten
businessmen and investors, causing interest rates to remain very
high. This weakens the prospects for a healthy economic recovery.

It is clear that Congress must address the issue of long-term revenues
if the Federal deficit is to be reduced.

The need to simplify the tax structure is widely recognized.
Several bills in addition to my own have already been introduced in
both the Senate and the House which would order the Treasury Secretary
to propose legislation or to draft changes in regqgulations to provide

for massive simplification of the tax code.
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If a serious approach to increasing the tax base is'not
soon adopted, we will face the pro8pect of either raising rates
or adding new taxes. 1 believe we will all be better off if we
took the path of reform. If we do not, we will be perpetuating
the present inequities and inefficiencies in the system.

Many ;dvantages would ensue from a program of tax simplifi-
cation. Americans could once again compute éheir own taxes. They
no longer would have to employ tax preparers to wade through a
jungle of incomprehensible regulations. The ease of dealing with
the tax system should result in an increase in income reported, and
the underground economy would begin to shrink.

With a low-rate simplified tax structure Americans would
have substantially increaged incentives to work and be productive.
This is because most members of the labor force would be able to
keep a much larger share of any additional earnings than under current
law. At the lowest income levels, the incentives to earn would be
greatly increased since income would not be taxed at all below the
$17,500 level., Also, with low marginal rates for the middle and
higher income groups there would be little need for tax shelters. Pro-
ductive behavior would become rational and efficient from both the
individual and business viewpoints. The recent decline in rates of
national productjvity growth might well be reversed.

The systein would also be much fairer. People with the same in-
come would pay the same level of tax. There woula be no reward to

employing high priced tax specialists to gain special benefits by
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manipulating confusing rules and regulations; there would be
relatively few regulations to manipulate. Everyone who pays
tax would do sc¢ on the same, strajghtforward basis. This should
reduce taxpayer anger and restore basic public respect for the
total system.

The gfst:m would also be more equitable and more efficient.
The poor would not pay anything, the wealthy would pay a higher
rate than anyone else, and business would pay its fair share. A
substantial burden in paperwork would be lifted from business,
government and individuals alike. Tax considerations would no
longer be the driving force behind specific business decisions; the
economy would be freer to respond to normal market forces. The
result should be higher economic growth and productivity. Overall
long-term benefits from such tax reform can be very great, and I

believe .we should begin to consider the issue seriously.
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APPENDIX*

CURRENT REVENUE LOSSES DUE TO TAX EXPENDITURES
AND TRENDS IN FEDERAL INCOME TAX COLLECTIONS

This appendix presents some data on tax expenditure revenue losses
and recent trends in the federal income tax structure. These data show
(1) the Federal government currently foregoes collection of substantial
revenue due to current individual and corporate tax expenditures. From
a tax viewpoint the effect of these tax expenditures is to reduce the
tax base; revenues foregone to tax expenditures are now projected to
increase further, even with passage of H.R. 4961, the Tax Equity and
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982. (2) Individual income tax rates
today are higher for all income groups than they were in 1965; the tax
structure is also much more progressive than it was fifteen years ago;
and (3) revenues from the corporate income tax have radically declined
in recent years implying that much could be gained in efficiency and

“fairness by simplification and rate reduction in the corporate income
tax.
I. Projected Revenue losses due to Tax Expenditures

Table I compares estimated Federal Income Tax Collections and
Federal tax expenditures for-the fiscal years 1981-1987. As can be
seen from the table, before passage of the Tax Equity and Fiscal

|Responsibility Act of 1982 (H.R. 4961) total tax revenues foregone by
the Federal government was estimated to increase from $223l6 billion in
FY 81 to $439.4 billion in FY 87. This represents a gradual increase

from 40% to 46% of total taxes foregone over this seven year period.

*This appendix was prepared with the assistance of Barbara N.
McLennan of my legislative staff, Allen Unsworth of the minority staff
of the House Budget Committee and Peter Davis of the staff of the Senate
Budget Committee.
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TABLE 1

FEDERAL INCOME TAX COLLECTIONS
AND FEDERAL TAX EXPENDITURES
FY1981-FY1987
($-Billions)

FY1981 FY1982 FY1983 FY1984 FY1985 FY1986 FY1987

Corporate Tax -

Collections $ 61.1 $ 46.7 $ S6.2 $ 67.7 S 73.3 $ 69.1 $ 64.9
Corporate Tax °

Expenditures 48.8 55.1 64.0 80.4 96.3 110.7 122.0
Percent of Corporate

Taxes Foregone through

Tax Expenditures 79.9 118.0 113.9 118.8 131.4 160.2 188.0
Individual Tax

Collections $285.9 $298.6 $304.5 $322.9 $362.0 $401.5 $445.7
Individual Tax

Expenditures 179.8 198.4 209.1 225.6 251.5 285.3 317.4
Percent of

Individual Taxes

Foregone through Tax

Expenditures 62.9 66.4 68.7 69.9 69.5 71.1 71.2
Total Income Tax

Collections $347.0 $345.3 $360.7 $390.5 $435.3 $470.6 $510.6
Total Tax

Expenditures 228.6 253.5 273.1 306.0 347.8 396.0 439.4
Percent of Total

Income Taxes Fore-

gone through Tax

Expenditures 65.9 73.4 75.7 78.4 79.9 84.1 86.1

SOURCES: Data on projected tax collections is from the

Budget of the U.S. Government, Fiscal Year 1983.

Data on projected tax expenditures is from the Jcint
Committee on Taxation, Estimates of Federal Tax

Expenditures

for Fiscal Years 1982-1987

(Marc

1982) and Estim

h s,

ates of Federal Tax Expenditures for

Fiscal Years 19

B1-1986

(March 16, 1981).

assume continua

reflect effects of H.R.

4961, the 1982 tax bi

11.

All figqures
tion of 1981 tax policies, and do not
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As can be seen from the table, before passage of H.R. 4961, cor-
porate tax expenditures by FY 87 would have increased from 348:8 billion
to $122 billion. In FY 81 corporate tax expenditures were nearly egual
to 80 percent of total corporate taxes collected; by 1987, corporate
tax expenditures would have risen to nearly double the amount collécted
by the corporate tax (188 percent). Table I also indicates that in FY 81
individual tax expenditures equalled $179.8 billion -- about 63 percent
of total individual taxes collected; by 1987 the amount of individual
taxes foregone would have risen to $317.4 billion, over 71% of total
individual taxes collected.

As a result of H.R. 4961, much of the previously projected increase
in corporate tax expenditures will be substantially reduced. Table 2
presents the estimates of revenue effects of H.R. 4961. As can be seen
from the tuble, business tax provisions will raise over $5 billion in
revenues in 1983, rising to more than $40 billion by 1987. As a result,
revenue losses due to business tax expenditures will be much less than
under ERTA, although the combined effect of both laws is still to reduce

the corporate tax burden. -

II. The Individual Income Tax

The Treasury Department is currently aealyzing the individual
income tax base but those data are not yet avilable. Table 3 presents
a comparison of marginal tax rates for four-person families from 1965-
1984, as estimated after passage of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of

1981.




TABLE 2

Summary of Estimated Revenue Effects of Tax Provisions of H.R. 4961
as Agreed to by the Conference Committee, Fiscal Years 1983-1987

(In millions of dollars)

Provision 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
- '

Individual income tax
provisions 272 3,113 3,106 3,336 3,556
Business tax provisions 5,422 13,292 16,497 28,042 40,116
Compliance provisions 3,365 8,869 8,660 10,174 11,217
Pension: provisions 194 780 870 970 1,058
Life insurance and annuities 1,942 2,155 2,920 3,138 3.370
Employment tax provisions 1,904 3,083 3,577 2,853 2,572
Excise tax provisions 2,798 4,009 4,702 2,054 1,472
Miscellaneous provisions -38 =37 -34 -32 -30

i .

Total, tax provisions 15,859 35,264 40,298 50,535 63,331

Revenue gain resulting from
additional IRS enforcement
personnel 2,100 2,400 2,400 1,300 600

Grant total, all
provisions 17,959 37,664 42,698 51,835 63,931

Source: Tax Equity & Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, Conference Repott
(August 17, 1982). p. 691.

911
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TABLE 3

Marginal Tax Rates for Four-Person Familiesl/

1965~1984

One-Half Median Income Median Income Twice Median Income
Year $ Tax_ Rate $ Tax_ Rate S Tax Rate
1965 $3,900 14% $7,800 17% sls,sod 22%
1970 5,582 15 11,165 20 22,330 26
1975 7.924 17 15,848 22 31,696 32
1977 9,162 16 18,723 22 37,446 36
1978 10,214 19 20,428 25 40,856 39
1979 11,211 18 22,422 24 44,844 43
1980 12,722 18 25,443 24 50,886 43

The Economic Recovery Act _of 1981
Under (P.L. 97-34)2
1981 14,100 18 28,100 28 56,200 43
1982 15,100 16 30,100 25 60,300 44
1983 16,000 17 31,900 23 63,900 40
1984 16,800 16 33,600 24 67,200 38
1/ Assumes itemized deductions equal to 23% of 1income.
2/ Rate changes only, assumes inflation of 8.7% in fiscal

1982 trending down to 5.0% in fiscal 1986 and same increases

in median income.
Source: Office of Tax Analysis, Department of the Treasury. Does not

reflect effect of H.R. 4967, The Tax Eguity & Fiscal Respon-
sibility Act of 1982.
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As can be seen from Table 3, in 1965 we had a very much "flatter”
individual income tax rate structure than we have today. In that’
year, four-persor iamilies with one-half median income paid an average
tax rate of 14%; families at the median income paid 17%; families at
twice the median income level éald 228, Over the ensuing fifteen years,
the rate structure became very much more progressive. By‘'1980, families
in the one-half median income group paid an 18% rate; median income
families paid 24%; families at the twice median income level paid 43%.
Rates for all groups increased because of real economic growth combined
with inflation, resulting in "bracket creep" -- the pushing of all tax-
payers into higher tax brackets because of higher nominal incomes.

The effect of the 1981 Economic Recovery Tax Act was to reduce rates
propbrtionally for all income groups. By 1984, it is estimated that
families with one half median income will pay 16%; families at the median
income level will pay 24%; families at the twice median level will pay
38¢%. This repre;ents a reversal of the previous fifteen year trend.
However, in 1984 the individual tax rate structure will still be far
more progressive than it was in 1965; also, families at all income levels

will pay higher rates of tax than they did in 1965.
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111. Reforming the Corporate Income Tax

The most important benefit of the broader-based, lower-rate
corporate income tax would be greater economic efficiency. Increased
efficiency in the allocation of economic resources would‘result both
from the reduction in the marginal corporate tax rate, and from the
elimination 'of most tax preferences. )

The corporate tax is essentially a tax on capital. The existence
of such a tax implies that there will be less than the optimal amount
of resources devoted to capital investment. It follows that a re-
duction in the marginal rate of corporate tax will reduce the under-
investment in capital equipment. Roger H. Gordon and Burton 'G. Malkiel
have estimated that the efficiency gain resulting from a small cut
in the corporation income tax is about 40 percent larger than the
revenue loss (assuming no change in corporate tax preferences.)1

The SELF-tax Plan Act (S.2557), which mandates a 20 percent
across-the-board tax rate on all net corporate income, and at the
same time would eliminate most special tax preferences, would provide
a significant reduction in marginal tax rate reduction on corporate
income. At the same time SELF-tax would not result in any revenue
loss because of the elimination of mos; special preferences and interest
cost deductions. Thus the average effective tax rate on corporate
income would approximate the 20 percent marginal rate. The current
(1981) effective corporate tax rate is 20.5 percent (see Table 2)
which is considerably less than the current marginal rate of 46 percent
largely because of the myriad of tax preferences contained in the
current law. The SELF~tax will, therefore, lead to the efficiency
gains outlined and estimated in Gordon and Malkiel without the off-

setting revenue losses.

1 Roger H. Gordon and Burton G. Malkiel, "Corporation Finance"
in Henry J. Aaron and Joseph A. Pechman (eds.) How Taxes‘Affgct
Economic Behavior, Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution,
1981.
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In addition to increasing economic efficiency by reducing the
mar¢inal corporate tax rate, the SELF-tax will improve the allocation
of resources by eliminating the wide disparity of effective tax rates
across industries which have resulted from the host of tax preferences
which have been added to the tax code over the years. Table 4

" summarizes the major tax preferdnces, and Table 5 illustrates the
effects of these tax preferences on the effective tax rates by industry.

As can be seen from Table 5, under current (1981) law effective
tax ra;es range from -12.6 percent on commercial banks to 39.7 percent
on apparel companies. This dispersion of 52.3 percentage points in
the tax burden imposed on different industries is far from the neutral
corporate tax which would minimize the economic inefficiency of the
tax system.

Each of the tax expenditures in the current law were added to
meet a specific felt national need at the time of enactment. Unfor-
tunately, the net result of all of these preferences taken together
has been to reduce the effective tax tates.imposed upon corporations
in a haphazard way. Some of these tax expenditures apply only to
particular industries such as the expensing and depletion provisions
for mineral extraction industries. Other tax expenditures apply
generally, such as the investment tax credit and accelerated depre-
ciation, but even these provisions differentially favor those industries
that differentially favor industries that happen to use relatively
more depreciable capital.

’ Capital responds to this preferential tax treatment by flowing

to the most tax-favored industries, where the after-tax rates of
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return are greater. This flow continues until after-tax returns in
the tax-preferred industries are bid down to equality with those
industries that are more heavily taxed. The result is that the
Nation's capital stock is misallocated; there is too much investment
in the tax-favored industries, and not enough in the others. The
value of our total income is therefore reduced; we would produce
more output ‘according to society's valuation if there were no tax
preferences, and tax rates were equal across industries: In that
circumstance, capital would be reallocated until pre-tax returns
were equal, and so output in society's view would be maximized.

The problems with the current tax system, and the corresponding
benefits from streamlining the law, show up in different ways. Corporate
tax expenditures reduce the amount of revenue collected at any given
statutory tax rate, and therefore force tax rates up. That means
that undertaking any non-taxed preferred activity is less profitable
and, therefore, in all likelihood less activity will take place.

The need for higher tax rates imposed by the tax expenditures
creates a vicious cycle. The higher the statutory tax rates, the
greater must be the incentive to take advantage of preferénces and
shelters. Over éime, there will be ever-increasing pressure for the
creation of new tax expenditures. Eliminating most tax preferences
and reducing the tax rate both cut this vicious cycle.

Finally, the present tax system, by allowing interest expense
deductability and the double taxation of dividends, creates a bias
towards debt versus equity finance, increasing firm's expoébre to
the risks of bankruptcy and society to the economic loss this creates.
The SELF-tax, by eliminating interest deductions and double taxation

of corporate income would remove this source of economic inefficiency.
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TABLE 4
IMPORTANT TAX PREFERENCES FOR
SELECTED INDUSTRY GROUPINGS, 1981
(Preferences in Descending Order of Importance)

Aerospace Companies
Long-term contracts, investment tax credit, DISC

Apparel Companies
Investment tax credit, possessions corporations, accelerated
depreciation

Automotive Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, DISC

Beverage Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, intangible
drilling costs

Chemical Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, intangible
drilling costs

Commercial Banks
Tax~exempt income, accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit

Diversified Service Industries
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, long-term contracts

Electronics and Appliance Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, DISC

Food Processors
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, DISC

Glass, Concrete, Abrasives and Gypsum Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, depletion

Industrial and Farm Equipment Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, DISC

Instrument Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, possessions
corporations

Life Insurance Companies (Stock)
Special insurance deductions, tax-exempt income, deferred
acquisitions costs

Metal Manufacturing Companies .
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, depletion
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Metal Products Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, long-term contracts

Mining and Crude Oil Production Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, intangible drjlling costs

Musical Instruments, Toy, and Sporting Goods Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, long-term contracts

Office Equipmen't Companies
Investment tax credit, DISC, accelerated depreciation

Qil and Refining Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, intangible drilling costs

Paper, Fiber, and Wood Products Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, capital gains

Pharmaceutical Companies
Possessions corporations, investment credit, accelerated depreciation

Publishing and Printing Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, capital gains

Food Retailers
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, capital gains

Non-Food Retailers
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, tax-exempt income

Rubber, Plastics, and Leather Products Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, long-term contracts

Shipbuilding, Railroad, and Transportation Equipment Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, long-term contracts

Soap and Cosmetics Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, possession corporations

Textile and Vinyl Flooring Companies
Investment tax credit, accelerated depreciation, depletion

Tobacco Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, tax-exempt income

Transportation Companies
Accelerated depreciation, investment tax credit, capital gains

Utilities .
Capitalized Interest and construction costs, investment tax credit, accelerated
depreciation

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office
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TABLE-5—

EFFECTIVE CORPORATE TAX RATES BY INDUSTRY - 1981

(Percentage of Net Incpme Paid in Tax --

U.S. Rate on U.S. Income)

Industry

Commercial Banks

Transportation Companies

Shipbuilding, Railroad, and Transportation
Equipmeént Companies

Paper, Fiber, and Wood Products Companies

Mining and Crude 0il Production Companies

Metal Manufacturing Companies

Utilities

Life Insurance Companies (Stock)

Aerospace Companies

Chemical Companies

Automotive Companies

Glass, Concrete, Abrasxves, and Gypsum Companies

P S

AVERAGE RATE FOR ALL INDUSTRIES

0il and Refining Companies

Non-Food Retailers

Rubber, Plastics, and Leather Products Companies

Metal Products Companies

Office Equipment Companies

Instrument Companies

Diversified Service Industries

Pharmaceutical Companies

Beverage Companies

Industrial and Farm Eqdipment—Companies

Electronics and Appliance Companies

Food Retailers

Tobacco Compahies

Textiles and Vinyl Flooring Companies

Food Processors

Musical Instruments, Toy, and Sporting
Goods Companies

Publishing and Printing Companies

Soap and Cosmetics Companies

Apparel Companies

L

Tax Rate
(Percent)

-12.6
-4.8

-1.2
4.0
9.4

10.1

11.5

13.0

13.5

13.6

19.1

19.8

20.5

21.4
22.0
23.4
24.1
26.7
26.8
27.8
28.5
28.6
28.8
29.3
30.8
31.4
31.9
33.6

34.5
36.3
39.4
39.7

SOURCE: Tax Notes

Effective tax rates are based on a sample of firms and therefore

are subject to sampling variation.
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The CHAIRMAN. Senator Grassley, do you have questions?

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Quayle, thank you for your state-
ments, and thank you for your work on this important project. I
read your proposal. Over a period of time your written comments
have been ﬁublished and disseminated widely.

One of the things I would like to ask all of our witnesses is: have
you given any thought about the best transition from our current
tax system to the one you propose? Should it be phased in quick-
ly or over a period of time, in your judgment?

Senator QUAYLE. Well, I suppose you should not have an abrupt
change, whether you have a year transition or what.

The big question that a lot of people are talking about, is the
“notch” problem, particularly in the flat-tax proposals.

Basically the way to solve that is to just phase it in. The IRS
could come up with tables to show whatever tax rate you are going
to be in, how much taxes you are going to owe; therefore, we would
never want to get into a situation where someone who earns more
money would actually be worse off because of the tax burden;
that’s the “notch” problem.

But, as far as the actual transition, I am sure that we can work
out a transition period so that this is not going to cause chaos,
whether it be business, industry, or individuals. I am confident we
can work that detail out.

Senator GrassLEY. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Grassley.

Senator Bentsen?

Senator BENTSEN. Well, I would just like to touch on that same
point again, and I thiuk the chairman touched on it earlier.

You have got a fellow who has put a mortgage on his home, to
buy it, to own it, and rear his family, and he is right up to here in
debt. And then suddenly we talk about doing away with the eco-
nomic objectives that are in the tax system and doing away with
the deduction on interest on home mortgages, and he says, “There
is no way I can cut it if you do that. That throws my budget so far
out of line that I just can’t make it.” What kind of an adjustment
do you allow in that, or do you leave that type of deduction?

nator QUAYLE. I did not leave that deduction in my proposal;
but I am a realist and know full well that the home mortgage de-
duction is one of the so-called sacred cows and something that was
put into the Tax Code for a very good reason. I am sure that as we
deliberate tax simplification that will be one of the first items to
cgme up. You wilF talk about that, and you will also talk about
charity.

Senator BENTSEN. Well, I'll tell you what will happen, Senator,
and you know that. If you start putting this system in effect, the
first fellow that comes up to you is that fellow, and he is going to
say, ‘“Now, surely, Senator Quayle, you didn’t mean to knock out
my deduction on interest on home mortgage; surely you didn’t
mean to do that.” And then after you answer that one, the next
one that will come up to you will be the mayor and the city coun-
cilman. He is going to say, ‘““Are you going to tell me that you are
going to start taxing the interest on municipal bonds? If you do
that, how am I going to sell those bonds and pave those streets and
build those sewers?” And the next one that is going to come up to

11-384 0 - 83 -~ 9
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you will be the preacher, and he is going to say, “Now, my son, you
don’t really mean to tell me that you are going to knock out the
deductibility on contributions to my church, now are you?”’ And
about that time someone is %oing to say, “Now, who in the world
thought up this idea, anyway?”

Senator QUAYLE. Well, I am sure that you are going to hear from
the mayors and the preachers and the homebuilders during this
testimony. And I am sure that, as we move toward tax simplifica-
tion, all of their concerns are going to be taken into mind. I also
have no illusions that you are going to wipe out all of the deduc-
tions. But I do believe, as a starting point of the discussions, we
ought to talk about getting a handle on so-called tax expenditures.

ax expenditures, as already pointed out, by 1987 will total $450
billion, and we have to start talking about that. Now, how we deal
with that on a fair, equitable basis is what this committee is about
to pursue, and I commend you for it. I believe that the points you
bring up are very well taken.

I would only point out that under my proposal, when you look at
the individual, the people who are earning $50,000 and less will be
paying less taxes and will have more disposable income under this
proposal. I believe that is a goal that we want to achieve—at least,
I would like to see it achieved—but how we do that, with all the
proper mix and taking into account the items that you bring up, is
something that we are going to be talking about not only today but
in the weeks ahead.

I hope as we move forward we will come to grips with the com-
'[I)‘lexitie& the confusion, and the inequity that is presently in the

ax Code. Now, how we actually do that is something I have tried
to work out. I put a proposal on the table. We have had a lot of
comments about it, quite frankly, but I believe it is a proposal that
merits thought. It goes along with the philosophy and the intent of
what these hearings are all about.

I will join with you, as we go through this very long and arduous
rocess, to find out what kind of tax simplification we can political-
y afford and what kind of tax simplification will be necessary to

generate the revenues to pay for national defense and the other
programs.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Right.

Senator GrassLEy. Would you yield to me just a second on the
point of charitable deductions, as long as it was brought up here?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes._

Senator GrassLEY. I think that maybe one of the things that will
come out in hearings like this is some of the arguments and
statistics that can back up certain arguments. One of them is on
charitable giving. Only one-third of charitable givers itemize their
deductions. People must realize that every dollar given to charity is
not given for a tax deduction. There are other reasons, obvious rea-
sons, that ple give other than to deduct from their income tax.

Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I might comment and say that
I hope that, as I face up to these problems, that it will be at the
beginning of a new 6-year term. [Laughter.]

e CHAIRMAN. You don’t want to go today? One way to have a
big turnover, I think, would be to have a vote today. [Laughter.]
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No, I think, Senator Quayle, if we are going to wilt because eve
special-interest group is going to come in and say, “Don’t touc
me,” then we aren’t going to make any progress.

Let’s take mortgage interest—I’'m not advocating doing anything
about that—that’s $36 billion this year, just on owner-occupied
homes. So it’s a big, big item that is going up. There will have to be
some transition rules, or you would have to demonstrate that in
your proposal or whichever proposal we might seriously look at,
that assuming that deduction was denied, that you still had a
better deal because of the lower rate.

I think the big concern is that so-called middle income. I don’t
know where you start it, but if ggu go from $10,000 to $50,000,
based on 1981, I think they pay about 60 percent of the taxes. We
have to make certain that we don’t burden that group any more.

Well, I think Senator Long is next.

Senator LoNG. Thank you for a very thoughtful statement, Sena-
tor Quayle. Let me ask you this question: If we are going to pro-
ceed along the line that you have in mind, wouldn’t it be a good
idea if we quit creating more loopholes in the tax law? ‘

Senator QUAYLE. I would agree with that.

Senator LoNG. Well, it seems to ‘me that if we are going to be
creating loopholes one day and then trying to get rid of loopholes
the next day, we are not going to achieve what the objective is.

Now, are you familiar with what this committee reported out
last week?

Senator QUAYLE. On the bill?

Senator LONG. Are you familiar with the proposal that we re-

" ported out to fix it up so that audits and authors who make a lot of
money will have a tax loophole to fix it so that they need not pay
any taxes at all by way of income tax?

Are you aware of the fact that we just reported out of this
committee last week a proposal to fix it so a wealthy painter who
makes just tons of money can give some of his paintings—mind
you, not at the wholesale price—if he sells them through any of the
galleries that ;Ir‘ou see around here that put them on display for
that purpose? They would charge him 50 percent for selling it for
him. So let’s say he had a painting that he sells for $10,000; it
would only be $5,000 net to him. But he can give that to any uni-
versity or to any museum, or any sort of a nonprofit outfit that
claims charity—I assume it could even be a nursing home, provided
it was nonprofit—and he can deduct the whole $10,000. Now,

ainst the 50 percent tax bracket, that’s worth $5,000 to him,
which is what he would net anyway. He would make more money
giving them away than he would in selling them, in some cases.

Now, we just reported that out last week. I would like to suggest
to you that I was a lone Senator up here, fighting to try to save the
Treasury. Don’t you think it would be a good idea, before the
committee goes to work creating more loopholes, that we at least
decide we want to do something along the line you advocate and
that we stand firm, draw the line on the tax loopholes we have cre-
ated already? -

Senator &’UAYLE. I would say this, Senator. I certainly agree with
you that if we are really concerned about tax simplification and
dealing with the so-called tax incentives, that the momentum
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ought to be perhaps in the other direction: Instead of just adding
more credits or deductions, or finding out whatever some particu-
lar group favors—in this case, the artists—maybe we ought to say,
OK, let's just put a moratorium for 1 or 2 years on all new tax
credxts or tax deductions, and go back and figure out what we have
right now. I think that would be a reasonable approach.

Senator Lonc. Well, take a look at what we reported out this
last year. As I understand it, those people wouldn't even owe the
minimum tax. We just got through fixing it up so that those who
make lots of money, as painters, sculptors, and writers—do you
recall how Richard Nixon got in all that trouble about getting a
deduction for those papers? Well, you could Just say, “All of these
are authors, and I can give the manuscript.” Now, I guess if that
were the original manuscript on the Bible, or something like that, I
would be willing to give them a tax advantage if they were going to
turn that over to us. [Laughter.]

But as far as the manuscript on the ordinary paperback “shoot-
em-up” that you see out there on the newsstand, I wouldn’t be will-
ing to glve it. I'couldn’t care less if I never saw the manuscript;
and I didn’t know anybody else cared to see the manuscript of it.

It seems to me if you are really sincere—and I believe you are—
that you ought to line up with some of us who think we have
enough tax expenditures; we ought to just hold the line where we
are.

Senator QUAYLE. You know, you make a-very convincing case. I
am not familiar with the specifics of that, but if we are going to
vote on that on the floor I may vote with Senator Long.

The CHAIRMAN. I think you may be.

Senator QUAYLE. I may have to take a good close look at this.

Senator LoNG. I didn't know that we were going to vote on this
in the last few days of this Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. I doubt if we will.

Senator LoNG. I would suggest, at least for this Congress, that
you sign up with this beleagured minority of one who is trying to
keep us from creating more tax expenditures and more loopholes,
for the time being.

Senator QUAYLE. As of now, I am convinced. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we are going to have another little loop-
hole meeting this afternoon, so you don’t want to miss that one
either. [Laughter.]

As Senator Grassley has said, the more loopholes you have, the
more pressure there is for a flat-rate tax. So this really may be a

blessing.

So, Senator Baucus, since that's your bill, “the artists’ bill”
[laughter]——

Senator Baucus. Senator Quayle, let me now unconvince you.
[Laughter.]

Senator LoNG. It seems that if you and I are effective in our pur-
suit to close some of these loopholes and some of these deductions
and some of these credits—that is, some of these expenditures that
you talked about—that we focus in on the biggest, the ones that
take the most revenue away from the felled Treasury.
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Wouldn’t you agree with me that one of the bigger tax expendi-

tures is intangible drilling cost and -percentage depletion rather
" than an artists’ bill?

Let me give you some figures: The artist bills, according to Treas-
ury, lose about $15 million a year; whereas, if you add the intangi-
ble drilling costs and the oil and gas depletion allowance,.that is
about $7 billion a year. Don’t you think we should focus in on the
‘biggest ones, the biggest revenue losers?

Senator QUAYLE. Senator Long, I want to tell you, I like artists
but I don’t know if I like big oil companies.

I don’t think, Senator Baucus, we should exclude looking at any
deduction or any tax credit. I think the purpose of this is to force
ourselves to look at all the so-called tax expenditures. So if we
want to get into the intangible oil drilling costs, that’s fine, let’s
have at it. That’s the business side of it, and as Chairman Dole
said, that’s the really tough one. Quite frankly, my suggestions on
that are not as specific as I would like them to be.

Now, most of the so-called flat tax or tax simplification propos-
als—they don’t even deal with business at all; they just say, “OK,
it's the individual side. Let’s talk about lowering taxes.”

So I would certainly join with you to have tax simplification, not
only for the individual but for corporations, partnerships, and the
corporate side of the ledger. ‘

Senator Baucus. Let me ask a more serious question. How many
of the present deductions would you keep? I'm sorry, I was absent
for most of your testimony.

Senator QUAYLE. Under my proposal, we don’t keep any on the
individual side, except for the——

Senator Baucus. The home mortgage interest, for example, you
would eliminate?

Senator QuAYLE. We don’t do any of that. You see, we don't
hegin our tax until $17,500. Now, I can read the polls, and I know
exactly how——

Senator Baucus. Is it your view, in the ideal world, that we in
the Congress would not pass any deductions or credits for personal
income?

Senator QUAYLE. No. I believe that the ultimate bill would have
some exclusions, some deductions. But I believe as a starting
point—] put forth a proposal in an abstract sense. If you want to
look at it and just do away with it, that is your privilege. I think it
has a lot of merit, because it leads us back to what Senator Bent-
sen was talking about: Well, what about the homeowners and the
mayors, and people like that?

nator Baucus. Well, I understand, as a practical matter——

Senator QUAYLE. You have to draw the line somewhere.

Senator Baucus. I am not addressing the practical side of this; I
am asking lyour opinion as to ideally, forgetting the practical side
of it, ideally should Congress not enact deductions for personal
income tax? i

Senator QUAYLE. I believe, if you take a completely abstract situ-
ation which would be simplest, fairest and most efficient, I would
like to come to a proposal which we could agree on in which every-
one would pay the same tax.
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But now the problem is, when we get into that, you are going to
retain progressivity, so not everybody is going to be paying the
same tax. That is the debate we have had for years. Some may
argue against progressivity; I am not. I think my bill retains some
progressivity.

I believe we should have a discussion of what would be the effect
of eliminating all deductions. Now, let’s find out how this really af-
fectd somebody who has a home mortgage if they don’t pay taxes
on the first $17,500; the people who earn under $50,000, at least
from the economic data we have run, would end up having more
disposable income than under current law. They just might be will-
ing to give up that home mortgage deduction if they are going to
have more disposable income.

Now, Senator Bradley has about four or five deductions. He went
through the code and said, “OK, we have to have some.” I am
saying that you can talk about not having any. Let’s deal with the
political will and see where we come out with our hearings.

I am not completely wedded to an abstract position, but I think it
would be beneficial for starting the discussion. B

Senator Baucus. Well, remember the words of the oft-quoted
journalist H. L. Mencken—Senator Mathias often quotes Mencken.
One of the quotes is: “For every complicated problem, there is a
simple solution and that’s usually wrong.” But I think that applies
here; that is, for every complicated problem—that is, the complex-
ity of the Tax Code—some think there is a simple solution: Pure
flat tax. And that's wrong. It is wrong for some of the reasons that
have been indicated; we want some progressivity, and probably we
want to keep some deductions. There are some strong public policy
arguments for home ownership, for example, as well as other argu-
ments for various deductions that are in the present code.

But on the other hand, we do want simplicity. We want more
simplicity than we now have. It seems to me that in the real world
and in a complicated society such as ours—on the one hand we
want simplicity, and on the other hand we want to satisfy certain
social goals and aims—that we should try to make the code much
more simple than it is now so that there is more understanding of
the code and therefore a greater perception of fairness. On the
other hand, times change. Through the years we are going to want
to encourage some social programs or some other programs, but
not some others; but we should somehow strike that right balance.
It is going to be difficult, and not everybody is going to be satisfied.
So we can’t have a pure flat system.

Senator QUAYLE. And mine is not a flat tax, and I do not advo-
cate a flat tax; I do advocate tax simplification.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bradley?

Senator BrRapLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Quayle, I think you have made a very important point
when you complimented Senator Dole on the Tax Simplification
Act of 1982, and then complimented him on the 1981 Tax Act.

The important point to make, and I think you were heading in
that direction, is that any tax rate reduction does not generate eco-
nomic growth.
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In 1981 we gave the biggest tax cut in history. Some of us said,
“Watch out for the deficits.” The deficits came, we got into a very
deep recession, and 1 year later we had the largest income tax in-
crease in our Nation’s history—60 percent of which was closing
loopholes.

There is a lesson to be learned, I think, from those two tax bills,
and that is, if you cut tax rates and close loopholes, do it at the
same time and thereby avoid the great drain on the Treasury. I
think that is a lesson that the committee has learned and I hope
the Senate has learned, and if anything comes from these hearings
I hope it will be the general agreement that the way you cut tax
rates is to do it simultaneously with loophole closing.

Let me say also that you found yourself in the buzz saw here.
Aren’t you glad you're the first witness?

Senator QuAYLE. Yes. I will stick around to find out what else
you will say.

Senator BRADLEY. I’'m sure others will have to answer the ques-
tions about home mortgage interest and charitable contributions
and interest on State and local general obligation bonds and I
think it is important to say that some of us have kind of gone down
that road, and that is specifically why, in the Fair Tax Act of 1982
that Senator Gephart and I have introduced, we keep the deduc-
tions for interest on home mortgages and charitable contributions,
and the exclusion for interest on general obligation bonds.

Thank you for your testimony.

Senator QUAYLE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Quayle. We appreciate it
very much. I would hope in the months to come, because it will
take a long time, that you may come back to our committee and
see how we are progressing.

Senator QUAYLE. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. I might indicate we still have seven witnesses,
although I am not trying to cut anybody off.

We would now like to hear from Senator Hart, followed by Sena-
tor Nickles, Senator Helms, and Senator DeConcini.

Senator Hart?

_ Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent to insert my remarks in the record at this point, or at the
proper point.

The CHAIRMAN. Fine.

Let's insert Senator Symms’ comments following other comments
of the members of the committee earlier on this mornin%

Senator Hart, you may proceed in any way you wish. Your entire
statement will be made a part of the record, and we are pleased to
have you here this morning.

STATEMENT OF HON. GARY HART, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF COLORADO

Senator Hart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be here, and I congratulate you and the other members of
this committee on undertaking perhaps what is one of the most for-
midable tasks that any committee of the Congress can undertake,
and that is to approach the idea of simplification of our tax laws.



132

I have been involved, I guess, in every so-called tax reform effort
that has gone on around here for the last 7% years, and there has
been no exercise that I have participated in that has been more
frustrating than that. Y think we are all aware of the gap between
political rhetoric about wanting simple and fair tax laws and the
exercise that I think probably every Member of the Congress goes
through in trying to keep some particular loophole open or excep-
tion available for one or more of our constituents. So I congratulate
you on undertaking the effort.

I want to suggest, if I may, very briefly, as one Member of the
Senate, what I think the ground rules might be that would lead us
where we all claim we want to go.

I think the enactment of the so-called Tax Equity and Fiscal Re-
sponsibility Act of this year and the apparent ground swell, again,
of public interest in fundamental tax reform appeared to represent
a change in direction and to offer an opportunity for a complete
overhaul of our tax system—hopefully. I think all of us or most of
us welcome this movement, and 1 would like to suggest, Mr. Chair-
man, if I may, a few criteria which we might use in seeking true
tax reform in the very near future.

Mr. Chairman, in my view there are three basic principles which
should govern our tax reform efforts. First, our tax system must be
fair. Any proposals which would result in even heavier tax burdens
on the working people of this country I think clearly must be re-
jected. True progressivitfy must be the hallmark of our tax system.

Second, a 'B:'ogram of tax reform should dramatically simplify
the system. The people of the country are rightly fed up with the
ever-increasing complexity of the tax laws, and they are now de-
manding relief.

Third, I think a program should help reduce the economic distor-
tions created by the current system, so that we can return to a gen-
eral reliance on market forces rather than tax advantages to guide
individual and business economic choices.

Mr. Chairman, fairness and progressivity, simplicity and efficien-
cy—these criteria may seem vague and general, but if we got
agreement on them we would quickly narrow our range of alterna-
tives for what a system might be that would comply with all of
those criteria. For example, if we agree on these criteria, then we
can quickly put on the back shelf, where I think they belortx_F, most
of the flat-rate tax proposals. We can do this because the flat-rate
proposals are clearly and undeniably unfair.

I would like to be very clear on this point, because I think it
stands at the very heart of these hearings. Any flat-rate tax pro
al which has rates between 10 and 20 percent and which provides
reasonable allowances for the poor will inevitably bring higher
taxes, often substantially higher, on middle-income taxpayers.
Wealthy taxpayers currently have an effective tax rate of about 25
percent. If this is reduced to a flat rate of 10 or 15 or even 20 per-
i:ent,t:;)viously the wealthiest people in this country will be paying

ess taxes.

Now, since most flat rate proposals have some allowances for the
poor, as they should, so that their share will remain either the
same or hopefully be reduced, it is clear who would have to make
up the taxes that the wealthy would shed—the middle-class taxpay-

\
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ers, and particularly homeowners, would see their taxes increase
by 25 or even 50 percent under most of these so-called flat-rate
schemes.

Indeed, the designer of one of the flat-rate tax proposals recently
admitted that his proposal, which has a relatively high—19 per-
cent-—rate, would raise taxes by as much as $1,500-a year for fami-
lies earning $30,000 a year, while cutting taxes by two-thirds or
more for the wealthier individual taxpayers in our society.

Now, it would seem to me, given these fundamental facts, that it
would be clear that most flat-tax advocates are not concerned so
much with simplicity as they are with substantially reducing taxes
for the wealthy. If they were not seeking this objective, then we
would have seen flat-tax proposals not with rates of 10 to 20 per-
cent but of perhaps 28 to 30 percent.

I had asked the Brookings Institution to do some studies on this.
They did some computer runs with flat rates at this level of ap-
proximately 28 to 30 percent and generous personal exemptions.
The resulting distribution of tax burdens was remarkably close to
the present one with some lowering of the burden for lower income
taxpayers and some raising of the burden for the wealthy. Thus, it
seems to me a flat-rate tax can be made progressive if that is the
goal; but it cannot be done at a rate of 10 to 20 percent.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the choice is clear for flat-tax ad-
vocates: Stay where they are with low rates and a major redistribu-
tion of the tax burden from the rich to the middle class, or move to
higher rates and retain the fundamental progressive distribution of
tax burdens we more or less have today.

Once these facts become known to the American people, the flat-
gatehtax movement will die a quick and very deserved natural

eath.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, the three principles that I have suggested
are so effective at weeding out unacceptable approaches that, of all
the comprehensive proposals which have been put forward, I can
see only two which qualify: The first is the so-called fair tax pro-
posal advocated by Senator Bradley and Representative Gephart.
This bill would eliminate most special deductions and credits and
dramatically lower tax rates. It would clearly advance the cause of
fairness, simplicity, and economic efficiency.

In addition to that, the other alternative which satisfies those
three fundamental criteria is the so-called progressive expenditure
tax—I might call it a progressive prosaving income tax, because
that is what it really is. This is tax reform of a different nature
than we have considered up to this point. Both the flat tax and the
“fair tax” are basically simplified forms of our current system;
while the so-called expenditure tax—some have called it a con-
sumption tax—uses a different base for taxation: only the portion
of income that is consumed would be taxed; that is to say, income
not saved or productively invested.

Thus, any income that would be saved or productively invested,
including investment in education and training, would not be
taxed—at least at the time it was put into savings or investments.
This idea is based on an idea that goes as far back as Thomas
Hobbes, over 300 years ago.
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Mr. Chairman, again, I think the tax reform process is likely to
be slower than some of us would like. But I believe that the Ameri-
can people want it.

I believe this committee is beginning to move in that direction,

and I would only cite the statement that Will Rogers once made:
‘‘People want just taxes more than they want lower taxes.” They
want to know that everyone is paying his proportionate share ac-
cording to his wealth.

Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Hart.

[The prepared statement of Senator Hart follows:]
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Testimony by Senator Gary Hart
Before the Senate Finance Committee
September 28, 1982

. Mr. CThairman, distinguished members of the Finance Committee.
Since I came to the Senate in 1975, 1 have been championing the cause
of tax reform, both by sponsoring and supporting various particular
reform measures and by putting forward for discussion a comprehensive
program for restructuring the tax code,.

Until recently, my efforts, and those of many others pressing
for major reform, had seemed largely in vain. The forces of special
interest power and partisan politics were almost inexorably leading
the tax code further and further awaz’ from the kind of tax system -
any of us wants. The tax laws vere becoming more and more
complicated, less and less fair, and increasingly destructive of
economic efficiency and prosperity.

The enactment of the Tax Egquity and Fiscal Responsibility Act
of 1982 and the apparent groundswell of public interest in
fundamental tax reform, however, appear to represent a change in
direction —- and to offer the opportunity for a complete overhaul
of cur tax system. 1 welcome this new movement, and today would
like to put before the Committee a set of criteria which I propose
we use in judging current and future tax reform proposals.

In my view, there are three basic principles which should
govern our tax reform efforts. First, our tax system must be
fair. Any proposal which would result in even heavier tax burdens
on the working people of America must be rejected. Second, a
program should dramatically simplify the system. The people of
this country are rightfully fed up with the ever-increasing
complexity of the tax laws, and they are demanding relief. And
third, a program should help reduce the economic distortions
created by the current system, so that we can return to a general
reliance on market forces, rather than tax advantages, to guide
individual and business economic choices.

This Committee hardly needs to be reminded that the current
Internal Revenue Code fails to satisfy any of these conditions for
an acceptable tax system.

The complexity of the existing tax laws is a national disgrace.
Over half the individual taxpayers in our nation find it necessary
to seek professional help in filling out their returns. And waiting
to assist them is a veritable army of accountants, lawyers, and
tax return preparers. One estimate is that the tax return-preparing
industry consumes $64 billion a year of our national product --
more than we collect in corporate tax revenues, more than the
interest on the national debt in 1980, and almost half of the
entire nondefense discretionary Federal budget. Such complexity
not only unfairly burdens our citizens and breeds contempt for
government, it also wastes the often prodigious talents of the
participants in the private tax industry, talents which put ‘to
productive use could add substantially to our economic wellrbeing.

The tax code's unfairness is also almost unbelievable. We
have cluttered the tax laws with so many special provisions in
hopes of serving this or that good cause that the inevitable
result has been to undercut the ability-to-pay principle which
supposedly underlies the system. For individuals earning over
$200,000 a year, for example, the average effective rate is about
24 percent, but the range is from virtuvally zero up to close to 50
percent. And, of course, although the statutory corporate rate is
46 percent, close to half the profitable corporations in the
country paying nothing at all.
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Finally, the economic inefficiency of our tax laws is staggering.
With effective tax rates on profits from various kinds of investment
ranging from as high as 40 percent to sharply negative rates on
some tax shelters, we have made a shambles of market-oriented
capital allocation.

Fairness, simplicity, and efficiency. These criteria may
seem vague and general, yet agreement on them will not only provide
us with a basis upon which to proceed, it will also quickly narrow
our range of alternatives.

For example, if we agree on these criteria, then we can
quickly put back on the shelf, where they belong, most of the flat
rate tax proposals. We can do this because the flat rate proposals
are clearly and undeniably unfair. -

I want to be very clear on this point for it stands at the
heart of these hearings:

Any flat rate tax proposal which has rates between 10 and 20
percent and which provides reasonable allowances for the poor will
inevitably bring higher taxes, often substantially higher, on
middle income taxpayers.

Once again -- just as with the Reagan economic program
involving the largest tax cut in history combined with the largest
defense spending increase in history -- it is a matter of simple
arithmetic.

Wealthy taxpayers currently have an effective tax rate of
around 25 percent. If this is reduced to a flat 10,15 or even 20
percent, they will be 'paying less taxes. Since most flat rate
proposals have some allowance for the poor o their share will
either remain the same or be reduced, it is clear who must make up
the taxes the wealthy have shed. Middle class taxpayers and partiuclarly
homeowners -~ could see their taxes increase by 25 or even 50
percent under such a scheme.

Indeed, the designer of one flat-rate tax proposal recently
admitted that his proposal -- which has a relatively high 19
percent rate -- would raise taxes by as much as $1,500 a year for
families earning $30,000 while cutting taxes by two-thirds or more
for the wealthiest individuals.

By now it should be clear that most flat tax advocates are
not concerned as much with simplicity as they are with substantially
reducing taxes for the wealthy. If they were not seeking this
objective, then we would have seen flat tax proposals -- not with
rates of 10 to 20 percent -- but of 28-30 percent.

At my request, the Brookings Institution did a number of
computer runs with flat rates at this level and generous income
allowances. The resulting distribution of tax burdens was remarkably
close to the current one, with some lowering of the burden for
lower income taxpayers and some raising of the burden for the
wealthy. Thug, a flat rate tax can be made progressive -- if that
is the goal. :

The choice is clear for flat tax advocates: stay where you
are with low rates and major redistribution of tax burden fgom
rich to middle class or move to higher rates and retain the !
progressive distribution of tax burdens we have today. ‘

Once these facts become known to the American people, I predict
flat tax movement will die a quick and very deserved natural death.
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In fact, the three grlnciplel I have set forward are 8o effective
at weeding out unacceptable approaches that, of all the comprehensive
proposals which have been put forward, 1 see only two which qualify.
The first is the "Pair Tax" proposal advocated by Senator Bradley and
Representative Gephardt. This bill would eliminate most special
deductions and credits and dramatically lower tax rates. It would
clearly advance the cause of fairness, simplicity, and economic
efficiency.

Its defects consist largely of failing to go far enough:

Pirst, it does not address the corporate side of the tax
equation, where economic efficiency and fairness demand that steps be
taken.

Second, it would continue several individual tax preferences
which complicate the tax laws -~ although I can apprecliate the
sponsors' feluctance to try to draft the careful transition rules
which would be required if these provisions were to be phased out.

And finally, and most importantly, the bill retains an
{nsufficient level of progressivity. In essence, it ratifies the
regressive redistribution of the individual tax burden accomplished in

1981, .

Despite these shortcomings, however, the Bradley-Gehpardt
approach is a giant step toward a more ideal tax system. I urge the
Committee to work on improving this legislation and making it the
basis for our tax reform efforts next year.

There is another glternative reform which satisfies the fairness; -
simplicity, and efficiency criteria -- the progressive expenditure
tax.

This is tax reform of a different nature than I have discussed up
to this point. Both the flat tax and the "fair tax" are basjcally.
simplified forms of the current system, while the expenditure tax usés ~
a different base for taxation -- only the portion of our income that
is consumed would be taxed. Hence, any income that is saved or
invested -- including investment in education and training -- would
not be taxed. This is based on an idea Thomas Hobbes argued over 300
years ago -- that we should tax people on what they take out of the
economic pie, nct what they put i:n.

An expenditure tax is completely different from a national sales
tax or a value-added tax, both of which are collected at the cash
register., With an expenditure tax, we'd report our income once a
year, just as we do now. The amount to be taxed would be income minus
the net amount saved or productively invested that year. Every
.taxpayer would be pefmitted a large standard deduction -- $10,000 to
$§15,000 -~ to allow,for reasonable 1living expenses and to protect the
poor. This allowance would be more than adequate to cover most home
mortgage interest deductions. Above the standard deduction, tax rates
would increase progressively with the amount of consumption.

There are several advantages to this proposal. First an °
expenditure tax would provide the greatest possible incentive for
saving and productive investment -- it would not tax it. For ‘example,

a taxpayer who earned $1,000 and put the money in a savings account
would report $1,000 income -- but he would also have a $1,000' deduction.
No taxes would be paid on this income. Second, by encouraging
investment and saving at all levels, this reform would increase America's
capital base and this will increase our productivity. Third, this
reform alternative will maintain our commitment to a progressive tax
system. By allowing a large single exemption and then taxing
consumption -- the difference between gross income and savings -- at
progressive rates, this expenditure tax can be as progressive as the
income tax was intended to be. Finally, this reform will be simpler to
understand and administer. No longer will scores of exemptions for
capital income complicate the tax code and distort investors' choices.
Instead of investing in projects where a tax advantage exists as under
the present system, investors will choose projects with the highest
potential yield.
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There are some disadvantages with this approach, and we must
address them. Pirst, since the progressive expendfture tax would
remove savings and investment from the tax base, higher rates would be
required than under a comprehensive income tax approach. The top tax
rate, in particular, would have to be far higher than the 28 percent
rate provided in the Bradley-Gephardt program in order to maintain the
same degree of progressivity. Another problem involves implementation.
The transition from the current tax code to a progressive expenditure
tax would be a difficult one. Although I believe the expenditure tax
would probably be simpler in the long run, the complexities of the
transition are a serious problem.

Third, this system could lead to the potential problem of non-
taxed accumulation of capital leading to concentrated holdings. It
could, however, be dealt with through strong estate and gift tax -
reform.

Clearly, this alternative needs further study. But since it
meets fully all three criteria and has the further advantage relative
to the other two alternatives of providing a strong incentive for
increased savings and investment, I would urge that it be more fully
explored in the debate over major tax reform.’

Indeed, if we were designing our tax system from scratch,

" there's a good possibility that this would be considered the best tax
system. And who knows -- maybe public sentiment will demand that we
start from scratch.

The tax reform process is likely to be slower than some of us _
would like. But I believe it's what the American people want. For as

Will Rogers once said:’

People want just taxes more than they want lower taxes.
They want to know that every man is paying his proportionate_
share according to his wealth.
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The CHAIRMAN. Senator Grassley?

[No response.]

The CBAIRMAN. Senator Long?

Senator LoNG. I think you raised an interesting point there that
is definitely worth considering in this area, and that is, in addition
to the idea of a lower tax rate, we ought to consider a uniform type
deduction on what some persons can claim. So when people make
investments that put people to work and help do things that are
good for the country rather than spending it on their own personal
consumption, they are entitled to a better tax treatment than
where they are just doing that which tends to aggrandize them-
selves without particularly benefiting society.

Even in the area that you are discussing, Senator Hart, if a
person makes a lot of money and does invest it but merely invests
in buying real estate, which just tends to bid up the price, without
putting that real estate to use—he buys land and attempts to move
up the land prices that someone else who would like to use it
would have to pay—he is not serving society. If he buys the same
land and puts it to very active use, he is serving society—creating
jobs, providing opportunities. In that case I think we would be well
advised to try to make the deduction uniform. Where it is some-
thing that is going to advance the national interest, he would get
the credit for making the investment, however you want to do it,
whether you do it by an IRA, or whatever. But if he is not invest-
ing that money in ways that are going to benefit the Nation or its
people and is only going to benefit himself, offhand I don’t see why
he ought to have any tax advantage, do you?

Senator HART. Senator Long, in the so-called expenditure or con-
sumption tax, both phrases that I don’t like, you are dealing with
true supply-side cconomics; instead of cutting people’s taxes with
the hope that they will invest it in a way that will increase produc-
tivity, this proposal says that you only get the tax break if you in
fact invest it and invest it productively.

Now, the definition of what is “a productive investment” would
in my judgment be one of the few possibly lengthy or complicated
provision in the reformed tax code, because clearly you would have
to have some technical definition of what was productive
investment. Racehorses, Persian rugs, diamonds, and Kruggerands,
probably, wouldn’t qualify. Investment in stock of a company that
was going to automate itself, modernize itself or retrain its work-
force so that it could compete in the international marketplace
clearly would be.

But this would be the job for experts. I understand there are defi-
nitions of productive investments in the Tax Code already; we
could build on those. But you couldn’t just say ‘“‘savings or invest-
ments in anything” because, as you -indicated, there are some in-
vestments that don’t increase productivity at all.

Senator LonG. To a large extent we already have that. Senator
Baucus made reference to the oil and gas industry. Well, you've got
to make an investment. You've got to put some money into drill-
ing. If you put money into drilling you get that intangible drilling
expense. If you build machinery or if you build plants you get a tax



140

advantage that you don’t get if you just keep the money and buy
land with it.

I would like to ask you, with regard to that part of it, I know it
has been advocated by Lester Thoreau who I think is a very inter-
esting and talented economist, do you favor that concept? A uni-
form ;ieduction for types of investment that you think make good
sense?’ :

Senator HART. I favor it as far as I understand its implications
now. I have not heard all the arguments on it, and that’s why I
think these hearings are so important. If we get some experts up
here that show me the error of my ways or the errors of this con-
cept, I certainly wouldn’t support it; but right now, as a concept
and as an idea, I would.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baucus?

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no questions
except to thank you very much, Gary, for coming this morning and
also bringing up the idea of a progressive expenditure tax. At the
very least, at least that helps all of us look at all of this from a
new perspective, and it hopefully keeps our thinking imaginative
in that we are not locked into narrow alternatives and options but
rather keep open many other options. I want to thank you for
always keeping us on our toes, thinking of new ideas. I appreciate
that very much.

Senator HART. If Senator Baucus or anyone else on the
committee or anywhere else can think of a better title for this than
“Expenditure or Consumption Tax’’ I would certainly welcome it.

Senator Baucus. Well, we have all been looking.

Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bradley?

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me compliment Senator
Hart on his testimony. I think it raises a number of interesting

u:itts,b ‘tlilnd I'm pleased for his endorsement of the Bradley-Gep-

ardt bill.

I would like to focus, if I could, on the rogressive consumption
tax, just to raise one question, to which I don’t expect him to have
the answer because I think we really have to go through committee
deliberations, but I'd like to raise at least one red flag. That is; If
you did i%to the progressive consumption tax along the lines that
Senator Long and Senator Baucus explored, which is essentially ex-
cluding from taxable income that portion of your income that you
invest or save in whatever is finally defined as “productive
investment,” if you carried that through with very wealthy individ-
ual to the end of their life, with the present estate tax laws,
wouldn’t that result in an enormous transfer of wealth, and have
you given some thought about that?

Senator HArT. I certainly have, and in the longer statement
which I would like to submit for the record I say that this system
in my f‘itudgment would work only with modernization of the estate
and gift taxes. o

There has been a suggestion that this proposal, without what I
think tax reformers would call a “strong estate and gift tax, would
really contribute to concentrated wealth in this country. I would
not support that; I think the only way the system would work is if
you had a fairly strong estate and gift tax.




141

Senator BraDLEY. As I read your statement that you submitted
to the record today, you seem to imply that, although you endorse
the fair tax, you would like to see some more progressivity than
exists, and you would like to exclude savings from the taxable base.
I think if you do that, you head down the road where if you are
excluding more and more from the taxable base, but you want the
same amount of revenue, that inevitably Kou have to go to higher
and higher rates, and pretty soon we are back where we are today
with high rates that do discourage work, savings, and investments.
So I think that is something that ;’ou ought to ponder a little bit. I
wonder if you have any comments?

Senator HART. I think clearly 1)1rou have identified a real problem,
and it gets to fundamental tax philosophy.

First of all, the point that I was trying to make with regard to
your pro was that it seemed to me to ratify what I think we
could call a post-Reagan degree of progressivity; that is, post-1981.
The 1981 tax bill seemed to me to substantially reduce progres-
sivity even further—it has been eroding over the years for a vari-
ety of reasons. It seemed to me that the formula that your proposal -
contained in effect went from there. And it seems to me one might
think about taking the brackets or the rates back to a pre-1981 tax
bill degree of progressivity at least.

On the question of exemption of savings, we all get different
statistics here, and I think the committee could do a real service by
getting a common data base so we can know whether or not there
is a serious need of capital formation in this country. That was the
hue and cry in the 1970’s and I think contributed as much as any-
thing else to the support that was garnered for the so-called
supply-side tax cuts—we need a higher rate of savings; we need
more capital formation—leave aside the fact that corporations are
not using, by and large, those tax cuts for productivity increases or
modernization but are using it for acquisition and mergers.

But regardless of what it was used for, the argument was made,
and I think persuasively to many, that we needed higher rates of
savings and we needed capital formation. I have heard it said b
experts fairly recently that those are bo numbers, that we still
have very high rates of savings, that we have, if not plenty of cagi-
tal, enough to modernize our industries. I don’t know who has the
correct answer there.

If in fact we are short of capital, if we need higher rates of sav-
ings, then I think we have to do something that more directly re-
wards people for saving than the so-called supply-side theory of
hoping that tax cuts will lead to savings.

nator BRADLEY. One last question.

In the concept of the consumption tax—in other words, not
taxing that which is invested but taxing that which is consumed—
how would you treat expenditures for education?

Senator ﬁART. I mentioned in passing that I would count as pro-
ductive investment money used for education or training.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you.

Senator HART. But that gets to the point I was making earlier of
how you define productivit¥i

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hart, I certainly appreciate your comin,
before the committee. I haven’t thoroughly reviewed your pro ,

11-384 ©0 - 83 -- 10
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but I think one area that we might want to make certain of is that
it doesn’t create a problem or increase the tax burden relative to

resent law for those who might be unemployed or the elderly who
ﬁave to use more of their income because they are at hard times.
That may be taken care of in your bill, but certainly it is an area
we want to explore.

Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have a bill, and I would not
support a bill of any kind along these lines that did not have a
very high standard deduction.

The CHAIRMAN. And I think, also, the flat-rate tax—the term
“flat-rate” doesn’t tell you very much. Some people may think
there is a Senator Flat and a Congressman Rate. We had Roth-
Kemp and now we have “Flat-Rate,” and I am going to try to
figure out who they are. [Laughter.] '

So it leaves a lot to the imagination, and I think in the next sev-
eral months we may be able to clarify some of the questions.

Thank you.

Senator HART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Nickles, you are the next victim.

STATEMENT OF HON. DON NICKLES, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Senator NickLEs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to be here before you, and I wish my
statement to be entered in the record in full.

Included in the back of my statement, Mr. Chairman, is a chart
that was put together by an organization that shows the effective
tax rates, and the history of the personal income tax rate since the
tax rate began. It reminds me of a story my grandfather told me.
He was born, incidentally, in 1887. He is 95 years old, is doing well,
and has a lot of commonsense. He said, “Don, I remember quite
well the days when we didn’t have an income tax.” He said, “Now,
we don’t have any income after tax.” And I think he makes a very
valid point.

When we talk about the tax rates today, we really have to look
seriously at an overhaul, and I think an overhaul is overdue. I cer-
tainly congratulate you for holding this hearing today to take a
look at this, and I can tell from the statements made by Senator
Hart, now by myself, Senator Helms, and Senator Quayle, that
there is a wide divergence of views on the subject—there may be a
hundred different views in the Senate. But I think it is very timely
and very expedient for you and the committee to be taking it up.

I hope that we would look at what the purpose of any tax should
be. In my opinion, that should be to provide the basic fundamental
services set out in the Constitution for a government to provide. If
we look at our tax policy over the ]ast several years, probably since
the inception of the income tax, its purpose has really been the re-
distribution of income.

I wish Senator Long was still here, because I have a little dis-
agreement with him over whether the tax system should be as pro-
gressive as it is.

I wholeheartedly endorse the flat-rate tax, but not a flat rate
with as many bumps as some of the other so-called flat-rate propos-
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als have. Senator Helms has a flat-rate tax proposal, which I think
is the rifht direction we need to move forward.

A really true, equitable and fair flat-rate tax proposal could do a
lot of things. All we have to do is look at the system that we have
today. We have an extremely progressive system. I compliment the
chairman and also this administration for taking some giant steps
toward some very much needed reform in the tax bill of 1981—
which did eliminate some of the progressive nature by rolling back
the maximum rate to 50 percent. I have heard some people criticize
that, but, to turn that around, I don’t think the Government in any
time, short of wartime, was ever entitled to take over half of any-
body’s income. That's not a right of government. If you go back to
our Founding Fathers, they were looking at the tax system and
saying, “Yes, government is supposed to protect our freedom and
not redistribute income.” When government redistributes income it
&akes away our freedoms—our personal freedom and economic free-

om.

If you end up working for the Government half the time, or more
than half the time, then you actually have become, to some degree,
a slave of Government, and that’s a policy that needs to be re-
versed. The steps last year, by this Congress, were a giant step in
that direction and need to be followed up—I would hope—by a
greater step. That greater step would be a flat-rate tax.

About the flat-rate tax, I have heard some people say, “Well, it
would be detrimental to lower middle income.” I come from the
lower middle income. Actually, I come to to you today not as a U.S.
Senator so much as a small businessman. I used to manage a small
business, a janitor service, during my college days. We started with
a few employees, then we added a few more employees. By the time
we had about seven or eight employees, I went down to see the ac-
countant. The accountant said, “Well, you are doing great. We are
real proud of you.” He said, “You are now in the 40-percent tax
bracket; here is your estimated quarterly payment.” And from that
day on I didn’t expand that work force. But who was penalized?
Not so much Don Nickles the small businessman, but the people I
would have hired. That progressive tax rate basicallf inhibited my
desire to expand that business, by dpﬂtting more people to work.

There is a great deal to be said for unleashing this economy of
ours. If we get away from a very punitive, progressive tax rate we
could be opening up, an outstanding economic growth potential.

The tax rate policies of the past several years have really inhibit-
ed our potential as a country to really get out and produce and sur-
vive.

The system that we have today is not simple. The business I was
in before I came to the Senate has about 100 employees. I would
have to turn over all of our tax forms to the accountant, and 3 or 4
months later he would come back and tell me what my net liability
would be. And he would try to chase through all the various rules
and regulations that have been passed and promulgated by Con-
gress and come up and say, “Well, yes, Mr. Businessman, here is
your final tax.” I wasn’t competent enough to figure it out. Even
on an individual basis now you almost have to be a.CPA: .

- Speaking of CPA’s, I have a brother, who is a CPA. When I spoke
out fairly strongly on the flat-rate tax, he said, “Well, Don, if I
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c?ulq, g would withdraw my support. You are going to put me out
of a job.”

The lawyers, the accountants, and the lobbyists, may like the
system we have today, but the people of America don’t, and the
taxpayers of America don’t. You can talk to the lower or middle
income people, and I have heard their name mentioned—they are
the people I work with, people on a machine, the people that make
maybe $6 an hour or $7 an hour or $8 an hour—they are in favor
of a flat-rate tax proposal. If you were to tell them, Senator
Baucus, that your maximum tax rate would be no more than 12
percent, they don’t want any deductions; they wouldn’t need any
deductions.

I would just encourage this committee, as you move forward, to
start with no deductions, including those for interest, or charitable
contributions. Because once you open up the floodgate, I don't
really see how you can stop it.

I would encourage this committee to not only take a look at a
flat-rate tax but hopefully move forward next year as soon as possi-
ble. I hope you will stay closer to a proposal that will actually be a
flat-rate tax similar to that proposed by Senator Helms, one that
will have few if any deductions or exemptions. Possibly, the deduc-
tion he proposed of $2,000 per person would be adequate to take
‘care of lower income persons.

‘The system that we have today is not fair. The businessman who
is in the 50-percent tax bracket spends half of his time figuring out
how to use the legal deductions. I did that as a businessman, and I
can tell you that most successful businessmen do. They are always
considering ITC’s, IDC’s, and all of the other job tax credits, to see
what their net is going to be. If we eliminate that mess, they can
start spending more time trying to figure out how to make a profit,
how to make a product, how to compete worldwide.

If we can move positively forward on this type of legislation it
could be the greatest single thing that this Congress could do for
an economic resurgence that we so desperately need.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Nickles follows:]
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STATEMENT BY
SENATOR DON NICKLES

. SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
HEARINGS ON THE FLAT-RATE TAX

I would like you to forget for the moment that I am addressing you
today as a U.S. Senator. Rather, I am presenting my views as a taxpayer
and also as a small businessman who wrestles with the camplexity of our
tax laws.

It is my view that the proper purpose of the Federal Income Tax is to
provide funds for the proper functioning of federal government. The purposes
should not be the redistribution of income or to promote economic or social
policy of the government.

In recent months, considerable attention has focused on the Flat Tax
Issue. Numerous articles and editorials have appeared in the Wall Street ‘

Journal, Newsweek, The New York Times, The Washington Post and others.

Additionally mumerous studies on the issue have bfen developed including
William E. Simon's "A Blue Print for Tax Refoim" and a Stanford University
Hoover Institution entitled “A Simple Income Tax With Low Marginal Rates."

Under ERTA, much was done to lessen the tax bite on the taxpayer, including
lower the maximum rate fram 70% to 50% beginning in 1982 and indexing beginning
in 1985; this was a positive step in the right direction. |

There is no doubt that the present tax system needs to be reformed. The
complexity of returns and information required to be generated has put an
increasing burden on the taxpaying citizens of this country. However, in
spite of the fact that virtually universal agreement exists that our system
is much too camplex I sense that the excellent efforts made in regards to
developing a flat rate tax may be given-up because of the entrenchment of
our present system. I would encourage my colleagues on the Finance Committee

to continue in their efforts to produce a major tax system reform bill.
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As T have reviewed the proposals submitted thus far, including those
of Senators Quayle and Bradley, I have developed an appreciation for diffi-
culty of developing a simple yet equitable system.

Our present tax system is not fair, nor simple and attempts to dictate
social and economic policy.

Currently, our progressive tax system creates disincentive to earn
additional dollars du; to the increasing marginal tax on each of those additional
dollars. A Flat Tax System would‘, if properly structured, remove this disin-
centive to produce. Further, the new system should allow a sufficient zero-
bracket amount and/or personal exemption as to not place an undue tax burden
on lower incames.

Simplicity is a key criteria in developing a new system. Under present
law, extensive technical help #s necessary to complete and submit a pr'oper
tax return. As has been stated before, in 1981, more than half of the persons
using form 1040 use an outside preparer.

Pre.sent tax policy includes a myriad of provisions designed to deal
with certain econdhmic or social problems. While the intention behind these
policy decisions are sincere and intended to help correct a giveﬁ social or
economic situation, they tend to distort the true economic picture by
falslely stimulating the economy through tax policy.

It is a pleasure to appear befor you today. 1 hope to be of assistance

during the formulation of any new system this committee may pursue.
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The CHAIRMAN. Senator Grassley?

Senator GrassLey. Have you given any thought about how we
get from where we are today to a simplified tax system such as
flat-rate consumption tax or an expenditure tax?

Senator NickLEs. I have, Senator Grassley.

I appreciated your question to Senator Quayle, and I have read
where some people say, “Yes, we would need to phase it in,” and 1
read where somebody said we'd need to phase it in over 30 years.
My opinion is. the sooner you would get to it, the faster you would
be relying on the marketplace and not the Congress to be making
these economic decisions.

I think one of the real fallacies of the entire Tax Code is that we
have so much social and economic planning or steering by Con-
%reess. So, I think the more rapid it is possible, the better it would

Certainly there will be some changes, but I think all of those
changes will ultimately be that we will be asking the marketplace
to allocate the dollars instead of Washington, D.C.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baucus?

Senator Baucus. One question of Mr. Nickles.

Do you know how much Federal revenue a 10-percent or a 12-
percent flat rate with no deductions would generate? )

Senator NickLES. I have understood that the personal income tax
today raises about $300 billion.

Senator Baucus. Do you know what the defense budget is esti-
mated to be about a year from now?

Senator Nickies. Yes, 200 and——

Senator Baucus. Well, in about a year it would be beyond that,
at least $300 billion—close to $300 billion. What are they going to
do for the rest of the goods and services that people depend on—
highways, for example.

Senator NickLes. The Senator brings up a good question. Of
course, you realize that we are just talking about one small per-
centage of the budget as a whole, anyway. Right now the personal
income tax rate is $300 biliion. I would say yes, we can raise the
same amount of money with a much simpler, much easier, much
fairer, more equitable system, through a flat-rate system than we
are today, regardless of whether or not the goal is $300 or the goal
would be $350 or whatever.

One concern I would have would be that the flat-rate proposal
would be—well, it would be very easy, yes. A 12-percent rate with
no deductions would raise $300 billion when an 11 percent will
raise $330 billion.

I think there is something positive to that; but also, Congress
would have to vote on that, and I think the constituents could tell
very clearly, “Yes, they just raised my taxes 10 percent. They just
went from 10 to 11 percent.” So the people again could speak, and
that would be a much easier vote for the people to understand than
what they could from either the 1981 tax bill or the tax bill we had
this year.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bradley?
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Senator BRADLEY. I think I understood from your testimony, but
I would like to just clarify it, that you would support eliminating
interest on home mortage as a deductible item?

Senator NickLres. I would. Senator Bradley, I think it is impor-
tant. In the first place—and I know that you are aware of this—the
larger the base that you have, the lower the tax rate can be. And if
you do have a number of exemptions, as proposed in your bill and
many of the other proposals, and those exemptions happen to be in
most cases the ones that have the biggest bucks in them, then, cor-
re%?ondingly, the rate has to get higher and higher and higher.

ow, personally, ] own two homes. I am paying interest on the
homes; so I wrestled with that and said, Wait a minute—do we
want to do that? I support charities by making contributions, and
8o on down the line, so it affects me as well as everybody else.

But I would much prefer for Congress to say yes, Mr. Individual,
we are going to give you a lower rate; you are going to have more
money in your own pockets, so you can use it anyway you want,
whether it be to buy a house or whether it be to support a church
or charitable organization on your own, and not have the Federal
Government into those various areas.

Senator BRabpLEY. Well, would you support elimination of the de-
ductions for interest on home mortgages, charitable contributions,
and propertﬁv taxes?

Senator NickLES. The tax question is a little bit different as a
question. I think we would have to be careful. The only real dis-
tinction I would make between myseif and Senator Helm’s bill
which includes inheritance tax as income, I wouldn’t want to pay a
receilgt, to get into a situation where you are paying a tax on a tax.
The Federal income tax would J)resumably be the first tax.

The only distinction I would make with Senator Helms’ bill is
that I would propose eliminating the inheritance tax. That is $7
billion worth of income. But, again, I perceive the primary role of
tax policy, to be fair and equitable, is to collect money to pay for
these goods and services, not the redistribution of income. And
that’s all an inheritance tax is, is redistribution of income.

Senator BRADLEY. Senator Byrd?

Senator Byrp. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Symms?

Senator Symms. No ciuestions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, Senator Nickles.
Again, I think our colleagues’ appearances are very important, be-
cause'it indicates the diverse views we have. I think if we started
down the list and listed all of the different tax preferences and had
you say you were for or against, I doubt that we would accomplish
much. I think it indicates how difficult it is going to be to make
major tax policy changes. That doesn’t mean we should shrink
zxg‘)im that obligation, and it is an obligation to try to simplify the

e.
So we are not going to back away from it. I am not suggesting
any date that we might accomplish what anybody wants to do, but
we appreciate your willingness to testify beceuse there are some
who want to protect their special interest. I don’t quarrel with
that, but if every special interest is protected, then we end up with
the same system we have today.
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Senator NickLes. I agree with you very much. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Helms?

Welcome to the committee. You can proceed in any way you
wish; your entire statement will be made a part of the record.

Senator HeLms. Well, we're glad. On the chairman’s part, I won’t
take more than a minute. -

STATEMENT OF HON. JESSE HELMS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Senator HeLMS. I guess I ought to come here to apologize for rais-
ing this question, being among the first to raise the flat-rate tax. I
certainly am not going to pontificate about the subject, nor am I
going to pretend that I have all of the answers, or any of the an-
swers, or the final answer. I think it is a little early to say that the
flat-rate tax is no good; I want to have it proved to me by exhaus-
tive hearings which I know the chairman is going to conduct to see
what the possibilities are.

I don’t have the details of it. I am a little bit like Will Rogers,
who has been alluded to earlier today. During the submarine
menace in the Atlantic some reporters went to him and said,
“What would you do abaut it?” He said, “I would drain the Atlan-
tic.” They said, “Good i.ord, how would you do that?” He said,
“Well, wait a minute. I had the idea, man; you figure out the de-
tails.” So that's the way some of us are who are talking about the
flat-rate tax.

But let me tell you, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of
this committee, one of the staff members of the Finance Committee
handed me these few cards—I understand that they are just a few
of about 25,000 or 30,000 that have come into the committee—re-
questing these hearings.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we have been putting them in sacks and
boxes. We haven't answered all of them yet.

Senator HeLms. Well, I haven’t counted them. I have been too
busy trying to count heads in the Senate. I ran out of fingers last
week before I could do that.

The CHAIRMAN. But you are r1ght——there has been a great deal
of interest.

Senator HELMS. I do thank you for the courtesy in allowing me to
appear here this morning. .

I suspect that there will be unanimous agreement from the
outset that the existing Tax Code is a nightmare of complexity and
frustration and inequity. It is in fact a bewildering sort of Rubik’s
Cube of Law for almost every American who tries to file an income
tax return.

The convoluted nature of the tax laws has bordered on causing
people to lose faith in their government. I hear more complaints,
Mr. Chairman, about how difficult it is even to file a tax return let
alone raise the money to pay the taxes. People are fed up, and
most are convinced that the complexity of the law may be—may
be—a disguise for what they perceive to be unfairness and in-

equity.
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So, I compliment you again, Mr. Chairman, for calling these
meetings, and no matter how it turns out I want to pledge to you
that I will cooperate in any way. You may need me. I don't claim
to have any particular expertise, but I do know that we are border-
ing on a tax rebellion, if the people of North Carolina are any indi-
cation. And I hear from people all over the country, just as the
Chairman does and the Senator from Virginia.

So I am not going to claim that the bill that I have introduced is
the last word; it’s not. I didn’t offer it for that purpose. I offered it
as a starting point.

Again, I want to thank you for letting me come this morning and
for holding these hearings.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, Senator Helms. I think you
have indicated, properly, there is a great lack of confidence in the
present system. We are told by the IRS people that some 5 million
taxpayers who should have filed didn’t file returns. Now, some may
have done that purposely to avoid paying taxes. Others, I think,
felt that the system wasn’t fair; they saw somebody who could shel-
ter their income down the street not paying any tax, at least they
didn’t think they were paying any tax; and they felt that they were
being unfairly treated by the tax laws. :

Again, I don’t know of any proposal that has just been intro-
duced that would pass the Congress; but at least we have 12 pro-
posals—T in the House, 5 in the Senate. There will be additional .
proposals. So at least we have started the process. It is going to be
a long process, and we appreciate your contribution.

Senator HeLMS. The Senator is absolutely correct. You know, you
can have all the questions in the world—Do you favor eliminating
this? Do you favor eliminating that?—well that depends on how
high or how low you want the percentage to be, the flat-rate per-
centage. Now, if you add everything back in, obviously you are
going to have a high percentage of taxpayers who are going to take
them. So that’s the reason I started at 10 percent.

Now, I wasn’t born yesterday. I know that there will have to be
compromises and political judgments and other kinds of judgments
to be factored into the final judgment, assuming that there will be
one.

Again, I want to thank you for letting me come today.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baucus, do you have questions?

Senator Baucus. No questions. Thank you very much, Jesse, for
coming.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bradley?

Senator BRADLEY. Just one question.

Senator Helms, I think that ycur flexibility here is admirable,
because I do think we are going to have to go through a sorting out
process.

. I am concerned with starting at 10 percent, though; because I
“have been advised that that rate would raise about $100 billion less
han present law, and that means the deficit would be $100 billion

bigger. So before we start to consider any so-called loopholes,

wouldn’t gou expect we would have to adjust that rate? Unless you
warit $100 billion more on the deficit.

Senator HeLMs. That depends on whose figures are correct, Sena-
tor. It is part of the purpose of these hearings to analyze the var-
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ious figures as to which percentage will do. I don’t happen to agree
with those figures; they may be right.

Senator BRADLEY. Well, I believe that figure is based on the Joint
Tax Committee estimates.

Senator HELMs. I understand, but I have other figures. We won’t
debate about that.

Senator BrRapLEY. Well, where are your figures from?

Senator HELMs. An accumulation of figures by various econo-
mists. What they did not factor in was increased production, there-
fore increased tax collection under the 10 percent. But this is illus-
trative of the kind of thing that has to be examined in detail.

Gee whiz, the income tax is what—69 years old this year, or 70? I
think probably we ought to focus on the question of what we can
do instead of what we can’t do, in terms of rectifying what is obvi-
ously a bad situation.

Senator BrRaDLEY. Well, I'm for doing that; but if somebody is
building a fire over on this side with unsubstantiated numbers,
then it really creates unrealistic expectations. And if you can’t ex-
plain and justify the numbers, then maybe we should just ask the
Joint Tax Committee to come up with some “official’ revenue esti-
mates.

Senator HeLms. Mr. Chairman, I will submit in the statement
that I am presenting the documentation for my figures. I was not
anticipating a debate on this aspect, but I will present that.

The CHAIRMAN. They will be included.

Senator HELMms. I thank the Chair very much.

The CHAIRMAN, Senator Byrd, did you have questions?

Senator Byrp. No questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Symms?

Senator Symms. I just want to thank you very much for your
statement and would just say I think in your testimony you made
it fairly clear that the lower the percentage rates, the less exemp-
tions that you want to leave out; and the higher the percentage
rate, then we will have to look at each one individually, whether it
is churches or homes, whether there even would be a break; so it
really wouldn’t be a flat-rate tax—Ilike the one that Senator Brad-
ley has introduced, which is helpful to have before us also, where
there is a break in it, there is a higher level of taxes after a certain
amount of income, so it is progressive.

I do appreciate your willingness to work on this.

I was just going to ask the Senator from North Carolina, have
you ever had the opportunity to take a look at the proposal by Jim
Jones from Blanco, Tex., the GIT—Gross Income Tax? It is my un-
derstanding he will be testifying. He has a rate of 3% or 4 percent,
but he has a different tax base. And then there is the one from the
Hoover Institute in Stanford that is 19 percent: but they have a
different tax base and have a lot more of personal income and divi-
dends, and so forth, that are not taxable, and people don’t pay any
taxes up till about $8,000, or something, to take care of that low
income person. So there are many approaches and many angles as
to how this thing can work. :

I would agree with you on those numbers on where the rate
would have to be. I don’t suppose Congress would know until just
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after the first year it went on this just how much revenue would
actually come in. I think you would have a great deal of the under-
ground economy that would come above ground.

So we might actually have more revenue than we thought, be-
cause people will think it just isn’t worthwhile trying to get around
paying taxes and.take the risk of a prison sentence or the embar-
rassment of civil penalties in the case of some tax-avoidance
schemes, if the rate is only x amount, whether it is 19 percent or
10 percent. So I think the idea has a lot of merit. I am glad that we
are moving this way, and I compliment the chairman and the
i:loxlnmittee for getting this thing started. And I appreciate your

elp.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator DeConcini?

STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS DeCONCINI, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF ARIZONA

Senator DeConcini. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
committee also, along with the remarks by Senator Symms, for
holding hearings on this subject matter and giving me an opportu-
nity to come before you and state my feelings on the issue of tax
reform in general and the viability of a flat-rate system of taxation
in particular.

uch an approach to a Federal tax policy has been advocated
sporadically for many years. In recent months the dissatisfaction
with the present Internal Revenue Code has seemed to reach a new
high, and with it has come a piercing cry from the American public
to reexamine the entire basis of our system of taxation. The most
frequently suggested alternative is the so-called flat-rate approach.

As I said when I introduced the first flat-rate tax bill, S. 2147, in
the Senate on March 1 of this year, “A complete overhaul of our
tax system is long overdue. We must start over on a new patient.”
Events since that date have only served to reinforce my feeling
that our present Tax Code has become so complicated and tortuous
in its application, and so detrimental to spurring the economic re-
covery we are all anxiously awaiting to see happen, that a serious
look must be given to an alternative tax system. Such a system
should embody the principles of equity, simplicity, and efficiency,
and contain within it provisions that enhance rather than stifle
our desire to be more productive.

What we are talking about when we say a flat-rate tax structure
is a good question to submit for the discussion today. Simply put, it
would subject the tax base to only one tax rate—although some
amount of income would undoubtedly be excluded from the tax to
provide for the lowest income, I believe, in almost every system—
and broaden the tax base for repealing many of the tax benefits
that subsidize various types of economic activities or provide relief
from circumstances that Congress has deemed worthy of granting
deductibility status to, such as medical expenses.

Although an element of progressivity is built into most flat-rate
bills, my understanding is, today, the higher your income, the
higher the tax rate. That would cease under my proposal. But, for
example, if the zero bracket amount upon which no tax would be
paid were set at $10,000, an individual earning $12,000 pays tax on
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only 16 percent, that is $2,000 of their income; while a person with
$100,000 of income would pay tax on 90 percent of their income.

In rather summary fashion I will attempt to summarize the key
benefits that I see can be derived from a flat-rate tax structure:

First, the elimination of the marriage penalty, whereby a couple
with separate incomes could pay higher income taxes if married
than single.

Second, elimination of bracket creep, whereby taxpayers are put
into increasingly high tax brackets without having an increase in
real income. Indexing will address this issue, but why do indirectly
what is possible to do by simply applying one rate to all income?
No longer will the Government be able to make up for its deficit
financing by allowing ever greater amounts of income to flow into
its coffers without having passed a tax increase.

Third, the integrity of the system will be increased. We will pick
up billions of dollars owed in taxes that go uncollected because of
false deductions and income that goes unreported.

Fourth, great savings in time and compliance costs would accom-
pany a flat-rate system. It is estimated that $60 billion was spent
on tax compliance last year, and an undetermined amount of hand-
wringing and headaches have accompanied the monetary expense.
" Fifth, accountability of Government would increase. The primary
purpose of the income tax is to raise revenue; but today’s law has
become a major and hidden way to effect social policy. Many of
these policies are quite worthy of support, but wouldn’t we be more
honest with the taxpayer if we eliminated the tax expenditure and
replaced it with direct payments that directly demonstrate the
policy choices we are making? The public would certainly be more
aware of how their tax dollars are being spent.

Sixth, this would add productivity. By reducing the deterioration
built into the economy ﬁy the varied impact of present tax laws,
business decisions can be made in an environment that will reward
efficiency and profitability.

Seventh, incentive increases would be another benefit. Clearly, if a
gerson can keep 80 cents of the last dollar they earn, rather than

0 cents as in the case today with a 50-percent tax bracket, a
gzrson is more likely to make the extra effort and produce more
cause they will be able to keep more of what they earn.

I have always believed that a person has a right to keep the
income they earn. Since the strength of that argument does not di-
minish in my point of view as a person’s income rises, a flat-rate
tax may even lay claim to being morally superior to the present
system.

Eighth, loopholes would disappear. Any attempt to eliminate loop-
holes is generally met with fierce opposition by the affected group,
and understandably. However, under a flat-rate system this prob-
‘lem largely solves itself, because tax shelters will not be nearly as
?ﬁgactive if only 15 or 20 cents of every dollar is exposed to the

Ninth, horizontal equity will increase. Because the definition of
income will be broadened significantly, it is much more likely that
individuals in similar income categories will also be taxed equally.

Tenth, diminish the incentive to extend tax benefits to those in
high income brackets.
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Mr. Chairman, I realize the time is speeding along here, and 1
appreciate an opportunity to even testify before this distinguished
committee. I would ask that the balance of my statement, which
goes into my particular bill with some detail, be inserted in the
record as if read.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator. We appreciate your testimo-
ny and appreciate having you here this morning.

I don’t know if you actually got to the point in your testimony to
tell us exacly what is in your bill. Did you care to mention a quick
summary of the purpose and direction of the legislation you have
introduced?

Senator DEConcINI. Yes, I would, Mr. Chairman. I thought the
clock had gone off there, indicating the time was up, and I know
how busy you all are.

My bill, Mr. Chairman, really sets forth direction to the Treas-
ury Department to draw up a new tax system to replace the pres-
ent system, and it sets some guidelines for them to achieve this.
Those guidelines are that all income should only be taxed once,
and it should be taxed as close as possible to the source of the
income.

Second, all forms of income should be taxed at the same rates,
and such rates should be less than 20 percent. The poorest house-
holds would not pay any income tax. My suggestion is very similar
to the Hoover Institute’s, somewhere in the neighborhood of $8,000,
and of course that would be applicable to every taxpayer.

The tax returns should be simple. The Hoover Institute has come
up with the form of a simple card that I am sure you will see when
Dr. Hall, or whoever, is testifying for Rebushka tomorrow or today.

There should only be two taxpaying entities—the individual and
business.

With regard to business taxes, it is important that something be
%rovided for the legitimate cost of business, and it is set out in the

oover Institute study and scenario that will be submitted to you.

To me, this is going to restore credibility to our present tax
system. Even though there are arguments and mathematical for-
mulas that will demonstrate some will pay more and some will pay
less, I am convinced that if the public really felt that everyone was
paying a certain share of their income, that they would be far more
accepting of such a tax system than what they have toda{'.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for a very excellent state-
ment.

Senator Byrd?

Senator BYrRp. No questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baucus?

Senator Baucus. No questions. Thank you.

Senator DEConNciNI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I appreciate your being here.

[The prepared statement of Senator DeConcini follows:]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DENNIS DECONCINI BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
SEPTEMBER 28, 1982

Mr. Chairman, other members of this Committee, thank you for the opportunity
you have given me to come before you and state my feelings on the issue of tax
reform in general and the viability of a flat-rate system of taxation in particular.
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Such an approach to a Federal tax policy has been advocated sporadically for many
years but in recent months the dissatisfaction with the present Internal Revenue
Code has seemed to reach a new high and with it has come piercing cry from the
American public to reexamine the entire basis of our system of taxation. The most
frequently suggested alternative is the so-called “flat-rate” approach. As I said when
I introduced the first flat-rate tax bill, S. 2147, in the Senate on March 1st of this
year, “A complete overhaul of our tax system is long overdue. * * * We must start
over on a new patient.”” Events since that date have only served to reinforce my
feeling that our present tax code has become so complicated and tortuous in its a

plication, and so detrimental to spurring the economic recovery we are all anxiously
awaiting, that a serious look must be given to an alternative tax system. Such a
system should embody the principles of equity, simplicity and efficiency, and con-
(tiain within it provisions that enhance rather than stifle our desire to be more pro-

uctive.

What are we talking about when we say a “flat-rate” tax structure? Simply put,
we would subject the tax base to only one tax rate (although some amount of
income would doubtless be excluded from tax to provide “low income relief”’), and
broaden the tax base by repealing many of the tax benefits that subsidize various
(tiypee of economic activity or provide relief from circumstances that Congress has

eemed worthy of granting deductibility status to, such as medical expenses. Al-
though an elemient of progressivity is built into most flat-rate bills, progressivity as
we understand it today—the higher your income the higher the tax rate—would
cease. But, for example, if the zero-bracket amount upon which no tax would be
paid were set at $10,000, an individual earning $12,000 pays taxes on only 16 per-
cent, that is $2,000, of their income; while a person with a $100,000 income would
paiy taxes on 90 percent of their income.
n rather summary fashion, I will attempt to summarize the key benefits that I
see can be derived from a flat-rate tax structure: B

1. Elimination of the marriage penalty (wWhereby a couple with separate incomes
could pay higher income taxes if married than single);

2. Elimination of “‘bracket creep’’ whereby taxpayers are hurtled into increasingl
high tax brackets without having any increase in real income. Indexation will ad-
dress this issue, but why do indirectly wht is possible to do by simply applyirag one
rate to all income. No longer will the government be able to make up for its deficit
financing by allowing ever greater amounts of income to flow into its coffers with-
out having passed a tax increase.

3. The integrity of the system will increase. We'll pick up billions of dollars owned
in taxes that go uncollected because of false deductions and income that goes unre-
ported. A flat-rate system should be easy for the IRS to administer and for the tax-
payer to honestly try to comply with.

4. A t savings in time and compliance costs would accompany a flat-rate
system. It is estimated that $60 billion was spent on tax compliance last year and an
inestimable amount of hand wringing and headaches must have accompanied the
monetary expense.

b. Accountability of government would increase. The primary pu of the
income tax is to raise revenue, but today’s law has become a major, and hidden, way
to affect social policy. Many of these policies are quite worthy of support, but
wouldn’t we be more honest with the taxpayer if we eliminated the “tax expendi-
ture” and replaced it with direct payments that clearly demonstrated the policy
choices we were making? The public would certainly be more aware of how their
tax dollars were being spent.

6. Added productivity. By reducing the distortion built into the economy by the
varied impact of present tax laws, business decisions can be made in an environ-
ment that will reward efficiency and proﬁtabiiiti.

1. Incentives increase. Clearly if a person can keep 80 cents of the last dollar they
earn rather than 50 cents as is the case today with a 50 percent tax bracket, a
&rson is more likely to make the extra effort and produce more because they will

able to keep more of what they earned. I have always believed that a person has
a right to keep the income they earn. Since the strength of that argument does not
diminish in my point of view as a person’s income rises, a flat-rate tax may even lay
claim to being morally superior to a progressive one.

8. Loopholes disappear. Any attempt to eliminate “loopholes” is generally met
with fierce opposition by the effected group. However, under a flat-rate structure
this problem largely -solves itself because tax shelters will not be nearly as attrac-
tive if only 15-20 cents of every dollar is exposed to the IRS. -

9. Horizontal equity will increase. Because the definition of income will be broad-
ened significantly, it is much more likely that individuals in similar income catego-
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ries will also be taxed equally. No more bellyaching that the guy next door isn’t
paying his fair share. ) o

10. Diminish the incentive to extend tax benefits to those in high income brackets.
The final key question that has to be answered before talk of a flat-rate tax can be
more than that is “What will I pay?” The American taxpayer does not want to see
an increase in his tax burden and that is particularly clear to politicians. Where the
tax burden will fall has been the subject of numerous studies and numerous results.
Under my bill, which presupposes a zero-bracket amount of about $10,000, it is prob-
ably safe to say that the poorest households would pay either no tax or significantly
less than what they pai today. The middle income brackets may suffer a slight in-
crease in taxes, although I feel that many of the factors inherent in a flat-rate struc-
ture would more than offset any slight tax increase. For example, is it worth it to a
taxpayer to pay 3 percent higher taxes if in return the taxpayer: (1) need not keep
detailed records necessarily kept today to justify the taking of tax preferences; (2)
need not solicit professional tax preparation assistance with its attendant costs; (3)
saves substantial amounts of time that otherwise would have been devoted to tax
pr?aration; (4) achieves a peace of mind concerning the accuracy (read lack of
audit probability) of his return; (5) believes other taxpayers are now also payin
their fair share and opportunities for cheating have been cut back dramaticallp; an
(6) the taxpayer may have found himself with more money on which to pay tax as a
result of a financial and tax environment conducive to rewarding economic activity
designed to reward efficiency and production. Answers to such a hypothetical ques-
tion may vary, but on the whole I don’t believe that any income class will ultimate-
l{x suffer from imposition of a flat-rat.: tax. Higher income earners will probably on
the whole have a reduced tax burdea but if a person is presently sheltering exten-
sive amounts of income they may well end up paying more to Uncle Sam in taxes.

The people of this country want tax reform. I believe a flat-rate tax is fair and
that it would make the system immeasurably more easy to understand and to
comply with. [ further believe that with a flat rate of 19 percent beginning in fiscal
year 1983, we could raise sufficient revenues to bring about a balanced budget
within 3 years thereafter assuming spending levels are kept reasonable. Additional-
ly, it would be my hope that through increased productivity and the additional rev-
enues that could be expected to be derived from the taxation of economic activities
that are now a part of a $200 billion underground economy, that the tax rate could
be driven down much further by 1990.

The essence of what a good tax system must contain was outlined by former Sec-
_retary of the Treasury Mellon with these words: “The problem of Government is to
fix rates which will bring in a maximum amount of revenue to the taxpayer or on
business enterprises. A sound tax policy must take into consideration three factors:
It must produce sufficient revenue for the Government; it must lessen so far as pos-
sible, the burden of taxation on those least able to bear it; and it must also remove
those influences which might retard the continued steady development of business
and industry on which, in the last analysis, so much of our prosperity depends.”

Il!;elieve a flat-rate structure meets these criteria and deserves a chance to prove
itself.

Thank you. -

Senator Symms. The next witness will be the Honorable John E.
Chapoton, Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy, Department of the
Treasury.

Welcome to the committee again, Buck. You must feel like you
live down here in this committee room. .

Mr. CHAaPOTON. Sometimes, Mr. Chairman. .

Senator Symms. We are delighted to have you here and are look-
ing forward to your input on this important subject.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. CHAPOTON, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR TAX POLICY, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
WASHINGTON, D.C.  _

Mr. CuaroroN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a very length,
statement, and I will summarize it, although the summary itself
may be a little longer than I would have preferred. If we are
taking too much time, please feel free to tell me to speed it up.

11-384 0 - 83 -- 11
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We are pleased to be here today to discuss some frames of refer-
ence for evaluating flat-tax approaches to reforming our income
tax system. )

As I think has been clear from the discussion that you have al-
ready heard this morning, the Federal Income Tax is widely per-
ceived to be complicated and unfair. Although many provisions in
the current law were enacted to promote worthwhile social and
economic goals, one result has been that individuals or families of
equal means pay quite different amounts of tax, depending on how
they earn or use their incomes. This complex and uneven tax
system leads to excessive planning and rearranging of business af-
fairs, primarily to reduce taxation, and to a great deal of taxpayer
uncertainty, anxiety, and disrespect for the tax law. I think it is
obvious that taxpayers want a less complicated Tax Code, along
with more uniform tax treatment and lower tax rates.

The income tax has been a serious impediment to private capital
formation and to individual efforts to work and save. Throughout
the 1970’s, high inflation caused systematic overstatement of busi-
ness taxable income and pushed more and more individual taxpay-
ers into higher marginal tax brackets. The result has been a reduc-
tion of the reward for savings and investment and a raising of the
cost of business investment.

In 1981 the Congress and the administration united to enact
ERTA, which provided a much needed reduction in marginal tax
rates and a vital acceleration of cost recovery allowances. The ad-
ministration continues to be committed to the elimination of the
tax barriers to capital formation, and we think that any discussion
of major tax reform must continue to concentrate on reducing mar-
ginal rates and removing the barriers to savings and investment.

Even with the dramatic marginal rate reductions enacted by
ERTA, the marginal rate under the personal income tax will range
from 11 to 50 percent in 1984. Taking into account the corporate
tax, marginal rates on some income can range from 11 percent to
73 percent. Moreover, the man in the street continues to have the
conviction that his neighbor who is just as well off as he is pays
less tax, and that a wealthier person may pay even less tax than
either he-or his neighbor is paying.

It is important to keep in mind the two elements that give rise to
the current interest in a flat tax. One is sharply progressive tax
rates that we have, and the other is the lack of uniform treatment
of income in the base. These are distinct but interrelated character-
istics of our income tax—the tax base and the schedule of rates.

A single rate could, for example, be applied to our current tax
base, leaving intact all of the exclusions, deductions, and credits. A
single rate of about 19 percent on the current individual tax base
would raise the same amount of revenue raised by a progressive
rate structure applied to the individual income tax in 1984, after
the ERTA changes are fully in effect.

Under current law there is, of course, a separate levy on corpora-
tions. If the top individual rate were substantially reduced, a 46-
percent rate on corporations would be too great a disparity be-
tween individuals and corporations. Thus, it is interesting to see
what the revenues would be if you dropped both rates. A single cor-
porate rate of about 20 percent and a single ‘individual rate of
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about 20 percent would be required to produce the same total reve-
nue as we have today with no expansion of the tax bases.

Most flat-rate proposals would of course substantially broaden
the tax base, along with changes in the tax rates. A tax system de-
signed to treat taxpayers consistently according to a well-defined
tax base, with no narrow exceptions, is referred to as a “uniform”
tax throughout my statement. Term “uniform” is used to connote
broad-based taxation—no exclusions, credits, or deductions, except
those necessary to measure income.

Assume, for example, a uniform tax system with integration of
the corporate and individual taxes. With a taxpayer exemption of
$3,000 per joint return and $1,000 for each dependent for a total of
$5,000 in exem;ln‘;ions for a family of four, a single flat rate of about
16 percent would be sufficient to produce the current levels of reve-
nue. Even with a single rate, the basic exemptions would cause
average tax rates to be somewhat progressive across income
classes, as shown in table 1 attached to my statement. -

Table 1 also shows that a substantial redistribution of the tax

burden would occur, despite base broadening and a basic exemp-
tion, as a result of replacing graduated tax rates by a single tax
rate. .
If the exemption levels were doubled to $10,000 for a family of
four, a 20-percent flat rate would be needed to produce current
levels of revenue and would produce the distribution shown in
table 2 of my statement. The increased exemption would result in
less tax than present law for those in the zero to $5,000 income
class, and significantly less redistribution of tax burden from high
income groups to the lower and middle-income classes. Still, about
$22 billion of tax reduction would fo to those above $50,000 of
income, while $27 billion of additional taxes would be paid by those
in the $5,000 to $50,000 income range.

A pure flat tax that has a broad uniform tax base and a single
rate, but allows no exemptions for the taxpayer or dependents,
would permit the rate to be lowered to about 13 percent on the uni-
form income tax base. This would be a strictly proportional tax, not
a progressive tax. As shown in table 3, this would of course cause a
significant redistribution of the tax burden—a tax reduction of
about $40 billion for tax alyers above $50,000, matched by a similar
tax increase for those below $30,000, and the $30,000 to $50,000
class would stay about even.

The clear lesson from these tables, Mr. Chairman, is that an
broad-based optivn with a single tax rate would involve a signifi-
cant redistribution of tax liability. If a flat-rate tax is designed to
raise the same revenue as present law, every dollar of tax reduc-
tion for one taxpayer must mean a dollar of increased tax for some
other taxpayers.

Many discussions of broader based or flatter rate taxes leads one
to conclude that tax burdens will fall for practically everyone. That
simply is not the case. Tax burdens fall when a choice is also made
i;o cut taxes in general, as in the Economic Recovery Tax Act of
ast year.

Instead of using a single rate, a uniform tax structure could be
designed to contain a lower set of progressive tax rates that would
apply to several broad brackets. In table 4 we show that you could
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achieve approximately the same degree of progressivity as present
law with a three-rate structure, having a 10-percent rate on the
first $19,500 of income, 25 percent from $19,500 to $75,000, and a
39-percent rate over $75,000.

The remainder of my statement goes through the points of evalu-
ating tax systems, the criteria that we should use in evaluating tax
systems, and then I discuss two uniform tax structures which
might be used as a framework for flat tax reform. The first is a
uniform income tax, and the second is a uniform tax on consumed
income. :

Discussing briefly the criteria for evaluating a tax system, any
framework for future tax reform should carefully evaluate four cri-
teria: Equity, the distribution of the tax burden, efficiency, and
simplicity.

As the statement, I think, clearly points out, competing consider-
ations are presented by different desirable proposals on any major
change in the tax system that we look at.

Two equity considerations dominate the discussion of fundamen-
tal changes in the personal income tax. First, what is the appropri-
ate tax base? Second, how does the tax system treat individuals
who are considered to be in equal circumstances? For example, if
you have two families who are identical in every respect except one
spends more on housing and the other more on food, they pay
different amounts of tax, and the tax system is said to violate the
standard of horizontal equity. ’

The question of distribution of the tax burden is a separate issue.
The extent of any increase or decrease in progressivity is essential-
ly a value judgment and less subjective in nature than other crite-
ria such as horizontal equity, efficiency, and simplicity. One can
broaden the tax base, flatten tax rates, and still improve the effi-
ciency of the economy without changing the existing distribution of
tax burdens.

The standard of economic efficiency recognizes that a given
amount of tax revenue can be raised in a number of ways and that
the tax system should be designed to minimize its adverse effects
on the economy. Businesses and households should be allowed to
make the best use of resources at their disposal with the minimum
intrusion of tax considerations. This would lead to an economy that
operates more efficiently, thereby raising productivity, economic
growth, and the standard of living for all Americans.

High marginal rates amplify the price distortions caused by the
tax system, both those inherent in uniform taxes, like the disincen-
tive to work, and those resulting from lack of uniformity in the tax
treatment of similar activities.

The simplicity standard has been discussed in great detail in dis-
cussions of flat tax. Simplicity in the system is of course desirable
in order to minimize the cost of complying with the tax laws—the
costs of recordkeeping, calculating, reporting, and planning.

I think it is important to distinguish between three sources of
complexity: The first is the computation on the tax form; second,
- the problems of measuring the tax base; and third, tax planning.

Computing taxes is what we usually think of when we talk about
simplicity. Filling out the form 1040 makes many of us feel that
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we’rﬁ back in school and April 15 is the date of the final exam in
math.

But reducing the number of lines on the tax return without rem-
edying the underlying lack of uniformity in determining the tax
base would not substantially simplify the system. A simple tax
return would not produce a simple tax if two volumes of Tax Code
?nd three volumes of regulations were required to define the few
ines.

Tax planning, or the rearranging of one’s business affairs pri-
marily to reduce taxes, is an important source of complexity that
receives too little attention. Because of the uneven treatment of
different but similar kinds of transactions, taxpayers often go to
great lengths to qualify for the more favored tax treatment. With a
uniform tax there would be little reason to search for tax-favored
activities.

In summary, the flat tax would make the tax computation proc-
ess somewhat easier, but the standard form still would not fit on a
post card that could be read without a magnifying glass. But in-
creases in efficiency, equity, simplicity, and arranging ones eco-
nomic affairs, would all be obtained through an increase in uni-
formity in our tax system.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me go through as quickly as I can some
of the problems that will have to be faced in considering either a
uniform income tax or the second system we discussed, the uniform
tax on consumed income.

A truly uniform income tax would require accounting for every
last dollar of income, net of necessary costs. It would not, however,
imply the complete elimination of all deductions. Any necessary
costs of earning income must be deductible. The basic principle of
uniform income taxation is that deductions not be allowed to dis-
criminate by source of income or according to consumption choices.

First, a major problem of full income measurement is that addi-
tions to net worth often do not coincide with cash receipts. This is
the realization factor in present law, and that would be a factor in
a uniform income tax system; but the realization concept also per-
mits an opportunity for tax deferral.

Second, in a period of inflation, apparent appreciation of assets
may provide no income at all. For example, if the $100 used to pur-
chase a share of stock 10 years ago is equivalent today to $200, no
real income has been obtained unless the sale of stock brings more
than $200. Accurate income measurement requires an inflation ad-
justment for any ordinary income or cost that accrues over more
than a year.

Third, accurate estimates of depreciation, also adjusted for infla-
tion, would be necessary for a uniform tax.

Fourth, a uniform income tax would tax all corporate earnings
according to the circumstances of each corporate shareholder, but
only once. Thus, a uniform tax would require the integration of the
corporation and individual income taxes.

inally, under any practical income tax, some kinds of income
that are difficult to measure would have to be excluded or approxi-
mated—for example, the value of employer contributions to group
insurance or the net rental value of owner-occupied homes.
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In addition, some family expenses that do not, strictly speaking,
reduce income are nonetheless widely recognized as equitable ad-
justments to an income tax base.

Few would argue, for example, about the deduction for cata-
strophic medical expenses. I believe it is also recognized that some
allowance must be made for family size, and that some minimal
level of tax-free income should be allowed to every family of a
-given size. -

Some recent proposals. such as the one by Senator Bradley and
Representative Gephardt attempt to move to a more uniform
income tax base, but no proposals have really attempted to solve
the fundamental problems of defining real business income during
inflation. Indeéd, the Bradley-Gephardt proposal would make the
tax less uniform in a major way by taxing fully the nominal in-
crease in value of capital assets, even though for any taxpayer the
gains from an asset may be largely or entirely the result of infla-
tion. In addition, some of the real gains are increases in corporate
share values that reflect income already taxed to corporations. The
Bradley-Gephardt proposal also does not address the other difficult
problems of measuring business income or integrating the corpo-
rate tax, although the sponsors reco%'nize this fact and plan to deal
with this question in a later proposal.

A uniform income tax would be consistent with most people’s
conception of equity, Those with equal incomes, regardless of their
sources or uses, would pay approximately the same tax.

Uniformity would reduce the expense and effort involved in tax
planning and allow markets to choose the most productive uses of
available capital. It would encoura%e employers to pay compensa-
tion in the form that is most valuable to their workers—cold cash
to consume or save as they wish. It would be simpler in some re-
spects than present law, but it cannot be really simple. While it
would not end the complexity of measuring income, more uniform
treatment would, however, simplify tax practices by reducing the
number and importance of the fine distinctions needed to identify
tax-favored activities.

Much has been said today about transition considerations. It is
clear that immediate implementation of a uniform tax structure
would cause significant changes in the values of individuals’ assets
and after-tax incomes. These changes in wealth and after-tax
income can be moderated by transition rules, such as phasing in
the provisions of a new law, grandfathering, and-delaying effective
dates; but designing adequate and acceptable transitional rules
would be a major problem, perhaps the major problem, in an at-
tempt to move to a uniform income tax.

The concept of a uniform tax on consumed income is an alterna-
tive model for tax reform. It differs from the uniform income tax in
that the tax is on the amount of income consumed rather than the
amount of income earned. The uniform tax on consumed income
would differ from the uniform income tax basically by excluding
net savings from the tax base.

Under the consumed income tax the taxpayer would include in
his tax base all forms of current monetary income, the current con-
sumption value of all fringe benefits supplied by employers, and
the proceeds of all borrowings in excess of loan repayments. The
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taxpayer would be allowed to deduct from the tax base all pur-
chases, in excess of sales, of income-earning assets, and all deposits
in excess of withdrawals in interest-bearing accounts.

The tax on consumed income would be similar in many ways to
the uniform income tax and would involve many of the same base-
broadening steps as compared with current law.

The major differences between the two tax systems involve dif-
ferences in the treatment of savings and borrowings. Under the
consumed income tax, deductions would be allowed for all pur-
chases of corporate shares, corporate and government bonds,
mutual funds, and other financial instruments, assets used in a
trade or business, and deposits in interest-bearing accounts. Any
cash received from such assets, either in the form of distributed
earnings, return of investment, or realized gains, would be subject
to tax in full. Similarly, the proceeds of all borrowings would be
included in the tax base, while both interest payments and repay-
ment of loan principal would be deductible.

The inclusion of net loan proceeds in the tax base is particularly
important. It must be realized that without such a rule taxpayers
could reduce their tax by taking a deduction for the portion of
assets acquired with borrowed funds, even though the combination
of borrowing and purchase of assets does not add to a net increase
in savings.

The question of equity is one of the most significant questions
under a uniform consumed income tax. It would be equitable in the
sense that two individuals with the same consumed income would
pay the same tax regardless of the source of funds used for con-
sumption or the types of consumer goods purchased, but it would
tax two individuals with the same total income quite differently.
To take an extreme example, a very frugal person who earns
$100,000, who saves $90,000 and consumes only $10,000, would be
taxed the same, under a consumed income tax, as a person who
earns only $10,000 and consumes all of his earnings.

But before that makes you conclude that a uniform income tax is
fairer than a uniform tax on consumed income, consider an alter-
native example, where the heir of a frugal person who earns onl
$10,000 but consumes $90,000 a year by selling part of his inher-
tance each year. Under an income tax, this wealthy person with a
very high standard of living will pay only the same tax as a poorer
person earning and spending $10,000 a year. The consumed income
tax, however, places a heavier tax burden-on the person spending
gig%ggo a year even though that person earned income of only

The consumed income tax falls less heavily on the person who
lives fruiallly and accumulates wealth and more heavily on the

rson who lives well by selling wealth. The income tax does exact-
y the opposite—it places a higher tax burden on the person who
accumulates the wealth than on the person who spends the wealth.

A uniform tax on consumed income would allow personal exemp-
tions for taxpayers and could tax the remaining consumed income,
in excess of exemptions, at either a single rate or with a graduated
rate structure involving several brackets. A tax on consumed
income is not inherently more or less favorable to high-income
households than a uniform income tax, even though low-income
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households generally consume a larger fraction of their income
than high-income households. Under either uniform tax system,
the distribution of the tax burden amng taxpayers with different
abilities to pay can be altered with the exemption and the rate
structure.

Compared to the uniform income tax, a tax on consumed income
would probably result in a higher savings rate leading to increased
capital formation, a higher growth rate in the short run, and per-
manently higher levels of output in the long run.

The simplicity standard, though, is one that must direct particu-
lar attention to the consumed income tax. It would be much sim-
pler than a uniform income tax, even though some new reporting
requirements would be added. The main simplicity advantage is
that it avoids many of the severe problems in measuring the tax
base that are encountered under an income tax. Since income
would be taxed only when consumed rather than when earned,
there would be no need to account for changes in the value of
assets between 2 different years. There would be no need for com-
plex rules for depreciation accounting, no need to adjust the meas-
urement of capital income for inflation, and no need for complex
rules to allocate corporate retained earnings to the shareholders.

In the statement, Mr. Chairman, and in the discussion you have
heard before you today, mention is made of other types of con-
sumption taxes. One that deserves a good deal of review was men-
tioned by Senator DeConcini, the Hall-Rabushka proposal, which
would propose a flat rate on both corporations and individuals in
an attempt to impose what is, in effect, a proxy tax at the corpo-
rate level for earnings distributed to shareholders and debtholders
of corporations.

Transition considerations in a consumption tax would be as im-
portant a consideration as they would be under a uniform income
tax. Transition rules would be particularly important to insure
that income does not escape taxation in the shift and is not subject-
ed to tax twice. It would be quite difficult to design fair and equita-
ble transition rules.

These are the two models that we would suggest should be used
as the basis for evaluating proposals for a flat tax; that is, the uni-
form income tax:and the uniform consumed income tax.

It is interesting to examine our present Tax Code and learn that
it is a hybrid of these two structures. It contains a substantial
number of provisions that are consistent with both and a substan-
tial number of provisions that are inconsistent with both. I think it
is impossible to say whether our present system is closer to an
income tax or a consumption tax.

When you look at recent changes in the tax laws, they too have
moved in different directions. e move in 1978, for example, to
partially tax unemployment compensation is in line with the con-
cept of a uniform income tax, but actions to encourage savings for
special purposes such as the expansion of the availability of IRA’s
&fi Keogh’s are a movement toward a uniform consumed income
Provisions such as the expansion of the interest-income exclu-
sion, the all savers certificate exclusion, credits for energy explora-
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tion, R&D, and earned income are all changes which would appear
in neither of the two basic structures I have discussed.

Our point is that any future changes in the structure of our
taxes should be based on a clear understanding of these uniform
structures, and anyone addressing fundamental tax reform needs
to have, we think, a uniform framework in mind. -

We are continuing to study the issues I have mentioned and the
ones that are covered in more detail in the full statement. We will
be happy to share additional results from our studies with this
committee as we go along.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Symms. Well, thank you very much for a very compre-
hensive statement. I can see that a lot of work has gone into this.
Incidentally, in its entirety it will be a part of our record.

It will be very helpful for our committee, for a reference state-
ment, Buck, and I appreciate it.

I note that both President Reagan and Secretary Regan have on
different occasions spoken very favorably to the concept of the flat-
rate income tax. . . ... ...

Do you find within Treasury, in your workings with the people
who are actually doing the work and the tax collection and so forth
in Treasury, the same enthusiasm for it? Is there going to be a lot
of cooperation, do you feel, from Treasury with the Congress to try
to come up with some kind of a reformed Tax Code?

Mr. CHAPOTON. There is qualified enthusiasm. When you look, as
I think my statement makes clear, at the lack of uniformity in the
present system, there is enthusiasm for a system that gets away
from those problems.

As I tried to make clear, I think there are two different princi-
ples involved: One is the lack of uniformity in the present system,
and then, quite another question, the rate structure. Certainly low-
ering the rates has the desirable effects—it removes a lot of the
distortion caused by the higher marginal rates that we now have.

But we must keep in mind the problems of transition, the win-
ners and losers created by another system, and the adjustment that
would take place in our economy. If we were to move to a -new
system, those are the questions we would have to leok at.

Senator Symms. Well, I think your points on equity are very in-
teresting and I think very important for this committee to bear in
mind as we progress forward with something in this direction.

The highest income tax rate in our present code as of last
summer is what? Fifty percent?

Mr. CusrotoN. Fifty percent.

Senator Symms. Is it 45 percent, now that the 10-percent tax rate
reduction has gone into effect?

Mr. CHaroroN. I'm sorry, I didn’t understand the question.

Senator Symms. Didn’t the American people get a 10-percent rate
reduction on the first of July of this year?

Mr. CuarotoN. That'’s right, but you remember last year, effec-
tive January 1 of 1982, the top rate was dropped immediately to 50
percent, so there is no further reduction in the top rate.

Senator Symms. How long will the top rate stay at 50, even after
the cut next summer?
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. Mr. CHaroroN. It will be permanently at 50, under the present
aw.

Senator Symms. Under the present law? Well, now, this might be
something interesting to have the ple at Treasury work on.

The last tax bill that passed this Congress here in the recent
months Iargelg was a taking-away tax preference for certain areas
arid so-called bringing about more tax equity. If the Congress real-
izes the complexity of the transitional problem that you mentioned
in transition rules from the present Tax Code to a flat-rate tax
code, whether it be a consumptive tax or a direct income tax, if we
would just lower the income tax rates say, hypothetically, at a 5-
percent rate on both corporations and personal income—5 percent
a year for a 10-year program—and let the committee work on tax
preferences, do you think we would eventually come up with some-
thing close to what we are talking about now?

Mr. CHAPOTON. You are suggesting just to put in a rate reduction
and let that dictate base broadening?

Senator Symms, Well, yes. If the income isn’t high enough, the
committee would be in here trying to figure out how to broaden the
base, but the rates are gradually coming down all the time.

Mr. CHAPOTON. If the revenues were needed? Well, that would be
an interesting approach.

Senator Symms. It would lessen the problems of the transition. If
the highest tax rate is 35 percent instead of 50, I would think that
ahlot of the incentive part of a flat-rate income tax would not be
there.

Mr. CuaroTON. Absolutely. As you reduce the rates some of the
transition problems are lessened.

But the transition problems are usually caused not by rate
changes, as you are suggesting, but by the——

Senator Symms. Now, when you talk about taxes on consump-
tic}:ln, ?are you talking about a gross income tax, or a sales tax, or
what?

Mr. CHAPOTON. N2. The uniform tax on consumed income that
we have outlined is one that we have looked at in some detail and
are still studying. The starting point is a broad-based income with
a deduction for net savings. So you would have the same concepts
of income, and you would pay tax on income; you would simply get
a deduction for your net increase in savings each year.

Senator Symms. So, in other words, the proposal that the Hall-
Rabushka offered is a consumptive tax?

Mr. CuaprortoN. It is a consumption tax. It is a different type of
consumption tax, but it is a consumption tax.

Senator SvMms. And the bill that Senator Helms introduced is
more of an income tax?

erl. CuaroToN. I believe that is correct; I haven’t studied that as
closely.

Senator Symms. Well, thank you very much. I appreciate your
testimony.

Senator Bradley? ,

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chapoton, let me thank you for your testimon{. I think it is
comprehensive and does survey the scene quite well, and I think
you raised a number of interesting points.
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I was interested in your response to Senator Symms’ question
about what priority the administration gives restructuring the tax
system. I take it from your answer that there is some real interest
in doing this on the administration’s part. Is that correct?

Mr. CHAPOTON. Senator Bradley, there is concern. Let me start
off by saying there is concern about the problems of the present
tax structure, as I mention in the testimony. I want to be careful,
though, about suggesting and sending a signal that we are about to
come out with any proposals for change. Indeed, one thing that dis-
turbs me is we have had significant changes in the tax laws in the
last 2 years. For this reason, a strong case can be made for a mora-
torium on tax legislation for a year or two. A complete study of a
uniform tax might well take that long.

Senator BRADLEY. So the administration is or is not now contem-
plating, within the next year or two, an initiative in this area?

Mr. Cuaroron. Well, I think we will just have to wait and see
the studies. We are not now planning an initiative in this area, but
we are doing the groundwork that could precede such an initiative.

lSen%t;or GRrASSLEY. Would you yield on that, Senator Bradley,
please?

In-June, we received two communications from the White House
expressing the President’s interest in a flat-rate tax without any
detail. I don’t know who the spokesman was, but presumably——

Senator BRADLEY. It was the President.

Senator GrassLEY. Well, he was speaking for the President. Was
it the President himself?

Senator BRADLEY. The President himself said it.

Senator GrassLey. Well, then, that lends even more weight to
the point I want to make. [Laughter.]

Senator Symms. The fact is, I will just say to the Senator, Don
Regan said it in front of the Budget Committee; because I asked
him a question about it, and he said, ‘“The longer I am down here
at this office in this job, the better I like the idea.”

Senator GrassLey. Well, my point is, are you sure, considering
the statements of the President, that you aren’t being a little cau-
tious in how you are approaching this? Might there be something
emanating from the administration in a formal program before 2
or 3 years have passed?

Mr. CHArOTON. I didn’t mean to state that there would not be; I
meant to hold all options open, Senator Grassley.

The problems are severe, and we have done an awful lot of work
not only in redesigning a system but in seeing the effects of moving
to it. So I think one must be careful. .

Senator GrassLEY. Well, would you yield further?

Senator BRADLEY. Senator, certainly. -

Senator GrAssLEY. You know, you folks started the study of al-
ternate taxes about the time that we were talking in the Finance
Committee about passing a resolution urging your study, and you
assured us that we didn’t really have to have a resolution because
a study was going on.

Mr. CHarPOTON. Right.

Senator GrassLEY. Now, obviously that is not in the abstract.
Somebody higher up in the administration is interested in pushing
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an alternate income tax. Isn’t that why the study was started in
the first instance?

Mr. CHaPoTON. I think we are all interested in seeing what it
looks like and the feasibility of it. I think that is really all one
should say until one has studied it further.

I want to add the further caution that we really have changed
the tax laws considerably in the last 2 years. That makes planning
for businesses and individuals much more difficult. We have to get
regulations out. We have caused a lot of changes in the system of
tax in the last 2 years.

Senator BRADLEY. Well, let me come at Senator Grassley’s ques-
tion in just a little different way. Do you see a connection between
economic recovery on the one hand and restoring efficiency and
fairness to the Tax Code on the other hand?

Mr. CHAPOTON. I do not see a direct connection between those
two. I do think that, if obtainable in a practical sense, a uniform
system of taxation would be considerably more efficient than our
present system.

Senator BRADLEY. So, what you are interested in is essentially
the- theoretical structure of the system? In other words, it is not
something that you are going to propose in the next year, although
you hold the option open, and you don’t believe that it is important
for economic recovery——

Mr. CHAPOTON. | meant to say I don’t think it is essential. I
think we will have economic recovery under this tax system as we
have had economic recovery under similar tax systems in the past.
But I don’t think it is a cornerstone to economic recovery.

Senator BRADLEY. My point is that some of us believe that a tax
system that didn’t have us deciding what was the best place to put
capital but had the investor deciding where he c¢ould get his best
return in the real marketplace indeed would be a stimulant to eco-
nomic recovery and economic growth. I guess my question to you
is, are you really leaving the issue open, or does the administration
already have an opinion on whether a simplified tax system that
takes out a lot of the so-called loopholes that we have put in up
here over the years in response to various political pressures or so-
licitations, is not the way to go?

When the income tax system came in, as you know, we had very
low rates and a relatively simple system. Over the years we have
financed wars, we have financed our way out of a depression, and
rates went up. When rates got so high that they discouraged work,
savings, and investment, ple came to the political process and
achieved szlective relief. Now, some of those tax preferences are
meritorious, some of them aren’t; various Senators have differing
opinions. But the question is: Is the general good best furthered by
dropging the tax rates for all Americans, or by }]):'ovidin selective
relief from high rates to some Americans through those loopholes?

The tiuestion is: Do you think that restructuring the system so as
to sim%eify it, to lower the rates, and to eliminate special loopholes
would be important for economic growth?

Mr. CHAPOTON. Senator, I woul a%-ee;with you. I think it would
be very helpful to economic growth, use it would be a more ef-
ficient system. Any taxes, as we state in mfr prepared statement,
cause a distortion; but the less the rates, the less the distortion.
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So I would answer your question definitely in the affirmative.
But we would both have to recognize that getting there might be a
very disruptive experience in itself, so we shouldn’t just take as
given that this is the way out of our current problems.

Senator BRADLEY. Let me say that I ’recognize that complexity,
and.I think you do, too. That brings us to the comments that you
made about Bradley-Gephardt. In a sense what you said was—
there were a couple of suggestions that you made. One was that
you felt we failed to deal with the question of indexing the basis of
capital assets. The second was that you said we failed to deal with
the integration of corporate and individual income taxes.

Well, let me be quite clear that what we designed was not in-
tended to be the purest of pure systems. It was a practical solution
to high rates of income tax and erosion of the tax base. So I would
urge you, and all of us reall{),enot to let the best be the enemy of
the lgood, or we are going to be stuck in our present system indefi-
nitely.

I recognize the theoretical validity of addressing both of those
questions—there are enormous Eractical difficulties that you have
just pointed out, generally, with a move in this direction—and I
would hope that we could conclude that the best way to deal both
with double taxation and indexing of capital basis of assets is to get
the rates as low as possible, rather than refraining from doing any-
thing until we have solved every possible theoretical aspect of the
tax system.

I take your remarks as, frankly, helpful; and I would hope that
the committee might—and I’'m sure we will if we get to this issue
in a serious way—at least not make it all or nothing and insist on
the purest, most theoretically perfect system, -but rally support for
one that is workable, that gets the tax rates down dramatically,
simplifies the system, and makes it fairer by eliminating the bulk
of the loopholes.

Mr. CHAPOTON. Senator, I agree with you. I think we both recog-
nize that there are going to be some practical considerations and
tradeoffs in any system that is adopted. I think it is helpful to have
a standard out there and then to see where we fall short.

I would additionally stress the question of integration. In my
review of this subject I, too, attempted to stay away from this issue;
but I think one really cannot stay away from it, because it does
represent a double tax.

e tax rates that we talk about will be 11 to 50 percent in 1984
when the ERTA cuts are fully in place. If you take into account the
double tax on dividends, the top rate jumps to 73 percent on a cer-
tain ctal of income. Clearly, that distorts business planning dra-
matically. -

Senator BRADLEY. That is under current law?

Mr. CHAPOTON. Under current law, right.
be?&ngtor BrabpLEY. If those rates were lower, wouldn’t things be

r

Mr. CuaroroN. If those rates were lower it would be better; but
still, as long as you have a double tax on that source of earnings,
you have a distortion. The lower the rates, the less the distortion.

Senator Symms. Thank you very much, Senator Bradley. I hap- -
pened to hear on the news, driving in this morning, where the
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Commissioner of the IRS, Roscoe Egger, was talking that people
should be forewarned not to go out and try to have tax shelters
that may be questionable in the eyes of the IRS, because they will
be screening them.

I would think, if I were a bureaucrat at the IRS or at the Treas-
ury, that I would be enthusiastically pushing for this kind of a con-
cept. I share what Senator Bradley had said: It may not be that we
can %et all or nothing in the thing, but certainly it would make it
simpler for the general public to understand where they are; then
if the Congress comes over here, if we had a simple, fair, equitable
. tax, and we don’t have enough money to run the Government, ther:
everybody can stand up over on the floor of the House and the
Senate and vote for it, and they will know that they raised their
rates by 2 percentage points or 1 percentage point, or whatever—
you could see it on the front end of the tax thing. And it would be
a lot simpler.

Now, I guess the downside of this would be that it would be aw-
fully easy for Con%ress to raise taxes; but at least it will be above
board. With this last tax bill that passed, I venture to say that
there will be millions of taxpayers out there that will not realize
that Congressmen pay taxes, other than the few days that it was in
the news, because it doesn’t directly affect them, and the old-
code—if you tax the other guy and not me, well, so what?—is kind
of the way it has been for years.
~ So, I would think the IRS people at Treasury and Treasury offi-
cials themselves would be really enthused about this so they could
do their jobs more equitably and more fairly. I would be surprised
if the idea doesn’t pick up a lot of momentum from that aspect.

When you start talking about being efficient, I get a little bit
nervous, ause I have always said, ‘“Thank God the Government
isn’t efficient; if we got all we Paid for, we'd all be out of business.”

Mr. CHaroroN. When I use “efficiency” in this term, I mean effi-
ciency in causing less distortion in business decisions.

Senator Symms. Senator Grassley?

Senator GrAssLEY. In a slightly different vein if a drastic reform
of the tax system is enacted, have you considered the international
implications—not just international taxation but the flow of capital
in and out of a country, in and out of this country—and how it
might affect international trade?

Mr. CuAarPoTON. Senator Grassley, that is a very good question,
a}?d there has been some but not nearly enough consideration of
that.

Senator GrRAssLEY. Well, is it anything to be scared of?

Mr. CHAPOTON. It is definitely something to look at very closely.
It will change the tax system here, and therefore, since the tax
Sﬂstem affects international trade and commerce very directly,
there will be chan%es in that area. One must evaluate those
changes very careful \{,

Senator BRaApLEY. Would the Senator yield there, just to kind of
return the favor?

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. )

Senator BrADLEY. I frankly think that a simplified system with
lower rates would be a :eal stimulus to our international competi-
tiveness, for the following reasons: If you have a limited pool of
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capital and you are competing with countries around the world,
you want that capital allocated in a way that is most efficient, that
will lead to real growth in a real marketplace. You put your money
with the company that is developing the new medicine because
there is a demand, and you have made the assessment that there is
a demand for that medicine, as opposed to putting it with avocado
groves in northern California. I don’t have anything against avoca-
do groves, but you do that to lose money so you can pay less taxes.

So, if we cleared away the underbrush, the capital would flow to
those industries and investments that actually would be the thing
to maximize our comparative advantage internationally. And then
the argument goes: It would help our international competitive-
ness.

Mr. CuAroToON. I would agree with that general statement. The
tax system would allow the market signals to work; therefore, capi-
tal would flow to its most efficient uses, and that should make us a
more effective competitor in the world market.

But I want to emphasize that the changes must be looked at very
closely. As a general statement, your point is certainly true.

Senator GrassLey. Well, you don’t see anything on the horizon
tha9t is particularly negative concerning the questions I brought
up?
Mr. CHAPOTON. Senator, not off the top of my head, but I, person-
ally, haven’t looked at that very closely.

genaﬁor GRraAssLEY. Is it possible we would have people come to us
saying because we are reforming our tax system so drastically it
would interfere with our capital investments that we have tried to
encourage in underdeveloped nations, so that we aren’t meeting
our humanitarian responsibilities?

Mr. CuaroroN. Well, you are immediately introducing a nontax
or a social motive.

Senator GrRAssLEY. Well, I'm sure that through our Tax Code
there are some tax incentives to do that sort of thing.

Mr. CaaroToN. Well, one example that comes to mind immedi-
ately is the section 911 benefit that excludes up to what will even-
tually be $100,000 worth of income earned abroad. It is designed to
make our companies more competitive with companies of other na-
tions whose workers often are not taxed at all in their own coun-
tries.

Under a uniform tax system you would, theoretically at least, do
away with that exclusion. But that would be a trade-off. You would
look at it at the time.’

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Chapoton, I don’t have ang questions, but I
want to commend the Treasury Department. Obviously, a lot of
people have done a great deal of work in preparing this testimony.
Certainly, anyone who would try to summarize—certainly they
would have right to comment on it—but it is another indication of
what a massive undertaking we are about. That doesn’t mean we
shouldn’t do it.

I think the contributions made by Treasury, and next will be
CBO, and other agencies, plus all the individual efforts being made
by members of this committee and other members not on the
committee—there are probably 40 or 50 groups who aren’t going to
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testify in these next couple of days, who will be testifying later— -
indicate what a massive undertaking it is.

Certainly as questions are raised—there was one raised by Sena-
tor Grassley—we need to go back and take a look. But in my view
it really sets the stage for continuing what we may have started in
a small way earlier this year, and that's at least in the interim
continue the base broadening process and lowering the marginal
rates, putting the pressure on preferences that probably ought to
be looked at in the code.

We appreciate very much your appearance.

Mr. CHaroTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. -

[The prepared statement of John E. Chapoton follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
THE HONORABLE JOHN E. CHAPOTON
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASUKY FOR TAX POLICY
BEFORE THE SENATE PINANCE COMMITTEE
September 28, 1982

Mr. Chairman and Members of this Committee:

I am pleased tO be here today to discuss some frames of
refersnce for evaluating flat-tax approaches to reforming the _
income tax system.

The Federal income tax is widely perceived to be complicated
and unfair. Although many of the provisions in the current law
were enacted to promote worthwhile social and economic goals, one
result has been that individuals or families of equal means may
pay quite different amounts of tax, depending on how they earn or
use their incomes. Also, taxpayers in very unequal econoamic
circumstances may pay the same amount of tax despite the apparent
progressivity provided by a structure of marginal tax rates
presently ranging from 12 to 50 percent. This complex and uneven
tax system has led to excessive planning and rearranging of
business affairs primarily for tax purposes. It also has led to
a great deal of taxpayer uncertainty, anxiety and disrespect for
the tax law. Taxpayers want less complicated tax provisions
along with more uniform tax treatment and low tax rates.

The income tax has-also been a seriocus impediment to private
capital formation and to individual efforts to work and save.
Throughout the 1970°'s, high inflation caused the systematic
overstatement of investment income and pushed more and more
taxpayers into high marginal tax brackets. The result was to
reduce households' reward for saving and raise the cost of
business investment.

11-384 0 - 83 -- 12
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In 1981, Congress united with this Administration to enact
the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA). This Act provided
a much-needed reduction in marginal tax rates and a vital
acceleration of cost recovery allowances. The Administration
continues to be committed to the elimination of the tax barriers
to capital formation, and any discussion of major tax reform must
continue to concentrate on reducing marginal rates and removing
barriers to saving and investment. -

Even with the dramatic marginal rate reductions in ERTA,
however, what continues to upset the man in the street is his
conviction that his neighbor who is just as well-off pays less
tax than he does. Purthermore, he is concerned that the fellow
in the big house on the hill pays still less than either he or
his neighbor is paying.

This concern reflects the common perception that most
taxpayers in the broad middle income classes have few
opportunities to take advantage of special tax concessions
because they receive their incomes in the form of fully taxed
. wages. They are not poor enough to receive income in the form of
" untaxed government services and untaxed transfer payments. Yet,
neither are they affluent enough to gamdble on high-risk,
low~-taxed investments or to elect to receive significant amounts
of compensation in the form of noncash or deferred benefits.

In part, the complaint that the middle class has no
tax preferences is overstated. The middle-class worker does
enjoy special tax concessions associated with home ownership and
employer-paid benefits. These concessions are often overlooked,
possibly because they are widely available and are not usually
the result of sophisticated tax planning. It is also true,
however, that our complex tax rules enable some high-income
taxpayers more than others to rake use of special exclusions,
deductions, and credits, or to take advantage of lower rates of
tax that apply to certain sources or certain uses of income.

Whatever income group benefits, there are many cases in
which income is treated in different ways for tax purposes.
Por example: .

Compensation is fully taxed if it is in the form of
cash wages, but left untaxed if it is in the form
of fringe benefits such as employer contributions to
health plans or the personal consumption elements of
employee business expenses.

Capital income may be taxed at high rates if it is in
the form of dividends from corporate stock becauss both
the corporation income tax and the individual incoae tax
applies, or it may be taxed at a zero rate if it is in
the form of tax-exempt bond interest, or it may even be
taxed at negative rates on certain sheltered invast-



175

ments. The tax may apply only to a fraction of the real
income from capital gains or, when inflation is greater
than the gain, a tax will be assessed on what is really
a loss.

Income spent on most goods and services is highly
taxed while income spent on selected goods and services
such as home energy saving devices, owner-occupied
housing in general, and some medical expenses is
sheltered from tax.

Current interest in a flat rate tax reflects a growing
concern about the complexity of the tax law and the related
inequality of treatment under the law as in the examples just
given. There is also a concern over our sharply progressive
rate atructure. Marginal rates under the personal income tax
will range from 11 percent to 50 percent in 1984. Taking into
account the corporate tax, marginal rates on some income can
range from 11 percent to 73 percent.

R The two elements, our sharply progressive tax rates and the
lack of uniform treatment of income in the tax base, are distinct
but interrelated characteristics of our income tax. A single tax
rate might, for example, be applied to our current tax base,
leaving intact all of the exclusions, deductions and credits,
along with the current exemption for taxpayer and dependents.

A single rate of about 19 percent on the current individual tax
base would raise the same amount of revenue that would be raised
by the present individual income tax at the rates scheduled for

1984.

In addition, there is a separate levy on corporations.
If the top individual tax rate were substantially reduced,
a 46 percent rate on corporations would create too great a
disparity between individuals and corporations. A single
corporate rate of about 20 percent, together with a single
individual rate of 20 percent, would produce the aame total
revenue with no expansion of the bases.

Collapsing the tax rates without broadening the base to make
it more uniform would simplify the tax somewhat and eliminate the
disincentive of high marginal rates. At the same time, however,
any single-rate tax would inevitably result in a major redistri-
bution of tax burden from high-income to low- and middle-income
families.

Most flat tax proposals would substantially broaden the
tax base. A tax system designed to treat taxpayers consistently
according to a well-defined tax base, with no narrow exceptions,
will be referred to as a "uniform"™ tax throughout the testimony.
The term "uniform” will be used to connote broad-based taxation
regardless of the structure of rates. For example, a “uniform
income tax® could be defined with no exclusions, credits, or
deductions, except those nscessary to measure income; with
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integration of the corporate and individual taxes; and with a
single marginal rate. Under such a uniform income tax, with a
taxpayer exemption of $3,000 per joint return ($2,000 for single
returns)and $1,000 exemption per dependent (i.e. $5,000 for a
family of four), a single flat rate of about 16 percent would be
sufficient to produce the current levels of revenues. A uniform
tax on consumed income, i.e., a uniform income tax with
deductions for all savings, would require a slightly higher
single rate of about 17 percent.

Bven with a single rate, the basic exemptions would cause
average tax rates to be somewhat progressive across income
classes. As shown in Table 1 attached to this statement,
average tax rates would vary from S percent for taxpayers below
$5,000 of income to nearly 16 percent at the highest income

. levels. Table 1 also shows that a substantial redistribution of
the tax burden would occur, despite base broadening and the basic
sxemption, as a result of replacing graduated tax rates by a
single rate. Those with over $50,000 of income would pay about
$32 billion less, to be made up by those with less than $50,000
of income.

More progressivity and less redistribution of the tax burden
acroes income classes would occur if larger basic exemptions were
allowed. PFor example, a uniform income tax with basic exemption
levels that are double those of the previous example, i.e.
$10,000 instead of $5,000 for a family of four, would require a
tax rate of about 20 percent and would produce the distribution
shown in Table 2. The increased exemption would result in less
tax than present law for those in the $0-$5,000 income class, and
significantly less redistribution of tax burden from high-income
groups to the lower- and middle-income classes. Still, about $22
billion of tax reduction would go to those above $50,000 of
income, while $27 billion of additional tax would be paid by
those in the $5,000-$50,000 income range.

Some have suggested a "pure" flat-rate tax that has a

broad uniform tax base and a single tax rate, but permits no
exemptions for the taxpayer or dependents. In the absence of
personal exemptions, the single rate for a uniform income tax
would be lowered to about 13 percent on the uniform income tax
base and to about 14 percent on the uniform consumed income

base. The elimination of the basic exemptions would result

in a strictly proportional tax, not a progressive tax, further
increasing the tax burden for low-income taxpayers. As shown in
Table 3, a single-rate uniform income tax with no exemption would
result in a tax reduction of about $40 billion for taxpayers
above $50,000 of income, matched by a similar tax increase for
those bolow $30,000 of income. (Those in the $30-50,000 class
would roughly break even, on the average.) Even though the total
tax revenue would be the same, about 77 psrcent of taxpayers
would experience a tax increase under this type of flat tax.
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Any broad-based option with a single rate would involve a
significant redistribution of income. If a-flat-rate tax is
designed to raise the same revenue as present law, every dollar
of tax reduction for one taxpayer must mean a dollar of increase
for some other tazpayers. Many discussions of broader base or
flatter tax rates lead one to conclude that tax burdens will fall
for practically everyone. That simply is not the case. Tax
burdens fall when a choice is also made to cut tazes in general,
as in the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981.

Instead of using a single tax rate, a uniform tax structure
could be designed to contain a lower set of progressive tax rates
that would apply to several broad brackets. PFor example,
approximately the same degree of progressivity as in current law
could be retained by a tax on the uniform income base with three
rates--10 percent on the firet $19,500; 25 percent from $19,500
to $75,000: and 39 percent over $75,000. These income brackets
are for joint returns and for income in excess of a $3,000
exemption per return plus a $1,000 exemption for each dependent.
(See Table 4.) Although the tax burden within each class would
be roughly the same as under present law, much redistribution of
burdens within classes would still occur becauss ©€ base-
broadening. Even a uniform tax structure with progressive rates,
if it is to raise the same revenues as our current systems, must
cause some persons to have a tax increase if others have a tax
decrease. About 55 percent of taxpayers would experience a tax
increase in this example.

. In the following sections of this testimony, the criteria by
which a tax system should be judged are presented and, then, two
uniform tax structures which might be frameworks for flat tax
reform are described. The first of these two is a uniform income
tax. .

The uniform income tax not only provicass for uniform tax
treatment of wages, salaries, and interest income and eliminates
many special deductions, credits, and exemptions, but it also
provides for uniform treatment of personal income earned through
businesses. One cannot discuss eliminating personal deductions
or taxing certain fringe benefits for wage earners without also
examining tax shelters and business expense deductions. In
addition, there remain severe cases of overtaxation of business
income, such as the tax on purely inflationary gains and the
double taxation of dividends. A true uniform income tax must
deal with all of these issues. Flat tax proposals that do not
deal with income from businesses do not provide uniform tax
treatment of all income.

The second general tax structure described is a uniform tax
on consumed income. That tax is identical to the uniform incowme
tax except that a deduction is allowed for all net savings. The
tax on consumed income has many advantages, especially its
greater simplicity and encouragement of saving.
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Our current tax structure contains elements of an income tax
concept and a consumed-income tax concept. Indeed, many changes
enacted in our tax laws over the past decades have moved us
closer to> one concept or the other, while some have been
consistent with a common path to both. 8Still other changes,
primarily those put into the Tax Code to affect social policy and
to influence behavior, have been clear movements away from both
concepts of taxation. Before we can evaluate further changes to
the stem, however, we need to examine some fundamental tax
principles. .

CRITERIA POR EVALUATING TAX SYSTEMS

Any framework for future tax reform should be chosen only
after careful evaluation of four criteria: equity, distribution
of tax burdens, efficiency, and simplicity. Some changes, it
will be seen, can be consistent with all these criteria. Many
changes, however, require a balancing of these goals. Por
instance we may need to approximate uniformity, at some sacrifice
of fairness or efficiency, by adopting simple rules when exact
accounting rules are difficult to design or use. X

The Equity Standard

Two equity considerations dominate the discussion of
fundamental changes in the personal income tax. Pirst, what is
the appropriate tax base? Second, how does the tax system treat
individuals who are considered to be in equal circumstances? Do
they bear the same burden of tax, or do they have different tax
burdens .due to other considerations? Suppose two families are
identical in every respect except that one spends more on housing
and the other more on food. If they pay different amounts of
tax, and if market prices do not fully adjust to equalize their
tax burdens, then the tax system is said to violate the standard
of horizontal equity.

Although most discussions of fairness have made comparisons
based on income, many observers since the times of Thomas Hobbes
(1588-1679) and John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) have also consid-
ered consumed income to be a proper base for taxation. A tax on
consumed income would tax individuals according to-what they take
from society rather than what they earn and make available to it.
On the other hand, an income tax is favored by those who believe
that income, whether for saving or consumption, is the better
measure of ability to pay. Tax equity therefore implies that
those who consume equal amounts bear equal tax burdens under a
tax on consumed income, or that those with equal incomes bear
equal tar burdens under an income tax.
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Distribution of Tax Burdens

Uniform treatment of all income or consumption would
result in substantial base broadening from current law. Base
broadening, however, does not dictate the answer to the separate
and distinct question of how taxes might be allowed to vary by
income or consumption class. If the tax base were broadened,

inal rates could be lowered in every bracket without
affecting the overall distribution of the tax burden by income
class. The net result would be a flatter rate schedule, but no
effect on the existing progressivity of the tax system, i.s., the
extent to which average tax rates increase with income.

Some persons also believe that the distridbution of tax
burdens should be different than that provided by our current tax
system. The extent of any increase or decrease in progressivity
is, however, essentially a value judgment and less objective
in nature than other criteria such as horigontal equity, effi-
cliency and simplicity. Ome can broaden the tax bage, flatten tax
rates and still rove the efficiency of the economy without
changing the existing distribution of tax burdens.

The Standard of Economic Efficienc

8ince a given amount of tax revenue can be raised
in any number of ways, the tax system should be designed to
ninimize its adverse effects on the economy. Businesses and
households should be allowed to make the best use of the
resources at their disposal with the minimum of intrusion of tax
considerations. This would lead to an economy that operates more
efficiently; thereby raising productivity, economic growth, and
the standard of living for all Americans.

Bfficiency in taxation is based on the notion of efficiency
in the marketplace. In most circumstances, market prices reflect
the relative values of products to buyers and the costs and
alternative opportunities of sellers. Our market system based
on such prices allocates labor, capital and material resources to
their highest-valued (most efficient) uses.

Taxes reduce the efficiency of the private sector because
they interfere with the price signals of the market. The price
paid by a buyer (a consumer, employer, or investor) will exceed
the price received by a seller. As a result, some transactions
will not take place, producing losses in efficiency for the
economy. Because of the tax, the resources that would hava been
traded either will not be put to a productive use or will be
shifted to a lower taxed but less productive use.
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Any realistic tax system unavoidably distorts some market
signals and thereby distorts decisions on how much to work,
when and what to consume, when and how to save, how much to
invest and in what types of capital. Even a completely uniform
income tax will affect individual choices between work and
leisure, and between consuming now or saving for future
consumption. A tax on all consumed income does not discourage
saving, as daoes an income tax, but both types of taxes will
encourage leisure at the expense of work.

Whila a distortion of the choice between work and leisure is
inherent in both a tax on all income and a tax on all consumed
income,- it remains important to minimize distortions that result
from differential taxation among goods or particular activities.
Many of these differentials can be eliminated in either type of
tax or even in a hybrid tax such as we have today. A lack of
uniformity of the tax burden among alternative uses of capital,
such as we have in our current system, so distorts the alloca-
tion of resources that it can make financial successes out of
projects that are less productive, and losers out of undertakings
that would ctherwise be winners. Choices among investment
projects, financial arrangements, and production methods are
biased toward those that are tax-favored. The result is a wvaste
of resources.

High marginal tax rates amplify the price distortions caused
the tax system, both those inherent even in uniform taxes,
like the disincentive to work, and those resulting from lack of

uniformity in the tax treatment of similar activities. The
higher the rates, the greater the penalty on fully-taxed
activicies and the greater the value of tax preferences. In
addition, legal tax avoidance and illegal tax evasion are more
rewarding with high than with low rates.

Sharply graduated rates introduce further distortions by
encouraging individuals to change the timing of transactions from
year to year or to arrange for taxable income and deductions to
be traded between higher- and lower-taxed individuals. The cost
to the econocmy comes, again, from exaggerating the relative worth
of certain activities that the taxpayer would otherwise find
unprofitablée.

Por the most part, both equity and efficlency considerations
favor uniformity of tax treatment, whichever tax base is chosen.
Tax provisions that penalize or favor a particular product or
production method will rarely improve either the efficiency or
fairness of the system. Unifornity of tax treatment may not
always be consistent with simplicity, however.

The 8 licity Standard

Simplicity in the tax system is desirable in order to
minimize the costs of complying with the tax laws--the costs
of record-keeping, calculating, reporting, and planning.
Unnecessary complexity erodes taxpayer respect for, and voluntary
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compliance with, the law. The complexity of the present law and
accompanying regulations result in much time and talent being
devoted to understanding the Tax Code in an attempt to minimize
tax payments.

Simplifying the tax structure cannot be the sole or even the
dominant goal of tax policy, however. Rather the desire for a
less complicated system must be balanced against the often-
conflicting desires for a fairer tax system and for one that
interferes less with the workings of the economy. An extremaly
simple tax system would also be extremely unfair and extremely
wasteful.

Discussions of tax complexity often center on the tax
return, the most visible manifestation of the problem. It is -
important, however, to consider the issue more broadly and to
distinguish among three sources of complexity: (1) computa-
tions on the tax form; (2) the problems of measuring the tax
base; and (3) tax planning.

- C@ting taxes is what many think of as the primary source
of complexity. ing out the form 1040 makes many of us feel
that we're hack in school and that April 15th is the date of the
final exam in math. Much of the information on the form is
necessary for full reporting of receipts from various sources,
for making appropriate distinctions between “"receipts" and
"income,” and for enforcement of the law. Other lines that
contribute to the complexity result from special tax rules that
provide a variety of exclusions, adjustments, deductions, and
credits. 8till another set of lines is devoted to alternative
procedures for determining the tax bill.

Reducing the number of lines on the tax return without
remedying the undorlying lack of uniformity in determining
the tax base would not substantially simplify the system.
A simple return would not produce a simple tax if two volumes
of Tax Code and three volumes of regulations were still required
to define the few lines.

Measuring the tax base can require complicated rules,
if it {s to d done accurately and consistently. 8ince an
accurate definition of the tax base is fundamental to a uniform
tax on either income or consumed income, the rules to define the
base for either uniform tax would not be simple. Employees would
still need to keep records of income receipts and necessary
costs; employers and financial institutions would still be
required to report information about employees and clients; and
businesses still would have to kesp and report complete accounts.
Wherever possible, however, the costs and uncertainties of
compliance with these rules should be kept to a minimum.

ra
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Tax planning or the rearranging of one's business affairs
primarily to reduce taxes is an important source of complexity
that receives too little attention. Because of the uneven treat-
ment of different but similar kinds of transactions, taxpayers
-often go to great lengths to qualify for the more favored tax
treatment, such as when partnerships of professionals have
incorporated to take advantage of favorable pension provisions.
Investors will seek "tax shelters,” devoting more attention to
the intricacies of the Tax Code than to the merits of the
projects. These activities have high costs in professional fees,
tax administration, and inefficiency in the use of scarce
capital. With a uniform tax, there would be little reason to
search for tax-favored activities.

The advantages of uniformity for efficiency and fairness do
not always carry over to simplicity. The tax computation process
may be somewhat easier but the standard tax form still would not
f£it on a postcard that could be read without a magnifying glass.
Measuring thes tax base would be simpler in some respects,
especially under a consumed income tax, but not in all. The
major simplification would probably come from reducing the
ot!oﬂi:- needed to rearrange business affairs to minimize
taxation. :

UNIFORM TAX STRUCTURES b

Uniformity in tax treatment would require consistent
measurement of a clearly defined tax base. As we learned long
ago, it is not enough to declare “"income,” or "consumed income,"”
or "payrolls” to be the base for a tax. Accounting rules must be
specified; records must be kept; and reports will be required.
The kinds of rules and records needed for measuring income will
be scmewhat different than those required for measuring consumed
income, even though there are many common elements. The
differences are important enocugh to justify describing separately
the requirements for a uniform tax on total income and those for
a uniform tax on consumed income.

The Uniform Income Tax

The Concept of Income. Like many commonplace words, a
precise definition of "Income" is more complicated than everyday
usage suggests. The most correct definition when discussing
taxes is "the total amount that contributes to a family's
consumption in a year or adds to its net worth.” Dividends and
wages are clearly iacome, for example, because these receipts can
be spent for consumption or used to acquire assets. Increases in
vestad pension rights or increases in the value of a portfolio
are less obvious cases. But these are also income if they add to
real net worth. By contrast, borrowing is a receipt of cash that
is not income. If the proceeds are used to buy assets, there is
no increase in net worth; if they are consumed, net worth is
roducodaby the amount borrowed.
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There are difficult gray areas in applying the definition
of income that are a constant source of dispute in tax legisla-
tion and administration. For example, a business lunch is
partly a business expense and partly an ordinary consumption
expenditure. In a uniform income tax, the consumption part
should be included in the income of the employee {(or the
self-employed), not excluded from income. The remaining portion
should not be taxed. Deteruining the right proportions in
various situations is extremely difficult.

A truly uniform income tax would require accounting for
every last dollar of income, net of necessary costs. The full
measurement of income would include at least the following items:

O Wage and salary receipts, net of necessary employee
expenses.

o Employer contributions to peansion, profit-sharing,
and other retirement plans.

o Baployer contributions for health, tife, or other
insurance.

o EBarnings on all reserve funds (such as pension reserves)
held for future payment of employees' benefits.

o0 Reaceipts of proprietorships, net of business expenses.
O A partner's allocable share of partnership income.

o Rent and royalty income, net of expenses.

o All dividend and interest receipts.

© Transfer payments, including:

== 8ocial security and railroad retirement benafits;
-= Unemploywent compensation payments;

-~ Veterans' benefits;

-- Workers' compensation and other disability income;
~-= APDC, S88I, and other general relief payments.

©0 Total capital gains, net of capital losses,
adjusted for inflation.

o Ratained corporate earnings, allocated to shareholders.

© Annual rental value of owner-occupied homes, net of <
housing-related costs. <
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Taxation of all income does not imply the complete
elimination of deductions. Any necessary costs of earning income
must be deductible. This includes deduction of interest as a
cost associated with debt-financed assets. Deductions for extra-
ordinary medical costs, casualty losses, state/local taxes, and
charitable contributions all may be defended on grounds that they
do not represent personal consumption expenditures. The basic
principle of uniform income taxation is that deductions not be
allowed to discriminate by source of income or according to
consumption choices.

Careful consideration of the list of items in a uniform
income base will explain how that base differs from the present
income tax. Some quantitative differences are indicated in
Table 5. This table compares the distribution of taxpayers by
Mjusted Gross Income (AGI) class, a customary measurs of
taxpayers’ incomes, with the distribution by the broader, uniform
income definition. Por sach uniform income class, Table 5 shows
the percentage of taxpayers in each AGI class. For example, for
those with $15,000-820,000 of uniformly measured income, slightly
more than half (51.21 percent) also have $15,000-$20,000 of AGI.
For most of the remaining taxpayeras, AGI understates income. Of
those with $15,000-820,000 of uniform income, about 29 percent
are in the $10,000-$15,000 class, as measured by AGI; and another
12 percent have less than $10,000 of AGI. The tendency for AGI
to understate uniformly measured income appears at every income
level, and this tendency to understate generally increases as
income increases.

Uniform income is a useful standard for measuring the
distribution of tax burdens and for evaluating an income tax
system. Pull measurement of income does, however, present a
number of formidable practical problems that must be considered
.lt!n tax on uniform income is to be considered as a model for tax
reform. -

Income Accruals. A major problem of full income measurement
is that "additions to net worth® often do not coincide with cash
receipts. In legal jargon, they are not "realized.” when shares
appreciate or pension rights increase, income has accrued, but
full current measurement would require annual astimates of their
values without a market transaction to confirm them. The practi-
cal alternative that has generally been followed is to wait for a
'roeoznluon event“~-a sale, exchange, or distribution--before
counting the income, but this provides the familiar opportunity
for tax deferral. A postponement of tax is, in effect, an income
tax preference.

Inflation Adjustment. 1In a period of inflation, apparent
appreciation of assets may provide no income at all. This is
true where the appreciation in value is just enough to maintain
a family's real wealth. Any smaller appreciation is really a
loss. Thus, if the $100 used to purchase a share of stock
10 years ago is equivalent to $200 at today's prices, no real
income has been obtained uniess sale of the stock brings more
than $200. Accurate income measurement requires inflation



185

adjustment for any return, or cost, that accrues over more than
a year. This would mean indexing the basis for all capital
assets and the face amounts of all long-term debt, a formidable
task.

Depreciation. An element of income measurement that has
been most trcublesome over the years is depreciation accounting.
It ies required because the loss in real value of assets is a
necessary business expense--a loss of net worth. Conceptually,
each physical asset should be valued in each year, and an
inflation adjustment should be provided for basis. As a
practical matter, historic practice is to use the familiar
forrulas with an estimated useful life for each broad class
of assets. Inflation adjustment, while widely recognized as
necessary, is not universally or consistently practiced even
for purposes of business decisionmaking. Nevertheless, accurate
estimates of depreciation, adjusted for inflation, would be
necessary for a uniform income tax.

Integration. Ome implication of the income definition is
that E\u;nul Income ultimately bol.ongl to families (and single
individuals), not to the business entities. Increases in
corporate net worth, for example, belong to the shareholders and
are part of their incomes. 8imilarly, distributed earnings are
income only to the shareholder, not also to the corporation. A
uniform income tax would tax all corporate earnings according to
the circumstances of each corporate shareholder, but only once.
Thus, a uniform income tax would require the integration of the
corporation and individual taxes.

Other practical considerations in taxing income. Many
features of the present income tax, including some that are
derided as loopholes, are reactions to the inherent difficulties
of income measurement. The partial exclusion of capital gains,
ACRS, and LIFO inventory accounting are, at least in part,
responses to the otherwise intolerable overstatement of income
during periods of inflation.

Under any practical income tax, some kinds of income that
are difficult to measure would have to be excluded or approxi-
mated. These include the value of employer contributions to
group insurance; the value of certain services, suclh: as checking
accounts, that would be taxable if paid out in cash; and espe-
cially, the net rental value of owner-occupied homes. Indeed,
most taxpayers will refuse to believe that they derive income
from their own homes. The national income accounts recognite
this source of income by estimating (or imputing) the amount
that homeowners earn, and automatically spend, by renting to
themselves. No serious proposals for taxing income have included
this item directly, although some other countries have tried to
do so. Some serious base-broadening proposals would disallow the
deduction for mortgage interest, however, as a way of including a
portion of the gross return from owner-occupied housing.
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Some family expenses that do not, strictly speaking, reduce
income are nonetheless widely recognired as equitable adjustments
to an income tax base. Few would argue, for example, about the
deduction of catastrophic medical expenses. It is also widely
recognized that some allowance should be made for family size and
that some minimal level of tax-free income should be allowed
alike to every family of a given sixe.

In summary, a practical uniform income tax with no real
compromnises, but with minimal recognition of measurement
problems, would necessarily involve considerable complexity,
along with some approximations and some exclusions. It would
also retain some of the present personal deductions--at least
those for certain interest éxpenses, employee business expenses,
investment expenses and extraordinary medical costs. Thus, some
lack of uniformity is inevitable.

Some recent.proposals, such as the one by Senator Bradley and
Representative Gephardt, attempt to move toward a more uniform
income tax base. But no proposals have really attempted to solve
the fundamental problems of defining real investment income
during inflation. Indeed, the Bradley-Gephardt proposal would
make the tax less wniform in a major way by taxing fully the
nominal increase in the value of capital assets, even though for
any taxpayer, the gains from an asset may be largely, or .
entirely, the result of inflation. 1In addition, some of the real
gains are increases in corporate share values that reflect income
already taxed to corporations. The Bradley-Gephardt proposal
also has not addressed the other difficult problems of measuring
business income or integrating the corporate tax. Another area
of controversy is personal deductioas. The Bradley-Gephardt bill
would continue to allow certain of these deductions; but they
would not allow them uniformly for all taxpayers. For taxpayers
above $40,000 of taxable income on a joint return, a portion of
the deduction is effectively denied. If these deductions are
necessary to assure that those of equal means are treated
equally, one must ask why they should not be fully allowad at
every income level.

Equity Issues. A uniform income tax would be consistent
with most people's conception of equity. Those with equal .-
incomes, regardless of the sources or uses, would pay approxi-
mately the same tax. HNo one could sescape tax by choosing
particular employers or occupations and by making particular
investments.

After base broadening has been achieved, and tax rates have
been lowered in all classes, it would also be possible to adjust
the tax rate schedules to make them more progressive or less. I
want to reiterate, however, that the degree of progressivity is
not a consequence of the base broadening. Instead, it should be
viewed as an independent decision to change the existing distri-
bution of tax burdens. Unlike present law, however, whatever
rate structure is chosen under a uniform tax would accurately
portray the distribution of tax.
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Bfficiency Considerations. Uniform taxation of income would
remove many tax distortions from the marketplace. For example,
under current law: -

The_exclusion of many fringe benefits from taxable

ation encourages workers to choose more-fringe
%ncﬁu than they would if all forms of compensation
were taxed equally. The tax exclusion for employer-paid
medical insurance is a major contributor to the
over-consunmption of health services and to the
continuing rapid rise in health care costs.

Preferential tax treatment industries distorts
Tnvestment decislons. FPor example, the capital gains
treatment for livestock or the expensing of mining costs
allow those industries to attract investors in projects
that yield lower pre-tax returns than those in other

higher-taxed industries.

The separate corporate_income tax distorts economic
decisions. By imposing a double tax on dividends, the

corporate income tax encourages firms to issue debt
rather than equity, and to retain earnings rather than
to y out dividends. It also favors the unincorporated
business over the corporation, and it favors industries
typically characterized by non-corporate enterprises
(principally agriculture, housing, and services)
relative to industries dominated by corporations.

ave
equipment and machines, but the income tax continues to
f£fall heavily on investments in structures and
inventories. This differential distorts choices of
production methods and raises the relative tax burden on
activities and industries that naturally require more
of the heavily-taxed capital.

Uniformity would reduce the expense and effort involved in
tax planning and allow markets to choose the most productive uses
of available capital. It would encourage employers to pay
compensation in the form that is valuable to their workers--cold
cash to consume or save as they wish. All of these represent
gains in economic efficiency.

A great disadvantage of the income tax is its built-in
bias against saving. The income tax discourages saving by -
reducing the rate of return to the saver below the market return
derived from investing in capital. A taxpayer who would be
willing to postpone consumption to obtain a 10 percent return,
thereby making resources available for capital formation, may not
be willing to make the same sacrifice for a 6 percent return,
after-tax. This is not a double tax on savings as some have
asserted; it is a single tax on capital income. But this
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single tax has the inevitable consequence of reducing the reward
for deferring consumption and, thus, by making less saving
available for investmant impairs the future growth and
productivity of the economy.

Simplicity. A uniform income tax would be simpler in some
respects than present law, but it cannot be really simple. For
exaxple, businessersr with capital expenditures must account for
depreciation. Mora accurate depreciation rules are likely to be
more complicated and contentious. This is especially true in a
period of infliation, which also complicates the valuing of
invontoricn and the proper calculation of capital gains and
osses.

Another illustration is fringe benefits of employees.
These are often close substitutes for cash wages. When they are
excluded from the tax base, they provide a convenient means for
avoiding tax and, thus, contribute to the percepticn of unfair-
ness. But many fringe benefits, like the personal use of company
cars, are difficult to distinguish from properly excludable
business expenses, and many others, like employer-paid group
insurance, are not esasily valued for each employee.

Deductions and adjustments to the income of employees also
complicate the measurement of the tax base but many of these are
necessary to reflect differences in ability to pay. Moving
costs, eriployee business expenses, interest expenses, and extra-
ordinary medical expenses may be examples. A tax system that
allows too few adjustments of this type can be just as unfair
(though perhaps simpler) as one with too many exclusions.

Neither a uniform tax on all income nor on consumed income
would end the complexity of measuring income. More uniform
treatment would, however, simplify tax practice by reducing the
numbar and importance of the fine distinctions needed to identify
tax-favored activities.

The computation of tax liability can be complicated under
present law by income averaging, the alternative minimum tax, and
options of filing status, and by various tax credits, some of
which have complicated limitations. A more uniform definition of
the tax base and a flatter rate schedule would reduce many of
these complexities. In general, a more uniform income tax
presents difficult policy tradecffs in the area of simplifica-
Ttion. The more ws attempt to make the income tax uniform in
every particular, the more complicated the rules must becomas.
The more rough-and-ready rules, the more opportunities are
created for otherwise unproductive tax avoidance and the more
inequities are created.

Transition Considerations. Immediate implementation of a
uniform tax structure wou cause significant changes in the
value of individuals' assets and after-tax incomes. 8Such changes
would create windfall gains for scme individuals and unfair
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losses for others. These changes in wealth and after-tax income
can be moderated by transition rules, such as phasing-in
provisions of a new law, grandfathering, and delaying effective
dates.

Transition rules for a uniform income tax should insure that
income is not subject to tax twice, once under the prior system
and a second time under the new tax law. Conversely, a tax
change should not result in some income never being subject to
tax. FPor instance, the exclusion of social security benefits and
the 60 percent exclusion of long-term capital gains could still
apply to accrued, but unrealized, income prior to the aeffective
date of the new law. Benefits or real gains accrued after the
effective date, however, should be fully subject to tax.

Transition rules can also reduce the income and wealth
redistribution resulting from changes in relative tax rates.

The value of assets that currently raceive favorable tax
treatment, such as state and local government bonds, would

fall as demand for those assets declined under a uniform tax
structure. Individuals who had made specific investments
because of favorable tax treatment would suffer losses.
Grandfathering existing tax treatment for the life of the asset
or as long as the owner retained control, or delaying the
effective date, would reduce the present value of the loss on
tax~-favored assets.

The design of transition rules should weigh the advantages
of increased efficiency and simplicity of a uniform tax structure
against the wealth and income effects caused by the change in tax
laws. Transition rules can reduce the amount of windfall gains
and losses, but only by delaying implementation and increasing
the complexity associated with the new tax system. Grand-
fathering assets purchased under prior law could involve delays
in implementation of the new law for up to 30 years on long-lived
assets. Alternatively, delaying the effective date of the new
law could shorten the transition period while reducing the
present value of the windfall gain or loss. During the
transition period, the income tax base would be lower than the
ultimate base, which would necessitate higher temporary tax rates
for a given level of revenue.

Uniform Tax on Consumed Income

Concept of Consumed Income. An alternative model for tax
reform is a uniform tax on e amount of income consumed, rather
than on the amount of income earned. The uniform tax on consumed

income would differ from the uniform income tax by excluding net
saving from the tax base.

This alternative model for tax reform does not represent as
radical a departure from current law as it might seem. In many
ways, the current rules applying to saving are much closer to
those required under a tax on consumed income than to rules

11-384 0 - 83 -- 13
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necessary under a uniform income tax. In particular, two
important sources of saving for many families--homeownership
and retirement saving--are taxed almost the same way under
current law as they would be taxed under a consumed income tax
with a deduction for saving. B8imilarly, the adoption of the
Accelerated Cost Recovery System in ERTA moved the tax trsatment
of business investments in machinery and equipment much closer to
the treatment required under a consumed income tax. Provisions
in the tax law that allow expensing of certain capital invest-
ments, such as mining exploration and development expenses,

and rules that permit moat costs of research and development to
be expensed rather than capitalized are also consistent with a
consumed income base.

The issue of whether income consumed or income earned is the
appropriate base for a tax system has been debated for many years
by tax theorists and social philosophers. Some prominent twenti-
eth century econocmists, including Professor Irving Pisher of Yale
University and Professor Nicholas XKaldor of Cambridge University,
have advocated some form of tax on persconal consumption as a
substitute for the personal income tax. The idea of taxing
personal consumption rather than income has gained increasing
favor and was given favorable consideration in the Treasury
Department study, Blueprints for Basic Tax Reform, released in
January, 1977, and in the port of the Meade ission in the
United Kingdom_in 1978.

Under the consumed income tax, the taxpayer would include

in his tax base al) forms of curreant monetary income, the current

consumption value of all fringe benefits supplied by employers,
and the proceeds of all borrowing, in excess of loan repayments.
The taxpayer would be allowed to deduct from the tax base all
purchases, in excess of sales, of income-earning assets, and all
deposits, in excess of withdrawals in interest-bearing accounts.
Accrued interest, earnings from ownership of corporate shares,
increases in the value of pension and life insurance reserves,
and other increases in the value of asset holdings would not be
subject to tax until paid out or withdrawn for consumption.

As a simple example, a family with $20,000 of wages out of
which $4,000 is saved would be taxed on $16,000, not on $20,000
as under a uniform income tax. On the other hand, if the family
spent more than it earned--say $25,000--by borrowing or dipping
into its savings account for the extra $5,000, it would be taxed
on the $25,000 of consumption. 8ince total consumption in the
economy is less than income, tax rates would need to be higher to
gaenerate the same amount of revenue.

~— —

The tax on consumed income would be similar in many ways to
the uniform income tax and would involve many of the same base-
broadening steps, as compared sith current law. Each taxpayer
would continue to file an annual tax return that would be similar
to the current Form 1040, though somewhat simpler. All forms of
employee compensation (except for employer contributions to
pension plans) and all personal deductions (except for interest
deductions) would be treated the same as under the uniform income
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tax. Wages and salaries (net of necessary employee expenses),
the value of employer-provided fringe benefits, and transfer
payments would be included in the tax base. Personal deductions
other than interest deductions and deductions necessary to
measure ability to pay, such as a deduction for catastrophic
medical expenses, would be eliminated. There would be no tax
credits, except for the foreign taxz credit. The $100 dividend
exclusion, the provisions exempting from tax certain forms of
interest income, such as income from All Savers certificates, and
the exclusion from tax of 60 percent of recognized capital gains
*muld all be eliminated under both the uniform income tax and the
uaniform tax on consumed income.

Because only individuals consume, there would be no separate
corporate tax nor any need to lnt;grato personal and corporate
earnings. Taxable income of an individual would include
distributions from corporations and individuals' sales of
corporate shares. In effect, corporate income would be taxed
when it found its way into individual consumption. Retained
earnings would receive no tax advantage over dividends, so
attributing retentions to stockholders would be unnecessary. A
tax on consumed income would, howsver, encourage corporations,
particularly closely-held corporations, to buy consumption for
their employses, permitting the workers to evade taxes unless
fringe benefit rules were tightly drawn and applied.

The major differences between the two tax systems involve
differences in the treatment of saving and borrowing. Under the
tax on consumed income, deductivns would be allowed for all
purchases of corporate shares, co rate and government. bonds,
shares of mutual funds and other financial instruments, assets
used in a trade or business, and deposits in interest-bearing
accounts. Any cash receipts from such assets, either in the form
of distributed earnings, return of investment, or realized gains,
would be subject to tax. Similarly, the proceods of all bor-
rowing would be included in the tax base, while both interest
payments and repayment of loan principal would be deductible.

The inclusion of net loan proceeds in the tax base is
particularly important. Otherwise, taxpayers could reduce their
tax by taking a deduction for the portion of assets acquired from
borrowed funds, even though the combination of borrowing and
purchase of assets does not add to net saving.

The purchase price of consumer assets, such as
owner-occupied homes, automobiles, and furniture would not
be deductible in the same way as business investments. While
business assets yield income in the form of interest, dividends,
or capital gains, consumer assets produce income in the form of
services--the use of the house or car. PFor investment in
business and consumer assets to be treated the same would require
an estimate of the annual value of the services that the house or
the car or the furniture provides--an estimate of their rental
value. Since this would be extremely difficult to accomplish and
for the taxpayer to understand, a method that is approximately
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equivalent, in present value terms, would be used instead. Under
this method, individuals would neither include loan proceeds for
these purchases in income, nor would they be able to deduct loan
repayments. In addition, the tax liability for withdrawals from
savings accounts used to finance purchases of housing and
automodbiles might be spread out over a period of years. These
special provisions would allow the tax liability arising Zrom
consumption of the services of houses, automobiles, and other
major consumer durables to be spread more evenly over the useful
life of the asset, rather than being assessed all at once at the
time of acquisition.

The tax on consumed income would require some different, but
not more complicated, reporting and record-keeping information
than the uniform income tax. Taxpayers would need to report both
purchases and sales of all capital assets, but there would be no
need to maintain records for assets purchased in previous years,
because the entire sales proceeds, not just the gain, would be
subject to tax upon sale. The Form 1099 sent by banks and other
depository institutions to report taxable interest to individuals
would he altered slightly. Instead of reporting annual interest
from accounts, Porm 1099 would report net withdrawals. Net
withdrawals would be computed by adding together the beginning of
year balance and interest received and then subtracting the end
of year balance. Por example, if additions to savings accounts
exceeded interest earnings withdrawn from the accounts, the
individual would be able to claim a deduction. There would also
need to be an accounting for all loans received, but there would
be no need to divide loan repayments between principal and
interest, since all loan repayments would be deductible.

Equity. A uniform tax on consumed income would have some
of the same equity benefits, compared to current law, as would
a uniform tax on all income. Two individuals with the same
consumad income would pay the same tax, regardless of the source
of funds used for consumption or the types of consumer goods
purchased. In contrast, current law allows tax advantages for
individuals who receive income in certain forms, such as transfer
payments and tax-exempt fringe benefits, or who spend income on
certain goods and services, such as home insulation expenditures
qualifying for residential energy credits.

However, under the uniform tax on Tonsumed income, two
individuals with the same total income might pay very different
amounts of tas, depending on how much each individual saved. To
take an extreme example, consider a very frugal person earning
$100,000 a year who saves $90,000 and consumes only $10,000.
Under a consumed income tax, such a person would pay the same
taxes as a person who earned only §10,000, but consumed all of
his earnings. A uniform income tax would tax the person earning
$100,000 more than the person earning only $10,000.
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This example might lead many persons to conclude that a
uniform income tax is Zairer than a uniform tax on consumed
income because the person earning more should pay more taxes.

An alternative example, however, often leads to the opposite
conclusion. Consider the heir of the frugal person who earns
only §10,000 but consumes $90,000 a year by selling part

of his inheritance each year. Under a uniform income tax, this
wealthy person with a very high staandard of living will pay the
same tax as a poorer person earning and spending 310.000 a year.
The consumed income tax, however, places a heavier tax burden on
the person spending $100,000 a year even though that pereon earns
only $10,000.

Thus, compared to a uniform income tax, the consumed
income tax falls less heavily on the person who lives frugally
and accumulates wealth and more heavily on the person who lives
well by selling wealth. The uniform income tax has the opposite
effect in that it places a higher tax burden on the person who
accurulates wealth than on the person who spends it.

The above examples do not clearly demonstrate whether or not
a consumed income tax is less equitable than a uniform tax on all
income. There is, however, a further issue. In many cases
wealth is not spent by later generations but, indeed, is
increased from generation to generation. Under the consumed
income tax, such permanently growing estates would never be
subject to income taxation. If this is a matter of concern, an
estate tax can be designed as a complement to the consumed income
tax to limit the tax-free accumulation of wealth over
many generations.

Under a uniform income tax, or even under our current tax
system, an estate tax imposes a true double tax on wealth,
because accumulations of wealth are taxed as income is saved.
One's attitude toward an estate tax might be much different under
a consumed income tax as there would be no double tax on wealth.
In that case, some might be more willing to use an estate tax to
provide a single tax on the transfer of very large estates.

Distribution of tax burdens. A uniform tax on consumed
income would allow personal exemptions for taxpayers and could
tax the remaining consumed income, in excess of exemptions, at
either a single rate or with a graduated structure involving
several rate brackets. A tax on consumed income is not
inherently more or less favorable to high-income households
than a uniform income tax, even though low-income households
generally consume a larger fraction of their income than high-
income households. Under either uniform tax system, the
distribution of the tax burden among taxpayers with different
abilities to pay could be altered by changing the basic exemption
level and the rate structure.
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Efficiency. A uniform tax on consumed income would also
have many of the same benefits in improved eccnomic efficiency
as would a uniform tax on all income. Under either form of
uniform taxation, the tax system would no longer bias choices
among investment projects, methods of finance, and different
consumption goods. Both tax systems would be neutral among
different types of capital investments, neutral between debt
and equity finance, neutral between corporate and non-corporate
forms of enterprise, and neutral between consumer goods and
services generally and certain goods and services, such as
medical insurance, that receive tax benefits under current law.

A further advantage of a tax on consumed income is that,
unlike the uniform income tax, it would not cause a disincentive
for saving and capital formation. Since saving {s exempted from
the tax base, all consumption would be taxed when it occurs,
whether financed from the proceeds of current earnings or from
the proceeds of accumulated savings. 1In contrast, under a
uniform income tax, consumption made possible by past saving is
taxed before it occurs, when the income is earned. The prasent
value of taxes can be lowered by moving the timing of consumption
forward, either by reducing saving or by increasing borrowing.

Compared to a uniform income tax, a tax on consumed income
would probably result in a higher saving rate, leading to
increased capital formation, a higher growth rate in the short
run, and a permanently higher level of output in the long run.

However, the exclusion of savings from the tax base also
means that a tax on consumed income would require slightly higher
tax rates to raise the same revenue as a uniform tax on
all income. Higher tax rates would increase the disincentive
to work to obtain current consumption goods and would worsen
the distortions from any preferences that might remain in the
tax system. Treasury's estimates indicate that the rate
differential would not be large, so that the impact of the
differential would also be small.

Simplicity. A tax on consumed income would be much simpler
than a uniform income tax, even though some new reporting
requirements would dbe added. The main simplicity advantage of
the tax on consumed income is that it avoids many of the severe
problems in measuring the tax base that are encountered under a
uniform tax on all income. The main simplification benefit from
taxing income only when consumed, rather than when earned, is
that there would ke no need to account for changes in the value
of assets between two different tax years. Thus, there would be
no need for complex rules for deprecliation accounting, no need to
adjust the measurement of capital income for inflation, and no
need for complex rules to allocate corporate retained earnings
apong shareholders and to allocate accumulations of pension fund
and life insurance reserves among policyholders. All purchases
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of productive assets would be i{mmediately deductible in the year
purchased. There would be no separate tax on the income of
corporations, orly a tax on distributions from corporations to
individuals and on sales of corporate shares. 8ince all assets
would be purchased with pre-tax dollars, the entire sales
proceeds, not only the gain, would dbe subject to tax.

Other Conlq!?tion Taxes. One version of a flat tax that
approximates a unifcrm tax on consumed income is S. 2147,
introduced by Senator DeConcini. 8. 2147 is based on the flat
tax proposal developed by Robert Hall and Alvin Rabushka of the
Hoover Institution. Under 8. 2147, there would be a aingle-rate
tax on employee compensation and on business cash flow. Co
rations and non-corporate business entities would be taxed on
total revenues less pucrchasas of assets, wages, and purchases of
goods and services from other firms. Dividends and interest
payments would not be deductible in computing the business tax,
nor would they be includible in the income of the recipient.

8. 2147 would, in effect, tax most of the consumed income of
individuals, other than consumption from wages, at the enterprise
level. The single tax rate makes it possible to use cash flow of
business enterprises as a proxy for the cash flow of owners and
creditors of business firms. Such a simplifying device could not
be used in any system with graduated rates or individual exemp-
tions that apply to consumption out of past savings as well as to
current wage income.

Another way of taxing consumption is to collect the entire
tax from business firms, either in the form of a retail sales tax
or as a tax on value added at each stage of production. A retail
sales tax or a value-added tax, if sufficiently general, could be
designed to have the same total tax base as the uniform tax on
consumed income. Bowever, any tax on busineas sales could not
adequately take accomnt of variations in individuals' ability to
pay. By its very nature, such a tax could not maintain the
overall progressivity of the current income tax and could not
provide basic personal exemptions for low-income households.

In constrast, the uniform tax on consumed income would achieve
the major benefits of a sales tax--simplicity and improved
savings incentives--without necessarily redistributing the tax
burden from high-income to low-income families.

Transition Considerations. As in the case of the uniform
income tax, movement toward a uniform tax on consumed income
would involve significant changes in the distribution of wealth
and income that could be limited by transition rules. Transition
rules for a uniform tax on consumed. income are especially
important to ensure that income does not escape taxation or is
not subject to tax twice. Older persons could be subject to tax
twice if their consumption during retirement depends on wealth
accumulated out of after-tax income. Treating all existing
wealth as if it were tax-paid, however, would result in income
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from certain assets escaping taxation completely since many
existing assets have been purchased with pre-~tax dollars. This
is true, for example, of individual retirement and Keogh
accounts, benefits received under qualified pension or profit-
sharing plans, and untaxed accumulations, such as unrealirzed
capital gains or accrual of life insurance reserves.

ransition rules to a uniform consumed-income tax would
require the same tradeoffs between equity, efficiency, and
simplicity as transition rules to a uniform incoms tax. For
instance, designation of existing wealth as tax-paid assets
would not require measuring existing wealth, but it would allow
some consumption to escapo taxation completely. Identifying and
measuring assets according to whether they were established out
of pre-tax or after-tax income would be administratively
difficult. Delaying the implementation of the consumed income
tax would require higher taxes on consumption during the
transition period and would reduce the prassent value of
efficiency gains from the imposed tax systenm.

Summa. By-and-large, a uniform tax based on consumed
income [ considorablo appeal as a model for tax reform. It
would allow for important simplifications in the taxation of the
return to savings and would remove the disincentive to saving
present under both current law and a uniform income tax.

However, a tax on consumed income would be considered inequitable
by some because it would allow wealth to be accumulated tax-free.
It would also require higher tax rates to raise the same revenue
than would a uniform income tax, although elimination of many
deductions, exclusions, and credits could enable the tax rates to
be lower than current law tax rates.

- CONCLUSION

There are, then, two models for evaluating flat-tax
proposals, the income tax and the consumed-income tax. The
current Tax Code is a hybrid of the two structures that also
contains a substantial number of provisions inconsistent with
both. 1In fact, it is impossible to say whether current law is
closer to a uniform income tax or to a uniform tax on consumed
income .

Many recent changes in the tax laws and many proposed
reforms have been consistent with one or both of the uniform
structures. There have been recent actions partially to further
expand the tax base. The move in 1978 to tax a portion of
unemployment compensation is a good example. Any such change is
in line with both concepts of uniformity.

There have also been actions to encourage saving for special
purposes, such as the expansion of the availability and uses of
IRAs and XKeoghs. These move the tax law closer to a consumed-
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income tax and further away from a uniform income tax. The
important accelerated cust recovery provisions enacted in the

Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 again moved our tax structure

towards a tax on consumed income. .

Theres have been other changes in the law to require better
matching of income and related deductions. Such reforms are
consistent only with an income tax. Recent tax law changes
dealing with completed contract accounting, capitalization of
construction period interest and taxes related to real property,
and the cut back of deductions for mineral exploration costs and
intangible drilling and development costs all represent shifts
toward a uniform income tax.

Not all the recent revisions in the tax laws have been
consistent with the two models, however. Provisions such as
expansion of the general interest exclusion, the exclusion of
interest on All Savers certificates, credits for energy
exploration, research and development, and earned income all
would appear in neither of the two structures.

Any future changes in the structure of our taxes should be
based on a clear understanding of uniform structures. Anyone
addressing fundamental tax reform needs to have a uniform
framework in mind. Most proposals touted as basic tax reform
are incomplete and contain features moving in exactly the wrong
direction. This misdirection is not for lack of lofty objec-
tives. Rather, it appears to result from lack of a uniform
framework that will require making very tough, unpopular
decisions along with the easy ones.

The Treasury Department is continuing its study of these
issues and will be happy to share additional results with the
Congress as they become available.
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Table 1

Totsl Liabilfity and Average Tax Rates Under & Uniform Income Tax
with s $3,000 Deductfon Per Return for Joint Returns ($2,000 Single Returns)
and a $1,000 Exemption Per Dependent and Under Presant Law .

(1981 levels)
' Tax under 1984 lav 3/ Tex under & uniform 3 Change 1n tax
3 ! 6.27 tax with a ]

Uniform 1 ! Parcest of * 16.27 parcent tax rate i 1 Percentage
‘;““‘ s Amcuat : uniform ! percent of : ¢ ! el::::-
class ' income ' Amount | uniform \no !

[ 1 1 1 t present

3 H H g locoms 1} lav
($000) ($ millions) (percent) (3 millions) (percent) ($ millions) (percent)
Less than 0 $3,507 n.a. - 0.02 $-3,507 -100,02

0 - 5 1,775 2.9% $3,080 5.0 1,308 73.%
5 - 10 8,200 5.0 15,402 9.4 7,202 87.8

10 - 15 14,611 7.2 22,563 11,2 7,952 54.4

15 - 20 19,754 9.4 25,792 12,2 6,038 30.6

200 - 3 48,208 10.9 57.84& 13,0 9,236 19.2

30 - 50 76,339 11.0 80,574 13.7 4,235 5.5

S0 - 100 47,068 18.1 37,557 14,5 -9,511 -20.2

100 - 200 23,874 25,5 14,282 15.3 -9,592 «40,2

200 and over 25,223 33.6 11,908 15.8 -13,315 -52.8
Tetal $268,558 13,02 $268,602 13,02 §4% 0.0%

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury Septeaber 24, 1982

Office of Tax Analysis

1/ Includes the attributable share of the corporaticn income tax.
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Table 2

~ with & $6,000 Deduction Per Return for Joint Returns ($4,000 Single Returns)
and a $2,000 Exemption Per Dependent and under Present Lawv

(1981 Levels)

s s Tex wader & wnifors [ >
; Yex wnder 1984 law )/ ¢ tex with & ' Change in tex
Doifors s t percent of | 20,00 percent tax crete ¢ 1 Percentage
facome : ' wiform ! ' parceut of ! 1 change
class 3  Amount {ncone Amount wiforn ° Amount 1 from
1 [ t t pressat
] 1 1 3 income 1 lav
(§000) (¥ =illions) (percent) (F ailliona) (peccent) (f aiilicns) (perceat)
Less than 0 $3,%07 B.8. ‘. - 0.0% $-3,507 -100.0%
o - s 1,775 2.9 352 0.6 -1,423 -80.2
5 - 10 8,200 s.0 | 9,258 5.6 1,058 12,9
10 - 15 14,611 7.2 18,281 9.1 3,670 25.1
15 - 20 19,754 9.4 23,598 11.2 3,84 19.5
20 - 48,208 10.9 57,104 13,0 8,896 18.5
30 - S0 76,339 13.0 85,801 14,6 9,463 « 2.4
50 - 100 47,068 18.1 42,668 16.4 -4,400 -9.3
100 - 200 23,874 28.8% 16,930 18.1 =6 ,944 -29.1
200 and over 25,223 33.6 14,481 19.3 -10,742 -42.6
Tetal azﬁ.s!'i 13.02 §258,473 13.0% $ -86 0.0%

Office of tha Secretary of thbe Treasury

Office of Tax Anslysis

1/ Iacludes the attridutable share of the corporation income tax.

September 27, 1982
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Table 3

Total Liability and Averagc Tax Rates Under s Uniform Income Tax
nd Under Present lew

(1981 Levels)

) 1 Tax under a uniform 1
; Tox under 1984 lew Yy . tax vith a : Change in tax
Uniform 1 ! parceat of ° 13.48 percent tax rate : t Percentaga
income H 3 anifors ! percent of * : change
class s Amount 1 income Amount | unifors | Amowt from
. 3 1 ] 3 present
R H 1 ] iacome 3 lav
(5000) ($ uiilions) (percent) (3 millfons) (percent) (3 millions) (percent)
Lesa than 0 $3,507 n.a. -— 0.0% $-3,507 -100,0%
o - 5 1,775 T2.9% $7,853 12.9 6,078 342.4
5 - 10 8,200 5.0 20,382 12.4 12,171 148.5
12) - 135 14,611 7.2 25,283 12.5 10,672 73.0
5 - 20 19,754 9.4 26,863 12,7 7,109 36.0
20 -~ 30 48,208 10.9 56,705 12.9 8,497 17.6
30 - 350 . 76,339 13.0 75,684 12.9 -633 =0.9
50 - 100 47,068 18,1 33,475 12,9 -13,593 -28.9
100 - 200 23,874 258.5 12,255 13.1 -11,61% -48.7
200 and over 25,223 33.6 9,972 13.3 -15,251 -60.5
Tetal $268,558 13.02 $268,473 13,02 $-36 0.0

Office of the Secratary of the Treasury

Office of Tax Anslysis

~

1/ Includes ‘the attributsble share of the corporation income tax.

Saptember 24, 1982
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Table 4

Total Liability and Average Tax Rates Under a Dniform Income Tax
with a $3,000 Deduction Per Return for Joint Retumms ($2,000 Single Returns)
and 8 $1,000 Exemption Per Dependent and Under Present Law

(1981 Levels)

3 t Tax undar a uniform []
3 Tex under 1984 lev 1/ x tax with a prograssive : Changs fa tax
Uniform 3 ! oerceat “ tax rate lchodul. 2/ 1 Percentage
3:::. : Asount : \nifora : Percent of | Amoun : clfuazc
' ' income Amcuant »,‘ wiforn L ron
t ] t T present
- H ] H L 1acome : z lav
($000) (3 nillfons) (perceat) (5 millions) (percent) (3 millions) (percent)
Lass than O $3,507 n.8. - 0.02 $~3,507 ~100.0%
0 - 3 1,775 2,92 $1,893 3,1 18 6.6
S - 10 8,200 5.0 9,467 5.8 1,266 15.4
10 - 15 14,611 7.2 14,568 1.2 -43 -0.3
5 - 20 19,754 9.4 18,904 9.0 -850 34,3
20 - X 48,208 10.9 45,091 10.2 -3,117 -6.6
30 - -50 76,339 13.0 80,169 13.7 3,830 5.0
50 - 100 47,068 18.1 47,568 18.3 500 1.1
100 - 200 23,874 23,5 25,069 26.8 1,195 5.0
200 snd over 25,223 33.6 26,156 335 934 3.7
Total $268,55 13.02 $268,885 13.0% $326 0.0%
Office of the Secretary of the Treasury Septamber <4, 1982

Office of Tax Analyais
-

1/ Includes the attributable share of the corporaticn {ncome tax,

2/ Yor joint returns the wmarginal tsx rates are 10 percent on the first $19,500,
25 percent from $19,500 to $75,000 and 39 percent on income over §$75,000. For
single returns, the brackst vldth- are half the joint schedule, .



Table 5

Percentage Distribution of Returna in Uniform Income Classes,

by Present Lav Adjusted Groas Income Clasa
Adjusted : Uniform Income Class ($000) !
gross : Less : : : : : s : : : : 500
income : thas : 0-5 : 5-10 : 16-15 : 15-20 : 20-30 : 30-50 : 50-100 : 100-200: 200-500: and : Total
class H o - : b i t3 H H H : : i over
($000)

Less than 0 27.95 0.30 0.15 0.11 0.04 * 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.16 0.09 0.46
0- 5 48.34 95.31 49.58 16.77 4.44 1.01 0.15 0.14 0.24 * * 13.46
5« 10 4.89 3.09 45.13 28.52 7.91 L15 0.04 0.24 * - 0.01 14.54
10~ 15 3.74 0.85 3.54 48.29 29,09 5.67 0.48 0.40 * 0,01 - 11.81
15 - 20 2.56 0.18 0.83 4.33 51.21 20.75 1,21 0.13 0.01 0.02 0.01 9.64

20 - 30 4.53 0.19 0.56 1.56 6.22 66.56 26.71 0.96 0.02 0.07 - 15,05
30 -~ 50 414 0.05 0.17 0.36 0.99 4.58 69.80 32.30 0.46 c.11 0.03 il1.59
50 - 100 3,00 0.04 0.04 0.05 0,10 0,27 1,57 64,74 40,96 0.99 0.07 2,86
100 - 200 0.67 * * " * 0.01 0.03 1.03 57.41 49.49 2.07 0.47
200 - 500 0.12 * * * * * * 0,02 0.82 48,61 43,46 0.09
500 and over 0.05 * * - * * * * 0.02 0.56 54.26 0.01
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury
Office of Tax Analysis

*Less than 0.005 percent.

September 23, 1982
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The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Rivlin?

I might say that tomorrow morning we will lead off with Senator
Domenici and Lou Harris, who will tell us about the latest poll re-
sults—not on political poll results but on taxes.

Dr. Rivlin?

STATEMENT OF DR. ALICE RIVLIN, DIRECTOR, CONGRESSIONAL
BUDGET OFFICE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Dr. RivLIN. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

My statement is a good deal shorter than the very excellent
statement of the Treasury, but I thought, in the interests of time, I
might just read the first part and submit the rest for the record.

Federal budget projections indicate that large deficits are in
store for at least the next several years. To reduce these deficits,
tax increases as well as spending cuts must be considered. Raising
income or payroll tax rates would narrow the deficit, but at the
same time would slow the economy and decrease economic incen-
tives. What is needed, therefore, is a tax alterinative that would en-
courage—or at least not inhibit—work, savings, and investments;
that would increase capital formation, economic growth, and pro-
ductivity; and that would reduce tax-induced misallocations of re-
sources.

Two alternative courses to explore are: Broadening the base of
the income tax to allow lower rates—perhaps only a single lower
rate; and replacing the income tax with a broad-based expenditure
tax.

A BROAD-BASED LOW-RATE INCOME TAX

The individual income tax is widely believed to be unfair, a drag
on efficiency, and overly complex. Many Americans perceive that
the wealthy have access to hidden and arcane legal provisions that
permit them to pay little tax or none at all. Economists argue that
this same tangle of legal provisions hinders economic efficiency by
diverting resources from the activities with the greatest pretax
yields into less profitable but tax-favored enterprises. And almost
every taxpai;er feels overwhelmed by the mass of forms and
instructions he confronts every April.

Broadening the tax base is a widely discussed policy option be-
cause it would not only raise badly needed revenue but also make
the tax system simpler, fairer, and more efficient. Many of the

referential provisions in the tax law require more and longer tax
orms, and add pages to the instructions that every taxpayer must
wade through, whether he uses the preferences or not. Most tax-
payers are left with a sense of favoritism and unfairness. And with
so many preferences in the law, it is not surprising that some tax-
payers use them, either individually or in combination, to reduce
their tax liability. Repealing some or all of those preferences would
cut back on this complexity and perceived unfairness.

Perhaps the greatest advantage of broadening the tax base,
though, is that it would make it possible to raise additional tax rev-
enue with less cost in inefficiently allocated resources. Many tax

references in the law today induce taxpayers to invest differently
rom how they would in an entirely free market. For example, the
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tax system favors mineral extraction through depletion allowances,
selective capital gains preferences, and expensing of intangible
costs of even successful long-term development operations. It favors
foreign operations and export activities through deferral of tax,
and it exempts part of foreign salaries. It allows deductions to be
accelerated and income to be postponed for certain projects. These
examples are indicative of the efficiency price the economy pays
for such tax subsidies, and the $273 billion total estimated for tax
expenditures in fiscal year 1983 suggests that the influence of the
tax system on resource allocation is by no means small.

Scaling back some tax expenditures, as this committee did in the
Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, pushes the tax
system toward greater neutrality and a more market-responsive al-
location of resources. Further base broadening could allow general
tax rate reductions without loss of revenue. These general rate re-
ductions can partly compensate those taxpayers whose preferences
have been repealed, whereas a more limited base broadening would
not provide the revenue for any compensating rate cuts. Further,
lower rates yield their own efficiency benefits.

Lower tax rates increase the incentive to work, save, and invest,
and they decrease the incentive to borrow. They therefore push in
the right direction relative to the economy’s need for greater pro-
ductivity and capital formation, though the improvement that can
be attained in these areas through the tax system alone should not
be overestimated: At the same time, lower tax rates have numer-
ous technical benefits. Distortions caused by the _treatment of
interest and debt during inflation, the double taxation of corporate-
source incomte; the incentive to make use of tax shelter schemes,
the marriage penalty, and the incentive to conceal income in the
so-called underground economy would all be at least partly correct-
ed if tax rates were lower and the rate schedule correspondingly
flatter. The misallocation and waste of resources from attempts to
profit from the Tax Code would likewise be cut back. Thus, the
pa%off from reduced tax rates can be far reaching.

he %uestion, of course, is: How much broader should the tax
base be? The theoretical efficiency benefits of having the broadest
possible tax base must be weighed against some of the practical dif-
ficulties. First and foremost is that taxpayers have been making
tax-preferred investments for years in anticipation of the continu-
ation of these preferences. Millions of middle-income families have
contractural mortgage obligations built into their household budg-
ets; repeal of their mortgage interest and property tax deductions
might squeeze many of those budgets to the breaking point. Home-
owners’ long-term contracts greatly reduce their flexibility to re-
%?ond to a sudden and comprehensive broadening of the tax base.
*urther, repeal of the tax Preferences might shrink the market
value of homes so far as to eliminate the sales of homes as a poten-
tial solution to the family budget squeeze.

The charitable contributions deduction is another question to
consider in the context of base broadening. Repeal of this deduction
would eliminate the tax incentive for giving to finance ma‘x]m_y social-
li beneficial activities. Adjustment could be extremely difficult for
the many educational, medical, artistic, and religious institutions
now dependent on charitable giving.
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Another potential limitation to base broadening is complication
in the Tax Code itself. Though many tax preferences complicate
the Tax Code, some types of income are excused from the tax be-
cause taxing them would be so complicated. Nonwage employee
benefits are an example. Costs of group life and health insurance
coverage would have to be assigned to individual employees, which
would be quite complex, particularly in instances when the employ-
ers self-insure. If pension contributions were also added to the tax
base, even more difficult valuation problems would arise in the
equal treatment of defined contributions and defined benefit plans.
Many other base broadening steps would entail such difficulties.

How flat should the tax rates be? Either lower graduated rates
or a single flat rate could be used with a broader tax base. A flat
rate tax would have some limited simplicity advantages over a tax
with the same base and low graduated rates. The single rate would
eliminate the incentive artificially to move taxable income from
high bracket to low bracket taxpayers, or to postpone receipt of
income to years when the taxpayer is in an unusually low tax
bracket. Bracket creep could be eliminated—if the zero-rate brack-
et were indexed—and the marriage penalty could be reduced. Of
course, simply lowering the graduated rates would at least reduce
all of these problems.

But the most important effect of the flat-rate tax would be a sig-
nificant shift of the tax burden from upper- to middle-income tax-
payers, and possibly even lower-income taxpayers, if larger person-
al exemptions and zero bracket amounts were not provided. The at-
tached table demonstrates this redistribution for four alternative
flat-rate tax systems. The largest group of losers would be the same
middle income families who might lose their homeowner deduc-
tions under a comprehensive broadening of the tax base. (For table, _
see p. 211.)

. Conclusions: To sum up, the broad-base, low-rate income tax has
the potential to provide badly needed tax revenue with a minimum
loss or, perhaps, even a gain of economic efficiency. It therefore
clearly deserves a very serious examination. Equally clear is the
fact that a blanket broadening of the tax base or a complete flat-
tening of the tax rates would involve significant transition costs
and a shift of the tax burden from upper- to middle-income
taxpayers.

Tax incentives such as the mortgage interest and charitable con-
tributions are widely used and deeply imbedded in our economy,
and they could be eliminated only at substantial costs in disloca-
tion. Selectively maintaining all or some portion of such tax incen-
tives could make the transition easier. Similarly, a flat tax would
impose a larger tax burden on middle-income groups. Low but
graduated tax rates could prevent such a redistribution.

The statement continues, Mr. Chairman, to discuss the problem
of indexing the tax base, which we regard as a very complicated
one, and moves on to discuss the corporate tax and, more briefly, a
more major move from the income tax to an expenditure tax. But
we will leave those for later discussion or the record.

[The prepared statement of Alice M. Rivlin follows:]

11-384 0 - 83 ~- 14
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALICE M. RtvLIN, DIRECTOR, CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

Federal budget projections indicate that large deficits are in store for at least
the next several years. To reduce these deficits, tax increases as well as spending
cuts must be considered. Raising income or payroll tax rates would narrow the
deficit, but at the same time would slow the economy and decrease economic
incentives. What is needed, therefore, is a tax alternative that would encourage -- or
at least not inhibit - work, saving, and investment; that would increase capital
formation, economic growth, and productivity; and that would reduce tax-induced
misallocations of resources.

-Two alternatives courses to explore are:

o Broadening the base of the income tax to allow lower rates (or perhaps

only a single low rate); and

o Replacing the income tax with a broad-based expenditure tax.

A BROAD-BASED LOW-RATE INCOME TAX

The individual income tax is widely believed to be unfair, a drag on efficiency,
and overly complex. Many Americans perceive that the wealthy have access to
hidden and arcane legal provisions that permit them to pay little tax or none at all.
Economists argue that this same tangle of legal provisions hinders economic
efficiency by diverting resources from the activities with the greatest pre-tax yields
into less profitable but tax-favored enterprises. And almost every taxpayer feels
overvhelmed by the mass of forms and instructions he confronts ever): April.

Broadening the tax base is a widely discussed policy option because it would
not only raise badly needed revenue, but also make the tax system simpler, fairer,
and more efficient. Many of the preferential provisions in the ta:x law require more

and longer tax forms, and add pages to the instructions that every taxpayer must
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wace through, whether he uses the preferences or not. Most taxpayers are left with a
sense of favoritism and unfairness. And with so many preferences in the law, it is not
surprising that some taxpayers use them, either individually or in combination, to
reduce their tax liability. Repealing some or all of these preferences would cut back
on this complexity and perceived unfairness.

Perhaps the greatest advantage of broadening the tax base, though, is that it
would make it possible to raise additional tax revenue with less cost in inefficiently
atlocated resources. Many tax preferences in the law today induce taxpayers to
invest differently from how they would in an entirely free market. For example, the
tax system favors mineral extraction through depletion allowances, selective capital
gains preferences, and expensing of intangible costs of even successful long-term
development operations. It favors foreign operations and export activities through
deferral of tax, and it exempts part of foreign salaries. It allows deductions to be
accelerated and income to be postponed for certain projects. These examples are
indicative of the efficiency price the economy pays for such tax subsidies, and the
$273 billion total of tax expenditures in fiscal 1983 suggests that the influence of the
tax system on resource allocation is by no means small.

Scaling back some tax expenditures, as this committee did in the Tax Equity
and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, pushes the ~tax system toward greater
neutrality "and a more market-responsive allocation of resources. Further base
broadening could allow general tax rate reductions without loss of revenue. These
general rate reductions can partly compensate those taxpayers whose preferences

have been repealed, whereas a more limited base broadening would not provide the
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revenue for any compensating rate cuts. Further, lower tax rates yield their own
efficiency benefits.

Lower tax rates increase the incentive to work, save, and invest, and they
decrease the incentive to borrow. They therefore push in the right direction relative
to the economy's neéd for greater productivity and capital formation, though the
improvement that can be attained in these areas through the tax system alone should
not be overestimated. At the same time, lower tax rates have numerous technical
benefits, Distortions caused by the tax treatment of interest and debt during
inflation, the double taxation of corporate-source income, the incentive to make use
of tax shelter schemes, the marriage penalty, and the incentive to conceal income in
the so-called "underground economy" would all be at least partly corrected if tax
rates were lower and the rate schedule correspondingly flatter. The misallocation
and waste of resources from attempts to profit from the tax code would likewise be
cut back. Thus, the payoff from reduced tax rates can be far reaching.

How Much Broader Should the Tax Base Be? The theoretical efficiency

benefits of having the broadest possible tax base must be weighed against some
practical difficulties. First and foremost is that taxpayers have been making tax-
preferred investments for years in anticipation of the continuation of those prefer-
ences. Millions of middle-income families have contractual mortgage obligations
built into their household budgets; repeal of their mortgage interest and property tax
deductions might squeeze many of those budgets to the breaking point. Homeowners'
long-term contracts greatly reduce their flexibility to respond to a sudden and

comprehensive broadening of the tax base. Further, repeal of the tax prefcrences
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might shrink the market values of homes so far as to eliminate the sales of homes as
a potential solution to the family budget squeeze.

The charitable contributions deduction is another question to consider in the
context of base hroadening. Repeal of_this deduction would eliminate the tax
incentive for giving to finance many socially beneficial activities. Adjustment could
be extremely difficult for the many educational, medical, artistic, and religious
institutions now dependent on charitable giving.

Another potential limiration to base broadening is complication in the tax
code. Though many tax preferences complicate the tax code, some types of income
are excused from the tax because taxing them would be complicated. Non-wage
employee benefits are an example, Costs of group life and health insurance coverage
would have to be assigned to individual employees, which would be quite complex,
particularly in instances when the employers self-insure. If pension contributions
were also added to the tax base, even more difficult valuation problems would arise
in the equal treatrnent of defined contribution and defined benefit plans. Many other
base broadenirng steps would entail such difficulties,

How Flat Should the Tax Rates Be? Either lower graduated rates or a single

flat rate could be used with a broader tax base., A flat rate tax would have some
limited simplicity advantages over a tax with the same base and low graduated rates.
The single rate would eliminate the incentive artificially to move taxable income
from high-bracket to low-bracket taxpayers, or to postpone receipt of income to
years when the taxpayer is in an unusually lc_:\v tax bracket. Bracket creep could be

eliminated (if any zero-rate bracket is indexed), and the marriage penalty could be
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reduced. Of course, simply lowering the graduated rates would at least reduce all of
these problems.

But the most important effect of the flat rate tax would be a significant shift
of the tax burden from upper- to middle-income taxpayers (and possibly even lower-
income taxpayers, if larger personal exemptions and zero-bracket amounts were not
provided). The attached table demonstrates this redistribution for four alternative
flat rate tax systems. The largest group of losers would be the same middle-income
families who might lose their homeowner deductions under a comprehensive broaden-
in; of the tax base.

To sum up, the broad-base, low-rate income tax has the potential to provide
badly needed tax revenue with a minimum loss -- or perhaps even a gain -- of
economic efficiency. It therefore clearly deserves a very serious examination.
Equally clear is the fact that a blanket broadening of the tax base or a complete
flattening of the tax rates would involve significant transition costs and a shift of the
tax burden from upper- to middle-income taxpayers. Tax incentives such as the
mortgage interest and charitable contributions deductions are widely used and deeply
embedded in our economy, and they could be eliminated only at substantial costs in
dislocation. Selectively maintaining all or some portion of such tax incentives could
make the transition easier. Similarly, a flat tax rate would impose a larger tax
burden on middle-income groups. Low but graduated tax rates could prevent such a
redistribution.

Indexing the Tax Base. Some provisions now in the tax law, such as the

exclusions of certain forms of retirement savings and part of long-term capital gains,

are justified in part as compensation for inflation. If such provisions were repealed
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as a part of broadening the tax base, greater interest in explicit inflation indexing
might follow. An example of recent interest is the number of proposals for indexing
capital gains to reflect the inflation that occurred since assets were purchased. But
tax experts have long argued against indexing only part of the tax code. (Taxpayers
could easily profit from a partly indexed tax code. For example, if interest income
were indexed but interest receipts were not, a taxpayer who borrowed and lent
identical amounts at the same interest rate would have his interest income reduced
for tax purposes because of the inflation indexing, but could take his interest expense
deduction in full.) Therefore, indexing would be necessary for all assets and debts.
This would mean, for example, that the axtra income debtors implicitly receive when
inflation erodes the real value of their debt would be subject to tax.

Such indexing of the tax base would require some extraordinarily complgk
changes in the tax code and in taxpayer and business planning. (For example: What
would be the correct inflation adjustment on the sale of a home that had been
financed with a mortgage loan? Only‘the seller's equity in the home should be
indexed, but that equity changed continuously as the mortgage loan was amortized.)
Until the inflation statistics were compiled, taxﬁayers would be uncertqin of the tax
liabilities on the income from their investments. Debtors would have to pay tax 6n
the depreciation of their liabilities without a corresponding cash receipt from which
fo pay the tax. Indexing the tax code might lead to further indexation of a broad
range of financial transactions, causing a rapid transmission of inflationary shocks
throughout the economy and making inflation even harder to stop than it already is.
The government's finances would be less [wedictable, because they would be more

dependent on inflation than they are now.
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Indexing the tax base would greatly complicate the tax code, and it would
mark a significant step away from the use of the dollar as our unit of account. It is
thus not a step to be taken lightly.

The Corporate Income Tax. Just as broadening the individual income tax base

would be an efficient way to raise needed revenue, so would broadening t\he corporate
tax base. The efficiency and simplicity benefits would be analogous. For example,
corporate tax preferences such as the Domestic International Sales Corporation
(DISC) or subsidies for mineral exploration and development could be repealed or
reduced, and the general corporate tax rates could be cut as partial compensation,
The result would be a greater incentive to corporate enterprise generally in addition
to a pickup of additional revenue.

One additional option is the elimination of the double taxation of corporate
source income. Separate taxation of corporate enterprise places an extra burden on
business activities that cannot be undertaken in non-corporate ways. (The existence
of a corporate tax, however, discourages manipulation of the corporate form to avoid
individual income taxes.) One approach to the elimination of double taxation is
"integration," whereby all income qi corporations would be attributed to share-
holders, to be taxed only to them. The corporation would pay a withholding tax at
the highest individual income tax rate; individual shareholders who pay less than the
maximum tax rate would receive a refund of the excess corporate withholding.

While integration may be desirable to Improve economic efficiency, it would
hardly be a move toward simplification. The meshing of millions of corporate and
individual tax returns on different tax years would be an enormous task, especially

considering that corporate returns are typically not closed for years after. the tax



214

year ends. Shareholders would have to adjust the basis of their shares for retained
corporate earnings, which would involve a great deal of‘paperwork. The handling of
foreign taxes and the pass-through of foreign tax credits to individuals would be
exceedingly complex, The treatment of shares held by tax-exempt organizations
would be complex and could result in a large revenue drain. Finally, there would be a
tremendous incentive just before the date of record for temporary trades of shares of
corporations with tax losses from low- to high-bracket taxpayers.

In sum, the tax-writing committees would have their hands full with corporate
tax integration if it were considered in isolation. Combining it with a comprehensive

revision of the individual income tax might prove an impossible task.

AN EXPENDITURE TAX

A totally different approach would be an expenditure, or consumption, tax.
Many recent income tax initiatives that have exempted various forms of saving from
tAaX have n{oved in the direction of an expenditure tax; such piecemeal approaches,
however, have left the tax code much more complicated and ripe for abuse than
would a true expenditure tax.

An expenditure tax is essentially an income tax with a deduction for saving.
Taxpayers would compute their liabilities by adding up all their income, and then
deducting from that all saving. Exemptions would include purchases of stocks and ~
bonds, deposits in bank accounts, business investments, and so on. Their tax would be
computed on the income that they did not save, that is, their expenditure, (For

corporations, the equivalent of the deduction of saving would be immediate expensing

rather than depreciation of Investment.)
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The major argument for the expenditure tax is that it would increase the
incentive to save through its deduction for saving. The deduction would also
eliminate the income tax's "double tax" on saving--that is, taxing the money saved
when it is earned, and then also taxing the interest that the savings earn. Economists
differ on just how much additional saving would be forthcoming under an expenditure
tax, but the amount is likely to be small. Also, the expenditure tax base would be
smaller by the amount of saving than that of an equivalent income tax. That means
that the expenditure tax would need higher tax rates than the income tax, and those
higher tax rates would discourage work by a small amount.

An expenditure tax would In some respects be considerably simpler than an
income tax. Because saving would be immediately tax deductible, there would be no
need for depreciation accounting or tax base indexing. On the other hand, the
expenditure tax would require a complicated transition to treat appropriately any
previously accumulated wealth that may or may not have borne iricome tax (for
example, money in savings accounts, as opposed to accrued but unrealized tapital
gains). Taxpayers would have to report their saving, as well as their income as they
do now. Further, borrowed money, like income, would have to be taxed as
consurnption. Many problems of taxpayer compliance and administration could arise,
but there Is little experience to help solve them, inasmuch as the expenditure tax has
been tried only very briefly in India and Sri Lanka, and is not now in use anywhere in
the world.

An expenditure tax i; sometimes envisioned as simpler than the income tax
because it has no need for the many tax preferences now part of the U.S. income tax.

But there is no guarantee that an expenditure tax would pass through the legislative
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process without alteration of the tax base. Many socially desi able forms of
expenditure--housing, education, medical care, charitable giving, even domesticaliy
produced fuel-efficient automobiles--are likely candidates for preferential treatment
under an expenditure tax. We could easily exchange a leaky and inefficiency-inducing
income tax base for a leaky and inefficiency-inducing expenditure tax base.

People differ on the inevitably subjective value judgments regarding the
fairness of the :xpenditure tax versus the income tax. While some argue that the
expenditure tax would be fair because savings should not be taxed twice, others
counter that the expenditure tax would be unfair because savings should not be
exempt from tax when made. From this latter point of view, income is the
appropriate tax base, because it measures the power to consume; people who already
have considerable wealth have the greatest ability to save, and therefore can take
the greatest advantage of the savings deduction. Finally, because the expenditure
tax would allow saving without tax, some would argue for additional taxation of
wealth to prevent almost unlimited tax-free accumulation, and might fear that such
wealth taxation would not be forthcoming.

To sum up, the expenditure tax has a distinct advantage in its greater
incentive to save, but the income tax provides a greater incentive to work. The
expenditure tax is seen by some as more fair, because it taxes what people consume,
while others call the income tax more fair because it taxes the power to consume.
With no real practical experience in the administration of an erpenditure tax
anywhere in the world, and with the many imponderable factors regarding such a
fundamental and complex transition, the expenditure tax is probably not a realistic

option for dealing with our budgetary problems in the short term,



217

CONCLUSION

Unless major additional steps are taken to reduce spending and increase
revenues, large budget deficits are likely to persist. In light of the importance of
restoring economic growth, any sources for increased revenues must be carefully
chosen to maximize incentives for work and capital formation.

Moving toward a broader based lower rate income tax appears to be a
promising approach. Additional revenues could be gained by cutting back on
individual and corporate tax preferences that distort the allocation of resources,
while partly compensating general rate cuts would increase overall incentives for
work, saving, and investment. Variations could be considered to minimize the impact
on vulnerable sectors of the economy, such as homeowners and not-for-profit
institutions, and to prevent any substantial redistribution of the tax burden to middle-
income taxpayers.

Other revisions to the tax system, such as tax base indexing and corporate tax
integration, offer some potential benefits but also considerable complexity. They
would probably take some time to be developed fully. Similarly, an expenditure tax
could replace the current income tax and increase the incentive for saving, though
the debate on its fairness continues. Further, with no practical experience in its
implementation and many complexities in store, it should probably be considered an

option for the longer term.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, Dr. Rivlin. This may
be your last official visit before this committee, and I wanted to
thank you for all your fine cooperation over the years. It has been
a pleasure working with you, and we wish you well in your new
responsibilities.

. RivLIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to echo the chairman’s words. Your advice has
always been extremely valuable, and I guess from my perspective,
your testimony today has never been more valuable, because, as I
understand it, you have basically said that indeed, lowering the tax
rates would be a very important stimulus to work, savings, and
investments. At the same time, you agree that there are certain de-
ductions that are critical for middle-income peopie and I think
you mentioned interest on home mortgages and charitable
contributions.

You also, I think, took a little different viewpoint than the Treas-
ury did on the indexing of the capital basis of assets. While they
said that this was an important thing, you point out that it is also
extremely complex. 1 think if you have backup material that will
be in the record, and we probably won’t have to go over it today.

But generally you think that this is a proper direction for us to
head in, and that there is a very real trade-off in that the amount
of rate reduction is directly related to what you give up in the way
of loopholes. Is that not correct?

Dr. RivLIN. Oh, that’s clearly rizht. And you are, unfortunately,
in a very difficult situation for the future. It would be nice to cut
rates and not worry about broadening the base, perhaps, as Sena-
tor Grassley suggested earlier. But, as we look down the road, it is
not going to be possible to reduce revenue without making the defi-
cit larger. So I think you are faced with the trade-off: if you want
to lower rates, you do have to broaden the base, which does have
the advantage of making the tax seem fairer, as well.

Senator BRADLEY. As I have said earlier, it seems to me that is
an important recognition; because we have always tried to close
loopholes before from a kind of position of self-righteousness or
moral superiority, when what we are really doing here is closing
loopholes with a carrot, and that carrot is “lower tax rates.”

you point out, it will not be easy given the present budgetary
circumstance over the next couple of years.

Thank you very much, Dr. Riviin, for your testimony and for
your advice, since I have been here, at least.

Dr. RivLIN. Thank you, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Rivlin, I confess I haven’t studied your testi-
mony, and I intend to do that, but I think you have highlighted
some of the potential problems we will have in trying to define
some of the options. I listed some of the preferences that would
have to go by the wayside, and they become very, very sensitive—
whether or not you include social security payments and railroad
retirement, and different payments as income for income tax pur-

poses.
You don’t touch any of those in your bill, do you, Senator?
Senator BrRabpLEY. No, we don’t touch social security benefits or
veterans’ benefits.
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The CHAIRMAN. Again that points up that we need a lot of very
careful study before we try to put together any final package. I
would assume the CBO has a lot of material available that we
might be able to use in the coming months, certainly in prepara-
tion of your testimony plus just the store of knowledge and re-
sources they have that we might be able to call upon.

b ll)r. RivLIN. We do, Mr. Chairman, and we would be eager to
elp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is CBO looking ahead in 1983, 1984, and 1985 on
the revenue side? Has CBO looked at any revenue possibilities in
the next 3 years? I don’t suggest you are advocating any, but have
you looked at any?

Dr. RivLIN. In terms of other than tax alternatives?

The CHAIRMAN. What we might do in the base-broadening area
or the loopholeclosing area, if in fact we were directed by the
Budget Committee to raise revenues.

Dr. RivLIN. Well, for the last budget round, we offered a menu of
possibilities, and we expect to do that again for the fiscal year 1984
budget rounds. For the Congress use, we have put together a whole
list of possible ways of raising additional revenue, which would cer-
tainly include base-broadening alternatives.

’l:)he CHAIRMAN. That list is not yet available or it is in the proc-
ess?

Dr. RivLIN. It is in process. Of course, the number of possibilities
is limited. I don’t want to suggest that this coming list will differ
very much from the last version; but the analytical numbers will
be updated. The basic large items will of course be the same.

The CHAIRMAN. And I understand you are not making any rec-
ommendations?

Dr. RivLIN. No.

The CHAIRMAN. You merely list those possibilities and leave that
judgment up to the House, Senate, Congress, whatever?

Dr. RivLIN. That's right.

The CHAIRMAN. Again, I thank you very much.

Senator Bradley, any other questions?

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have anything else to
say.
I think, Dr. Rivlin, what this exchange highlights is whether we
approach this problem in a kind of comprehensive way with a bold
move, or whether we do it gradually with loophole closings and
some rate reductions, my position is clear: I would support the bold
movement. At the same time, I think that there is a real validity if
you can’t go the bold, at least getting something.

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t quarrel with that observation, but I do
believe we are probably some time away from that particular
move. But we certainly intend to pursue it.

Again, Dr. Rivlin, we thank you for your cooperation over the
years and appreciate your appearance here today.

We will stand in recess until 10 tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the hearing was recessed.]
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FLAT-RATE TAX

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 1982

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:12 a.m., in room
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, the Honorable Robert J. Dole
(chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Dole, Heinz, Grassley, Long, Bradley, and
Mitchell. ,

Also present: Senator Domenici. \

[The prepared statement of Senator Grassley follows:]

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES GRASSLEY

Mr. Chairman, I think we have heard some rather interesting and enlightenin
testimony thus far in these hearings. But I am somewhat concerned that we haven't
heard many specifics yet about the serious transitional problems that are likely to
result when reforming the tax code. Also not talked about is how we might expect
asset values to change as tax preferences are eliminated. I hope that these questions
can be addressed in more depth.

I also hope, Mr. Chairman, that we will hear some discussion about what we con-
sider to be the primary economic goals of our tax reform efforts. We must ask our-
selves what kind of economy we want to create through tax reform. As yet, we still
don’t have a clear sense of where we are right now, let alone where we are going, in
terms of the type of economy we want to build. On Tuesday, Buck Chapoton of the
Treasury Department told us that our tax code is somewhat of a hybrid of both an
income tax and a consumption tax. Well, if we want to make fundamental changes
in the tax code, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we must first determine which is the
better way to go, and why. Otherwise, Froceeding with tax reform becomes point-
less. So 1 hope there can be a meaningful discussion, here, on economic goals.

Earlier in these hearings I stated what I consider to be the chief economic goals of
tax reform. I outlined them as: efficiency of production, the creation of capital, and
a steady increase in real per capita income for everyone. These goals cannot be
achieved under the present tax system because the code is weighted toward the
gxact opposite sort of economic activity—namely, debt, consumption, and nonpro-

uction.

The question becomes how to best attain these economic goals. I believe we can
attain them through erasing the bias in the code toward debt and consumption. I
hope we can get further input on this from our experts who are testifying. After all,
that is why we’re here—to draw upon the exrertxse of these witnesses, and to syn-
thesize their wisdom and implement it into policy.

In particular, Mr. Chairman, I would hope to get an idea from each witness as to
how, specifically, we on the Finance Committee can take the first steps toward tax
reform, as early as next year. Now I know there are some who feel that we need a
break from tax revision after 2 consecutive Kears of major reform. Let me just say,
Mr. Chairman, thai this is one Senator who feels we cannot waste any time in
eliminategndg the debt-and-consumption bias in the tax code.

We n to create capital right now. We need to maximize efficiency of produc-
tion right now. And we need to increase real per capita income right now.

If we continue to delay tax reform, our competitive edge in world markets will
further be eroded. We are also in danger of losing our edge in the high-technology
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field, which is the key to the future of this economy. All this might happen because
we will not have acted swiftly to repair or replace an inefficient tax code.

I would like to address a pomt pertammg to the goal of economic efficiency that
was brought up in yesterday's session, in an exchange between Senators Long and
Domenici. And that is the relative efficiency of the tax code in allocating resources.

I agree with-Senator Long that the tax code is a more efficient allocator of re-
sources than the appropriations process. But even our attempts to allocate resources
through the tax code have led to biases and distortions—the very distortions that
have led us to consider an alternative code in the first place

What we need, as Jim Jones told us yesterday, is a “tax code for the space age’’—
a slim, trim tax code that adheres to the principles of neutrality and allows the free
market to do its will. ' - —=

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we could put together a tax force to
continue these studies on tax reform, with a report to be issued-sometime early next
year, prior to congressional consideration of tax legislation. I would be pleased to
participate in such a task force, and it would be encouraging if we could get some
bipartisan support.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. We have a number of distinguished witnesses
today, and we are very pleased to start the second day of the hear-
ings on these flat-rate, or low-rate or proportional tax discussions. I
wouldn’t suggest we are even yet maybe in the hearing stage; we
are attempting to obtain information.

We do have a number of matters on the Senate floor, so I am not
going to cut any witness off but we will probably try to move quick-
ly, because a number of those amendments on the floor involve this
committee and at least I will have to be gone part of that time.

We are very pleased to have our leader and chairman of the
Senate Budget Committee, Senator Domenici from New Mexico, as
our leadoff witness this morning.

Senator DoMENIc1. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Can you put one of those mikes in front of you
there, so we can record this for posterity?

Senator DoMENIcI. I am not used to the Finance Committee with
its fancy equipment.

The CHAIRMAN. We are well organized.

STATEMENT OF HON. PETE V. DOMENICI, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

Senator DoMeNIcI. First, Mr. Chairman, I want to say on behalf
of myself and the Budget Committee that it really is a pleasure to
work with your committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we enjoy being a subcommittee of the
Budget Committee.

Senator DoMENIcI. And I gather that you enjoy being instructed
to get your work done on time and on the money.

The CHAIRMAN. Right.

Senator DoMmEeNICI. Leaving all that aside, I do commend you for
the discussions and hearings you are having. It is obvious that the
people of this country, by very, very large proportions, are interest-
ed in simplifying the existing Tax Code. I don’t think there is any
doubt about that; all recent surveys and poll data clearly reflect
the perception that the present tax system is too complex and that
these complexities work to the advantage of those with the highest
incomes.
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Now, I am not an expert, but I stress that that is the perception.
1 assume it is real, but at least that is the firm perception of the
American people.

This frustration has a devastating impact on voluntary compli-
ance, as recent IRS studies show. Voluntary compliance with the
tax laws is the bedrock for funding our national Government. If we
allow an unfair and complicated Federal income tax system to un-
dermine voluntary compliance, an important foundation of our
democratic way of life will have been eroded.

However, Mr. Chairman, the frustration of the average taxpayer
should not, in my view, be construed as absolute support for a spe-
cific tax proposal such as the flat-rate tax system. A flat-rate
system, in and of itself, raises serious equity problems not only be-
tween high- and low-income taxpayers but also between those with
significant medical expenses and those without, between those with
homes and other long-lived assets which would decline in value
under a flat tax rate and those without, and between those who
can defer income until the adoption of the flat-rate tax and those
who cannot.

An abrupt move to the flat rate would fundamentally change
long-standing institutional understandings about tax policy, some
of which have evnlved over a half century and are now embodied in
our economic structure. Some asset values would decline; reducing
the capital gain in homes, for example, would be one rather natu-
ral effect. Charitable giving would probhably decline with adverse
effects on churches, hosiitals, and universities—I am not sure of

_that, but everyone I talk to that knows says it would. State and
local governments would likely find their interest expense on bond
issues rising. This would have the consequence, I think, of slowin,
construction of roads and other public works. While we can’t
burden this committee with all of these things, it is obvious that
the infrastructure of the country, in terms of its physical assets, is
on the wane, and we certainly would not want to add to that na-
tional problem. )

1 cite these examples not to defer consideration of the flat rate,
or even deter it, but to caution against being too exuberant in ap-
proaching a solution to the problems of our tax system. We need
some sure, steady, and permanent progress toward a simpler and
fairer tax system, not a sudden wild lunge which ultimately proves
destabilizing and unsuccessful. It is my opinion that a discussion of
possible reform of the individual tax system should begin with the

. g:;inciples and the purposes to which we believe that system should

put.

It has long been a key principle of the Federal tax system in the
United States that those with high incomes should pay a larger
share of their income to taxes than those with lower incomes. A
flat rate would apply the same rate to all taxpayers. Moreover, the
present tax system is increasingly used to achieve desirable eco-
nomic and social objectives—in part, because it appears to be a
more efficient vehicle than direct Federal spending programs. The
pure flat rate would eliminate all the deductions and special pref-
erences that now attempt to achieve such objectives.

If a flat tax rate can be developed which preserves the principle
that the tax burden is distributed according to the ability to pay,
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then I'm sure I can support it. If a flat tax svstem can be developed
that provides genuine sim?lification and not just a cosmetic realine-
ment of deductions, then I think we will have made real progress. -
However, I think we have to answer some fundamental questions
before we_plunge into some dramatic change, especially something
as deeply rooted in the economy of our country as this code.

For example, do we want to abrogate the principle of the pro-
gressive tax system, that those with h?her incomes should pay rel-
atively more to support the goals and objectives and activities of
iGovernment than those with lower incomes? Do we believe that
the Federal tax system should be used as an instrument of social
and economic change? Do we want to eliminate all incentives for
special purchases, like housing, or for personal needs like medical
expenses? Do we believe that income maintenance in the society
can be better accomplished through the active Federal spending
programs or through the tax system? What is the effect of a flat
tax rate on the revenue base of this country today and in the
future years? Obviously that is important to all of us.

These are the questions that I would urge the committee to con-
sider as it undertakes serious consideration of these proposals.

I will talk about budget implications of a flat tax rate, and then I
will ask that my statement be made a part of the record.

A flat tax rate would significantly change the relationship be-
tween growth in revenues and growth in the economy. Under the
current progressive system, Federal revenues increase about 1.6
times the growth in personal income—about 1.6 times the growth
in personal income. This means that when personal income grows
by 10 percent, in nominal terms, personal income taxes grow by 16
percent. Under indexing, which is scheduled to begin in 1985,
Federal revenues will grow more slowly. They will grow at 12 per-
cent, assuming 3 percent real income growth.

Under a pure flat tax rate, personal tax revenues would grow
only as rapidly as personal income. That extra bonus of either six-
tenths, or once indexing begins the two-tenths, would be gone from
the budget process in terms of revenue expectations. to the
extent that certain elements of the progressive tax system are built
into the flat tax rate, revenue Frowth would be somewhat higher.

As you can see, the effect of a move from the progressive tax
system toward a flat one could have the effect of reducing revenue
growth in future years. This is_also true to a lesser extent under
indexing, as I indicated. The budgetary impact of the change to a
flat tax rate may not be large in the first year, but after several
years it would substantially reduce Federal revenues if compared
to projected revenue under our present tax system.

Certainly lower revenue growth than under current law would
put even greater pressure on Federal spending. Given our past ex-
periences with Federal spending and Federal revenues, the un-
avoidable conclusion is that we are substantially overcommitted on
the budget’s spending side relative to the revenues we can hope to
collect. I merely ask the question: Would a flat tax rate on personal
taxes exacerbate that imbalance? Looking at it purely objectively,
it seems that it would.

I have some additional concerns: What is going to happen to low-
income taxpayers? Is it sufficient or desirable to just eliminate
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taxes for them? I have a concern about shifting the significant
burden to the middle-income taxpayers. Under most flat tax rates.
that is the inevitable conclusion. If you eliminate taxes on the low
side and if the flat rate on the very high income group is reduced
there is only one group left to make up the difference. It means
higher taxes for middle-income America.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would like to
make the remainder of this statement and a detailed analysis a
part of the record, with your permission.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

‘ l[lThe] prepared statement of Senator Domenici and the analysis
ollow:
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TESTIMONY OF SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
ON THE FLAT RATE INCOME TAX
BEFORE THE-

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
SEPTEMBER 29, 1982

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify before
your Committee on the issue of the Flat Rate Tax. As you are well
aware, there is substantial support among the people of this country
for simplifying the tax code. To be more blunt, Mr, Chairman, the
American people have developed a serious dislike of the federal
individual income tax system, not just because they dislike taxes,

but also because of the increasing complexity of the tax law.

THE BURDEN OF COMPLIANCE

Each year the IRS publishes hundreds of forms. The long form has
66 1ines, and if that taxpayer itemizes as most long form taxpayers
do, another 41 lines are required. The amount of record keeping and
time spent filling oht returns is enormous. No one knows exactly how
much time and effort that is, but some indication can be gleaned from
the fact that 61 percent of all long form taxpayers resort to
professional tax return preparers. Obviously, most Americans feel
that special expertise is required to avail themselves of all the
deductions and credits to which they are legally entitled. This is a
shocking indictment for a system which purports to be fair.

Ancgther indication of the burden of complying with our complicatel

tax taws is the error rate. Eight percent of all the tax returns
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filed last spring for the 1381 tax year had an error. Tax return
preparers had a 5.1 percent error rate and those who prepared their
own returns erréd 10.6 percent of the time. Even though there is no
data to prove it, 1 sus;ect that low income taxpayers suffer a higher
error rate than high income taxpayers. Theseyrates have been growing
steadily over the past decade as major tax law changes have been made
nearly every year. The public, including tax lawyers and accountants,
have been unable to keep up with the torrent of tax legislation. Many
taxpayers plead not for wide-ranging reform, but merely for Congress
to stop changing the law so often.

A final measure of public dissatisfaction and confusion with the
tax system is the degree of non-compliance. Preliminary data from the
IRS estimates show that noncowpliance will cost the Treasury $77
billion in lost individual income tax revenue this year. Even after
the much needed reforms of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility
Act of 1982, individua1s are expected to underpay their federal
income taxes by $93 billion in FY 1985. Only 80 percent of nonwage
income is reported, and in some cases, such as capital gains and tips,
those percentages are much lower.

Voluntary compliance with the tax laws is the bedrock of the
federal income tax system. If we allow the unfairness and complexity
of the system to undermine voluntary compliance, an important

foundation of our democratic way of life will have been eroded.

THE FLAT RATE

Our system is complicated beyond the comprehension of most

taxpayers, and our high marginal tax rates on a narrow tax base
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has shifted capital investment away from productive uses into
wasteful tax shelters. Ffrom this kind of frustration, naturally
arises the public demand for a simpler system.

A poll by the Advisory Commissioﬁ on Intergovernmental
Relations shows that the income tax has just moved ahead of
property taxes as our most "unfair tax" in the opinion of.the
taxpayers. This frustration on the part of the average taxpayer
should not, in my view, be construed as absolute support for any
specific tax proposal such as the f!at—tax rate system. The
promise of increased simplicity and fairness is Qery enticing when
the proposals lack detail, but as the details are added, I see
great risk that the poor will be unnecessarily disadvantaged, that
special exemptions wil) be retained for the strongest politicgl
constituencies, that simplification will occur in name only, and
that instead of a better tax system, we would only end up with a
different one. ‘

There are very real problems which deserve the Committee's
consideration. First, at every income level there is wide variation
in effective tax rates. Second, inflation has pushed the average
taxpayer into marginal rate brackets which were never contemplated
when they were enacted. 1n 1961, 90 percent of all taxpayers fell
into either the 20 or 22 percent brackets., Today, just over half
of our taxpayers fall into higher brackets than that. Third, the
regressivity of our tax system has grown because of the increasing
fiscal pressures upon our state and local governments. They have

recently adopted the largest tax increases in decades. The Tax
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Foundalion reports that last year, 31 states raised their taxes by
$3.8 billion. This year, another 26 states have a whopping $6.8
billion of further tax increases under consideration. Most of
these tax increases are quite regressive. Increases in employee
payroll taxes, a major source of revenue growth in recent years,
are also regressive -- which adds to the tax burden of 10Q income
wage earners,

These are the challenges that must be met if this undertaking
to improve our tax system and to revive our economy is to be
successful. In general, taxpayers with the same fncome should pay
the same tax. The tax base should be broadened and marginal tax
rates should be reduced. Special provisions should be made to
offset the increasing regressivity of state and local taxes and
payroll taxes. Our tax system should be much more neutral in its
impact on investment decisions.

The frustration of the average taxpayer should not, in my
view, be construed as absolute support for a specific tax proposal
such as a flat rate tax system. A flat rate tax, in and of
itself, raises serious equity problems not only between high and
low income taxpayers, but also between those with significant
medical expenses and those without, between those with homes and
other long lived assets which would decline in value under a flat
rate tax and those without, and between those who can defer income
until adoption of the flat rate tax and those who cannot.

An abrupt move to a flat rate tax would fundamentally change
long standing institutional understandings about tax policy, some

of which have evolved over half a century and are now well embedded
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in our economic structure. Some asset values would decline,
reducing the capital gain in homes, for example. Charitable
giving would probably decline with adverse effects upon churches,
hospitals, and universities. State and local governments would
likely find their interest expense on bond issues rising. This
would slow construction of roads and other public works.

[ cite these examples not to deter consideration of the flat
rate tax, but to caution against being too exuberant in approaching
a solution to the problems of our tax system. We need sure,
steady and permanent progress toward a simpler and fairer tax
sysfem, not a sudden wild lunge which ultimately proves
destabilizing and unsuccessful.

{f a flat rate tax can be developed which preserves the
principle that the tax burden is distributed according to the
ability to pay -- then I will support it, 1If a flat tax system
can be developed that provides genuine simplif;hation, and not
Jjust a cosmetic realignment of deductions, then, I think that we
will have made real progress. It is the opinion of this Senator
that reform of our individual tax must closely adhere to these
principles.

For example, do we really want to eliminate progressive
taxation? Should those with higher incomes pay a larger share of
their income to support government activity than those with lower
incomes? Do we believe that the federal tax system should never
be used as an instrument of social and economic change? Do we

want to eliminate incentives for housing, charitable contributions,

-
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and medical care? Do we believe that certain objectives, like
basic income maintenance in the society, can be better accomplished
through federal spending programs or through the tax system? Will
reduced outyear revenues effectively constrain spending growth or
will it just increase deficits? ‘

These are the questions that | would urge this Committee to
consider as it undertakes serious consideration of a specific flat
rate tax proposal.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

Let's look for a moment at the effect of a flat rate tax on the
budget. A flat rate tax would significantly change the relationship
between the growth in revenues and the growth in the economy. Under
the current progressive system, federal revenues increase about 1.6
times the growth in personal incomes. This means that when the
personal income grows by 10 percent, in nominal terms, personal income
taxes grow by 16 percent. Under indexing, which is scheduled to begin
in 1985, federal revenues will grow more slowly, at 12 percent
assuming 3 percent real income growth.

Under a pure flat rate tax, personal tax revenues would grow only
as rapidly as personal income. So, if personal income grows by 10
percent, revenues will grow by 10 percent as well. To the extent that
certain elements of a progressive system are built into the flat rate
tax, revenue growth will be scmewhat higher.

As you can see, the effect of a move away from a progressive tax
system toward a flat rate tax will reduce revenue growth in future
years., This is also true to a lesser extent under inde&ing which

eliminates taxes on the portion of personal income growth associated
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with inflation. The budgetary impact of the change to a flat rate
tax may not be large in the first year, but after several years, the
effect would be substantial.

Clearly, lower growth in revenues than already in current law
will put still greater pressure on federal spending. Given our past
experiences with federal spending and federal revenues, {t is hard to
avoid the conclusion that we are substantially overcommitted on the
spending side of the budget given the revenues we can expect to
collect. A flat tax rate on per;onal taxes could worsen this
imbalance,

This is particularly true when we look at the structure of
federal spending compared to the revenues from a flat tax rate. Over
a third of the federal budget is directly indexed to the rate of
inflation, which means that, given the natural growth in case loads,
these programs will likely grow more rapidly than the economy and far
more rapidly than the real growth in the ‘economy. Most of these costs
are for federal pension programs. Other programs are indirectly
indexed for inflation -- such as Medicare and Medicaid. In addition,
the present Congressional budget implies a substantial increase in
this nation's commitment to defénse, which means that defense
-spending, too, is likely to grow fasterxthan the growth in the
economy. Finally, interest costs, too, may grow more rapidly than the
economy.

You can easily see the problem. If upwards of 75 percent of
Federal outlays are growing at 12 percent, while revenues grow at
only say 9 percent, under a flat rate tax, the present structual

imbalance between spending and revenues will get worse not better.
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The federal government is already commandeering 54 percent of the
nation's credit resources through direct borrowing and fedcral credit
activities. Né-certainly want to reduce the government's intrusion
into capital markets, not increase it.

Therefore, 1 say to the Committee, a decision to adopt a fairer,
simpler tax, which 1 support, in the form of a flat rate system is
also a decision to make sizeable outyear spending reductions beyond
those already contemplated by the current budget, and, 1 emphasize,
beyond additional reductions that will almost certainly be required to

bring large federal deficits down further.

LOW INCOME TAXPAYERS

Mr. Chairman, let me turn to the effect of a flat rate tax on
low income taxpayers. A flat rate tax will transfer disposable
income from low income taxpayers to high income taxpayers unless
the personal exemption and/or the zero bracket amount are
increased. Table 1 shows this shift under a purely revenue
neutral flat rate tax with the present law exemption and zero
bracket amount. Those with incomes below $30,000 experience a $30
billion tax increase. This becomes a tax reduction for those with
incomes in excess of $30,000."

Most current proposals for a flat tax rate would increase the
personal exemption or the zero bracket amount or both to cope with
this problem. The difficulty arises in that the closer one comes
to eliminating any tax increase for those with low incomes, the

higher the flat rate has to be in order to avoid revenue loss.
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This increases the relative share of the tax burden for the middle
and upper middle income taxpayer. You cannot reduce taxes for both
upper and lower income taxpayers without increasing taxes for the
majority of taxpayers with the middle~incomes. Simply put,
someone has to pay.

Clearly, a3 pure flat rate tax has to be adjusted both to
modify the tax reduction for the upper income taxpayer and to make
judicious use of the increased revenue from base broadening to
offset tax increases for the lower and middle incomes. Part of
this adjustment will probably have to take the form of a surcharge
for the very highest income taxpayers. This would alleviate the
potential burden upon the middle and lower income taxpayers.

High income taxpayers would still receive the benefits of sub-
stantially lower marginal tax rates even though their average tax
rate would be unchanged. This is the approach taken in tne
Bradley-Gephardt proposal. It is important to note that even with
such a surcharge, tHree quarters of the taxpayers would still be
taxed at one rate.

Then the question is: 1s it enough to avoid a tax increase
for the poor? 1 do not believe that it is. It seems to me that
we should reemphasize the principle enunciated by President Nixon
and {mplemented in the 1969 and 1971 revenue acts, that no citizen
below the poverty level should pay federal income tax,

There are 6.9 million families in the United States below the
poverty level. Just over half of them have at least one wage

earner, and a substantial minority pay some federal income tax.
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Back in 1979 when the tax thresholds were last changed they
were closely aligned with the poverty levels as shown in Table 2.
With inflation and no change in the zero bracket amount of the
personal exemption, the gap between the poverty level and the tax
thfesho1d has widened. 1 believe there is an obligation on our
part to reduce this gap especially during such difficult economic
times. i

Even if w2 succeed in removing the poor from the federal tax
rolls they are still subject to considerable state and local
taxation. Forty-six states have a sales tax, and all states have
local property taxes., Four states have increased their sales
taxes alré;dy and another 13 are considering doing so this year.
State tax increases in 1981 amounted to $3.8 billion, and another
$6.8 billion of tax increase proposals are before state legislatures
this year. These increases will compound the impact on the poor
of the stringent fiscal policies that all levels of government
have been forced to adopt to reduce inflation.

Another feature of our tax system affecting the poor is the
overlap with our welfare systems which contain potent work dis-
incentives. These disincentives operate through a combination of
rules regarding the effect of new wage income on beéefit payments
and program eligibility, much like a marginal tax rate. The
Congressional Research Service has computed the combined effect of
these programs and has found that a welfare mother with two children
will only get a 15 percent increase in income if she takes a full
time job at the minimum wage. That represents an 85 percent

marginal tax on her earnings, not including the possible Medicaid
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cut-off or additional work related expenses such as transportation
and clothing. Is it any wonder that this woman decides she is
better off staying home with her children and living at public
expense? 4

The Congress and my own state of New Mexico have already taken
action to address these problems. In 1975, at the urginngf Senator
Long, this Comnittee adopted the earned income credit as an attempt to
reduce the powerful disincentives which affect the working poor. This
refundable tax credit, equal to 10 percent of the first $5,000 of
earned income, heies over 6 million working low fncome taxpayers to be

part of the workforce.
In 1972, my state of New Mexico confronted a similar question of

how to insulate the poor from a broad-based state sales tax. Sales
taxes are regressive and most states exempt food and medical care from
sales tax as a way of reducing the regressivity. Unfortunately,
exempting basic purchases 1ike food and medical care does not actually
reduce the regressivity of sales taxes because the tax rate on other
types of purchases must be increased to offset the revenue loss from
the exempted items. New Mexico's solution to this problem was to
adopt a refundable tax credit in order to to insure that no low income
New Mexican paid a greater portion of income to state taxes than the

share paid by a taxpayer at the poverty level.
In 1972, the New Mexico State Legislature adopted a scaled down

version of the original refundable credit proposal to stay within the
state's revenue constraints. The initial experience under the program

was hampered by the same income disregard questions you have faced



287

with the federal earned income credit. There was also a period of
hard work by the revenue department to publicize the availability of
the credit.

But, these problems were solve& Snd the program has proven quite
successful. In 1981, 101,343 New Mexicans claimed the "low income
comprehensive tax rebate" as we will call it., This represents over 80
percent of those eligible to receive it. The remainder do not bother
to claim a smail credit, because it phases out near the poverty level.

This high level of participation on the part of New Mexico
taxpayers shows that a well conceived and faithfully administered tax
credit can be quite successful in offsetting regressive taxation.
Therefore, 1 urge the Committee, in its consideration of a flat rate
tax, to follow through on the initiative it showed in 1975 by
including in a flat rate tax system an expanded version of the present
law earned income tax credit.to insure fair treatment of our low

income citizens:

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, it is clear, given not only my
testimony, but the statements of those who have preceded me, that
reform of the existing personal income tax system is one of the
most important issues facing the Congress today. Various attempts
over the years at reforming the individual income tax with minimum
taxes and limitations on deductions have nibbled at the edge of
the real issues. The difficulty of defining the appropriate tax
rate structure and the tax base have simply overwhelmed whatever
consensus there was for change in the system as a whole. My sense

is that the balance has now shifted strongly in favor of change.

11-384 0 - 83 -- 16
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Your remarks to the Commitfee yesterday, described more
clearly and more thoroughly than 1 can the real choices we face in
effecting this change. These are: first, the extent of progres-
sivity to include 1in the federal sygfem, particularly after
taking the effects of other types of taxation like state and local
taxes and payroll taxes into account, and second, the defénition
and comprehensiveness of the tax base. v

1 agree with your view completely that we should move with
caution, and, in all probability, in stages, to implement careful
reform that will be enduring and which will not {mpose unfair
hardships on those taxpayers who have made substantial long term
economic decisions on the expectation that the tax laws would not

change.
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Table 1

REDISTRIBUTION OF TAX UNDER
A 12,3 PERCENT FLAT RATE TAX
UNDER 1984 LAW AT 1981 INCOME LEVELS

Change 1n 1984

Expanded Expanded 1984 Tax " Liability With
_Income Income Liability Flat Rate Tax
(thousands) (billions) (billions) {billions)
Below $5 $17.5 -$ .3 +5 2.4
$5 - $10 98.7 - 4.7 - + 7.4
$10 - $15 162.8 12.5 o+ 7.4
$15 - $20 188.2 17.5 + 5.6
$20 - $30 . 416.7 44.3 + 6.9
$30 - $50 509.7 64.3 - 1.8
$50 - $100 230.7 39.i - 10.8
$100 - $200 83.9 18.9 - 8.6
5200 + Above _67.5 _16.7 - 8.5
Total 1775.7 217.9 0.0
Table 2

POVERTY LEVELS CQMPARED T0
TAX THRESHOLDS UNDER PRESENT LAW

Single Family of Four
1981 Poverty Level $4,620 - $9,287
Tax Threshold 3,300 ' 7,400
1979 Proverty Level $3,689 $7,412

Tax Threshold 3,300 7,400
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The CHAIRMAN. Again, I want to express my appreciation be-
cause I know the Budget Committee and the staff have done a

eat deal of work in this area, and we will be working with the

udget Committee as we further develop if not what one might
perceive to be a flat-rate tax maybe some variation thereof, or
continue to broaden the base and to lower the rates, and to
continue to scrutinize the Tax Code for provisions that should be
modified. Let’s face it, there are still a lot of provisions that have
been asleep in the Tax Code for Kears and that may or may not
serve a useful purpose today. I think that is a responsibility we
have, and certainly the Budget Committee has been most helpful
in working with this committee and other committees.

So I think you have fairly stated not only the problem but some
of the limits on what we refer to as a flat-rate tax.

y own view is that we must be very careful. We must do our
best to try to inform the American people of just what a flat-rate
tax is, because the term “flat rate” doesn’t really tell you much at
all. We will find out maybe from the next witness, Mr. Harris, how
little or how much it does tell. He will give us an insight into what
the polls may reflect—what people may be thinking a flat-rate tax
is, whether they want to give up deductions. The answer is general-
ly no, but——

Senator DoMmeNIcI. But they want a flat rate.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing). But they want a flat rate. We have
variations of flat rates: Senator Bradley has proposals, there are
:leven House bills, five Senate bills. Some are pure flat-rate propos-

8.

I think the value here is not only of airing the ideas—and I com-
mend those who have bills introduced—but hopefully these hear-
ings will continue to stress the need for fairness and simplicity,
base broadening, equity, however you may want to describe it. We
will be working with the Budget Committee, and we appreciate
your being here this morning.

Senator Bradley?

Senator BrRaDLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre-
ciate the testimony of Chairman Domenici. I think that his opinion
on matters that relate to the budget and economics generally has
always been respected, but in the last year or two it has become an
even more respected opinion.

I am particularly glad that he—and, frankly, Mr. Chairman,
along with virtually every other witness who has testified before
the committee to date—has raised serious questions about a pure
flat-rate tax. I think if there is one service that these hearings will
provide for the Congress and the public at large, it is to lay aside
the notion that a flat-rate tax is as simple as it appears or as
income-neutral as it appears. I hope that what will flow from these
hearings—and I think the Senator’s testimony is just another nail
in the coffin of the flat flat-rate tax, the pure flat-rate tax—is that
there is another alternative that keeps income distribution at its
present levels as under current law, and that is the fair tax. I
think that Senator Domenici's voice wiil be another voice along
that road to the realization that we can have a fairer and simpler
system without going to a pure flat rate and that there is a median
course.
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I was struck by one thing that he said, though, which was that
we don’t want to make an abrupt change in tax policy. Now, let'’s
lay aside the flat rate as such, meaning a rate of x percent with no
deductions. Could you talk a little bit about what you mean by
abrulpt? Some people think, for example, that what happened in
the 1981 Tax Act was abrupt. People who look at the deficits say
that the 1981 act is in part responsible for the size of the deficit
that we are grappling with todgly and was one of the reasons why
we had to come back with the Tax Act of 1982, to try to make up
that deficit.

So I would like for you, if you could, to describe what you mean
by abrupt. -

Senator DomEeniclt. Well, the abruptness that I was addressing
did not have to do with raising or lowering, dramatically or other-
wise, the revenue base. I had two distinct propositions. 1 cautioned
against taking a path where we will get a lot less revenue as the
economy grows. This is a hidden danger in eliminating the progres-
sixl;)tg in our gresent system. I just wanted to make sure we under-
8 the problem in terms of our budget commitments.

The abruptness I was speaking of has to do with the social and
economic impact of the specific provisions within the tax law of the
country. You have been faced with that when you wanted to elimi-
nate the business deduction for business lunches, just for a small
example. What does the restaurant industry say? “An abrupt
change will break us.”

Now if you have all of the deductions, credits, and exclusions in
front 'of you and you are going to do away with all of them, do we
really know enough to do something that abruptly? What business-
es are going to be wiped out? What plans for growth are going to
be disrupted or abandoned? What habits of the American people
that then affect the business life and the commercial life are going
to be dramatically changed? It is in that context that I say that we
surely can't do something abrupt.

Senator BRADLEY. I think that is a valid point. The question is, if
you think that there are little loopholes that dot the Tax Code that
You want to look at, and you know that each group that has that
oophole is going to come in and say, “To eliminate that loophole
means we are in a depression,” the question is: How are you going
to go about it?

I have argued that the way you have to go about it is, you can
close loopholes with a carrot or with a stick. With a stick you just
close them because you get the deficit down, but with a carrot you
close them because you have lower tax rates. I think we can do
that in a systematic way and in a way that allows taxpayers and
the marketplace ample time to adjust.

As I get the drift of the 1981 act, lower tax rates are what we are
all after because that means more incentives for work, savings, and
investment.

A second question, if I could, and I think that we really need to
focus on this: What would a flat-rate tax rate have to be? What
would the rate of a flat-rate tax have to be if we were not going to
increase the deficit dramatically? Have you looked at that, given
the present deficit? )
 Senator DoMEeNIcI. I don’t have it with me, Senator Bradley.
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Senator BRADLEY. I don’t mean to put you on the spot. As I un-
derstand it, you would have to have a 14-, 15-, 16-percent rate.

Now, I think the illusion that is being perpetrated on the Ameri-
can public is that somehow or other you can have a flat rate of 12
percent or 10 percent, and have the same amount of revenue. If
you don’t look at this thing carefully what you are going to have is
a deficit time bomb out there.

For example, yesterday Senator Helms said with a 10-percent tax
rate—maybe not 10 percent, maybe 11—we would not have a
bigger deficit. Well, the fact is we could end up with a much great-

er deficit.

"I think that brings us back to the fair tax, where under the pro-
posal that Congressman Gephardt and I have made, for 75 percent
of the taxpayers the maximum rate is 14 percent. So there is no
reasonable flat-rate system that could give a taxpayer a lower rate
than Bradley-Gephardt. In addition, taxpayers wouldn’t fget to keep
the deductions that are in Bradley-Gephardt, such as for interest
on a home mortgage or property taxes or charitable giving or the
various others that we have kept.

I think these hearings should result in people focusing on these
distinctions. I thank you for your testimony because I think you
lﬁave indeed focused on a lot of the major problems with the pure

at rate.

Senator DoMENICL. Senator, you didn’t put me on the spot; we
have the numbers, I just didn’t bring them with me. But it is cer-
tainly more than 10 or 11; it is somewhere near 14, 15, 16. You
have them as well as we do; if not we certainly would give them to
you.

I would say there is an additional fproblem. Unless you expect
some significant new growth because of the structural changes that
might occur under a flat rate, you don’t want to forget that under
the current progressive system Federal revenues increased about
1.6 times the growth in personal income. So it is very important
when you look at this flat tax proposal that you don't take that
first or first and second year and stop there. You must look at your
economic projections. If you expect 5 percent real growth for 4 or 5
years, you had better know that this 1.6 times the growth in per-
sonal income tax revenue won’t be realized. You will have to build
a compensating factor into the flat rate. I am not saying you
shouldn’t or you can’t, but you might have to add one-half point to
the flat rate.

Senator BRADLEY. Well, again, if it didn’t go into effect until 1985
you would only want to make up 1.2 percent—12 percent instead of
16 percent. Because as you correctly pointed out, that is when we
have introduced the indexing.

Senator DoMEeNIC1. Well, we haven't arrived at 1985 yet.

The CHAIRMAN. No; it's coming.

Senator BrADLEY. That’s an interesting point. That’s the news
today, maybe.

The CHAIRMAN. What, 1985?

Senator DoMEeNIcI. 1985 is the news?
lgggnator BrADLEY. No, no—that indexing might not make it to

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, no; it's in good shape. [Laughter.]
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I wonder, Senator Bradley, if you might run over and vote? 1
have Senator Grassley voting, and we will just have sort of a re-
volving group here.

Senator BRADLEY. Yes, sure.

The CHAIRMAN. We will wait a few minutes.

I hope I can explain to the witnesses. We are going to have a
series of votes, and you will have new Senators coming and others
leaving.

Senator Long?

Senator LoNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I see in your statement at the bottom of page 3, “It has long been
a key principle of the Federal tax system that those with high in-
comes should pay a larger share of their income in taxes than
those with lower incomes.” Do you subscribe to that principle, Sen-
ator Domenici?

Senator DoMENICI. Senator Long, I stated in this text that I do.

Senator LoNG. I do, too. I am not saying that we shouldr’t have a
flatter tax, flatter than it is now, but I do think that the flat tax,
particularly on income, goes contrary to that, especially when you
take into account the fact that the social security tax is a flat tax—
it is a regressive tax; it is a tax on consumption, and it does not
apply to income above a certain level. The very rich don’t pay near
as much directly. Indirectly, as consumers, they do pay a great deal
more than that. But when you couple it with the other revenues
that flow into the Government, and where the final impact rests on
those other revenues, the very rich are not paying as much as they
would have us believe.

I am not advocating that they pay more; I am just saying that it
is only fair that those who make a great deal should pay more,
even a higher rate, than those who make a very little bit. Even
they would buy the principle. They would exclude a personal ex-
emption at the bottom; but I think it works at the middle-income
level as well, and I am glad to see that you do, too.

Now, you saf also, “The tax system is increasingly used to
achieve desirable economic and social objectives.” 1 would make
this point, and I think if you agree with this I would sort of like
you to say it: We spend all of our money in ways that we think
would achieve the most desirable results for our country, both in
terms of social results and in terms of defense.

Now, if we are going to try to encourage productivity and to en-
courage conduct that is good for this societg with our spending
laws, should not the same principle apply with our taxing laws? In
other words, if we want to bring about a certain t of human
conduct, and we do it with our spending, why shouldn’t we also
seek"to achieve the same purpose in the way we raise $700 billion a
year?

Senator DoMeNIci. Well, Senatcr, obviously it is relative. The
answer is yes, I support that. The purpose for the hearings is to
identify whether there is a better way to accomplish the same goal
within the tax laws of the country. I don’t think the purpose is to
abatr;gon the use of the tax laws for the results that you have just _
stated.

If you go look in the budget, you will find that you spend a cer-
tain amount of money for medical care that you put out and spend,
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but if you go over and look in the Tax Code you will also find that
we encourage health care by the way we treat medical deductions,
both business and personal, and particularly business.

We have not done a study as to which method is more efficient
that I know of—there probably are some. My present conclusion
would be that probably the Tax Code is a more efficient way of
doing many eof these things than the direct spending programs that
are on the books that purport to do the same things.

Senator Loxa. Thank you very much.,

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Domenici.

_ I would like to now have Mr. Harris get ready to testify while I
run over and vote. Senator Grassley will come right back, and Sen-
ator Bradley.

Lou Harris, chairman and chief executive officer of Louis Harris
& Associates, from New York, we are very pleased to have you
before the committee this morning.

We only have about 4 minuteuslﬁeft on this vote, so I will depart.
Senator Grassley will be here in a minute or so, then you can start
your testimony.

Your entire statement will be made a part of the record, and you
can proceed in w:'y‘ﬁrw wish. I have already read it; it is inter-
estingl, and I think it will be very interesting to the committee.

So, T will be right back.

Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, do you want me to begin now or wait
for Senator Grassley? :

The CHAIRMAN. If you would, wait until Senator Grassley comes
back. Thank you.

[Whereupon, the hearings went off the record and were resumed
on the record shertly thereafter.]

Senator BRADLEY. The committee will come to order.

Chairman Dole mentioned to me that I should start the hearings.
This is a rare privilege for semeone who is on the minority. Sena-
tor Grassley, and I think Senator Roth, have been detained on the
floor, so I think that we ought to start. They will be joining us in
the course of your testimomy, Mr. Harris. Welcome to the
committee, and ’Iganlease go ahead.

Mr. HARRIS. k you.

STATEMENT OF LOUIS HARRIS, CHAIRMAN AND CHIEF EXECU-
TIVE OFFICER, LOUFS HARRIS & ASSOCIATES, NEW YORK, N.Y.

" Mr. HARR1S. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure and a privilege to be
here.

I must begin by saying that in the public’s mind, by any meas-
ure, we are living through the bleakest economic environment
since the 1930's. Indeed, startling to me is that 57 percent of the
people of this country now think we are in a depression, nor does
the public see any signs of recovery for at least another 12 months,
if indeed it will take place then.

One significant result of the very hard times our people have
been livin, through is that sizable majorities of the public believe
we live in highly inequitous times. Put bluntly, by 63 to 32 percent,
a big majorit’y of the public is convinced that as a result of Presi-
dent Reagan’s economic program, the elderly, the poor, and the
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handicapped are being especially hard hit. By contrast, by a 65 to
27 percentage, the majority say the rich and big business are much
better off.

In turn, this perceived inequity has now permeated deeply into
people’s thinking about the tax system and how it ought to be
changed. When asked directly in a recent Business Week Harris
poll—I call this shocking—by 86 to 7 percent, a majority, nation-
wide feels that “while most lower- and middle-income people now
pay their Federal tax by taking standard deductions, most higher
income people get out of gaying much of their taxes by hiring
clever tax accountants and high-priced lawyers who show them
how to use loopholes in the tax law for tax shelters and other de-
vices.

Put bluntly again, it means that the prevailing view in this coun-
try is that if you are well enough off you can afford the expertise
to avoid paying taxes. Those who can’t afford such help end up
pag;lg through the nose. .

e sad consequence of this state of cynicism about the way the
tax system works is that support for the progressive tax system
principle has dropped precipitously just in the last year. A year ago
a substantial and clearcut 58 to 38 percent majority of the public
felt that the progressive tax principle—and the way we defined it
was that higher income people not only have to pay more in taxes,
but because of their ability to pay they must pay a higher percent-
age of their income in taxes—people then thought this was all fair
and equitable.

This year, by only 47 to 45 percent, which statistically is an in-
significant margin, a narrow plurality of the public still believes
that the progressive income tax principle is right—but that’s just
surviving by the skin of its teeth.

Significantly, the cynics and opponents of the progressive tax
notion are to be found among those who are havier:ig a harder time
making ends meet, among those with the least education, among
women, blacks, Hispanics, low-income families, blue-collar ple,
and union members. They.are joined in a kind of unholy alliance,
Mr. Chairman, by those in the highest income brackets who feel
the same way but for obviously different reasons.

More Democrats are fed up with the progressive tax system than
Republicans, for indeed a 50 to 42 plurality of Republicans say they
believe in it.

Thus, by a thumping 62 to 25 percent, the majority of the Ameri-
can people today would favor changing the basic Federal income
tax system by going to a single across-the-board rate of 14 percent
taxation for everyone, but—and this is a critical ‘“but”—at the
same time eliminating nearly all of the current deductions and ex-
clusions that people take now, so that more peogle’s income is tax-
able. This last closing of loopholes, I might emphasize, is really the
critical point. However, when we asked about gettin rid of these
deductions, a large number were. deemed as ‘‘sacred cows” by a
vast majority of the American people. Let me tick off a few:

By 80 to 18 percent, a big majority wants to keep all medical de-
ductions above the 3-percent level of total income.

By 71 to 24 percent, a sizable majority wants to maintain deduc-
tions for house mortgage interest.
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By 66 to 30 percent, another big majority wants to preserve de-
ductions for charitable contributions. '

By 64 to 29 percent, a decisive majority wants to keep deductions
for State and local income and property taxes.

By 63 to 29 percent, an almost identical majority wants to keep
deductions for casualty and theft losses.

By 53 to 37 percent, another majority wants to keep deductions
for State and local taxes other than State and local income and
property taxes—that means they want all State taxes deductible.

A plurality of 48 to 43 percent wants to keep deductions for em-
ployee business expenses.

Deductions for interest paid on installment and credit card bills
is a standoff—47 to 47.

And out of 10 major deductions we asked about, only two yielded
up candidates for getting rid of: By 57 to 38 percent the majority
would give up deductions of political contributions up to $100, and
by 51 to 34 percent a majority would also give up being able to
deduct investment in drilling costs in oil and natural gas. [Laugh-
ter.]

In the area of exclusions, the list grows longer: o

By 86 to 11 percent, a majority nationwide wants to keep all
social security and veterans benefits payments tax free.

By 71 to 25 percent, a solid majority wants no taxes paid on un-
employment compensation.

By 66 to 29 percent, a big majority wants to spare interest on life
insurance savings which are not now taxable.

By a narrower 49 to 42 percent, a plurality wants to keep tax
free all interest from State and local bonds that are used to finance
State and local government.

The only exception among all those tested in the exclusion area
was, by 69 to 24 percent, a majority favors taxing part of the
income U.S. citizens earn abroad that is now tax free.

I might add, Mr. Chairman, that we did not include Americans
living overseas in the sample. I'm sure we would have gotten a
very different answer from them.

Finally, we tested a compromise version of the flat-tax idea, the
so-called fair tax, put forth by Senator Bradley and Representative
Gephardt, which calls for everyone making up to $25,000 a year to
pay a flat tax of $14,000 of their total income, with deductions al-
lowed only for employee business expenses, home mortgage pay-
ments, charitable contributions, and State and local income and
property taxes. In addition, all interest from State and local gov-
ernment bonds used to finance State and local governments would
remain tax-free, as would all social security and veterans benefit
income. Finally, for those making over $25,000, there would be an
additional basic tax that would increase up to a total of 28 percent
for married people with joint incomes of over $65,000.

Mr. Chairman, you will be particularly interested to know the
Bradley-Gephardt tax bill meets with 58 to 32 percent support.

But the pattern of support for such a measure is somewhat
different. It is favored by low-income people and not by higher
income peofple; it is favored a bit more by Democrats than Republi-
cans; it is favored more by those having the hardest time making -
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ends meet, and supported by higher majorities of blue-collar and
union people.

What we are obviously getting here are the fruits of deep-seated
cynicism over the way the progressive income tax has been work-
ing out over the past few years. People vant some progressive fea-
tures in a tax system, but at the same time would like most of the
loopholes used by the rich and corporations, or at least as they per-
ceive these, are eliminated. Yet when asked about the roster of
consumer deductions and exclusions, why, they are notably unwill-
ing to give up very much themselves.

Clearly, there is a sense of desperation reflected in these results
that I might suggest: The American people want equity restored to
the tax system, and they want that with a vengeance. They think
that the people for whom the system is designed to pay the highest
taxes have found ways, and many ways, to avoid paying their
taxes. The idea of cutting the basic rate but also eliminating the
most flagrant loopholes has real appeal.

The Bradley-Gephardt or some other version like it would have a
public mandate today. But it is not the idea, significantly, of paying
a lower basic rate or just simplifying the tax system that is the
real appeal; to the contrary, its real backing emanates from a sense
that most middle- and low-income families are being had today
by an inequitous economic program put forth by this administra-
tion and a well-meaning progressive tax principle that has been un-
dermined by precisely those most in a position to pay the highest
rate of taxes.

"How long this window will be open, I cannot say; but it is clear,
just as clear as can be, that the broad majority of the American
people have had it with inequity, as they see it, in both the eco-
nomic system and especially the tax structure that exists at the
Federal level.

[The prepared statement of Louis Harris follows:]




TesTIMONY of Louls HARRIs

CHAIRMAN, Louis HARRIS AND AsSSOCIATES, INcC.
Berore SENATE FInANCE COMMITTEE

WasHingTON, D.C,

SepTeMBER 29, 1982

Mr. CHAIRMAN, My NAME IS Louls HARRIS. | AM A RESIDENT OF

New York CITY, BUT | OPERATE A SURVEY RESEARCH COMPANY IN .

OVER 60 COUNTRIES, WITH OFFICES IN New YORK, WAéH[NGToN, LoNDON,
AND PARIS., IT IS A PRIVILEGE TO BE CALLED BEFORE YOUR COMMITTEE
TODAY ,

OUR FIRM RECENTLY COMPLETED A SURVEY FOR BUSINESS WEEK AMONG
1249 ADULTS NATIONWIDE ON THE SUBJECT OF FEDERAL TAXATION.

[ WOULD LiXE TO REPORT SOME OF THOSE STARTLING RESULTS HERE
TODAY, )

THE RESULTS ARE STARTLING, FOR THEY INDICATE THAT THE PUBLIC
NOW HAS DEEP AND ABIDING RESERVATIONS ABOUT THE FAIRNESS AND
EQUITY OF THE CURRENT FEDERAL TAX SYSTEM AND THAT CHANGE,

EVEN RADICAL CHANGE, MIGHT WELL BE THE AMELIORATIVE MOST PEOPLE
NOW SEEK. .

IT MIGHT BE WELL TO BEGIN BY REPORTING ON WHAT HAS BEEN THE
PUBLIC'S REACTION TO MANY OF THE ECONOMIC PROGRAMS, APPROACHES,
AND DEVELOPMENTS THAT HAVE TAKEN PLACE-OVER THESE PAST FEW YEARS.
FOR, IN MY JUDGMENT, THEY HAVE MUCH TO DO WITH THE CURRENT PUBLIC
ATTITUDES TOWARD TAXATION.,
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THE SHOCK WAVES WHICH THE AMERICAN PEOPLE HAVE EXPCRIENCED OVER
THE PAST FEW YEARS HAVE BEEN OF MAJOR MAGNITUDE AND NOT AT ALL
WHAT EITHER THE PUBLIC OR THOSE RUNNING THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
ESTABLISHMENT IN THIS COUNTRY MIGHT HAVE EXPECTED.

Back 1N 1980, AT THE TIME OF THE PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION, MOST
AMERICANS FELT THAT THERE WAS SOMETHING DRASTICALLY WRONG IN
THE WAY THE ECONOMIC SYSTEM WAS WORKING., SI1ZABLE MAJORITIES
WERE DEEPLY CONCERNED THAT OUR NATIONAL PRODUCTIVITY HAD SLIPPED
AND WAS CONTINUING TO SLIP, THAT WE WERE FALLING BEHIND THE
JAPANESE IN OUR TECHNOLOGICAL CAPABILITIES, THAT INFLATION WAS
ROBBING US OF OUR STANDARD OF LIVING, THAT REAL INCOME HAD
FALLEN BEHIND WITH EACH PASSING YEAR, THAT INFLATION HAD SAPPED
OUR VITAL ENERGIES, AND THAT QUITE SEVERE RECESSIONS OF RATHER
SHORT DURATION FOLLOWED BY RECOVERIES MARKED BY STILL HIGHER
INFLATION SEEMED TO BE THE ORDER OF THE DAY. PRESIDENT CARTER
APPEARED TO BE TOTALLY INEPT TO 8 IN 10 AMERICANS, ESPECIALLY
IN HIS ABILITIES TO COPE WITH DOMESTIC ECONOMIC PROBLEMS,

PART OF THE PROMISE THAT RONALD REAGAN BROUGHT TO THE ELECTORATE
WAS THAT HE WOULD BE TRYING QUITE A DIFFERENT APPROACH, AND
GIVEN THE UTTER LACR OF CONFIDENCE IN JIMMy CARTER TO HELP

SOLVE OUR ECONOMIC TROUBLES, PRESIDENT REAGAN WAS ELECTED.

THE PUBLIC THOUGHT THEN THAT THE APPROACH OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE
BoARD UNDER CHAIRMAN PAUL VOLCKER OF PURSUING A RELATIVELY TIGHT
CONTROL OF MONEY SUPPLY, IN ORDER TO WRING OUT INFLATION MADE
SENSE. THAT WAS THE ONE CONTINUITY OF CARTER POLICY THAT PEOPLE
WERE WILLING TO ABIDE.
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A H1GH 81 PERCENT OF THE PUBLIC FELT THAT FEDERAL SPENDING HAD
GOTTEN OUT OF CONTROL AND WAS A MAJOR ENGINC DRIVING THE
INFLATION., BUT THE BASIC FROPOSITION THAT PEOPLE BOUGHT WAS
THAT WAYS HAD TO BE FOUND TO GET PRIVATE CAPITAL TO BE GENERATED
TO INFUSE A NEW HIGH TECHNOLOGY MODE INTO OUR INDUSTRY SO THAT
IN TURN NATIONAL PRODUCTIVITY COULD BE TJRNED AROUND. PEOPIE
WERE WILLING TO PROVIDE BUSINESS AMD THE CAPITAL MARKETS WITH

A WHOLE SPATE OF INCENTIVES 10 GET THIS JOB DONE: FASTER
WRITE-OFF ON PLANT AND EQUIPMENT, A REDUCTION OF THE MAXIMUM

TAX ON UNEARNED INCcME FROM 70 10 507, A REDUCTION OF THE
MAXTMUM CAPITAL GAINS TAX FROM WHAT wAS 507 ONLY A FEW YEARS
EARLIER DOWN TO 15 or 20%. MaJoRITIES AS HIGH AS 75-20% FAVORED

JUST SUCH AN APPROACH.

HOWEVER, DURING ALL OF THIS PERIOD, WE WERE NEVER ONCE ABLE TO
FIND MAJORITIES OF THE PUBLIC WHO WERE WILLING TO GO ALONG WITH
THE CENTERPIECE OF THE REAGAN PROGRAM: To Have A 10% cuT IN
THE RATE OF FEDERAL INCOME TAXES FOR THREE YEARS RUNNING. FRoOM
THE BEGINNING OF THAT 10-10-10 ACROSS-THE-BOARDS TAX CUT IDEA,
KNOWN AS THE KeMP-ROTH MEASURE, PEOPLE EXPRESSED A REAL
RESERVATION THAT 1T COULD PROVE TO BE INFLATIONARY IN A TIME

OF RISING FRICES, AND WOULD NOT BE EQUITABLE AND FAIR IN A TIME
OF DEEP RECESSION. HOWEVER, WHEN ASKED ABOUT THE REAGAN PACKAGE
AS A WHOLE BACK IN THE FIRST MONTHS OF THIS ADMINISTRATION, A
71-197 MAJORITY OPTED FOR GIVING THE NEW PRESIDENT WHAT HE
DESIRED.
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IT Is WELL TO RECALL THAT BACK IN THOSE FIRST SEVEN MONTHS OF
1981, THE HOPES OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE WERE QUICKENED ENORMOUSLY
BY THE PROMISE, REITERATED BY A PRESIDENT WHO OBVIOUSLY WAS AN
EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATOR, THAT IF HE COULD JUST GET HIS ECONOMIC
PACKAGE PASSED BY CONGRESS, MAINLY HUGE CUTS IN FEDERAL SPENDING,
WITH THE EXCEPTION OF DEFENSE SPENDING WHICH HAD TO BE SHARPLY
INCREASED IN REAL TERMS BY OVER 107, AND IF HE COULD GET HIS

TAX CUT--THE BIGGEST IN THE HISTORY OF THE COUNTRY--THEN THE
VERY ACT OF PASSING SUCH A PROGRAM WOULD STIMULATE AND EXCITE
THOSE IN A POSITION TO INVEST SO THAT CAPITAL INVESTMENT WOULD
SURGE, A NEW MODE QF HIGH TECHNOLOGY WOULD TAKE OVER, AND
PRODUCTIVITY COULD BE TURNED AROUND IN RAPID ORDER,

BuT SOMETHING HAPPENED IN THE FALL OF 1981, [INSTEAD OF
EXPERIENCING A RECOVERY AND EXPANSION OF THE ECONOMY THAT HAD
BEEN PROMISED, INSTEAD HARD TIMES SEEMED TO BE UPON US ONCE
MORE. [EVERYONE. INCLUDING THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION RECOGNIZED
THAT WE HAD FALLEN INTO A RECESSION--AN EVENT THAT ALMOST NO
ONE HAD PREDICTED OR FORESEEN. STILL, BACK !N THE FALL oF 1981,
PEOPLE WERE ESSENTIALLY PATIENT AND FELT WE WOULD GET OUT OF
THIS RECESSION AS WE HAD THE ONE THAT TOOK PLACE IN 1980,

BuT THEN, AS THE MONTHS PASSED AND THE ECONOMIC FUNK GREW WORSE,
AT LEAST IN THE EYES OF THE PUBLIC, OPTIMISM EVAPORATED, AND

A MOOD OF DESPERATION TOOK OVER THE AMERICAN PEOPLE. TWO SETS
OF ECONOMIC WORRIES NOW BESET THE PUBLIC. ONE DEALT WITH THE
DIMENSIONS THAT HAD BEEN RAISED BY THE PRESIDENT.
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His PROMISE THAT BY CUTTING SPENDING HE COULD BETTER BALANCE
THE BUDGET ORVIOUSLY CAME ACROPPER IN THE MINDS OF THE PEOPLE
TO THE POINT WHERE BY 69-251 A B1G MAJORITY GAVE THE PRESIDENT
LOW MARKS ON HIS EFFORTS TO BALANCE THE BUDGET. INDEED,

JUST IN THE PAST MONTH, A 60-33% MAJORITY FEELS THAT PRESIDENT
REAGAN HAS GONE BACK ON HIS CAMPAIGN PROMISE TO BALANCE THE
BUDGET, WHICH IS NOT SURPRISING IN LIGHT OF THE ESTIMATES OF
HIS owWwN OMB THAT RECORD FEDERAL DEFICITS COULD BE COMTEMPLATED
OVER THE NEXT THREE YEARS. By 61-32%, A MAJORITY FELT THAT
THE ECONOMY WELL INTO 1983 wouLD NOT BE EXPANDING AT A HEALTY
RATE, A soLID 62-297 MAJORITY NOW DOUBTED THAT INTEREST RATES
WOULD REALLY COME DOWN BELOW THE DOUBLE DIGIT LEVELS ANY TIME
SOON INTO THE FUTURE. EVEN AFTER INFLATION OBVIOUSLY HAD COME
DOWN TO BELOW THE 10% MARK, PLURALITIES DOUBTED AND DO TO THIS
DAY THAT BY 1983, THE RATE OF INFLATION REALLY WILL BE SLOWED
LONG TERM., By 57-36%, A MAJORITY FELT THE TAX CUTS, ESPECIALLY
THE 5-10-10, AS THEY TURNED OUT TO BE, ACROSS-THE-BOARDS CUT
MADE SENSE,

BUT A WHOLE HOST OF OTHER FAR MORE DRACONIAN EXPECTATIONS BEGAN
TO OVERTAKE THE AMERICAN PEOPLE IN THE SPRING OF THIS YEAR.

By 63-34%, A BIG MAJORITY NOW DID NOT SIMPLY EXPECT MORE LAY-
OFFS, BUT MORE PLANTS SHUTTING DOWN. A 66-31% MAUORITY
EXPECTED THAT AN ACCELERATED RATE OF FORECLOSURES OF MORTGAGES
ON FARMS AND ON INDIVIDUAL HOMES WAS NOW IN THE OFFING.

A POIGNANT 5U-U27 MAJORITY FEARED NOW THAT MORE PEOPLE WOULD

BE GOING HUNGRY ACROSS THE UNITED STATES.
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THIS 1S NOT SIMPLY RECESSION TALK, BUT IS DEPRESSION TALK. ~
INDEED, WE HAVE FOUND NOW THAT WHEREAS ONLY 3U4%Z OF THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE THOUGHT WE WERE IN A DEPRESSION LAST APRIL, A MUCH HIGHER
58% THOUGHT WE WERE IN JuLy AND 57% FELT THAT wAY IN AususT,

A YEAR AGO, WHEN ASKED TO NAME THE TOP PROBLEMS FACING THE
COUNTRY, 517 SINGLED OUT INFLATION AND 22% SAID IT WAS
UNEMPLOYMENT., NOW, UNEMPLOYMENT IS UP AT THE TOP OF THE LIST
VOLUNTEERED BY 54Z AND NO MORE THAN 277 SAY INFLATION IS THE
BIGGEST PROBLEM, .

ONE MAJOR RESULT OF_}HIS BASICALLY DOUR MOOD ABOUT THE ECONOMY
IS THAT CONSUMER PESSIMISM IS RIFE. IN TURN, THIS MEANS THAT
THE DAY WHEN CONSUMER DEMAND WILL LEAD THE WAY BACK TO ECONOMIC
RECOVERY LOOKS TO BE MORE DISTANT THAN MANY HAVE BEEN i
FORECASTING, FOR MAKE NO MISTAKE ABOUT IT, RESEARCH FROM THE
PAST 8 YEARS HAS CONSISTENTLY SHOWN THAT WHEN PEOPLE ARE
PESSIMISTIC ABOUT THE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK, THEY ARE NOT BIG
SPENDERS FOR MAJOR CONSUMER GOODS.

ANOTHER SIGNIFICANT RESULT OF THE VERY HARD TIMES OUR PEOPLE
HAVE BEEN LIVING THROUGH IS THAT SIZABLE MAJORITIES OF THE
PUBLIC BELIEVE THAT WE LIVE IN HIGHLY INEQUITOUS TIMES, Pur
BLUNTLY, BY 63-32%Z, A BIG MAJORITY OF THE PUBLIC IS CONVINCED
THAT AS A RESULT OF PRESIDENT REAGAN’'S ECONOMIC PROGRAM, "THE
ELDERLY, THE POOR AND THE HANDICAPPED ARE BEING ESPECIALLY
HARD RIT,” AND, BY 65-27%, THAT "THE RICH AND BIG BUSINESS ARE
MUCH BETTER OFF."”

11-384 0 - 83 -~ 17
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IN TURN, THIS PERCIEVED INEQUITY HAS NOW PERMEATED DEEPLY INTO
PEOPLE’S THINKING ABOUT THE TAX SYSTEM AND HOW 1T OUGHT TO BE
CHANGED. ON A SIMPLE BASIS, A STARTLING 55-417 MAJORITY Now
FEELS THAT "IT IS IMPOSSILBE TO MAKE ENDS MEET ANYMORE BY
FOLLOWING ALL THE RULES AND REGULATIONS.” IN OTHER WORDS, TO
MAKE OUT THESE DAYS, YOU HAVE TO SHAVE CORNERS AND TRIM WHEN
IT COMES TO PAYING TAXES OR IN REPORTING INCOME, -
)
WHEN ASKED DIRECTLY, A SHOCKING 86-77 MAJORITY NATIONWIDE FEELS
THAT "WHILE MO3T LOWER AND MIDDLE INCOME PEOPLE NOW PAY THEIR
FEDERAL TAX BY TAKING STANDARD DEDUCTIONS, MOST HIGHER INCOME
PEOPLE GET OUT OF PAYING MUCH OF THEIR TAXES BY HIRING CLEVER
TAX ACCOUNTANTS AND LAWYERS WHO SHOW THEM HOW TO USE LOOPHOLES
IN THE TAX LAW FOR TAX SHELTERS AND OTHER DEVICES.” PuT BLUNTLY
AGAIN, IT MEANS THAT IF YOU ARE WELL ENOUGH OFF, YOU CAN
AFFORD THE EXPERTISE TO AVOID PAYING TAXES, THOSE WHO CANNOT
AFFORD SUCH HELP END UP PAYING THROUGH THE NOSE.
THE SAD CONSEQUENCE OF THIS STATE OF CYNICISM ABOUT THE WAY
THE TAX SYSTEM WORKS IS THAT SUPPORT FOR THE PROGRESSIVE TAX
SYSTEM HAS DROPPED PRECIPITOUSLY JUST IN THE PAST YEAR. A YEAR
AGO, A SUBSTANTIAL AND CLEAR-CUT 58-38% MAJORITY OF THE PUBLIC
THOUGHT THE PROGRESSIVE TAX PRINCIPLE--THAT HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE
NOT ONLY HAVE TO PAY MORE IN TAXES BUT BECAUSE OF THEIR ABILITY
TO PAY THEY MUST PAY A GREATER PERCENTAGE OF THEIR INCOME IN
TAXES--WAS FAIR AND EQUITABLE. HOWEVER, THIS YEAR, BY ONLY A
RAZOR-THIN 47-45Z, A NARROW PLURALITY OF THE PUBLIC STILL
BELIEVES IN THE PROGRESSIVE INCOME TAX PRINCIPLE,
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SIGNIFICANTLY: THE CYNICS AND OPPONENTS OF THE PROGRESSIVE
TAX NOTION ARE TO BE FOUND AMONG THOSE WHO ARE HAVING A
HARDER TIME» MAKING ENDS MEET, AMONG THOSE WITH THE LEAST
EDUCATION, AMONG- WOMEN, BLACKS, HISPANICS, LOW INCOME
FAMILIES, BLUE COLLAR PEOPLE, AND UNION MEMBERS. THEY

ARE JOINED BY THOSE IN %HE HIGHEST INCOME BRACKETS WHO
FEEL THE SAME WAY. MoRE DEMOCRATS ARE FED UP, WITH THE
PROGRESSIVE TAX SYSTEM THAN REPUBLICANS, ‘

THUS, BY A THUMPING 62-25%, A MAJORITY OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
TODAY WOULD FAVOR CHANGING THE BASIC FEDERAL INCOME SYSTEM

BY GOING TO A SINGLE ACROSS-THE-BOARD RATE OF 147 TAXATION
FOR EVERYONE, BUT AT THE SAME TIME ELIMINATING NEARLY. ALL

THE CURRENT DEDUCTIONS PEOPLE TAKE SO THAT MORE OF

PEOPLE'S INCOME 1S TAKABLE. THIS LAST CLOSING OF LOOPHOLES
IS CRITICALLY IMPORTANT,

HOWEVER, WHEN WE THEN ASKED ABOUT GETTING RID OF CERTAIN

KEY DEDUCTIONS, A LARGE NUMBER ARE DEEMED SACRED COWS BY

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE. FOR EXAMPLE, BY8(-18Z, A BIG MAJORITY
WANTS TO KEEP ALL MEDICAL DEDUCTIONS ABOVE THE 3% OF TOTAL
INCOME LEVEL. By 71-247, A SIZABLE MAJORITY WANTS TO MAINTAIN
DEDUCTIONS FOR HOUSE MORTGAGE INTEREST. By 66-30%, ANOTHER
BIG MAJCRITY WANTS TO PRESERVE DEDUCTIONS FOR CHARITABLE

CONTRIBUTIONS. >
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By 64-292, A DECISIVE MAJORITY WANTS TO KEEP DEDUCTIONS

FOR STATE AND LOCAL INCOME AND PROPERTY TAXES. By 63-29%,
AN ALMOST IDENTICAL MAJORITY WANTS TO KEEP DEDUCTIONS FOR
CASUALTY AND THEFT LOSSES. By 53-37%, ANOTHER MAJORITY
WANTS TO KEEP DEDUCTIONS FOR STATE AND LOCAL TAXES, OTHER
THAN STATE AND LOCAL INCOME AND PROPERTY TAXES. A PLURALITY
OF U48-437 WANTS TO KEEP DEDUCTIONS FOR EMPLOYEE BUSINESS
EXPENSES. DEDUCTIONS FOR INTEREST PAID ON INSTALLMENT

AND CREDIT CARD BILLS MEET WiTH A 47-47% sTanpofr, Qut

oF 10 MAJOR CURRENT DEDUCTIONS, ONLY TWO YIELDED UP
CANDIDATES FOR GETTING RID OF: BY 57-38%, A MAJORITY
WOULD GIVE UP DEDUCTION OF POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS UP TO
$100. AND, BY 51-34%, A MAJORITY WOULD ALSO GIVE UP BEING
ABLE TO DEDUCT INVESTMENT IN DRILLING COSTS FOR OIL AND
NATURAL GAS.

IN THE AREA QF EXCLUSIONS, THE LIST GROWS LONGER. By
86-11Z, A MAJORITY NATIONWIDE WANTS TO KEEP ALL SOCIAL
SECURITY AND VETERANS' BENEFITS TAX-FREE, By 71-25%, A
SOLID MAJORITY WANTS NO TAXES PAID ON UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
By 66-29%, A BIG MAJORITY WANTS TO SPARE INTEREST ON LIFE
INSURANCE SAVINGS, WHICH NOW ARE NOT TAXABLE. By A
NARROWER 49-42%, A PLURALITY WANTS TO KEEP TAX-FREE ALL
INTEREST FROM STATE AND LOCAL BONDS THAT ARE USED TO
FINANCE STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, THE ONLY EXCEPTION
AMONG THOSE TESTED: A 69-24%7 MAJORITY FAVORS TAXING

PART OF THE INCOME U.S. CITIZENS EARN ABROAD THAT IS NOW
TAX-FREE.




-

257

FINALLY, WE TESTED A COMPROMISE VERSION OF THE FLAT TAX IDEA,
THE SO-CALLED “FAIR TAX,"” PUT FORTH BY SENATOR BRADLEY AND
REPRESENTATIVE GEPHARDT, WHICH CALLS FOR EVERYONE MAKING UP

T0 $25,000 A YEAR PAY A FLAT TAX OF 14% OF THEIR TOTAL INCOME

WITH DEDUCTIONS ALLOWED ONLY FOR EMPLOYEE BUSINESS EXPENSES,

HOME MORTGAGE PAYMENTS, CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS, AND STATE

AND LOCAL INCOME AND PROPERTY TAXES, I[N ADDITION, ALL

INTEREST FROM STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT BONDS USED TO

FINANCE STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE,

AS WOULD ALL SOCIAL SECURITY AND VETERANS' BENEFIT INCOME.

FINALLY, FOR THOSE MAKING OVER $25,000, THERE WOULD BE AN ADDITIONAL
BASIC TAX THAT WOULD INCREASE UP TO A TOTAL OF 28% FOR MARRIED
PEOPLE WITH JOINT INCOMES OF OVER $65,000. THE BRADLEY-GEPHARDT
TAX BILL MEETS WiTH 58-32% SUPPORT,

BUT THE PATTERN OF SUPPORT FOR SUCH A MEASURE IS SOMEWHAT
DIFFERENT, [T IS FAVORED BY LOWER INCOME PEOPLE AND NOT THE
HIGHER INCOME GROUPS. [T IS FAVORED A BIT MORE BY DEMOCRATS
THAN REPUBLICANS. [T IS FAVORED MORE BY THOSE HAVING THE
HARDEST TIME MAKING ENDS MEET. 1T IS SUPPORTED BY HIGHER
MAJORITIES OF BLUE CCLLAR AND UN1ON PEOPLE.
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WHAT YOU ARE OBVIOUSLY GETTING HERE IS THE FRUITS OF DEEP-
SEATED CYNICISM OVER THE WAY THE PROGRESSIVE INCOME TAX

HAS BEEN WORKING OUT IN THE PAST FEW YEARS. PEOPLE WANT SOME
PROGRESSIVE FEATURES IN A TAX SYSTEM, BUT AT THE SAME TIME
WOULD LIKE MOST OF THE LOOPHOLES USED BY THE RICH AND
CORPORATIONS ELIMINATED, YET, WHEN ASKED ABOUT THE ROSTER
OF CONSUMER DEDUCTIONS AND EXCLUSIONS, THEY ARE NOTABLY
UNWILLING TO GIVE UP MUCH THEMSELVES,

CLEARLY, THERE 1S A SENSE OF DESPERATION REFLECTED IN THESE
RESULTS. THE AMERICAN PEOPLE WANT EQUITY RESTORED TO THE
TAX SYSTEM WITH A VENGEANCE. THEY THINK THE PEOPLE FOR WHOM
THE SYSTEM IS DESIGNED TO PAY THE HIGHEST TAXES HAVE FOUND
WAYS TO AVOID PAYING THEIR TAXES. THE IDEA OF CUTTING THE
BASIC RATE BUT ALSO ELIMINATING THE MOST FLAGRANT LOOPHOLES
HAS REAL APPEAL. THE BRADLEY-GEPHARDT BILL OR SOME OTHER
VERSION LIKE IT WOULD HAVE A PUBLIC MANDATE TODAY. But 1T
IS NOT THE IDEA OF PAYING A LOWER BASIC RATE GR A SIMPLIFIED
TAX SYSTEM THAT IS THE APPEAL. 10 THE CONTRARY, ITS REAL
BACKING EMANATES FROM A SENSE THAT MOST MIDDLE AND LOWER
MIDDLE INCOME FAMILIES ARE BEING HAD TODAY BY AN INEQUITOUS
ECONOMIC PROGRAM PUT FORTH BY THIS ADMINISTRATION AND BY A
WELL-MEANING PROGRESSIVE TAX PRINCIPLE THAT HAS BEEN
UNDERMINED BY PRECISELY THOSE MOST IN A POSITION TO PAY

THE HIGHEST RATE OF TAXES.
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HOW LONG THIS WINDOW WILL REMAIN OPEN, | CANNOT sAy. Bur
IT 1S CLEAR THAT THE BROAD MAJORITY OF THE AMERITAN PEOPLE
HAVE HAD IT WITH INEQUITY,  AS THEY SEE IT, IN THE ECONOMIC
SYSTEM AND THE TAX STRUCTURE THAT EXISTS AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL.,

THARK You.
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1ASK_EVERYONE

Zs. Tor the past 65 years, the federal income tax has been based on the principle that
higher income people not only have to pay more in taxes but becsuse of their sbility to
pey they must pay & greater percentage of their income in taxes. Do you feel that

principle is fair and equitsble, or not?

\

Fair snd equitadle.....(42( -1
Not fair snd equitable..... -2
NOt SUT€.eisvreanaosoccenss -3

2b. 1t has been argued that while most lower and middle income prople now pay their
federal tax by taking standard deductions, most higher income people get out of paying
much of their taxes by hiring clever tax accountants and lawyers wto show them how to
use loopboles in the tax lav for tex shélters and other devices. 1o you feel that this

tends to happen, or not?
Tends to happen..{43( -1
Does not happen. . -2

NOt BUFC€.svssooannsss -3 .

2c. Now it is being proposed that instead of the system of higher income people paying
a greater percentage in federal income taxes, everyone would pay the same percentage of
their total incose in taxes, such a3 14X for everyone, Would yc. favor having everyoone
pay the same percentaze of their total income in taxes, or would you favor keeping the
present system, under which higher income people pay & greater percentege in taxes?

Favor everyone paying same percentage.,(44( -1
Favor keeping present syslemM.ccceccescccnns -2

NOL BUT@.uceoasescvsosassansasacnsssnsnsnnae -3

24, 1t has been proposed that the federal income tax be siwplified by going to a
single, across-the-board rate of 14 taxation for everyone, but at the same time
eliminating nearly all the current deductions people take so that more of people's
income is taxsble. Another provision would be to double the $1,000 exemption per
person, which would keep the poor from paying higher taxes. 1In general, do you favor or
oppose this approach to changing the tax system?

Favor....{45( -1
Oppove.. -2
Not sure..... -3
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2¢. Would you favor kecoping esch of these deductions or sould ou fsvor petilang tid of
thew to make it possible to lower the basi tax rate to 1437 [READ EACH ITEM]

Cet Kot
START AT 'XLL Keep Rid Of Sure
( ) 1. Deductions for employee business expenses.oeuncaea..(46( -1 . -2 -3
( ) 2. Deductions for house mortgage interest.....ecsaes..,(47( -1 ~2 -3
{ ) 3. Deductions for charitable contributions..o.cu.eoo.. .. (4B( -1 -2 -3
( ) 4. Deductions for state and local income and property
[T T T € 114 -1 -2 -3

( ) 5. Being adlc co deduct investment in drilling costs
for oil and naturdl gas...iiiiiiniiiniiieniil (500 -1 -2 -3

( ) 6. Deduction of political contributions up to $100.....(51( -1 -2 -3

( ) 7. Deductions for state and local taxes other than
. state and locsl income and property taxes.........(52( -1 -2 -3

( ) 8. Deductions for casialty and theft losses.coaccenan.. {53 ~1 -2 -3
( ) 9. Deductions for medical expenses..ceuessnccsssnsnsna ol 54 -1 -2 -3
10. Deductions for interest paid on installment and

C o~
~

credit ¢u1d BIllk. . veerriiannivoracansoraneananaas(55( -1 -2 -3

2¢. Now ] want to ask you about certain types of federal beonefits or income on which
people do not pay taxes today. Do you think (READ EACH ITEM) should remsin tax-free, or
should it be taxed in order to set the basic tax rate ot 1427

Should Should

. Remain Be

[START At "%'T Tax-Free Taxed Not Sure
( ) ). Social Security and veterans' bevefite..eveouaonn..(56( -1 -2 -3
( ) 2. 1Ionterest from state and local bonds that are

used to finance state and local government.......(5%( -1 -2 -3
( ) 3. Part of the income U.S. citizens earn abroad.......(58( ~1 -2 -3
( ) 4. Uneoployment compenution.................:........(59( -1 -2 N |
( ) 5. lnterest oo life insurance Bavings......oveeeans.o.(60( -1 -2 -3
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2g. Another tax proposal is that everyone making up to $25,000 a year pay a flat 142 of
their total income with deductions allowed only for employee business expenses, howme
portgage payments, charitsble contributions, and state and locsl income and property
taxes. In addition, all those who receive Social Security and veterans' benefits would
not pay taxes on that incone. All interest from state and local government bonds used
to finance state and local governnments would be tax-free. For those making over
$25,000, there would be «n additional basic tax that would increase up to a totel of 2B
for marricz? pecple with joint incomes of over $65,000. Would you favor or oppose this
simplifizZ federal income tax?

Favor...oeee...(61( -1

Oppnse. o, . -2

Not sure....._......—__—:‘.'i

Tez-e62]
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TABLE O18A

Q.24 - FOX THE PAST 65 YEARS, THE'FEDERAL INCOME TAX KAS BEEN BASED ON THE PRINCIPLE THAT
HIGHER INCUME PEOPLE NOT ONLY HAVE TO PAY MORE IN TAXES BUT BECAUSE OF THEIR ABILITY TO PAY
THEY MUST PAY A GREATER PERCENTAGE OF THEIR INCOME IN TAXES. DO YOU FEEL THAT PRINCIPLE IS FAIR AND EQUITABLE?
ek
' a EDUCATION
REGION AREA AGE MAKE ENDS MEET
HIGH
MID- CIT- suB- 65 & BTH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT
EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-20 30-49 50-84 OVER GRADE 0OL LEGE <~ER IER SAME

TOTAL

TOTAL ANS 12525 3328 3318 3573 2307 3737 2818 1837 3333 3897 4088 2573 2087 911 8719 5827 8272 1483 2847
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

FAIR 8 EQUITABLE 8830 1610 1885 1514 1021 1725 1765 765 1575 2008 1832 1110 838 276 2638 2860 3743 783 1229
47% 48X 50% 42X 44%  46% 49% 42X 47X S5%  45% 43% 40% 30X 46% 49% 45% B4%  48%

NOT FAIR & EQUITABLE 5682 1528 1315 1773 1068 1779 1622 889 1392 1532 2047 1195 879 437 26831 2604 3883 618 1139
45% 46% 40% 50% 46X 48X 45X 48%  42%  41% 50X 47% 43X  4B% 48% 45% 47% 42%  44%

NOT SURE 1012 188 318 289 220 234 23% 182 366 159 207 270 9%2 198 432 363 €63 B84 238
8% 6% 10% 6% 10% 8% 8%x  10%  11% ax 5% 10% 17%  22% 8% 8% BX 4%  10%

BASE 1248 350 332 358 230 380 248 190 352 338 450 281 202 A0 RO4 RA2 ARA (30 el

€92
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TABLE 0188

|
. Q.2A - FOR THE PAST 65 YEARS, THZ FEDERAL INCOME TAX WAS BEEN BASED ON THE PRINCIPLE THAT
HIGHER INCOM! PEOPLE NOT ONLY HAVE TO PAY MORE IN TAXES BUT BECAUSE OF THEIR ABILITY TO PAY
THEY MJUST PAY A GREATEK PEIC!NTATE OF THEIR INCOME IN TAXES, 0O YOU FEEL THAT PRINCIPLE IS FAIR AND EQUITABLE?

v

beeh . INcome
) OCCUPATION
SEX RACE $7. 87, $15,7$25,7%35, 350, $65. _
S00 501 009 Q01 001 001 001 PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-
FE- ‘HISP- OR  TO TO! Jro T0 T0 OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WHITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANEC. LESS $15K $25K $95K $50K $B5K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM,
TOTAL :
TOTAL ANS 12525 5948 6577 10547 1334 644 1602 1983 2389 2087 1433 1181 S$19 1853 1270 813 1439 2301 2813

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 109% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%  100%  100%
1

FAIR & EQUITABLE 5830 2082 2848 4940 €820 270 580 1001 1150 908 781 651 222 929 774 278 S94 1072 1188
47% S0% AI%  47%  46%  42% 36% S1% 48% 4% BI% 56% 43% S0% 61X 45% 4% 47X 41

NOT FAIR 8 EQUITABLE 35682 2895 2987 4691 881 310 732 LOI 1082 1082 ©4% 450 239 852 409 289 763 1110 1490
45% 45X 4B% 44X 52%  48% 4B% 40% 45% 82% 45% 39% . 50% 46% 2% 4% 5I% 48%  33%

NOT SURE 1012 27t 742 918 33 84 290 181 187 78 23 @0 38 72 87 S0 80 120 158
X SX 11X 9% 2% 10X 18% 9% X 4% 2% SX% 7% LL I S } 4 8% 5% %

BASE 1248 6808 840 1078 85 75 142 225 348 228 124 38 40 173 117 %9 183 22% 298

¥9¢
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¢ TABLE o18C

Q.2A - FOR THE PAST 85 YEARS, THE FEDERAL INCOME TAX HAS BEEN BASED ON THE PRINCIPLE THAT
HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE NOT OMLY HAVE TO PAY MORE IN TAXES BUT BECAUSE OF THEIR ABILITY TQ PAY
THEY MUST PAY A SREATER PERCENTAGE OF THEIR INCOME IN TAXES. 0O YOU FEEL THAT PRINCIPLE IS FAIR AND EQUITABLE?

~eme ¢ pOL PMILOSOPHY KNOV  DDES Fa-
e SOME- SOME- NOT IMP. NOT VOR
VOTED ‘80’ CONSIDER SELF  CON- MID- ONE  ONE RE-  TO  FAIR PAY- FA-
SER- DLE VOTED ‘80 EARNS EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING VOR FaVOR
REA- REPUB- DEMO- INOEP- VA- OF LIG- EX- EX- EX- LOW EQUIT SAME FLAT BRADLEY-
GAN CARTER LICAN CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL “YES NO TRA $ TRA § TRA § RULES -ABLE PER. TAX GEPHARDT
TOTAL
TOTAL ANS 12525 4383 2970 3255 5158 3079 4208 5004 2082 B644 1803 {714 3972 382 2179 5682 5952 1880 7288
100% 100%  100%  100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100%
FAIR & EQUITASLE 5830 2051 1438 1815 2328 1473 1934 2504 990 4150 1651 846 2022 184 1044 - 2291 3534 a77e
A7% 47%  4B%  50% 45N 4B% 45X 50% 4B% 48% 43%  49%  S1%  Bi%  48% - 38% 48X s1%
NOT FAIR & EQUITABLE 5682 2076 1352 1379 2382 1472 2043 2213 991 3937 1896 . 772 718 139 1008 5682 3311 9781 3087
A5% 47%  46% 42X 48%  4B% 48% 44% 48X 48% 45X  45% A3%  38%  4B% 100% S6% 49X a2%
1t
NOT SURE 1012 258 182 281 448 134 311 287 100 557 456 98 234 39 129 - 3% 338 450
8% 6% 6% 8% 9% 4 7% 8% 5% 8% 12% 8% . e% 11% ey - 8% 5% %

BASE o 1248 448 286 317 sos8 324 434 493 214 866 374 184 163 33 223 587 808 77S 743

G928



~822018- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS 8 ASSOC., B/18/82

TABLE Q19A

' Q.2B - IT HAS BEEN ARGUED THAT ‘H‘ﬂ;.\-.‘ MUST LOWER AND MIDDLE INCOME PEOPLE NOW PAY THEIR FEDERAL TAX BY
TAKING STANDARD DEDUCTIONS, MOST HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE QET QUT OF PAYING MUCH OF THEIR TAXES BY

EDUCATION
REGION AREA AGE MAKE ENDS MEET
! ) HIGH
MID- CIT- sus- 85 8 8TH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT
EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-49 50-84 QVER GRADE Q0L LEGE -~ER IER SAME
TOTAL

TOTAL ANS 12525 3328 3318 3575 2307 3737 J618 1837 3333 3897 4088 2575 2087 911 5719 5827 8272 1483 2843
100% 100% 100% , 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

TENDS_TO HAPPEN 10803 2923 2902 3022 1958 3184 3189 1880 2750 3415 3598 2222 1479 810 4951 6218 V139 12861 2208
86% 88% 88% B5% 85% @5% 88%  91% 83X  92%. asx% B7% 72X  87% gex 89X 86% max sy

DOES NOT MAPPEN 839 181 155 208 197 . 357 191 65 227 141 253 190 258 127 281 441 =47 140 1%3
™% 6% 5% 8% 9%  10% 5% 4% ™ 4% 8% 7% 12% 14% sX g% 1% 10% ax%

NOT SURE 882 213 280 258 153 198 238 82 357 141 235 183 332 174 507 170 sS85 43 22%
% 6% 8% %% 5% ™% S% 1% ax -2 8% 18% 19X 9% 93X, 7% 3% %

BASE 1248 330 1332 3586 230 380 348 180 352 338 430 239 202 88 594 562 858 132 248

992



-822018- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS 8 ASSOC., 8/18/82

TABLE 0198
Q.28 - IT KAS CEEN ARGUED THAT WHILE ¥0ST LOWER AND MIDDLE INCOME PEOPLE NOW PAY YHEIR FEDERAL TAX BY
TAKING STANOARD DEDUCTIONS, MOST HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE GET OUT OF PAYING MUCH OF THEIR TAXES BY
HIRING CLEVER TAX ACCOUNTANTS AND.LAWYERS WHO SHOW THEM HOW TO USE LOOPHOLES IN THE TAX LAW FOR
TAX SHELTERS AND OTHER DEVICES. DO YOU FEEL THAT THIS TENDS TO MAPPEN?
INCOME
DCCUPATION
SEX ' RACE $7, s7, 315, $25, $35, $50, $65,
500 501 001 0G1 001 001 00% PRO- EXEC PRG- SKIL-

FE- AISP- OR TO 70 TO TO 7Tr OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WMITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $S0K $..K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM.
TOYAL e —— e e — e —— —_—
TOTAL ANS 12525 5948 8577 10547 1324 844 1802 1983 2389 2087 1433 1161 819 1853 1270 B815 1439 2301 281)
: 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 120% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% {00%  100% 10C%
TENDS TO HAPPEN 10803 5304 5499 9143 1106 554 1203 1744 2201 1828 1279 10%4 447 1829 1194 528 1283 2040 2522
88% 89% 84% B87% B3% 86% 75% 88% 92% §3% B89% B88% 86X  B7% 94% BBX 90%  89% 90X
DOES NOT HAPPEF 839 373 466 B21 168 52 169 117 113 80 10t 87 47 139 1.} 25 85 122 171
7% 6% 7% 8%  12% 8% 1% 8% 5% 4% T% 7% 0% 8% 5% 4%  ex 5% 8%
NOT SURE 882 271 @14 782 682 I8 229 122 75 59 53 60 28 85 10 83 81 , 140 120
7% 5% 9% 7% 5% 6% 14% 6% 3% I% &% 5% 5% 8% 1% 10X 4% % 4%
BASE 1248 608 840 1078 9% 75 142 225 348 228 124 a8 40 173 117 59 153 2238 298

L92
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~822016- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS & ASSOC,, 8/18/82

TOTAL ANS

TENOS TO HAPPEN

OOES NOT HAPPEN

NOT SURE

BASE

Q.28 - IT HAS BEEN ARGUED THAT UHfLE
TAKING STANDARD DEDUCTIONS, MGST
HIRING CLEVER TAX ACCOUNTANTS AND

VOTED ‘80’

REA-
GAN CARTER
TOTAL :

MOST
HIGHE
LANYE
TAX SHELTERS AND OTHER DEV

CONSIDER SELF

REPUB- DEMO- INDEP~
LICAN CRAT ENDENT

12525 4383 2970
100% 100%  100%

10803 3869 2584
88% 88% 87%

833 297 172
™% 7% 8%

. 882 218 213
% 5% %

]
1248 448 286

3255
100%

2889
8%

203
8%

183
8%

37

5158
100%

4353
85%

418
8%

385
7%

508

3079

2777
90%

135
%

166
5%

POL PHILOSOPHY

CON-
SER-

VA-
TIVE

—

4288

3660
86%

320
e

308
™

434

M1D-
OLE

VOTED ‘B0

OF L1B-

ROAD ERAL YES NO TRA $

5004 2082 8844 3803
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

4560 1839 7545 3181

21%

278
8%

1687
I

493

88% a7% 84x
148 563 278

™% %
97 538 J48
S%  6x 9%

214 ses 374

LOWER AND MIDDLE INCOME PEOPLE NOW PAY THEIR FEDERAL TAX BY
R INCOME PEOPLE GET OUT OF PAYING MUCH OF THEIR TAXES 8Y
RS WHO SHOW THEM HOW TO USE LOOPHOLES IN THE TAX LAY FOR
ICES. DO YOU FEEL THAT THIS TENDS TO MAPPEN?

FA-

KNOW DOES
SOME- SOME- NOT IMP, NOT VOR
ONE  ONE RE- T0 FAIR PAY-
EARNS EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING
EX- EX- EX-  LOW EQUIT SAME
TRA $ TRA $ RULES -ABLE PER.
1714 3972 3682 2179 568z 5952
100% 100% 100X 100X 100% 100%
1817 3704 324 2057 47688 5281
94%  93%  90% 94X B5% 88X
s1 112 - 53 338 340
3% % - % % ex
47 158 38 70 358 331
3% A% 10% % 8x ex
184 403 33 223 587 608

TABLE 019¢C
FA-
VOR FAVOR

FLAT BRADLEY~
TAX QEPHARDT

7680
100%

8918
80%

400
5%

Ja4
5%

778

7283
100%

0373
0%

41
5%

389
5%

743

892
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~822018- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS & ASSOC., 8/18/82

Q.2C - NOW IT 1S BEING PROPQSED THAT INSTEAD OF THE SYSTEM OF HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE PAYING A
GREATER PERCENTAGE IN FEDERAL INCOME TAXES, EVERYONE WOULD PAY THE SAME PERCENTAGE OF THEIR

TOTAL INCOME IN TAXES, SUCH AS 14% FOR EVERYONE. WOULD YOU PAVOR HAVING EVERYONE PAY THE

SAME PERCENTAGE OF THEIR TOTAL INCOME IN *AXES. OR WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING THE PRESENT SYSTEM,

TOTAL ANS

FAVOR EVERYONE PAY-
ING SAME PERCENTAGE

FAVOR KEEPING PRE~
SENT SYSTEM

NOT SURE

BASE

TOTAL
12525
100%
5952
48%

5284
2%

1289
10%

UNDER WHICH HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE PAY A GREATER PERCENTAGE IN TAXES?

TABLE 020A

MAKE ENDS MEET

1ER SAME

——

1482
100%

781
52%

470
J2%

232
1e%

2043
100%

1340
8so%

1023
JI9%

280
1%

EOUCATION
REGION AREA AGe
o HIGH
‘ W10~ CIT- suB- 65 8 8TH SCH- COL- FARD EAS- ABOUT

EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-20 30-49 50-84 OVER GRADE 0OL LEGE -ER
3326 3318 3575 2307 3737 3618 1837 3333 3897 4088 2575 2087 911 §719 5827 8272
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1495 1547 1888 1222 1547 1842 033 1531 1552 2189 1320 862 383 2850 2898 2800
AS5% 48X 48% 53%  41%  51%  56%  48%  42%  S4%  31% 42%  42% 48% BOX 48%
1503 1381 1483 917 1735 1473  ©73 1401 1888 1480 892 974 426 2502 2308 3713
45% 42% 41X 40% 47X 41% 37X 42% 50K 36% 35K 47K AI% 44X 40% 45%
328 388 404 189 455 303 120 402 278 408 163 232 102 %87 820 759
0% 12% 1% 7% 12% 8% 7% 12% 8% 10X 14X 1% 11%  10%  11% 9%

|

330 332 338 230 380 346 190 352 3IB 450 251 202 88 B94 862 858

1248

132

248

693



~822018- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS 8 ASSOC., 8/18/82

-~

TABLE 0208
Q.2C - NOW IT IS BEIMG PROPOSED THAT INSTEAD OF THE SYSTEM OF HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE PAYING A
GREATER PERCENTAGE IM FEDERAL INCOME TAXES, EVERYONE WOULD PAY THE S°ME PERCENTAGE OF THEIR
TOTAL INCOME IN TAXES, SUCH AS 14% FOR EVERYONE., WOULD YOU FAVOR HAVING EVERYONE PAY THE
SAME PERCENTAGE OF THETR TOTAL INCOME IN TAXES, OR WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING THE PRESENT SYSTEM,
UNDER WHICH HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE PAY A GREATER PERCENTAGE IN TAXES?
INCOME
. OCCUPATION
! . SEX RACE $7, $7. $15, $25, $35, $50, 365,
500 501 001 001 001 001 001 ~PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-
- HISP- OR YO TO 70 T0 Y0 OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WHITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K 350K $85K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM,
TOTAL
TOTAL ANS 12525 5948 8577 10547 1334 @44 1602 1983 2389 2087 1433 11681 519 1853 1270 815 1439 2301 2813
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100%
FAVOR EVERYONE PAY- 5952 3320 2632 5083 576 202 €67 903 1153 1158 792 501 258 988 582 380 774 983 1308
ING SAME PERCENTAGE  48% 56% 40% 48%  43%  45% 42% 48% 48% 56% 55% 43% 49%  53% 48% 82%  54%  43%  83%
. FAVOR KEEPING PRE- 5284 2142 3142 44125 554 305 757 897 1058 734 539 468 216 822 %72 100‘ 518 1153 1118
SENT SYSTEM 42% 36% 48%  42%  42%  4B% 47X 45% 44% 36% 3IB% 40X 42% 24X 45% 28% 38X 5O%  40%
NOT SURE 1289 486 803 1038 203 47 178 183 179 175 102 192 47 248 118 75 149 188 191
10% 8% 12% 10% 15% 7% 11% 9% ™ 8% % 1IN % 13% % 12% 10% % T%
BASE 1248 608 640 1078 95 75 142 225 348 228 124 .38 40 173 117 69 183 2285 208

0% -



-8220168- BUSINESS WEEK 77, LOUIS HARRIS & ASSOC., B/18/8B2

TOTAL ANS

FAVOR EVERYONE PAY-
ING SAME PERCENTAGE

FAVOR KEEPING PRE-
SENT SYSTEM

NOT SURE

BASE

’

Q.2C.- NOW IT IS BEING PROPOSED TMAT INSTEAD OF THE SYSTEM Of HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE PAYING A
GREATER PERCENTAGE IN FEDERAL INCOME TAXES, EVERYONE WOULD PAY THE SAME PERCENTAGE OF THEIR
TOTAL INCOME IN TAXES, SUCH A3 14% FOR EVERYONE. WOULD YOU FAVOR HAVING EVERYONE PAY THE
SAME PERCENTAGE OF THEIR TOTAL INCOME IN TAXES, OR WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING THE PRESENT SYSTEM,

UNDER WHICH HIGHER INCOME PEOPLE PAY A GREATER PERCENTAGE IN TAXES?

TOTAL
12528
100%
5952
48%

5284
42%

1289
10%

1248

VOTED ‘B0’ CONSIDER SELF
REA- REPUB- DEMQ- INDEP-
GAN CARTER LICAN CRAT ENDENT
4383 2970 3255 5158 3079
100% 100X  100% 100%  100%
2422 1332 1682 2219 16882
55% 45% S1% 4% 54%
1818 1309 1323 2358 1135
37% 44% 41% -46% I7%
48 328 270 580 262
8% 1% 8%  11% 9%
448 288 317 508 324

POL PHILOSOPHY

CON-
SER-

VA-
TIVE

4288
100%

2291
54%

1878
39%

18
™%

434

M10-
OLE
OF

ROAD

'5004

100%
2298
46%

2274
45%

435
9%

483

VOTED ‘80
LIig-
ERAL’ YES NO

2082 8644 3803
100% 100X 100%

892 4292 1823
48% 50% 43%

837 3332 1712
40% 41% 45%

253 821 488
12% 9% 12%

214 888 2374

KNOW DOES FA-

SOME- SOME- NOT  IMP, NOT  VOR
ONE  ONE RE- T0 FAIR PAY-
EARNS EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING
EX- EX- EX- LOW EQUIT SAME
TRA $ TRA $ TRA $ RULES -ABLE PER,
1714 3072 382 2179 5682 %952
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
847 1877 123 1098 3311 5952
48%  48%  J4%  S51%  58% 100%
768 1723 197 926 1933 -
45%  43%  S4%  42% 34X -
102 372 42 155 438 -
:29 9% 12% ™% 8% -
184 403 33 223 587 @08

TABLE 020C
FA-
VOR FAVOR

FLAT BRADLEY-
TAX GEPHARDY

7880
100%

4358
%

2019
4%

708
9%

778

7285
100%

3804
49%

3197
4%

523
™

743

12



-822018~ BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS MARRIS & ASSOC., 8/16/82

TASLE 021A
Q.20 - IT MAS BEEN PROPOSED THAT THE FEDERAL INCOME TAX BE SIMPLIFIED BY GOING TO A SINGLE,
ACROSS-THE~-BOARD RATE OF 14% TAXATION FOR EVERYONE, BUT AT THE SAME TIME ELIMINATION NEARLY ALL
CURRENT OEDUCTIONS PEQPLE TAKE SO THAT MORE OF PEOPLE’S INCOME 1§ TAXABLE, ANOTHER PROVISION
WOULD BE TO OOUBLE THE $1,000 EXEMPTION PER PERSON, WHICH WOULD KEEP THE POOR PROM PAYING WIGHER TAXES,
IN GENERAL, DO YOU FAVOR OR OPPOSE THIS APPROACH TO CMANGING THE TAX SYSTEM?
EDUCATION
REGION AREA : AGE MAKE ENDS MEET
HIGH
MID- CIT~- SuB- 85 4 BTH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT
EAST WEST SOUTH WEST IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-49 B80-84 OVER GRADE OOL LEOE -ER IER SAME
TOTAL -
TOTAL ANS 12533 3326 3318 3575 2313 23745 3818 1837 3333 3697 4086 2%8) 2087 011 8727 3827 8280 1483 2643
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100%
FAVOR - 7688 2160 1937 2137 1453 2314 2103 1260 2011 2288 2684 1677 978 431 3655 3330 60%4 935 1568
82% 63% 588X 60X 63X B82% 8% 60% 80% #2% 86y 'OBX 7% BO%X 64% 61% 82X 84%  35%
OPPOSE J184 859 897 8968 532 999 962 369 855 1108 849 851 844 294 1368 1313 2128 2381 678
25% 26% 27% 28% 23% 27% 27% 20% 28% 30% 21% 21% 1% J2% 24% 28X 28% 25% 2ex
NOT SURE 1681 307 482 %42 330 433 553 209 487 292 644 333 448 187 706 778 1037 187 402

13% 8%  15% 15%  14% 12% 15% 1% 14% ax 1% 14%  22% 18%  12%  13%  13% , 1% 13%

B8asE 1249 330 332 356 231 381 348 190 352 338 450 262 202 88 S95 562 837 132 248

oLe



=822018- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS 8 ASSOC., 8/18/82

TABLE 0218

Q.20 - IT HAS BEEN PROPOSED THAT THE FEDERAL INCOME TAX BE SIMPLIFIED BY GOING TO A SINGLE,
ACROSS-THE-BOARD RATE OF 14% TAXATION FOR EVERYONE, BUT AT THE SAME TIME ELIMINATION WEARLY ALL
CURRENT DEDUCTIONS PEOPLE YAKE SO THAT MORE' OF PEOPLE’S INGOME IS TAXABLE. ANDTHER PROVISION
WOULD BE TO DOUBLE YHE $1,000 EXEMPYION PER PERSON, WHICH WOULD KEEP THE POOR FROM PAYING HIGHER TAXES,
IN GENERAL, DO YOU FAVOR OR OPPOSE THIS APPROACH TO CHANGING THE TAX SYSTEM?

INCOME
: OCCUPATION
, - SEX RACE $7, 37, $15, $25, $35, $50, $65,
: S00 501 001 001 00t 001 00% ~PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-
- HISP- OR  TO 'TO TO T0 TO OR FES- -U- PRI~ LED WHITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $65K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FaAM,
votAaL ___ —_— —_—— e —_

TOTAL ANS 12533 5948 6585 10555 1334 644 1602 1991 2389 2087 1433 1181 819 1853 1270 613 1439 2301 2813
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100%
FAVOR 7688 3859 3828 6503 828 IS8 899 1118 1828 1338 883 738 ‘343 1217 817 413 972 1348 1788
82% 84% 58% 62% 62% 56%_ S6% 57% 68% @5% 81% 64% 66% 65% 64X 37% 88x% 58%  63%
OPPOSE 3184 1583 1801 2580 408 198 444 585 3535 517 412 279 118 418 328 127 . 318 587 @70
25% 27% 24% 24X 31X 30% 28X 29% 23% 25% 290% 24%  22%  C23% 28% 21%  22% 20X  24%
NOT SURE 1661 S08 1155 1472 97 92 253 288 207 218 138 144 80 217 128 7% 148 :;!8 350

13% 9% 18% 14% % 14%  18%  14% 9% 10% 10X 12% 12X 2% 10%  12% 10% 10% 1%

BASE 1243 608 641 1079 s 75 142 228 348 228 124 38 40 173 117 %9 183 228 298

8Le



~822018- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS 8 ASSOC., 8/18/82

TOTAL ANS

FAVOR

0PPOSE

NOT SURE

BASE

"

Q.20 - 1T HAS BEEN PROPOSED THAT TH
ACROSS-THE-BOARD RATE OF 14% TAXATION
CURRENT DEOUCTIONS PEQPLE TAKE SO THAT MORE QF PEQPLE’
WOULD BE TO DOUBLE THE $1,000 EXEMPTION PER PERSON, WHICH WO!

IN GENERAL, DO YOU FAVOR OR OPPOSE THIS APPRO

VOTED ‘80 CONSIDER SELF
REA- REPUB- DEMO- INDEP-
GAN CARTER LICAN CRAT ENDENT

TOTAL

12533 4383 2978 3255 S168 23079
100% 100%  100% ' 100% 100% 100%
7688 2965 1707 2110 2188 1984
82% 68% 58% 85% o1% a4%
3184 919 871 807 1283 765
25% 21% 28% 25%  25% 25%
1661 499 400 338 715 49
19%  14% . 13% 10%  14% 1%
1249 448 287 317 509 324

POL PHILOSOPHY

CON- MID- ON
VOTED ‘80 EARNS

SER- OLE
VA- OF
TIVE ROAD

4288 5012
100% 100%

2599 3228
80% 84%

1181 1180
28% 24%

508 604
2% 12%

434 494

LIB-
ERAL

2082
100%

1342
a4y

558
27%

182
%

214

AT THE SAME TIME ELIMINATION NEARLY ALL
S INCOME 1S TAXABLE. ANOTHER PROVISION
ULD KEEP THE POOR PROM PAYING HIGHER TAXES,
ACH TO CHANGING THE TAX SYSTEM?

YES

8652

NO

3802

100% 100%

5380
82%

2180
25%

1113
13%

ee7

2280
80%

874
28%

548
14%

374

€ FEDERAL INCOME TAX BE SIMPLIFIED
FOR EVERYONE, BUT

BY GOING TO A SINGLE,

KNOW  DOES

SOME- SOME- NOT IMP.  NOT
E ONE RE- TO  FAIR

EARNS PORT FOL-  AND

EX- EX- EX- LOW EQUIT
TRA' S TRA § TRA $ RULES -ABLE
1714 3972 362 2179 3682
100%  100% 100% 100% 100%
1080 2525 204 1407 3789
63% 83% 87X 85% 68%
484 1015 120 822 138%
28%  28%  3I%  24%  24%-
151 432 38 250 587
9%  11%  10%  11% 0%
184 403 33 223  say

TABLE 021C
FA-

YOR
PAY- FA-

ING VOR FAVOR
SAME FLAT BRADLEY-
PER, TAX GEPHARDT
8952 7888 728"
100% 100% 100%
4333 7088 4934

73% 100% (]33
1059 - 1072

tax - 23%

538 - 878

9% - %

808 778 743

R



-822018- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS HARRIS & ASSOC., B/18/82

TABLE 022A

Q,2€ - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD 'OU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM To

i

MAKZ IT POSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?

REGION AREA AGE
MID- CIT- suB- 65 &
EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29

TOTAL

—

DEDUCTIONS FOR EM- 12504 3317 23297

PLOYEE BUSINESS 100.90100,0100,0
EXPENSES

KEEP 5950 1598 1368

47.8 48.2 41,8

GET RID OF 5334 1440 1575

42,7 43.4 47,8

NOT SURE 1221 273 354

9.8 8.4 10.7
!

DEOUCTIONS FOR HOUSE 12828 3328 3318

—

EOUCATION

MAKE ENDS MEET
HIGH

B8TH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABQUY

30-49 50-84 OVER GRADE OOL LEGE -ER IER SAME

3578 2315
100,0100,0

1883 1101
52.7 47.8

1333 985
37.3 42.5

359 229
10.0 8.9

35687 2315

3727

100.0 100.0

1830
43,1

18139
43.4

278
7.5

MW

3818

1718
47.4

1608
4.4

295
8.2

813

1837 3323

822 1381
44.7 47,8

817 1292
44,5 J8.9

198 450
10.8 13.3

1837 3333

877

1849
30.1

1680
45.7

158
4.2

3897

4088

2055
50.3

1785
43.2

266
8.5

4078

2574 2087

1132 888
44.0 43.0

1182 8352
45.9 31.8

280 526
10.1 25.4

2583 2087

911 5709 5818 B251 1403 2843

$00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100..0100.0 100.0

424 2719 2785 3998 781 1144
40.5 47.8 47.9 48.4 51,3 43.)

274 2472 2574 3552 528 1183
J0.1 43,2 44.2 43.0 30,1 44.3

213 818 458 703 185 318
23.4 9.1 7.9 8.5 12,6 11.9

911 5727 5819 8280 1483 2839

MORTGAGE INTEREST 100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0:100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100,0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0

KEEP 8901 2423 2332
71.1 72,9 70.3
GET RID OF 2949 713 781
23.5 21.4 23.8
NOT SURE 878 191 203

5.4 5.7 8.1

2435 1714
68.3 73.9

952 503
28.7 21.7

180 109
5.0 4.4

2869
71.4

947

‘25.9

3.3

2892
74.4

748
20.7

178
4.9

1178 2388
84.0 71.0

498 758
27,0 22,7

188 210
8.0 8.3

2793
75.8

769
20.8

133
3.7

2974
72.9

9689
24.9

118
2.8

1883 1391
84.4 67.3

730 440
28.3 21,3

188 238
7.3 11.4

539 4008 4320 5904 1054 1839
59.2 89.9 74.2 71.3 72.0 ©9.8
1

247 1334 1348 105% 377  4cC8
27,1 23,3 23.1 23,6 28.8 23.1

125 387 133 420 32 188
13.7 6.8 2.8 8.1 2.2 7.1

GLS
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- - TASLE 0224
’ : CONTINUED -1
Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAKE IT POSSIJLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?
| EOUCATION
REGION AREA AGE MAKE ENDS MEET
. HIGH
MID- CIT- sus- 85 8 8TH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT

TOTAL

OEDUCTIONS FOR CHAR- 12533 3326 3318 3575 313 3745 3618 1837 3333 23697 4088 2383 2087 811 5727 5827 8280 1483 2643
ITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0

EAST WEST SOUTH WEST IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-48 50-84 OVER GRADE OOL LEGE -ER IER SAME

KEEP 8232 2219 2077 2369 1568 2561 2343 1180 2142 2548 2524 1734 1348 601 3892 872 5240 1081 1720
65.7 66.7 82.6 68.) 67.7 68.4 ©64.8 64.8 84,2 €3.0 61.8 67.71 65.1 65.0 64.5 68.4 64.5 72.%5 @5.1
GET RIp OF 3730 989 1110 1033 597 1048 1156 583 934 1055 1428 748 4B¢ 171 1778 1780 2813 358 741

29.8 28.7 33.5 29.0 25.8 28.0 32.0 32.3 28.0 28.5 34.9 28.90 23.3 18.3 31.0 30.8 31.6 24.5 28.0
' NOT SuRe ) S71 119 129 172 159 136 119 S8 2%7 83 133 . 103 249 139 280 172 2328 43 181
4.6 3.8 3.9 4.2 6.5 3.6 3.3 3.2 7.7 2.5 3.3 4.011,7 153 4.5 3.0 3.8 3.1 @a.8

DEDUCTIONS FOR SYATE 12533 3328 3318 3575 2315 3745 3618 1337 3333 3697 4088 2583 2087 911 S727 5827 8280 1483 2843

8 LOCAL INCOME 8 100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0
PROPERTY * '

KEEP 7998 2201 2159 2163 1477 2309 2359 1153 2173 2484 2643 1648 1170 308 3008 3940 5307 1028 1382

63.8 88.2 65.1 60.3 83.8 ©61.7 65.2 62.8 65.3 B7.2 64,7 B83.8 56.6 43.% 83.0 87.6 84.1 70.3 99.9

GET RID OF 3653 898 907 1173 675 1174 992 577 81t 1015 1224 832 S48 380 1711 1570 2408 378 842

[ 29.1 27.0 27.4 32.8 29.2 31.3 27.4 31.4 27.3 27.5 30.0 32.2 28.5 39.%5 20.9 20.9 20.1 25.7 31.9

i NOT SURE 880 227 250 240 164 283 287 107 244 198 219 102 349 158 409 2317 S84 39 219

7.0 8.8 7.5 8.7 7.1 7.0 7.4 58 7.3 54 B.4 3.018.9 17.0 7.1 S.4 8.8 4.0 8.3

BASE . 1243 330 332 356 231 2381 346 190 352 338 450 252 202 88 395 8582 837 132 248

+

9.2
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TABLE 0228

Q.22 - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPIMNG EACH OF THESE DEOUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAKE IT POSS!!L!‘TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%7
“ ' 74 E Y .

INCOME

SEX RACE $7. 7, 318, %25, 335, %0, s88,
500 501 001 001 001 001 001 PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-

FE- WISP- OR TO TO TO TO 70 OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WHITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $83K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM.

OCCUPATION

TOTAL

OEDUCTIONS FOR EM- 12304 5920 6585 10528 1334 844 1802 1981 2389 2058 1423 1181 519 1344 1270 613 1429 2301 2794

PLOYEE BUSINESS 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100,0100,0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EXPENSES . .
' e
KEEP %950 2845 3105 5075 S84 281 779 092 1174 907 895 SS8 289 674 743 04 879 1273 1213

47.0 48.1 47,2 48.2 44.5 43.0 48.6 50.1 49.1 44,1 43,8 43,1 31,8 06,0 53,5 40.4 47,85 B3.0 43.4

GET RID OF 5334 2857 2677 4488 8549 317 559 808 1079 1084 660 531 143 952 470 283 688 284 1387
42.7 44.9 40.7 42.4 41.2 49,2 34.9 40.8 45.2 51.7 46.4 45.7 27.6 81,8 37,0 48.3 45,1 J8.0 49.8

NOT SURE 1224 41‘ 803 984 191 47 284 181 137 87 68 72 107 218 B8 28 8 138 183
. 8.8 7.1 12,2 9.3 14,3 7.318.5 9.1 5.7 4.2 4,8 8.2 20.8 11.8 4.6 4.2 4.4 5.9 7.0
. [ .
DEDUCTIONS FOR HOUSE 12525 5948 8577 10547 1334 644 1602 1991 2389 2059 143) 1181 519 1845 1270 6815 1439 2301 2813
MORTGAGE INTEREST 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100,0100,0100,0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

KEEP 8901 4311 4590 7511 952 438 1024 1408 1733 1545 1083 882 320 1290 989 412 1082 1728 2013
71.172,569.8 71.2 71.4 ©8:0 83.0 70.7 72.5 75,0 74.2 76.0 63.4 70.2 76.3 67.0 73.8 75.1 71.8

GET RID OF 2949 1501 1448 24368 3N 179 4168 479 549 479 329 279 178 433 291 184 318 531 704
23.9 25.2 22,0 23.1 25,0 27.8 26,0 24.1 23.0 23.3 23.0 24,0 34.2 23.5 22.9 20.7 22.2 2.1 2%5.0

NOT SURE 675 138 539 590 48 28 182 104 107 33 41 - 12 118 19 40 87 42 04
5.4 2.3 8.2 S.7 3.6 4.3 10.1 5.2 4.8 1.7 2.9 - 2.3 8.3 .8 6.3 4.0 1.8 3.3

LI
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A TABLE 0228
. - CONTINUED -1
Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TiX RATE TO 14%?
INCOME
) . : OCCUPATION
© 0 SEX RACE $7, $7. 315, 325, 335, -350, $65,
__. 500 501 001 001 001 001 001 PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL- ~
FE- HISP- OR T0 TO TO TO TO OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WHITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $65K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM.

Cr— — —— — — —— —

TotaL JE— ——

3
OEDUCTIONS FOR CHAR- 12533 5948 6583 1055% l?ﬁﬁl 644 1802 1991 2389 2087 1433 1181 519 “-1883 1270 615 1439 2301 2813
ITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100,0100.0 .100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

KEEP 8232 4005 4227 6870 }9‘7 415 1086 1260 1492 1384 878 840 378 1203 828 371 990 1507 1778
85.7 87.3 64.2 65.1 71.0 €4.4 87.3 83.3 82.5 86.0 61,3 72.4 72.4 65.0 63.2 60.3 68.8 65.5 83.2

GET RID OF : 3730 1778 1952 3212 342 177 428 608 830 B94 498 291 114 814 400 232 389 882 924
' 29.8 29.9 29.8 30.4 25.8 27.5 26.6 30.5 34.7 33.8 34.8 25.1-22.0 . 33.1% 31.5 37.7 25,8 30.1 32.8

NOT SURE 571 185 405 473 45 52 90 123 88 9 %8 30 29 IS 42 12 81 100 111

4.6 2.8 8.2 4.5 3.4 8.1 58 8.2 2.8 .4 3.9 2.8 5.8 1.9 3.3 2,0 8.0 4.5 2.9

DEDUCTIONS FOR STATE 12533 5948 8585 10555 1334 644 1802 1991 2389 2087 1433 {181 510 1833 1270 813 1439 2301 2313

& LOCAL INCOME & 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
PROPERTY ’ )

KEEP 7999 3897 4102 6812 779 409 B899 1235 1832 1332 097 813 IS8 11860 B8S4 328 892 1889 1718

63.8 63.5 62.0 64.5 58.4 63.5 58.1 62.0 68.3 64.4 69.8 70.0 80.7 83.7 87.2 53.1 62.0 72.% 81,0

GET RID OF 3653 1892 1781 2987 457 209 527 507 €37 654 379 248 162 526 393 248 478 528 9

29.1 31.8 28,7 28.3 34.3 32.5 32,9 30.0 26.7 31.8 26.4 30.0 29.3 28,3 30.9 40.3 33.0 22.8 33.4

NOT SURE 880 159 722 7se L1 27 178 159 120 81 58 - 82 143 24 39 72 107 159

7.0 2.7 11.0 7.2 7.3 4.2 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 3.9 - 10.0 7.8 1.9 6.3 8.0 4.7 5.7
i

i

BASE 1249 608 841 1079 L L] 73 142 226 348 228 124 38 40 173 117 89 183 225 298

8.2
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DEDUCTIONS FOR EM-
PLOYEE BUSINESS
EXPENSES

KEEP

GET RID OF

NOT SURE

L d

DEDUCTIONS FOR HOUSE 12525 42383

MORTGAGE INTEREST

KEEP

GET RID OF

NOT SURE

TABLE 022C
Q. 2! - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RXD OF THEMX TO
MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?
POL PHILOSOPMY KNOW DOES FA-
. e SOME- SOME- NOT IMp, NOT YOR
VOTED ‘80’ CONSIDER SELF' CON- MID- ONE ONE RE- T0 FAIR PAY- FA-
SER- DLE VOTED ‘80 EARNS EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING VOR FAVOR
REA- REPUB- JEMG- INDEP- VA- OF LIB- EX- EX- EX- LOVW EQUIT SAME FLAT BRAOLEY-
GAN CARTER LICAN CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL “YES NO TRA § TRA § TRA § RULES -ABLE PER, TAX GEPHARDT
TOTAL -

12504 4373 2989 285 8137 3079 4268 5003 2082 8834 3793 1714 3982 352 2189 5672 5933 768%% 7208
100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0
5950 1988 1487 1419 2560 1475 1831 2534 1079 3902 2009 889 1856 158 978 2804 2532 3408 488
47.6 4%.5 50.1 43.6 49.8 47.9 42.9 50.0 51,8 45,2 %52.8 51.0 48.8 44.9 48,1 49.4 43.0 4S5.6 47.7
5334 2002 118% 1552 2037 1405 2028 2114 884 3858 1444 735 1941 184 1110 2448 3008 3687 3382
42.7 45.8 30.9 47.7 39.7 45.6 47.5 42,3 42,5 44,7 38.1 42.0 40.0 B52.3 51.2 43.2 50.7 48.1 48.3
1221 384 297 ' 284 541 199 411 35S 119 873 348 | [] .1} 10 81 420 378 477 439
9.8 8.8 10.0 8.7 10.8 6.5 9.6 7.1 8.7 10.1 9.2 5.3 4,2 2.8 3.7 7.4 6.3 8.2 8.0
"2989 3255 S158 3079 4288 5004 2082 8844 3807 1714 3984 62 2171 B874 %932 7680 1277
100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100,0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0  100.0
8901 3048 2278 2218 3704 2194 2791 3824 1580 6231 2602 1315 2939 277 1600 3807 JI814 5108 5482
7,1.1 63.5 78.7 68.1 71.8 71.3 85.1 76.4 76.3 72.1 68.4 76.7 74.1 78.8 73.7 87.% 04.1 87.7 7.3
2949 1178 554 213 1134 767 1327 1009 391 2041 898’ 328 047 [ 13 815 13592 1841 2188 15%1
23.5 28.8 18.7 28,0 22.0 24.9 30.9 20.2 18,8 23.6 23.8 19.1 23.0 23.8 23.7 28.1 30.9 28.9% -21.3
875 182 138 125 320 117 170 170 102 372 303 72 78 56 276 208 2908 244
8.4 3.7 4.8 3.8 6.2 3.8 4.0 3.4 4.9 4.3 8.0 4.2 2.0 - 2.6 4.9 5.0 3.9 3.4

.

6.2
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TABLE 022C

CONTINUED -1
Q.2€ - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS on WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAKE IT POSSIBLE TJ LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?
" POL PHILOSUPHY KNOW  DOES FA-
. . - SOME- SOME- NOT IMP. NOT  VOR
VOTED ‘80’ CONSIDER SELF  CON- MID- ONE ONE RE- TO  FAIR PAY- FA-
SER- DLE VOTED ‘80 unns EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING VOR FAVOR
REA- — REPUB- DEMO- INDEP- VA- OF LIB- X- EX- EX-  LOW EQUIT SAME FLAT BRADLEY-
GAN CARTER LICAN CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL ~YES NO TRA $ TRA $ TRA $ RULES -ABLE PER. TAX GEPMARDT

TOTAL

— — —— — — ——

DEDUCTIONS FOR CHAR- 12533 4383 2078 3253 5168 3079 4288 5012 2082 8652 3803 1714 3972 382 2179 5882 5982 7668 7288
ITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 100,0100,0 100.0 100,00 100.0 100,0100,0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0

KEEP | 8232 2730 21681 2091 3530 1957 2740 JJ42 1428 5800 2582 1123 2555 214 1314 3015 3386 4792 4788
85.7 62.3 72.8 684.2 63.3 63,6 063.9 68.7 08.6 84.7 67,9 83,5 64.3 50.1 00.3 03.8 58,6 62.3 es.?

GET R1D OF 3730 1479 728 978 1422 1041 1356 1537 576 2705 998 3568 1339 148 808 1852 2378 2088 2284
29.8 33.7 24.4 230.1 27.5 33,8 31.0 30.7 27.7 31.3 28.2 33,1 33.7 40.9 37.0 32.8 40.0 34.7 1.4

NOT SURE 571 178 1 1] 184. 214 80 191 132 78 348 223 22 78 - 53 218 208 230 218
. 4.8 4.0 3.0 5.7 4.1 2.6 4.5 2,86 3.7 4.0 5.9 1.3 2.0 - 2.7 3.8 3.3 3.0 3.0

OEOUCTIONS FOR SYATE 12533 4383 2078 3235 5188 3079 4288 5012 2082 B6S2 3803 1714 3972 362 2179 S682 5982 7688 7283

8 LOCAL INCOME & 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0
PROPERTY

KEEP 7999 2893 2017 2098 3315 1966 2764 J470 1201 5780 2152 1157 2589 283 1422 3311 3485 4758 4937

63.8 66.0 67,5 64.5 ©84.2 ©63.9 64.5 69.2 57.7 68.8 56.8 67.3 65.2 78.2 85,3 58.3 88.2 81.9 87.8

GET RID OF 3653 1207 770 954 1458 950 1206 1347 689 2374 1269 481 1106 74 834 2084 2112 2932 1987

, 29.1 29.4 259 29.3 28.2 30.9 30.2 28.9 33.1.27.4 33.4 28.1 30.1 20.4 29.1 238.3 35.8 32.9 27.0

NOT SURE 880 204 197 202 393 163 228 190 192 498 382 77 187 S 124 308 2373 2398 J81

7.0 4.7 8.8 6.2 7.0 5.3 5.3 3.9 9.2 5.8 10,0 4.B 4.7 1.4 57 5.4 8.3 8.2 8.2

BASE 1249 448 287 317 509 324 434 494 214 887 374 184 403 3 223 367 eos 778 743
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\

Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH D7 THESE DEOUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR QETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAK? 1T POSS!aLE‘TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?

TABLE 023A

EDUCATION
REGION AREA AGE MAXKE ENDS MEET
HIGH :
MID- CIT- SUB- 65 & BTH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT
EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  [ES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-49 50-84 OVER GRADE OOL LEGE -ER IER SAME
ToTAL . J— . — ———
BEING ASLE TO DEDUCT 12488 3307 3298 035689 2315 3745 3388 1837 3318 3897 4079 2545 2087 911 5882 5827 8274 1483 2643
INVESTMENT IN DRILL- 100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0
ING COSTS FOR OIL &
NATURAL GAS
KEEP 4216 861 1122 1381 852 1447 1048 674 1043 1487 1321 645 729 315 2111 1784 2810 410 943
33.8 26.0 34.0 38.7 36.8 38.6 29.2 38.7 31.6 39.7 32.4 25.3 35.3 34.8 37.2 30.1 34.1 28.8 33,7
GET RI1D OF 8393 1927 1700 1653 1114 1841 1912 0S4 1888 1987 2293 1351 768 347 2776 3270 4270 827 1217
51.2 58.3 51.8 48.3 48.1 49.2 53.3 1.9 50.8 53.1 58.2 53.1 37.1 38.1 48.0 58.1 51.9 58.5 48.0
NOT SURE 1878 519 475 335 349 487 630 200 583 208 485 540 872 249 795 807 1154 217 483
15.0 15.7 14.4 15.0 15,1 12.2 17.8 11.4 17.68 7.2 11.4. 21.8 27.7 27.3 14.0 3.8 14.0 14,8 18.3
DEDUCTION OF POLI- 12472 3228 3277 3553 2315 3708 3818 1837 3319 3674 4047 2583 2087 911 5705 5788 8248 {433 2843

TICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

UP TO 3100
KEEP 4898 1272 1208
37.7 38.2 368.8
GET RID OF 7080 1908 1886
56.8 57.4 37.8
NOT SURE 694 147 188

5.6 4.4 5.8 7.1 48 5.1 2.8 6.1 8.9 2.0 8.3 4.9 11,8

4

1221 998
34.4 43,1

2080 1208
58.3 82,1

2%2 111

1458
39.3

2081
5.8

189

100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0

1503
44.0

1928
53.2

100

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

580
31.9

1129
82.0

112

1083
2.1

1354
59.0

294

1337
3.4

1400
34.8

1088 873
41,3 42.2

329 2019 2304
38.1 35.4 39,8

2264
81.8

2391
9.1

1389 9%3
33.8 40.2

437 3332 3299
48.0 58.4 37,0
74 238

126 239 145 384 188

15.9 8.2 3.2

3178 013
38.5 42.8

4832 793
58.2 54.0

440 38
8.3 2.7

100.0100.0 100,0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0

878
3.1

1568
9.3

188
7.8

2
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TABLE 023A
! CONTINUED -1
Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE YO 14%?

, . EDUCATION
REGION AREA AGE

MAKE ENDS MEET
HIGH

M10- Civ- sus- 65 & B8TH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT
EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  1£S URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-49 50-84 OVER Gﬁfb! OOL LEGE -ER IER SAME

TOTAL

OEDUCTIONS FOR STATE 12511 3305 3318 3575 2315 3745 3803 1831 3333 3697 4077 2583 2050 9003 5714 5827 0284 1482 20638
8 LOCAL TAXES OTHER 100.0100.0100.0 100.0:00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100,0100.0100.0100.0 100.0
THAN STATE & LOCAL
INCOME & PROPERTY

S b

TAXES
t \
KEEP 6652 1874 1784 1810 1184 1893 2032 935 1793 2289 2055 1365 922 310 2959 3337 4476 78% 1327
$3.2 56.7 53.8 $0.8 S1.1 S50.5 58.4 St1.1 53.8 61.4 %0.5 52.8 44.8 34.3 S1.8 $7.3 54.2 53.7 50.3
GET RIO OF 4575 1171 1199 1332 873 1537 1248 751 1041 1226 1695 967 840 354 2193 2027 2982 570 989
, 36.8 35.4 38.2 37.3 37.7 41,0 34.8 41.0 31,2 33.2 41.8 37.4 31.1 239.2 38.4 4.8 35.8 39.0 J0.8
NOT SURE 1284 2680 333 433 2%8 318 324 145 3500 201 323 251 487 239 582 482 828 109 340
10.3 7.9 10.0 12.1 11,1 8.4 9.0 7.9 8.0 5.4 7.9 9.7 24.% 268.3 9.8 7.9 10.0 7.5 12.9
’ .
DEDUCTIONS FOR CASU- 12483 3294 3318 3558 2318 3724 3607 1829 3323 23687 4078 2584 2087 011 5689 5818 8230 1483 20843

ALTY & THEFT LOSES

100.0100.0100.0

100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0

KEEP 7905 2191 2094 2162 1458 2450 2374 1052 2029 2828 2208 1402 1312 568 3744 3548 5414 009 1484
63.3 86.%5 63.1 60.8 83.0 65.8 @5.8 57.5 B1.1 78.5 58.3 54.9 63,5, 82.0 €3.5 81,0 65.8 62,1 55.4

GET RID OF 3617 913 984 1085 674 1059 1083 634 840 731 1608 918 349 120 1457 2039 2178 483 958
29.0 27.7 29.1 20.90 29.1 28.4 30.0 34.7 25.3 18.8 39.4 I%.9 18.% 13.2 25.8 35.1 26,8 33.0 238.2

NOT SURE 961 190 258 330 183 215 149 143 454 138 174 238 414 223 488 220 638 72 . 223
7.7 5.8 7.8 9.3 7.9 5.8 4.1 7.8 13.7 3.7 4.3 9.2 20.0 24.5 8.8 3.9 7.8 4.9 8.4

BASE 1249 330 2332 356 231 381 348 190 352 338 450 282 202 86 3595 362 837 132 243

4:14
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TABLE 0238
Q.2€ - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS OR'WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF TMEM YO
MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?
INCOME
A OCCUPATION
SEX RACE $7, %7, $15, 325, 335, 350, 365,
500 601 001 001 001 001 001 ~PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-
FE- HISP- OR T0 Y0 70 7O 70 OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WHITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $B5K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM,

TOTAL

—— — — — — — — i e i, s, et

— c——

BEING ABLE YO DEDUCT 12488 5927 6581 10510 1334 644 1802 1982 2376 2087 1410 1181 519 1853 1270 613 1439 2289 2777

INVESTMENT IN ORILL- 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
ING COSTS FOR OIL &

NATURAL GAS
KEEP 4218 2087 2149 3478 482 260 S75 835 805 596 487 201 187 550 431 240 492 833 8219
37.3 34.9 32.8 33.1 J6.1 40.4 35.9 42.1 33.9 28.8 34.5 25.1 38.0 29,7 33,9 39.0 34.2 38,4 29.8
GET RID OF . 8392 J2¢3 3181 S391 704 299 689 798 1358 1305 778 043 256 959 717 278 802 1191 1032
5$1.2 54.2 48.5 51.3 52.8 46.4 49.8 40.3 57,1 63.1 55.2 55.8 49.3 B1.8 36,5 45.2 55.7 852.0 $8.8
NOT SURE 1878 847 1231 1644 148 88 353 348 218 187 1435 222 75 J44 122 Oi 144 283 2323

15.0 10.9 8.8 5.6 1.1 13.4 22,3 17.6 9.C 8.1 10.3 18.1 14.3 _18.8 9.8 15.9 0.0 31.8 191.0

DEDUCTION OF POLI- 12472 5099 8572 10493 1334 644 1593 1968 2389 2087 1433 1131 519 1853 1240 603 1430 22889 2813

TICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.2100.0100.0100.0100.0100.04900.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
uP TO $100

KEEP 4898 2359 2339 J684 578 255 601 771 798 743 535 600 282 7357 4%9 222 820 834 1073
37.7 40.0 35.8 36.8 43.3 39.8 37.7 39.2 33.4 35.9 37.3 83.1 54.3  40.9 37,0 38.7 38.4 38.8 238.1
GET RID OF 7080 3383 3697 €078 672 332 860 1110 148 12866 641 501 223 1082 759 370 841 1280 1838
58.8 87.3 56,2 57.9 50.4 51.6 54,0 56.4 62,1 61.2 58,7 44.3 43.4 57.3 61,2 81.2 S3.8 G5.0 %8.2
NOT SURE 694 158 537 583 84 57 132 87 108 %9 88 30 12 3 22 13 70 125 104

$.6 2.7 8.2 S.3 6.3 8.9 8.3 4.4 4.5 2.0 3.9 2.7 2.3 1.9 1.8 2.1 4.9 8.8 3.7
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- TABLE 0238
: CONTINUED -1
Q,2E - WOULD YOU FAYOR KEEPING EACH 0F THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TQ
MAKE. IT POSSIBLE.TC LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?
INCOME
OCCUPATION
SEX RACE $7. 87, 315, 325, %3S, 350, 365,
500 501 001 001 001 00t 001 ~PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-
FE- HiSP- OR  TO TO TO TO TO OR FES- <-U- PRI~ LED WHITE UNTON
WALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $85K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FaM,

° TOTAL

e —— a—

DEQUCTIONS FOR STATE 12511 5935 6577 10533 1334 844 1602 1983 2382 2081 1433 1181 518 1853 1284 815 1432 2301 2808
8 LOGAL TAXES OTHER 100,0100,0100,0 100,90 100,0 100,0100,0100.0100.0100.0100,0100.0100,0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
THAN STATE & LOCAL 4

INCOME & PROPERTY ’

TAXES
Keee 6652 3427 3226 5520 764 388 795 1018 139% 1183 779 558 308 100 7483 335 731 1318 1322
53.2 57.7 49.0 52.4 87.3 57.1 49,8 51,2 58,8 57.4 B4.4 47.8 59.3 84.4 58.9 54,5 51,0 87,3 54.2
GET RID OF 4575 2215 2360 3818 529 229 523 747 807 750 595 480 . 178 823 485 259 599 804 1108
36.8 37.3 35.9 36.2 39.7 35.6 32.6 37.7 33.0 98.4 41.5 42.1 33.9 23,8 38.4 40.8 41.3 34.0 39.4
NOT SURE 1284 293 991 1198 4 47 284 220 180 1290 S5O 117 38 222 34 29 101 179 179

10.3 4.9 15,1 11.4 3.1 7.3 17,7 11.1 7.8 6.3 4.1 10.1 8.7 ,12.0 2.7 4.7 7.1 7.8 6.4

OEOUCTIONS FOR CASU- 12483 5937 6548 10513 1334 837 1573 1983 2389 2087 1433 1181 519 1853 1270 615 1431 2.291 2792
ALTY 8 THEFT LOSES  100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

KEEP ' 7905 3768 4141 6527 975 404 1042 1292 1598 1284 858 048 334 1127 837 377 782 1827 1070
83.3 83.4 63.3 62.1 (73.1 63.4 86.2 85.2 66.8 2.1 $8.7 55.8 64.4 60.8 85,0 61.3 84.9 71.0 B9.8
GET RID OF 3617 1938 1878 3188 279 150 304 509 888 723 504 513 180 643 392 238 583 581 019
29.0 32.6 25.8 30.3 20.9 23.5 19.3 25,7 26.8 35.0 3%5.2 44.2 30.8 34.7 30.9 38.7 39.3 24.5 32.9
NOT SURE . 981 234 727 798 80 83 228 182 10% @80 73 - 28 83 41 - 80 104 203
7.7 3.9 11,1 7.8 6.0 13,0 14.5 9.2 4.4 2.9 5.1 - 4.8 4.5 3.2 - 8,0 48 7.3

BASE 1249 808 B4 1079 95 73 142 228 348 228 124 38 40 173 117 89 153 223 98
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Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEP!NG Elé“ Of THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULO YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAKE IT POSS!!EE‘TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?

VOTED ‘80°

REA-

GAN CARTER

TOTAL

BEING ABLE TO DEDUCT 12488 4351
INVESTMENT IN DRILL- 100,0100.0
ING COSTS FOR OIL &

NATURAL GAS
XEEP 4210 1303
33.8 29.9
GET RID OF 6393 2321
$1.2 53.8
NOT SURE 1878 717
15.0 18,5
DEOUCTION OF POLI- 12472 4383
TICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 100.0100.0

UP TO $100

KEEP 4898 1587
7 31,7 38.2
GET RID OF 7080 2554
56.8 58.3
NOT SURE 894 242
5.6 3.8

o

\
CONSIDER SELF
REPUB- DEMO- INDEP- VA-

POL PHILOSOPHY

CON- MID-
SER- DLE VOTED ‘80
OF LIAn-

LICAN CRAT ENDENT YIVE ROAD ERAL ~YES NO

'2978
100.0

1082
38.4

1445
48.5

450
15.1

2939
100.0

1350
4S9

1402
50.4

1107
3.8

3288
100.0

299
30.7

1835
50.2

- 824
9.1

3258
100.0

1208
7.0

1824
56.0

228
8.9

5144
100,0

1722
33.5

2700
52.5

k£l
14.0

5108
100.0

2101
41.2

2724
53.4

279
5.8

3058 4272 4989 2078 8814 3798
100,0100,0100.0100,0100.0100.0

: ¢
1059 1408 1803 728 27335 1434
34.7 33.0 38.1 35.1 31.8 37.3

1879 2333 2508 1183 4502 1880
54.9 54.8 50.2 56,0 52.3 49.0

318 531 6880 184 1377 502
10.4 12.4 13.6 8.9 16.0 13.2

3079 4288 4931 2082 8814 3780

100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

979 1600 1956 882 3379 1296°

31.8 37.3 39.3 40.9 39,2 34,3

1951 2495 2882 110% 4833 210t
83.4 58.2 57.9 83.1 58.1 58.0

149 183 143
4.8 4.%

124 401 293
2.9 8.0 4.7 7.8

TABLE 023C
_ XNOW DOES FA-
SOME- SOME- NOT  IMP. NOT  VOR
ONE  ONE RE-  TO  FAIR PAY- PA-
EARNS EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING VOR FAYOR
EX- EX-  tX-  LOW EQUIT SAME PLAT BRADLEY-
TRA $ TRA $ TRA $ RULES -ASLE PER. TAX GEPHARDT
1714 3972 382 2179 883 5928 7859 7287
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0  100.0
714 1288 131 719 1898 1738 2332 2018
41.7 32,3 38.2 33.0 33.%5 29.3 30.4 38.0
B3B8 2215 173 1101 3108 3598 4488 3840
48.9 55.8 47.8 54,7 S4.8 80.7 53.8 52.9
183 488 57 268 662 %593 g4t 802
9.5 11.8 15.7 12,3 11.7 10.0 11.0 11.1
1704 3083 352 2180 %680-5933 7839 7283
100.0 100.0100.0100.0  100.0
€38 1334 138 682 {914 1817 285% 2904
37.4 33.7 44.3 30.8 3.8 30.6 34.8  40.0
1003 2499 180 1449 3490 3841 4882 4128
58.9 83.2 53,7 87.1 81.7 84.7 1.9 8.8
84 120 7 49 258 278 302 231
3.3 3.0 2.0 2.3 4.8 4.7 4.0 3.2
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Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE

DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM Tg

MAKE IT PCSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%7

POL PHILOSOPHY

VOTED ‘80’ CONSIDER SELF  CON- MID-

— SER- DLE VOTED ‘80

REA- REPUB- DEMO- INDEP- VA- OF LIB-

GAN CARTER LICAN CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL ~VES NO
TOTAL

OEDUCTIONS FOR STATE 12511 4383
8 LOCAL TAXES OTHER 100.0100.0
THAN STATE 8 LOCAL

INCOME & PROPERTY

TAXES
KEEP §652 2355
53.2 53.7

GET RID OF 4575 1687
36.6 38.0

NOT SURE 128¢ 2381
10.3 8.2

DEDUCTIONS FOR CASU- 12483 4375

ALTY & THEFT LOSES  100.0100.0
KEEP 7905 2398
83.3 S4.8

GET R10 oOF J817 1088
29.0 8.5

NOT SURE 961 291
7.7 8.7

BASE 1249 448

2964 3255 5153 3079 4281 5005 2082 8639 3704
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0

1640 1709 2844 1714 2137 2942 1103 4840 1984
55.3 52.5 51,3 5.7 49.9 58.8 53.0 53.7 $1.8
1081 1187 1981 1133 1763 1701 728 3119 1437
35.8 36.8 38.1 38.8 41,2 34.0 35.0 30. 1 7.9
263 359 547 231 381 382 251 881 394
8.9 11.0 10.8 7.5 8.9 7.2 12,1 10.2 10.4
2959 3255 5129 3079 4288 4981 2074 8603 3803
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100,0100.0
1973 1810 2477 1902 2598 3278 1471 5129 2704
88.7 S8.7 @7.8 61.8 80.6 85.8 70.9 59.8 71.1
7902 1128 1201 1002 1424 1483 519 2883 728
26.8 34.7 24.8 32,5 33.2 29,4 25.0 33.5 19,1
193 217 392 173 285 240 B84 S91 370
a.5 6.7 . 7.8 5.7 6.2 4.8 4.1 8.9 9.7
287 317 509 324 434 494 214 BBY 374

TABLE 023C
CONTINUED -1
KNOW  DOES -~ FA-
“€OME- SOME- NOT IMP., NOT  VOR
ONE ONE RE- YO  FAIR PAY- FA-
EARNS EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING VOR FAVOR
EX- EX- EX- LOW EQUIT SAME FLAT BRADLEY-
TRA'S TRA $ TRA $ RULES -ABLE PER. TAX GEPHARDT
1714 3972 382 2179 5867 5952 7681 7203
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0  100.0
1011 2159 247 1223 2787 2958 3808 4173
59.0 54.4 88.2 56.1 48.8 49.7 49.8 57.8
'S51 1511 95 794 2426 2553 3300 2584
32.1 38.0 28,2 3B.4 42.8 42.9 43.0 35.3
152 302 20 102 474 441 87% 528
8.9 7.8 S5 7.4 8.4 7.4 7.5 7.2
1714 23984 382 2181 5674 5944 7081 7248
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0
1247 2328 264 1402 93539 3301 4333 4814
72.8 63.9 72.9 84,0 062.4 55.5 89.2 88.4
433 1310 88 700 1302 2339 2770 2088
25.3 33.1 23.8 32.8 31.8 39.4 39.2 23.8
34 120 12 50 333 304 358 348
20 3.0 3.3 2.3 5.9 5.1 4.8 4.8
]
184 403 e} 223 887 @08 778 743

2
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TABLE 024A
Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EAGH.OF, THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?
EDUCATION .
REGION AREA AGE MAKE ENDS MEET
HIGH

MID- CIT- sus- : 85 8 OTH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT
EASTY WEST SOUTH WEST IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-49 50-84 OVER GRADE O0L LEGE -~ER IER SAME

—— et et

TOTAL

a— — — —— AP ———

OEOUCTIONS FOR MEDI- 12516 3328 3318 3586 2307 23728 3818 1837 3330 3897 4077 2575 2087 9{1 5719 5318 8282 1483 2843

CAL EXPENSES 100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0
1 - .

KEEP 9958 2733 2623 2779 1823 2987 2838 1419 2735 J1me 3188 1933 1608 697 4837 43490 6808 1123 1897
79.6 82.2 79.1 77.9 79.0 78.8 78.4 77.2 82.1 85.8 78.1 75.1 77.7 76.85 81.4 78.2 82.4 78.8 71.8

GET RIO OF 2227 SO0 605 712 410 645 711 J83 487 498 858 533 318 145 934 1136 1283 2aCs 839
17.8 15.0 18.2 20.0 17.8 17.3 19.7 20.8 14.8 13.5 21.0 20.7 15.3 15.9 18,3 19.5 15.3 21.1 24.2

NOT SURE 331 ‘94 88 7 74 118 89 s 11 32 N 108 144 83 129 133 191 33 107

. 2.8 2.8 2.7 2)1 3,2 3.1 1.9 1.8 3.3 .9 .8 4.2 7.0 7.6 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.0

DEOUCTIONS FOR INTE- 12518 3326 3318 3588 2307 3730 3618 1837 3333 3683 4088 2575 2087 904 5719 5827 8284 1483 2843

REST PAID ON INSTALL 100.0100.0100,0 100.0100.0 $00.0 100.0 100.0 '100.0.400.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0
=MENT & CREDIT CARD :

BILLS .
KEEP 5835 1488 1548 1773 1099 1761 1799 820 1508 1503 2118 1228 917 385 2882 2794.3990 727 1078
47.0 44.1 48.8 49,7 47.0 47.2 49.8 44.8 45.2 43,2 S51.8 47.7 44.4 42.8 48.90 47.5 48.3 49.7 40.7
GET RID OF 5680 1683 1548 1559 1092 1728 1875 934 1523 19%3 1878 1200 770 384 2888 2818 3750 704 13%0
46.8 50.0 48.6 43.7 47.3 48.3 48.3 50.8 45.7 52,9 48.0 46.6 37.3 40.3 48.7 48.3 4%.4 431 81,4
NOT SURE 773 196 224 238 118 249 146 83 202 142 92 148 380 155 370 218 3524 33 218
6.2 5.9 8.8 6.8 5.0 6.5 4.0 4.5 9.1 3.8 23 B.718.4 7.1 6.5 3.7 8.3 2.3 8.2
BASE 1248 330 332 356 230 360 348 190 332 338 450 231 202 88 594 382 858 132 248

L83
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TABLE 0248
Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EACH OF THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF TMEM T0
MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?
INCOME
CCCUPATION
SEX RACE $7, 37, $15, 325, 335, $50, $65,
500 501 001 001 ©00f 00t 001 ~PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-
FE- HISP- OR YO TO 10 TO 7T0O OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WMITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $685K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM,

TOTAL

DEDUCTIONS FOR MEDI- 12516 5948 6588 10538 1334 644 1602 1974 2389 2087 1433 1181 519 1853 1270 ©815 1439 2292 2813

CAL EXPENSES 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100,0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
KEEP 9958 4625 5333 8269 1183 527 1342 18633 198% 1681 1048 840 322 1352 943 438 1211 1881 218¢
79.8 77.8 81.2 78.5 87.2 81,8 83.8 82.7 B3.1 80.4 73.0 72.4 62.0 73.0 74.4 74.5 84,2 80.8 78.8

GET RID OF 2227 1208 959 1984 171 91 188 289 374 381 374 321 183 442 313 137 218 423 B9
17.8 21,3 14.8 18,8 12.8 14.1 10.5 13.8 15.7 18.4 26.1 27.8 35.3 23.9 24.8 25.% 4.0 13.8 21.3

NOT SURE 331 85 278 304 - 26 91 72 30 2% 12 - 12 59 10 - 13 18 ’ L L]
2.8 .9 4.2 2.9 - 4.0 5.7 3.6 1.3 1.2 .8 - 2.3 3.2 .8 - .9 -8 2.0

OEDUCTIONS FOR INTE- 12518 5941 B577 10539 1334 844 1802 1978 2389 2087 1433 1181 510 . 1883 1270 6808 1430 2301 2113

REST PAID ON INSTALL 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
~MENT & CREDIT CARD

BILLS
KEEP 5885 2624 3261 4928 882 277 B33 1081 1187 963 658 %82 237 803 6812 209 894 1198 1343
' 47.0 44.2 49.6 46.7 S1.t 43.0 39.5 53.7 49.7 48.8 45.9 %0.1 45.7 43.3 48.2 44,2 48.2 52.1 47.7
GET RID OF 5860 3124 2735 4994 548 320 787 777 1118 1089 748 879 270 933 837 327 728 1088 1388
46.8 52.0 41.6 47.4 40.9 49.7 49.1 39.3 48.8 51.7 52.2 49.9 82.0 80.4 50.2 83.8 80.4 48.3 48.8
NOT SURE 773 193 580 820 108 47 183 138 8 35 28 - 12 117 22 12 21 38 102
8.2 3.2 8.8 5.9 7.9 7.211.4 7.0 3.8 1.7 2.0 - 2 8.2 1.7 2.0 1.8 1.7 d.8
BASE 1248 608 840 1078 [ 1] 73 142 225 340 228 124 38 40 173 1.7 %9 183 228 . 298
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Q.2E - WOULD YOU FAVOR KEEPING EAGK O
MAKE IT.POSSIALE T

VOTED ‘80’

CONSIDER SELF

REA-
GAN
TOTAL

OEDUCTIONS FOR MEDI- 12518 4374

CAL EXPENSES 100,0100.0
KEEP 9958 31243
79.8 74.1

GET RID OF 2227 1005
17.8 23.0

NOT SURE 331 120

2.8 2.9

DEDUCTIONS FOR INTE- 12518 4383
REST PAID ON INSTALL 100.0100.0
-MENT & CREDIT CARD

BILLS
KEEP 5885 2089
47.0 47.7
GET RID OF 5860 2085
46.8 47.8
NOT SURE 773 2098
6.2 4.8
Base 1248 ‘448

CARTER

REPUS=- .DEMO- INOEP- VA-
LICAN CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL YES NO TRA S

POL PHILOSOPHY

s
CON- MID-

SER- DLE

OF LIB-

2989
100.0

2491
83.9

440
14.8

1.3

288

3240
100,0

2409
74.2

728
2.4

109
3.4

3258
100.0

1438
44,2

1508
49.1

218
8.7

317

5158
100,0

4297
83.3

T4

150
2.9

5158
100.0

2542
49.3

225%
43.7

J80
7.0

So8

— — — — —

3079 4288 4995 2082 8635 3803
100.0100,0100.0100,0100.0100.0

2416 3276 4132 1740 8683 3197
78.5 76.4 82.7 83,6 77.4 84.1

814 918 773 307 1711 515
19.9 21.4 15,5 14.7 19.8 13.5

43 94 88
1.8 2.2 1.8

34 241 90
1.6 2.8 2.4

3079 4288 5004 2074 8644 3785
100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0

1381 1951 2517 977 4238 1607
43.9 45.5 50.3 47.1 49.0 42.3

1846 2189 2205 952 3942 1896
53,5 50.0 45.9 45,0 45.6 50.0

82 187 192 148 467 202
2.7 3.9 3.8 7.0 5.4 1.7

324 434 493 214 268 74

ONE

VOTED ‘80 EARNS

EX-

KNOW

ONE
EARNS
EX-
TRA'S

DOES

SOME- SOME- NOT

RE~
PORT
EX-

TRA §

IMP.
T0
FOL-

LOV EQUIT
RULES -ABLE PER.

TABLE Q24C

€ THESE DEDUCTIONS OR WOULD YOU FAVOR GETTING RID OF THEM TO
0 LOWER THE BASIC TAX RATE TO 14%?

FA-
NOT  VOR
FAIR PAY- FA-

AND ING VOR FAVOR

1744
100.0

1485
84.0

233
43.0

28
1.5

1714
100.0

834
48.7

818
47.0

[.2]
3.7

3962
100.0

3171
80.0

788
19.1

38

3983
100.0

1910
48.2

1918
48.)

130
3.8

403

Je2
100.0

01
83.1

81
18.9

382
100.0

177
48.8

171
47.2

14
3.0

3

2179
100.0

1788
81.9

83
17.8

28
1.3

2172
100.0

1138
2.3

[11)]
45.3

83
2.4

—— —

5873 5932 7080
100.0100.0100.0

4357 4363 8041
76.8 73.3 77.4

1181 1478 1808
20.8 24,8 20.9

1385 110 131
2.4 1.8 1.7

5682 8932 7672
100.0100.0100.0

2389 2318 3248
42,0 38.8 42.3

3007 3413 4083
52,9 87.3 83.2

287 224 Q44
5.1 3.8 4.8

587 €08 778

SAME FLAT BRADLEY-
TAX GEPMARDT

72709
100.0

8048
83.1

1073
14.7

159
2.1

mmmn
100.0

3870
50.4

3248
48.0

281
3.8

74

682
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TABLE 025A
Q.2F - DO YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE TAXED IN ORDER TO
SET THE BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?
EDUCATION
REGION AREA AGE MAKE ENDS MEET
HIGH
MID- CIT- Sus- 85 8 BTH SCH- COL- KARD EAS- ABOUT

EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-49 50-64 OVER GRADE QOL LEGE -ER IER SAME

— —— —— _—.(—_——-—

TOTAL

SOCIAL SECURITY 8 12513 3326 3304 3575 2307 3728 3618 1837 2333 3687 4088 2575 2055 011 5719 5813 8271 1481 2e43
VETERANS® BENEFITS  100.0100.0100.0 109.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10,0 100,0 199.0100.0 100,0100.0100,0100,0100,0 100.0

SHOULD REMAIN 110797 2943 2832 2945 2107 3125 3180 1599 2893 3220 3530 2189 1779 957 5103 4381 7234 1237 2200
TAX-FREE 86.3 87.8 85.7 82.4 91.3 83.9 87.9 B87.0 66.8 87.1 868.4 83,0 86.8 83.1 89,2 83.9 87.5 85.3 83.2

SHOULD BE TAXED 1322 372 344 431 155 473 939 192 279 388 433 302 182 79 511 733 748 193 3¢
. 10.6 11.2 10.4 12.6 B.7 12.7 10.5 10.5 8.4 10.7 10.8 11.7 3.9 8.7 8.9 12.8 9.0 13.4 13.7

NOT SURE 394 a2 128 180 44 128 59 48 1681 80 123 84 94 7% 108 201 292 20 82
3.1 1.3 3.9 5.0 1.9 3.4 1.8 2.5 48 2.2 3.0 3.9 4.8 8.2 1.9 3.5 3.% 1,4 2.1
! .

INTEREST FROM STATE 12517 3326 3318 2588 2307 '3737 3618 1837 3325 23689 4088 2375 2087 803 8719 5827 8284 1403 2043

& LOCAL BONDS THAT  100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0100,0 100,0100.0100,0100,0100,0 100.0
ARE USED TO FINANCE

STATE & LOCAL
GOVERNMENT

¢ QULD REMAIN 8111 1858 1560 1471 1224 1945 1924 830 1412 1980 2038 1103 858 353 2000 2922 4089 803 1107
TAX-FREE 48.8 55.8 47.0 41,2 53.1 52.0 S3.2 45.2 42.5 53.7 49.8 42.8 48.3 39.1 49.0 50.1 45.% 54.9 41.9

SHOULD BE TAXED 5290 1289 1398 1755 @83 1522 1434 851 1482 1538 1783 1478 77e 379 2432 2488 3438 88 1230
42.3 38.2 42,2 49.2 37.7 40.7 40.2 46.3 44.0 41,7 42,9 45.7 37,85 42.0 42.5 42.3 41,8 38.7 48.9

NOT SURE 1117 202 358 342 214 270 239 156 451 179 297 284 334 _ 171 488 439 719 o4 298
8.9 6.110.8 0.8 9.3 7.2 8.8 8.5 13.8 4.8 7.3 11.4 18,2 18.9 8.5 7.5 8.7 6.4 11.2



i

-822018- BUSINESS WEEX #7, LOUIS MARRIS & ASSOC., 8/18/82

Q.2F - DO YOU THINK THE FOLLUWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE TAXED IN ORDER TO
SET THE BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?

PART OF THE INCOME
U.S. CITIZENS EARN
ABROAD

SHOULD REMAIN
TAX-FREE

SHOULD BE TAXED

NOT SURE

UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION

SHOULD REMAIN
TAX-FREE

SHOULD BE TAXED

NOT SURE

REGION

AREA

AGE

TABLE 025A
CONTINUED -9

EDUCATION
MAKE ENDS MEET
HIGH

MID-
EAST WEST

TOTAL
12395 3228 3307
100.0100.0100.0

2914
23.5

757
23.5

788
23.8

8528 2249
68.8 69.7

2298
9.5

955
7.7

221
e.9

222
6.7

12482 33268 3300
100.0100.0100.0

8915 2480 2259
71.4 74.0 68.5

3144 788 929
25.2 23.1 28,2

423 98 113
3.4 2.9 3.4

SOUTH WEST

CIT-
IES

sus-

URBS TOWNS

RURAL

18-29

30-49 50-84 OVER GRADE OQOL LEGE

65 8 BTH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT
-ER IER

SAME

35682 2299

834 538
23.4 23.3

2373 1807
66.6 69.9

358 158
10.0 6.8

3550 2306
2485 1731
69.4 75.¢

@15 533
25.8 23.1

170 42
4.8 1.8

3701

912
24,06

2434
65.8

355
9.6

3718
2334
78.2

793
21.3

91
2.4

3578
100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

732
20.5

26818
73.2

228
6.4

3614
100.0100.0 100.0 100.0

2474
68.5

1084

29,

2

83
2.

3

1820

474
28.0

1282
70.4

83
3.8

1837
100.0

1323
72,9

422
23.0

89
4.8

J298

796
24.2

2192
68.5

308
.3

“3318
100.0

2282
88.8

873
28.4

180
4.8

38653

100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0

1218
33.3

2299
82.9

130
3.7

3897

4043

880
21.3

2918
72.2

288
a.8

4082

2540 2087 911 5824 %792 8158 1447 2043

100.0

482 2350
18.2 18.9

273 1237 13688 1979 400
30.0 22.0 23.6 24.3 27.8

490
18.3

1878 139
73.8 087.

484 3088 4085 5649 039
50.9 70.% 70.0 89.2 84,9

1858
70.2

201 228
7.9 18,9

174 401
19.1 7.1

370 %31 109

6.4 0.8 7.8 11,2

2383 2050 911 5727 5776 8248 1454 2838

100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0

2451
68.3

1178
31.8

69
1.9

2903
71.8

1035
26.0

93
2.3

1978 1484

; 685 4282 3938 8191 1020
76.5 72.4

73.0 74,8 88.1 7%.1 70.8

1812
81.2

828 387
20.4 18.9

185 1218 1726 1303 3889
20.3 21,3 29.9 21.9 20.5%

901
34.2

Bt 179 .
3.1 8.7

80 227 114 282
8.8 4.0 2.0 3.1

40
2.8

123
4.7

162



-822016- BUSINESS WEEK #7, LOUIS MARRIS & ASSOC., 8/18/82

Q.2F - DO YOU THINX TQE FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE TAXED IN ORDER TO
SET THE BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?

INTEREST ON LIFE
INSURANCE SAVINGS

SHOULD REMAIN
TAX~FREE
SHOULD BE TAXED

NOT SURE

BASE

B TTIIN

.

1]

TABLE 023A,
CONTINUED -2

EDUCATION .
REGION Ak!& AGE MAKE ENDS MEET |
RIGH

M10D- CIT- SuB-~ | 85 & BTH SCH- COL- HARD EAS- ABOUT ,

EAST WEST SOUTH WEST  IES URBS TOWNS RURAL 18-29 30-49 50-84 OVER GRADE 0OL LEGE <ER IER SAME
TOTAL H — —_—— e —
J2533 3326 3318 3575 2315 3745 3048 1837 3333 3097 4080 2383 2087 911 5727 5827 8280 1483 2843
100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0
8207 2257 2147 2308 1495 2529 223§ 1227 2213 2411 2540 1801 1390 647 4150 3355 %825 892 159%
65.5 €7.9 64.7 €4.8 4.8 67.5 61.9 @6.8 ©6.4 65.2 ©2.2 69,7 67.2 71.0 72.5 57.8 67.9 81.0 80.3
3895 901 1035 1050 709 985 1272 550 908 1125 1388 701 481 180 1319 218% 2282 472 910
29.5 27.1 31.2 29.4 30.6 25.8 35.2 29.9 27.2 30.4 33.9 27.1 22.3 19.8 23.0 37.5 27.8 32.3 3¢.4
631 168 134 217 112 251 108 81 212 181 160 42 218 &S 250 288 373 100 138
5.0 5.1 4.0 6.1 48 6.7 3.0 3.3 6.4 4.4 3.9 3.210.4 5.3 4.5 4.0 4.5 8.8 5.2
1243 330 332 356 231 381 48 190 352 38 450 282 202 80 505 sa2 657 132 248

|

262



-822018~ BUSINESS WEIK #7, LOUIS HARRIS 8 ASSOC., 8/18/82

Q.2F - DO YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE TAXED IN ORDER TO

SOCIAL SECURITY 8
VETERANS’ BENEFITS

SHOULD REMAIN
TAX-FREE

SHOULD BE TAXED

NOT SURE

INTEREST FROM STATE
8 LOCAL BONDS THAT
ARE USED TQ FINANCE
STATE 8 LOCAL
GOVERNMENT

SHOULD REMAIN
TAX-FREE

SHOULD BE TAXED

NOT SYRE

SET THF BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?

INCOME

SEX RACE $7, $7, $15, $25, 335, $50, $65,

4 500 501 001 001 00! 001 001

FE- HISP- QR Y0 YO TO Y0 TO OR

MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $85K OVER
TOTAL ___

—

— — i —— — —

12513 5936 8577 10535 1334 644 1602 1983 2389 2087 1421 1161 510
100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100,0100.0100,0100.0100.0

10797 4981 5816 9039 1201 557 1428 1790 2148 1812 1153 080 2348
86.3 83.9 88.4 65.8 90.0 86.5 89.0 90.3 89.9 87.7 B81.1 83,5 67.1

1322 791 531 1158 92 72 138 141 178 217 218 182 147
10.6 13.3 8.1 11,0 6.9 1.2 8.8 5.8 7.4 10.5 15.3 14.0 28.3

394 184 230 338 40 1S 39 82 64 39 49 30 23
3.1 2.8 3.5 3.2 3.0 2.3 2.4 4.1 2.7 1.9 3.4 2.8 4.4

12517 5948 6569 10539 1334 644 1602 1993 2381 2087 1433 1181 319
100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 fO0.0100.0'00.0!00.01?0.0100.0100‘0100.0

6111 2852 3259 5075 724 312 714 950 1188 1019 679 615 228
48.8 47.9 49,8 48,2 54,3 48.4 44.8 47,9 49,1 49,3 47.4 53,0 42.9

5290 2807 2483 4507 526 257 618 809 1087 928 667 S$18 222
42.3 47.2 37.8 42.8 9.4 39.9 38.5 40.8 45,7 44.8 48,5 44.4 42.8

1117 290 827 958 83 78 272 223 127 122 BB 30 69
8.9 4.9 12.6 9.1 8.2 11.8 17,0 1.2 $.3 5.9 8.0 2.8 13.3

OCCUPATION

TABLE 0238

PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL-
FES- -U- PRI- LED

SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR

1841 1270 013 1439
100.0100,0100.0 100.0

1483 1089 %19 1203
79.8 85.7 83.4 83.8

319 148 88 154
17.3 11,8 14.3 10.7

$7 33 e 82
3.1 2.8 1.3 8.7

1883 1270 615 1439
100.0100.0100.0 100.0

921 861 30% 354
49,7 82,0 49,8 38.5

810 340 278 738
43.7 42.5 43.2 51,3

12 89 32 148
8.6 5.4 5.2 10.3

, WHITE UNICN

COLLAR

2301
100.0

2008

7.3

209
8.1

84
3.7

2301
100.0

1221
33.1

953
41.4

127

FAM,

2813
100.0

21505
39.1

281
8.9

87
2.0

2813
100.0

1327
47.2

1303
48.3

189
8.8

862
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TABLE 0258
CONTINUED -1
Q.2F - DO YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE TAXED IN ORDER TO ,
SET THE BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?
INCOME
. e . OCCUPATION
Stx RACE $7, 37, $15, $25, 335, 350, $65,
500 501 00t 001 00t 001 001 PRO- EXEC PRO- SKIL~
FE- HISP- OR Y0 T0 TO TO TO OR FES- -U- PRI- LED WHITE UNION
MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $15K $25K $35K $50K $85K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAN.
TOTAL

PART OF THE INCOME 12395 5908 8487 10417 1334 644 1568 1948 2369 2059 1424 1181 519 1853 1282 @15 1429 2257 2808
U.S. CITIZENS EARN  100,0100,0100.0 100,0 100,0 100.0100,0100,0100,0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ABROAD . :
SHOULD REMAIN 2914 1427 1488 2281 450 203 450 498 505 448. 257 372 139 810 233 128 2989 563 838
TAX-FREE 23.5 24.2 22.9 21,7 33.7 31.5 28.7 25.5 21.1 21.8 18.0 32.0 26.8 27.5 18.5 20.8 20.9 24.9 ' 22.7
SHOULD BE TAXED 8520 4182 4344 7388 762 375 895 1354 1788 1519 1114 702 334 1241 1012 471 9§78 1600 2024
68.8 70.8 87.0 70.8 57.1 58.2 57.1 9.5 75.2 73.8 78.2 80.5 64.4 87.0 80.2 78.8 88.4 70.9 2.2
NOT SURE 955 299 @S5 787 121 60 222 98 :1:] 92 54 87 48 102 18 17 183 94 148
7.7 5.1 10.1 7.4 9.1 10.2 14,2 5.0 3.7 4.5 3.8 7.5 8.9 5.5 1.4 2.8 10.7 4.2 5.2
UNEMPLOYMENT 12482 5922 65681 10522 1318 644 1584 1974 2382 2058 1433 1161 519 - 1827 1281 615 1432 2301 2813
COMPENSATION 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
SHOULD REMAIN 8915 4218 470C 7409 1013 494 1194 1568 1754 1412 983 717 342 1448 802 365 1077 1897 2177
TAX-FREE 71.4 71.2 71.8 70.4 77.0 76.7 75.4 79.4 73.6 68.8 3.8 61.8 65.5 ©62.7 63.6 59.3 75.2 73.8 77.4
SHOULD BE TAXED 3144 1605 1539 2769 254 121 300 334 571 €09 438 444 183 B840 442 250 328 569 574
25.2 27.1 23.5 26.3 13.3 18.8 18.9 16.9 24.0 29.8 30.8 38.2 31.4 35.0 35.1 40.7 22.9 24,7 20.4
NOT SURE 623 101 322 344 49 30 9% 72 %7 37 12 - 14 a 17 - 20 3s 82
3.4 1.7 4.9 3.3 3.7 4.7 5,7 3.6 2.4 1.8 .8 - 2.7 2.2 1.3 - 1.8 1.9 2.2

¥62
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INTEREST ON LIFE
INSURANCE SAVINGS

SHOULD REMAIN

TABLE 0258
CONTINUED -2
Q.2F - 00 YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD 1T BE TAXED IN ORDER TO
SET THE BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?7
INCOME
. OCCUPATION
SEX RACE $7. $7, $15, $25, $35, $50, 385,
500 501 001 001 001 001 001 PRD- EXEC PRO- SKiL- :
FE- HISP- OR Y0 TO T0O T0 T0 OR FES- =U- PRI- LED WHITE UNION
. MALE MALE WHITE BLACK ANIC LESS $1SK $25K $3SK $50K $85K OVER SIONAL TIVE ETOR LABOR COLLAR FAM.
TOTAL e e e —
"12533 5948 6585 10555 1334 6844 1802 1991 2389 2087 1433 1181 519 1853 1270 815 1438 2301 2813
107,0100,0100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100,0100.0100.0100,0100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
8207 3518 4690 6873 954 379 1184 1479 1850 11683 878 651 277 1024 708 354 D40 1397 1786
65.5 59,1 71,2 6S.1 71,5 58.9 72,7 74,32 86,1 56,3 01,1 80,1 53.4 55,3 55,8 57.86 €5,3 69.4 63.%

TAX-FREE

SHOULD BE TAXED

NOT SURE

. BASE

3895 2132 1583
29.5 35.8 23.7

3184 310 22¢
30.0 23.2

323 431 827 788 85368 458 213

749 504 241 412 832 848
34,3 20.2 21.6 26.2 38.1 37.4,39.3 41,0

40.4 38,7 39.2 28.8 27.5 30.1

831 300 332 818 70 44 114 81 113 118 20 54 28 B0 87 19 87 72 182
5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.2 6.8 7.1 4.1 4.7 5.6 1.4 4.7 BB 4.3 4.5 3.1 8.0 3.1 o.8

1249 €08 641 1079 83 75

142 228 3468 228 124 35 40 173 117 3% 183 223 208

¥4
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SOCIAL SECURITY &
VETERANS’ BENEFITS

SHOULD REMAIN
TAX-FREE

SHOULD BE TAXEZD

NOT SURE

INTEREST FROM STATE
8 LOCAL BONDS THAT
ARE USED TO FINANCE
STATE 8 LOCAL
GOVERNMENT

SHOULD REMAIN
TAX-FREE

SHOULD BE TAXED

NOT SURE

E BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?
POL PHILOSOPHY

CONSIDER SELF  CON- MID-

SER- DLE VOTED ‘80

REPUB- DEMO- INDEP- VA- OF LIB-
LICAN CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL ~YES NO

VdTED ‘80’
REA-
GAN CARTER
TOTAL
12513 4371 2989
100.0100.0 100.0
10797 3617 2686
88,3 82.7 88.8
1322 831 234
10.8 14.4 7.9
394 124 70
3.1 2.8 2.4
12517 4383 2989
100.0100.0 100.0
8111 2150 1403
48.8 43.1 47.3
5290 1926 1253
42.3 43.9 42.2
1117 307 313
8.8 7.0 10.5

3255
100.0

2744
84,2

439
13.%

7"
2.2

3247
100.0

1653
50.9

1370
42.2

224
8.9

5158
100.0

4586
88.9

403
7.8

168
3.3

5158
100.0

2492
48.3

2120
41.1

548
10.8

—— — . — S—

3067 4288 4992 2082 8632 3803
100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0

2610 3681 4374 1791 7428 23291
85.1 85.8 87.8 68,0 88.1 38.5

384 438 519 219 988 326
12,5 11.8 10.4 10.5 11.4 8.8

73 109 €8 72 218 175
2,4 2.5 2.0 3.5 2.5 4.8

3079 4288 5004 2082 BBA4 3795
100.0100.0¢00.0100.0100.0100.0

)

1494 2116 2475 1082 4173 1903
48.5 49,3 49.5 52,0 48.3 50.1

1377 1808 2208 858 3731 1518
44.7 42.2 44.1 41.2 43.2 29,9

208 364 323 142 741 2378
8.8 8.5 6.5 e.8 8.8 9.9

SOME -
ONE
EARNS
EX-
TRA §

KNOW DOES
SOME~ NOT
ONE RE~
EARNS PORT
EX-+¢ EX-
TRA'S TRA §

<IMP,
T0
FoL-

RULES

TABLE 023C

Q.2F - DO YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE TAXED IN ORDER TO
SET TH

FA-
NOT  VOR
FAIR PAY- FA-

AND INGQ VOR FAVOR
LOW EQUIT SAME FLAT BRADLEY-
=ABLE PER. TAX GEPHARDT

1714

3972 282

2179

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

1828
89.0

181
8.4

28
1.8

1714

3378 329
85.0 90.8

480 32
11.6 8.8

1368 -
3.4 -

3972 382

1898
87.0

214
8.7

71
3.3

2179

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

838
48.8

778
45.4

1978 170
43.7 47.0
1788 184
45.0 48.3
212 27
8.3 7.8

1080
49.8

1001
45.9

88
4.5

5870 594C 7888
100.0100.0100.0

48358 35043 6817
85.0 85.0 86.3

gse 773 879
12.1 13.0 11,8

128 119 172
2.3 2,0 2.2

5882 5932 7872
100.0100,0100.0

2781 2881 3549
48.4 44.7 48.3

2347 2811 3817
44.8 48.9 47.1

388 380 %08
3.8 6.4 8.0

7288
100.0

6409
88.0

177
2.4

7277
100.0

3568
49.4

3178
43.7

503
8.9
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TABLE 0125C
CONTINUED -1
Q.2F - 00 YOU THINK THE FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE TAXED IN ORDER TO
. ., SET.THZ BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?

POL PHILOSOPHY XNOW DOES FA-
SOME- SOME- NOT  IMP. NOT  VOR
VOTED ‘80’ CONSIDER SELF  CON- MID- } ONE  ONE RE- T0 FAIR PAY- FA-
SER- DLE VOTED ‘80 EARNS EARNS PORT FOL- AND ING VDR FAYOR
REA- REPUB- DEMO- INDEP- VA- OF LIB- EX- EX- EX-  LOW EQUIT SAME FLAT BRADLEY-
! . GAN CARTER LICAN CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL YES NO TRA $ TRA' S TRA $ RULES -ABLE PER. TAX GEPHARDT
TOTAL
PART OF THE INCOME 12395 4348 2953 3209 5095 3057 4251 4982 2047 8584 3733 1704 3948 382 2181 5835 %808 7588 7201

U.S. CITIZENS EARN 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0
ABROAD .

SHOULD REMAIN 2914 758 549 785 1202 651 985 1087 S5S0 1524 1353 287 773 84 442 1311 1285 1738 1740
TAX-FREE 23.5 17.4 18.6 24.5 23.6 21,3 23.2 21.8 28.9 17.8 38,2 18.8 19.8 17.7 20.5 23,3 21.4 22.9 24.2
SHOULD BE TAXED 8526 3259 2201 2127 3495. 229% 2938 3710 13568 6394 2092 1292 2953 298 1589 3923 4388 5444 5132
) 68.8 75,0 74.5 66.3 88.8 75.1 69.1 74.8 68.2 74,5 58.0 75.8 74,8 82.3 73.5 69.7 74.0 71.8 71.3
NOT SURE ‘955 332 204 293 298 111 330 188 141 688 289 1286 220 - 130 398 287 408 328
7.7 1.8 8.9 9.3 7.8 3.6 7.8 3.7 .9 7.8 7.7 7.4 5.8 - 8.0 7.1 4.3 5.4 4.0

| . .
UNEMPLOYMENT 12482 4383 2942 3255 S139 3070 4280 4996 2055 8610 3784 1688 23543 353 2181 5640 5634 7854 7288
COMPENSATION 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0
SHOULD REMAIN 8915 3056 2155 2138 23883 2204 2517 3388 1385 6083 2774 1101 2734 281 1520 3998 4081 5407 5331
TAX-FREE 71.4 89.7 73.2 65.8 75.6 71.8 68.2,71.8 77.1 70.5 73.1 65.2 68.3 73.9 70.3 70.8 88.3 70.8 73.3
SHOULD BE TAXED 3144 1240 688 1022 1079 798 1221 1302 430 22868 852 5%2 1110 81 %72 1583 1806 2000 17684
25.2 286.3 22,7 31.4 21.0 25.9 28.5 26.1 20.9 26.6 22,5 32,7 28.1 25.8 28.5 27.7 30.4 27.3 24.3
NOT SURE ‘ 423 88 19 97 177 71 141 108 40 255 168 38 102 - 89 79 718 157 173

3.4 2.0 4.0 3.0 3.4 2.3 3,3 2.1 1.9 3.0 4.4 ' 2,1 2.8 - 3.2 1.4 1.3 2.1 2.4
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Q.2F - DO YOU THINK THC FOLLOWING SHOULD REMAIN TAX-FREE, OR SHOULD IT BE

VOTED

REA-

lgol

GAN CARTER

TOTAL

INTEREST ON LIFE 12533 4383

'

»

SET THE BASIC TAX RATE AT 14%?

POL PHILOSOPHY

CONSIDER SELF  CON- MID-

LICAN

SER- DLE VOTED ‘80

REPUB- DEMO- INDEP- VA- OF LIB-

Seee————

CRAT ENDENT TIVE ROAD ERAL YES NO

2978

INSURANCE SAVINGS 100.0100.0 100.0

SHOULD REMAIN 8207 2753

TAX-FREE 85.5 62.8
SHOULD BE TAXED 3895 1488
29.5 33.9

NOT SURE 631 144
5.0 3.3

BASE 1243 448

1911
84.2

" 855
28.7

211
7.1

287

3255
100.0

2103
84.8

1031
31.7

124
3.7

317

5166
100.0

34986
67.7

1375
28.6

294
5.7

509

3079 4288 5012 2082 8652 3803
100.0190.0100.0100.0100.0100.0

1891 2495 3412 1501 5423 2720
61.4 58.2 88.1 72,1 82.7 71.5

1058 1835 1378 479 2770 818
34.3 38,1 27.5 23.0 32.0 24.1

132 158 222 101 480 18%
4.3 3.7 4.4 4.9 5.3 4.3

324 434 494 214 887 374

KNOW

DOES

'SOME- SOME- NOT

ONE
EARNS

Ex-
TRA ¢

ONE
EARNS
EX-
TRA 3

RE-

PORT
EX-

TRA §

IMP,
T0
FOL-

LOW EQUIT SAME

RULES

¢ TABLE 025C
CONTINUVED -2

TAXED IN ORDER TO

FA-
NOT  VOR
FAIR PAY- FA-

ANO  ING VOR FAVOR

FLAT BRADLEY-
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Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Bradley, under the early-bird rule.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Harrls, I find your testimony very interesting, particularly
the sentence “The idea of cutting the basic rate and also eliminat-
ing the most flagrant loopholes has real appeal. The Bradley-Gep-
hardt bill or some other version like it would have a public man-
date today.”

So, essentially, what you are saying is that it is an idea whose
time has come?

Mr. Harris. It has come for the moment, Senator. I'm not sure
that it will last for a long, long time; it might. I am not about to
tellbyoll{x that this is a great turning point from whence they won’t
go back.

The reason I say that is, people are boiling mad. They are saying,
in addition to everything else, how hard it is to live and how diffi-
cult it is to make ends meet, and these genuine fears that people
have about depression. On top of all that they feel here we have
got a system that the rich and big companies are just exploiting.
Therefore, -~y are wide open to an idea that has in it some of the
better features of a progressive system, but also closes the loc -
holes. People go a long way toward that.

I must say, in the end they were not that happy about the recent
tax increase that was passed by the Congress and signed by the

“President, but I'm not sure they understood or really felt that the
loopholes were where the concentration was, as was claimed by the
sponsors of it.

Senator BRADLEY. You stated that the support was broad based
among low income, proprietors, skilled laborers, professionals, and
executives, that support all over 60 percent.

Mr. HARRIs. Yes.

Senator BRADLEY. Tell me, do you think this feeling has any rela-
tionship to—I saw another poll by another firm that had a question
that said, “If you abide by the rules in America, you no longer get
ahead.” Eighty-one percent of the people said that if they abide by
the rules they didn’t think they got ahead.

Mr. Harris. We asked that again in a different version in this
week’s Business Week survey. We asked, “Do you agree or dis-
agree—It is impossible to make ends meet anymore by following all
the rules and regulations.” Fifty-five to forty-one percent—a little
less than the 81 that you reported from this other poll—agreed
with that.

Senator BRADLEY. And you would tie that to the tax system as
such, in part?

Mr. Harris. Yes; I would say the tax system probably bears
about half the brunt of blame for that.

Senator BrRapLEY. Thank you very much.

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Long?

Senator LonG. Thank you very much.

I came in in the middle of your statement. I enjoyed what you
said about this, and I was carefully studying what you have said
here. I am reading it right now. Thank you.

Senator GrAssLEY. Senator Mitchell?
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Senator MiTcHELL. Well, I didn’t hear your statement either, but
I did have some review of what you were going to say before you
said it, because of the statements we have.

I guess the thing I was interested in was, in the support of
prog;'essivity, do people in your poll equate progressivity with fair-
ness? .

Mr. Harris. Yes. You see, you still get a 47- to 45-percent plural-
ity who think that those with higher incomes not only should pay a
higher gross amount, which obviously you would get under a Brad-
ley-Gephardt flat tax as well, but that they should pay higher
rates. There is a considerable body of opinion that backs this. A
year ago we got a 58- to 38-percent majority; that is a 20-point dif-
ference that has shrunk to 2 just in the course of a year.

Senator GRASSLEY. In support of the concept of progressivity—the
principle?

Mr. Harris. In support of the principle, yes.

Senator GrRAsSSLEY. So, as the support for progressivity shrinks,
does your data also show a movement foward a flat rate? Is that
what you are saying?

Mr. Harris. Well, people are willing certainly to entertain the
ides of a flat rate, but above all else they want an end to what they
call the deductions and exclusions taken by the most privileged
people in our society, at least as they perceive it. And that's not
just a caveat, that is the body of their sentiment, while the flat tax
advocacy is really a tail to it.

What people are saying, fundamentally, Senator Grassley, is that
they would do almost anything to stop these inequities. They are
rcaring mad about it. Now, you might say they are very inconsist-
ent because they are not willing to give up very much themselves,
in terms of what they enjoy. And if they say that, why then
sh(;}l?ldn't business or higher income people have their exclusions as
well?

But, make no mistake about it, I couldn’t leave here today with-
out conveying one thought: People are just boiling mad and sore
about what they feel as the advantage being taken of the system by
the most privileged people in it.

Ser}’ator MitcHELL. Mr. Chairman, may I just follow up on that
point?

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. The Senator from Maine.

Senator MitcHELL. I think it is important to clarify for Mr.
Harris the concept of simplifying the Tax Code, that is of eliminat-
ing the many deductions and preferences which you have de-
scribed—and I think undoubtedly accurately—that people are mad
about from the concept of a flat tax rate, they are really two seper-
ate propositions. While they may be confused in the public dialog
and in the public mind; they do not necessarily go together.

One can support simplification, which exposes a greater portion
of the national income to taxation, without even commenting on
the rate to be applied to the remaining income. Obviously it follows
that if you have a greater portion of income subject to taxation the
rates are likely to fall; but whether they fall in a continuing pro-
gressive manner or in a flat is too narrow.
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Is there in the public mind, or do your surveys reveal, an under-
standing of the distinction? Or is it all lumﬁed in together, that the
only way to get simplification is to go to a flat rate?

Mr. HArris. No, there are three distinct parts to it. One is,
geople find tax forms, expeciallir if they don’t use the simple form,

ull of gobbledygook and difficult to cope with. We have done other
surveys which show that people do feel that way.

A second element in it, as I said a moment ago, is the deeply felt
hostility about inequites in the system. N

And the third would be, well, what kind of a tax alternative,
therefore, do you want?

I think it is important, and_I didn’t say this in my testimony. I
must say I am submitting here today the full printouts and the
questionnaire we asked, and so on, but it is only by 49 to 42 per-
cent that people nationwide say they would substitute some vari-
ation of a flat tax—or put it this way: A more simplified tax that
has some flat tax features in it, provided it takes out a great
number of the inequites—for the present tax system. It is not as
though it is a runaway decision. .

What's happened? The only way I can describe it is people have
finally reached the point of saying, “Look, all of the rhetoric about

rogressive tax principles sounds great, but we know better,” we
ow that people are fliust driving Mack trucks through the loop-
holes every time they file their income taxes, and those are precise-
ly the péople who can afford the lawyers, the accountants, the tax
experts, and they are every bit as much in revolt against that as
they are anything.
hSeriat:or MircHELL. From whom I guess we are going to hear very
shortly.

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Long?

Senator Lonc. You might be able to help some of us reach a deci-
sion with regard to the fact that the public perception seems to be
somewhat behind the event.

For example, when I became chairman of this committee I dis-
covered that a very considerable portion of millionaires in this
country, persons receiving more than a million dollars a year of
income, an alarming number of them were not paying us an
income tax at all. The Treasury study made somewhere shortly
after the end of World War II, back when the unlimited charitable
deduction was on the books, concluded that about 30 percent of
those who made over $5 million a year paid no income tax-—none.
And most of that was because of the unlimited charitable deduc-
tion.

Of course, when people found out how that was being used—in
other words, in most cases they weren’t saying goodby to all that
wealth, they weren’t parting company with it; they were just
moving it over from their personal account into their private foun-
dation. But they still maintained control of that money, enough to
outrage people especially when they found that some of these foun-
dations weren’t doing any good for anybody—they simply pro-
claimed a charitable purpose and never did any charitable .work.

Now, it took Congress a while to learn about that and say, “If
you want to be in the charity business, you have got to give some-
thing to charity; you’ve got to do something for some poor soul, or
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a dog, or a cat, or something. You just can’t claim a charitable pur-
pose and deduct the money and keep it all in your own foundation,
and even deal and trade with your own foundation, and all that.”
We stopped all that mischief, so the foundations are not blossoming
as much as they were at one point.

But the good ones I think are still going ahead, those who really
are doing what they said they were going to do.

We just got through raising this minimum tax, so to a large
degree as far as these wealthy people are concerned that minimum
tax is a flat tax. I think you understand how it works; generally we
take the deductions that tend to keep you from paying a tax and
tax you on that basis, so if you didn’t pay any tax by the old rules
we will tax you on a different basis, in which event you are likely
to end up paying about 20 percent of what your income was.

Now, the public can’t very well have caught up with that be-
cause they haven’t been seeing much about it. Very few people
have been explaining it to them on television, and things like that.
What they have been seeing on television is just the opposite. You
see some fellow who has made a lot of money and paid no tax.

Now, can you help enlighten me? As this thing goes along and
we've got it so that people cannot legally avoid taxes and they go to
the penitentiary when they do evade it, do you think that is going
to reverse this trend that seems to be moving at the moment?

Mr. Harrgis. Senator, I think your point is extremely well taken
in terms of public opinion. If you want to talk about seeds of poten-
tial revolution in this country, two of them that can provoke that
are: First, that very wealthy people don’t pay any taxes at all; and
second the other is, which I have told a lot of corporate clients of
mine, when the head of a big corporation gets paid $600,000 or
$700,00 or $800,000 or $900,000 a year, people get outraged with
that as well.

This gets particularly exacerbated in a period like we are living
through today. People are just down to the hardest time, belt-tight-
ening, missing meals, and all sorts of things. When they hear about
such things, they just get blood in their eyes.

I'think your point is that you can interpret some of the support
for the flat tax as they are saying, ‘Well, at least we are going to
make them pay 14 percent, or we are going to make them pay a
certain amount.”

Senator Long. Well, it is 20 percent now, you know.

Mr. Harr:s. Yes. And that does have great appeal.

Senator LonGg. The one thing I learned about tightening up on
so-called loopholes is that when you get the tightening to where it
reaches a lot of people, all of a sudden the pressure goes the other

way.

S‘:)me time ago we were talking about the minimum tax in a con-
ference, and I suggested that we ought to get that tax down to
where Senators and Congressmen would pay the minimum tax, on
the same type situation; basically just reduce the exem;l),tion 80 you
would get it down where Members of Congress would have an op-
portunity to pay the minimum tax. Then, doing that, we got a lot
of business people around the country. When we caught them, we
caught a lot of people. '
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Now, at that point the minimum tax became so unpopular we
had to back off with the minimum tax, because we were catching
just a great number of people around the country with that mini-
raum tax.

We are going to find with this one that there is going to be some-
thing of a big reaction to it, Mr. Harris. I don’t know what the
polls are going to show when the public finds out, but I am aware
of just one situation that the staff computed for me:

Here was a dear old couple—papa in the nursing home, mama
trying to stay in her little house and have somebody come in and
help her a little bit, a “sitter” you might say, just to sit there and
visit with papa in the nursing home. Now we find that because
they had to rearrange some of their affairs to keep their income
from eroding too badly, theywill-be-paying that minimum tax. All
they are taking in is just enough to maintain their standard of
living, which basically Jmeans that you have a sitter for papa in the
nursing home and you’ve got somebody to come in and help mama
do the household chores, because she can get around the house a
little bit and is not required to be in the nursing home at this
point.

Now, when people discover that that is being subject to a mini-
mum tax for those kinds of families, all of a sudden you are going
to see the same thing, 1 predict, Mr. Harris. People are going to
say, “Hold on just a minute; those people are not millionaires, and
they should not be taxed as though they are.”

Mr. Harris. Well, Senator Long, aren’t there a fair number of
families who don’t pay taxes? Are you saying the minimum tax
would apply to all families?

Senator LoNG. I said it would apply to the family I had in mind.
Let’s say $40,000 of income between the two of them—and not only
paying income tax but paying a very heavy minimum tax under
the new law we have passed.

Mr. HARrris. I will make an unsolicited suggestion—this doesn’t
come out of our survey data at all: One way if you wanted to get a
fast read on that is next year when the IRS sends out their income
tax forms to people, if right at the head of that in big block print-
ing was that under the new law people, I think you would have to
say above a certain income level, must pay a minimum tax. That
would be communicated awfully fast.

I don’t know what the reaction would be, but we have tested it
on corporations paying minimum tax. Under safe harbor leasing,
there was quite a bit of public outrage on-that. A 7-to-1 majority
would like to see all corporations have to pay a minimum tax.

Senator LoNG. That would help communicate it. Of course, if the
media would pick it up and explain some of these things a little
better, that would help speed the public notice, too.

Do you gain the impression that public perception tends to lag
somewhat behind the fact?

Mr. Harris. Yes, on new legislation. 1 have maintained for a
number of years, Senator Long, that Congress is so busy—both
Houses—so busy arriving at its compromises internally that it
doesn’t take the trouble to explain to the American people what it
is legislating. I believe that very firmly.
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Senator LoNG. In any case, though, it is not us doing it. We have
to count on the media to do it.

Thank you very much, Mr. Harris.

Senator GRASSLEY. Any other questions?

[No response.]

Senator GrassLEY. Mr. Harris, thank you very much for your tes-
timony.

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, did Mr. Harris submit his full -
survey to the record?

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes.

Mr. Harris. Yes, I am submitting all of that today along with my
statement.

Senator GrRAassLEY. Yes, and that will be included.

Thank you, Mr. Harris, for your testimony. Our next panel of
g_itnfgfsses will be Jerome Kurtz, Sheldon Cohen, and Bernard Ai-
inoff.

Would you come forward and proceed? If it is acceptable with
{ou, please proceed in the order in which your names are on the
ist.

Your statement will be made a part of the record, and we would
appreciate it very much if you would summarize. .

Mr. Kurtz. Thank you; I will.

Senator GRAassLEY. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF MR. JEROME KURTZ, PARTNER, PAUL, WEISS,
RIFKIN, WHARTON & GARRISON, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Kurtz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is Jerome Kurtz and I am a lawyer in private practice in
Washington, D.C. From 1977 to late 1980 I was Commissioner of In-
ternal Revenue. ’

Our income tax has its problems. It is too complicated, it is
widely regarded as unfair, the rates are too high, it is riddled with
loopholes, and compliance is falling.

Many of these complaints about the income tax are well founded,
but the problems have little to do with progressive rates. They
rather have to do with the proliferation of exclusions, deductions,
credits, and other tax benefits that have been grafted on to our
income tax but are unnecessary in fact detrimental to the proper
functioning of that tax.

“Simplified” and “flat rate” are clearly two separate and distinct
issues. If we are seduced into believing that simplification requires
a flat rate, we will unnecessarily sacrifice substantial equity for
minimal gains in simplification.

Our tax laws now contain over 100 special provisions called, as
you know, tax expenditures, which reduce taxes through exclu-
sions, deductions, and credits, having little or nothing to do with
taxpayers’ real income and real ability to pay tax. These special
provisions are called ‘‘tax expenditures” because they carry out,
through tax relief, programs that more traditionally and more
properly should be considered spending programs.

Using the tax system to further specific economic and social pro-
grams has, in the past, seemed attractive because tax expenditures
appeared easier to administer than direct expenditure programs
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and provided an almost complete absence of redtape. Moreover,
th%g don't agpear on the budget.

e have, I hope, come to realize that ease of administration and
absence of redtape has, for the most part, meant misdirected pro-
grams and waste. And I assume we all now realize that tax expend-
itures cost the same as comparable direct programs. This has
become painfully apparent as we have seen our tax base shrink at
the same time as the pressure for greater tax expenditures has in-
creased. A cycle has ensued in which the erosion of the tax base,
due to the granting of special tax relief, has required higher mar-
%inal rates, which rates, in turn, have only increased the demand
or additional specific tax relief from those rates. :

What perhaps has not been well recognized as the number and
size of tax expenditures grew was the cumulative effect they were
having on our tax system.

Individual income tax collections this year will amount to about
$300 billion. According to official estimates, tax expenditures for
individuals will be about $200 billion. That is an indication, not
that the $200 billion can be raised by eliminating all tax expendi-
tures, of the order of magnitude of rate reductions that could be
put in place if all or most tax exgenditures were eliminated. This
would be true regardless of whether the rate structure were then
to be progressive or flat.

The elimination or substantial reduction of tax expenditures
would not only greatly simplify the income tax, improve equity,
and lower rates, but it would greatly improve the economic effi-
ciency of the income tax. Gross economic distortions are encour-
aged under our existing system because decisions, particularly
investment decisions, are greatly influenced by the availability or
lack of availability of various tax benefits.

The lower marginal rates which would be permitted by base
broadening would most likely increase incentives and improve com-

liance. Lower marginal rates would also decrease the pressures
or further tax expenditures. As the proliferation of tax expendi-
tures narrows the base, requiring higher rates, those subject to
such rates seek relief by pressing their own special tax relief provi-
sions.

Again, whether the rates to be applied to a broadened base are
progressive or whether a single rate should be applied to all
Income is a totally seperate question but a critically important one.

If a flat rate were applied, even to a greatly simplified and there-
fore expanded definition of income, the result would be substantial
increases in the taxes of most lower- and middle-income taxpayers
and corresponding reductions in the tax liabilities of those with the
highest income.

Although it is sometimes asserted that a flat-rate tax would not
reduce taxes on the rich because with tax shelters and special
benefits they pay little taxes today, the assertion is untrue. ile
some wealthy people do pag little or no tax, many pay very sub-
stantial amounts of taxes. On average, our tax system is still pro-
gressive, although it has become less progressive since the enact-
ment last year of the Economic Recovery Tax Act. Nevertheless, all
proposals for flat-rate taxes would result in large tax reductions for
the highest income taxpayers as a group at the expense of the less
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affluent. Others have submitted those figures, and I won’t repeat
them here.

I would like to make one further point: The debates about the -
fairness of progressive rates compared to a flat rate generally focus
only on the individual income tax. But the individual income tax is
only part of the total tax burden imposed on individuals. Most indi-
vidual taxes other than the income tax are not only not progres-
sive, they are not even proportionate. The individual income tax, as
I say, will raise about § 00 billion this year. Social security taxes,
the second largest source of Federal revenue, will raise about $225
billion, and raise that enormous sum in a clearly regressive way.
Under present law, wages are subject to social security taxes of 6.7
percent on each of the employer and the employee, and income
from self-employment is taxed at the rate of 9.35 percent. The tax
applies from the first dollar of income without exemptions or de-
ductions and does not apply to wages or self-employment income
over $32,400. Nor does it apply to interest or dividends, or any
income other than that from wages and self-employment.

Taking social security taxes into account, the total Federal tax
burden is roughly proportional today, not progressive. It takes pro-
gressive income tax rates to keep the overall system from being re-
gressive. The question, therefore, should not be whether to have a
flat rate or progressive income tax, but whether the income tax
should be at least sufficiently progressive to make the overall
system flat or proportionate.

While economists and social philosophers may debate whether a
progressive tax system is fair, the fact is, I believe, that most
people think it is. It seems reasonable to most people that the costs
of government be borne in a manner having a relation to the re-
- wards one receives from the system and that the most affluent can
pay proportionately more than the less affluent.

We have a system which relies heavily on voluntary compliance,
and that system can only succeed if it is perceived by most taxpay-
ers as fair. And the perceived fairness of progressive rates applied
to income are too much a part of our political and social structure
to be abandoned. They are essential, given the rest of our struc-
ture, to prevent regressive burdens.

I might say a word about the Bradley-Gephardt bill. I beheve it
is clearly the most thoughtful entry in this debate so far. In the
end, it essentially reproduces the existing distribution of the tax
burden of our income tax system. One can well debate whether the
rates applied to the broadened base as defined in that bill are suffi-
ciently progressive, but certainly they represent the minimum
degree of progressivity required to prevent the system from going
into a regressive structure overall.

That concludes my prepared remarks, Mr. Chairman. I would be
happy to answer any questions.

nator GRASSLEY. Thank you. I think we will hear all of the wit-
nesses on this panel first.

(The prepared statement of Jerome Kurtz follows:]
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U.S. SENATE
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
HEARING ON "FLAT RATE" TAX PROPOSALS
STATEMENT OF JEROME KURTZ2
SEPTEMBER 29, 1982

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Jerome Kurtz. I am a lawyer in private
practice in Washington, D.C. From 1977 to late 1980, 1 was
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. I am pleased to appear
today at your invitation to participate in this very impor-
tant hearing.

Our income tax has its problems. It is too compli-
cated. It is widely regarded as unfair. The rates are too
high. It is riddled with loopholes and compliance is falling.
A proposed solution is to adopt a "simplified flat rate
income tax,"” a phrase which has become the current euphemism
for tax reductions for the wealthy at the expense of middle
income taxpayers.

Many of the complaints about the income tax are
well founded. But the problems have little to do with pro;
gressive rates. They rather have to do with the prolifera-
tion of exclusions, deductions, credits and other tax
benefits which have been engrafted on to our income tax,

but are unnecessary and, in fact, detrimental to the proper
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function of that tax. "Simplified"” and "flat rate® are
clearly two separate and distinct issues. If we are seduced
into believing that simplification requires a flat rate, we
will unnecessarily sacrifice substantial equity for minimal
gains in simplification,

It is understandable, given the present state of
our income tax, that equity in taxation appears to many to be
a concept lying primarily in the eyes of.the beholder. But
there is a benchmark against which to measure the performance
of an income tax. The reason we have a tax based on income
is- because we think it is fair to allocate the tax burden
according to financial well-being and that income is a fair
measure of financial well-being.

That basic principle has too often been lost sight
of as our tax system has been burdened with provisions that
reduce the amount of income subject to tax but which have
nothing to do with financial well-being and tax paying
capacity. A taxpayer with income from oil wells or real
estate has the same tax paying capacity as one with an equal
amount of income from wages and yet, in most cases, the wage
earner will pay substantially more taxes because taxable
income from oil and real estate is reduced by tax allowances
unrelated to real expenses. _Over the years various special
interest groups have succeeded in providing subsidies through

the tax system for many types of business and investment

activities.
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Our tax system also encourages or rewards certain
types of consumption. Homeowner; and renters with the same
incomes have the same tax paying capacities, yet because
interest and taxes are deductible in éomputing the amount of
income subject to tax and rent i; not, the homeowner pays
less income tax. Or compare two families with equal incomes,
one of which has a more expensive home and therefore spends
more for interest and taxes and less for food than the other.
The one who has chosen to spend its income in one way ~- more
for housing -- will pay less income tax than the other who
has chosen to live in a smaller house and go to restaurants
more often. Their financial well-being and, therefore, tax
paying capacity is the same but our tax system treats them
differently.

Our tax laws now contain over 100 special provi-
sions -- called tax expenditures -- which reduce taxes
through 2xclusions, deductions and credits having little or-
nothing to do with a taxpayer's real income and ability to
pay tax. These special provisions are called tax expendi-
tures because they are carrying out, through tax relief,
programs that more traditionally, and more properly, should
be considered spending programs.

Using the tax system to further specific economic
and social programs has seemed attractive because tax expendi-

tures appear easier to administer ttan direct spending
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programs and provide an almost complete absence of red tape.
Moreover, they do not apéear in the budget.

‘ We have, I hope, come to realize that eaée of
administration and absence of red tape has only meant mis-
directed programs and waste. And I assume we all now realize
that tax expenditures cost the same as comparable direct
programs. This has become painfully apparent as we have seen
our tax base shrink at the same time as the pressure for
greater tax expenditures has increased. A cycle has ensued
in which the erosion of the tax base due to the granting of
special tax relief has led to higher marginal rates which in
turn has only increased the demand for more special relief.

what was not well recognized as the number and size
of tax expenditures grew was the cumulative effect they were
having on the tax system,

Individual income tax collections this year will
amount to about $300 billion. According to official estimates,
tax expenditures for individuals will be about $200 billion
this year. That is an indication of the amount of additional
tax that would be collected if there were no tax expenditures
in our law. No one suggests that this additional revenue be
collected. The relevance of the figure is that if there were
no tax expenditures rates could be reduced by amounts approach-
ing 40 percent and the same revenue would be collected. If
this were done, not only would the tax law be far simpler,

but the tax burden would be shared more equitably and rates
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would be much lower. There would be greater horizontal
equity, i.e., those with similar amounts of income and thus
similar tax paying capacity would pay similar taxes. And
there would be greater vertical equity; those with greater
real incomes would pay higher taxes. The situation of the
oil baron paying less than the factory worker would be no
more.

This would be true regardless of whether the rate
structure were progressive or flat. N

If most tax expenditures were to be eliminaced --
and that is the underlying assumption of broad-based or
simplified tax proposals -- there would be winners and losers
in each income class. Those who now reduce their taxable
incomes substantially by utilizing the various tax expendi-
tures would face tax increases while those now paying tax on
all or most of their real incomes would have tax decreases.

The elimination of tax expenditures would not only
greatly simplify the income tax, improve equity and lower
rates, it would greatly improve the economic efficiency of
the income tax. Gross economic distortions are encouraged
under our existing system because decisions -- particularly
"investment decisions -~ are greatly influenced by the avail-
ability, or lack of availability of various tax benefits.

The lower marginal rates permitted by base broaden-
ing would most likely increase incentives and improve compli-

ance.- Lower marginal rates would also decrease the pressures

~
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for furthner tax expenditures. As the proliferation of tax
expenditures narrows the tax base requiring higher rates,
those subject to such rates seek relief by pressing their own
special tax provisions.

' Whether the rates to be applied to a broadened base
are progressive, or whether a single rate should be applied
to all income is a separate question ~-- and a critically
important one.

If a flat rate were applied, even to a greatly
simplified and therefore expanded definition of income, the
result would be substantial increases in the taxes of most
lower and middle income taxpayers and corresponding reductions
in the tax liabilities of those with the highest incomes.
Although it is sometimes asserted that a flat rate tax would
not reduce taxes on the rich because with tax shelters and
special benefits they pay little taxes today, the assertion
is untrue. While some wealthy people do pay little or no
tax, many pay very substantial amounts. On average, our
income tax system is still progressive, although it has
become less progressive since the enactment last year of the
Economic Recovery Tax Act. Nevertheless, all proposals for
flat rate taxes would result in large tax reductions for the
highest income taxpayers as a group at the expense of the
less affluent.

The tax reductions legislated under ERTA will be

fully effective by 1984, and the following comparisions are
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with those rates,:/ remembering they are substantielly less
progressive than they were before 1981, 1If all itemized
deductions were eliminated and long-term capital gains were
taxed in full, but using present law exemptions and standard
deduction ($1,000 per person and $3,200 standard deduction on
a joint return), a flat rate of 15.7 percent would raise the
same amount of revenue as the presen- system. But it would
raise it quite differently. Those with incomes between
$5,000 and $10,000 wouald have average tax increases of 36
percent; $10,000 to $15,000, 25.5Apercent: $20,000 to $30,000
would have 13.4 percent increases, On the other hand, those
with $10G,000 to $200,000 income would have a 33.2 perceant
average reduction in taxes, "almost $10,000 per return. Those
with over $200,000 income would save an average of $38,000
each, a reduction of 38.7 percent, )

The result would be somewhat improved if the per-
sonal exemption were increased from $1,000 to $1,500 and the
standard deduction for a married couple were raised from
$4,400 to $6,000. The first $12,000 of income for a family
of four would therefore be exempt. The rate needed on all
other income to raise the same amount of revenue as would be
raised at 1984 rates would be 18.7 percent. Under this

scheme, those at the very bottom of the scale would, of

*/ Estimates are from those furnished in testimon§ of
Joseph J. Manarik of the Congressional Budget Office
before the Joint Economic Committee, July 27, 1982,
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course, come out better. But middle income taxpayers would
still have significant increases, and the top earners large
reductions., Those with $15,000 to $20,000 income would have
a 7.7 percent increase; those with $20,00L0 to $30,000 income,
9.3 percent; while those with $50,000 to $100,000 would have
a 6,7 percent reduction. The reduction for those with over
$200,000 income would average about $28,000 per retuin, 27.7
percent of total liabilities.

The debates about the fairness of progressive
rates compared with a flat rate generally focus only on the
individual income tax. But the income tax is only part of
-the total tax burden imposed on individuals,

Most individual taxes, other than the income tax
are not only not progressive, they are not even proportionate.
The individual income tax will raise about $305 billion this
year. Social security taxes, the second largest source of
federal revenue will raise about $225 billion, and raise that
enormous sum in a clearly regressive way. Under present law,
wages are subject to social security taxes of 6.7 percent on
each of the employer and employee. Income from self-employment
is subject to a rate of 9.35 percent. The tax applies from
the first dollar of income without exemptions or deductions
but it does not apply to wages or self-employment income over
$32,400. Nor does it apply to interest or dividends or any

income other than that from wages and self-employment.

11-384 O - 83 -- 21



318

Taking social security taxes into account, the
total federal tax burden is roughly proportional -- not
progressive. It takes progressive income tax rates to keep
the system from being regressive. The question, therefore,
should not be whether to have a flat rate or progressive
income tax, but whether the income tax should be sufficiently
progressive to make the total federal tax burden progressive.

While economists and social philosophers may debate
whether a progressive tax system is fair, the fact is that
most people think it is.‘ It seems reasonable that the costs
of government be borne in a manner having a relation to the
rewards one receives from the system and that the most
affluent can pay proportionately more than those less fortu-
nate. While we are committed to a free enterprise system --
a system relying heavily on economic rewards to provide
incentives -~ it is widely recognized that this system
requires constraints if it is to work effectively and fairly.
We have child labor laws and antitrust laws to moderate the
potential of uncontrolled free enterprise. AWhile most
bgligve deeply in rewards and incentives, most also believe
there must be some limits. Reasonably progressive tax rates
are a way to moderate the rewards our economic system might
otherwise bestow and at the same time leave ample incentive
to drive and reward the most able.

A tax system such as ours -- which relies heavily

on taxpayer cooperation -- can only work if most taxpayers
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perceive the system as fair. The perceived fairness of
progressive income tax rates are too much a part of our
political and social structure to be abandoned. They are
essential, given the rest of our structure, to prevent
regressive burdens. Better yet, they should provide some
overall progressivity.

Senator Bill Bradly and Representative Richard
Gephardt have proposed a plan which would vastly simplify the
income tax and at the same time leave the average tax burdens
in each income class approximately the same as they will be
in 1984. Under this plan, the personal exemptions would be
raised from $1,000 to 31,500 per person and the standard
deductions from $3,400 on a joint return to $4,600. Thus, a
family of four would pay no income tax on the first $8,600 of"
income. Then a 14 percent rate would apply to all over that
amount .,

However, there would be an additional tax at rates
ranging from 6 percent to 14 percent on income in excess of
$40,000 for joint returns. Incomes over $65,000 would
therefore be subject to income taxes at the top rate of 28
percent.

The Bradley-Gephardt bill retains mildly progres-
sive rates. The aim of its proposed rate structure is to
match closely the present distribution of the income tax
burden by income class. One can well debate whether that is

sufficiently progressive, but it demonstrates that these
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progressive rates are necessary to maintain the relative
status quo. It does not move us into a regressive structure
as all of the flat rate proposals would.

The Bradley-Gephardt bill would eliminate most tax
expenditures -- percentage depletion, the investment credit,
expensing of intangible drilling costs for oil and gag wells,
fast amortization of pollution control facilities, general
exclusion of interest and dividends, the deduction for long-
term capital gains, the various energy credits, the exclusicn
of unemployment and disability payments, the exclusion of
premiums on group term life insurance, the credit for politi-
cal contributions, the deduction for casualty losses and many
more.

On the other hand, it would retain as deductions,
but only against the basic 14 percent rate home mortgage
interest, charitable contributions, and state and local real
estate and income taxes. This is a fair compromise.

Many people have made long-term commitments to buy
homes based on the deductibility of mortgage interest and
real estate taxes. And the marketplace has, in many cases,
adjusted to the tax system so that prices frequently reflect
tax provisions. What may be an ideal tax system if we were
starting from scratch cannot, in some cases, be substituted
for the existing structure without a transition period
-- some time for people and the marketplace to adjust to the
changes. This is only true, howeQ;:j“where there are long-

term commitments. It is not true for provisions that would

~a
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apply only to future conduct. I would, however, prefer to
see the bill provide for the eventual phasing out of these
deductions. The law would be simpler and fairer without
them and existing commitments, expectations and market
conditions need not be accommodated forever.

Some will point out that any progressivity in rates
complicates the income tax system. However, with a broad
base, low rates and wide brackets, the degree of complexity
attributable»to progressivity is not serious. Equity is
‘usually more complex than simplicity. The proper gquestion is
how much complexity is worth how much equity. The relatively
minor problems presented by progressive rates are well worth
the fundamental equity they achieve. Most complexity would
be eliminated with substantial base broadening and we should
not retreat from important notions of fairness to achieve the
last morsel of simplification.

Senator Bradley and Representative Gephardt have
promised a corporate tax proposal along the same lines as the
individual income tax proposal. It is needed. Our corporate
tax was virtually legislated out of existence by the Economic
Recovery Tax Act and this will iﬁevitably put greater burdens
on individuals. The corporate tax should be restored as a
real contributor to our revenue needs.

A new tax structure will not come into being over-
night. The debate is just beginning. But so far Bradley-
Gephardt is the most thoughtful entry in the simplification

debate.

11-384 0-- 83 -- 22
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Senator GrAssLEY. Mr. Cohen, you were Commissioner of Inter-
nal Revenue in the Johnson administration.

Mr. CoHEN. Yes, sir. I was Commissioner of Internal Revenue
from January 1965 through January 20, 1969.

STATEMENT OF SHELDON COHEN, PARTNER, COHEN & URETZ,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

b Mr. CoHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to be
ere.

I have been practicing tax law in Washington for 30 years this
summer. | will not read my statement, since I associate my re-
marks with the chairman of the Budget Committee and with Mr.
Kurtz; we are pretty much in agreement. I will try to give a quick
summary of some other thoughts which may be helpful to the
committee.

I have drafted legislation for the Treasury; I have been Chief
Counsel for the Revenue Service; I have been Commissioner of the
Internal Revenue; and I have practiced tax law as an outside pri-
vate practitioner for some 20 of those 30 years.

We live in a very complex economy and a very complex society.
It will be difficult, extremely difficult, in the system that we find
ourself to have a simple tax system.

A philosopher once said that: “It is easier to expound an ideology
than it is to carry forward a program.” Mr. Kurtz and I have been
in a position where we have for many years—7 years between us—
to carry out the the program. That program, as has been discussed
with you this morning, is explaining to the American people their
duties and responsibilities, and the duties and responsibilities of
other people. As I believe has been discussed with you this morning
also, it is their perception which is important—not the reality.

In reality, about 75 percent of our population files a 1040A now.
That is a very simple form with very few deductions, yet they per-
ceive it to be complex, and indeed man% of those 75 percent of our
population go to get assistance to file that very simple form. They
have that right, but it is because of the perception of complexity,
not because of the reality that they do this.

We can do something about the deductions—that’s what most of
the discussion has concerned. I agree with the chairman of the
Budget Committee and Mr. Kurtz that you have two -separate
issues. Flat tax is a two-issue concept. We keep confusing it. Rate
structure is completely separate. Rate structure does not make a
tax system complicated. Most people look at a chart. They don't
even have toc make the multiplication. In fact, on the 1040A you
need not make a multiplication because the Government will com-
pute the tax for you. So that isn’t the complication; it is the deduc-
tions.

Now, one of the things that you cannot do under any system is
get rid of the complications that deal with income. What is income
is a very difficult concept for a tax lawyer to explain to anyone. I
will use one example. ,

The one example I will use is an example where I had to draft
the provisions dealing with fellowshifs and scholarships in 1954.
The question was, Do you include fellowships and scholarships in
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income or do you treat them as an exclusion, and if so, do you give
a dependency allowance for the parents?

Having gone through law school on a scholarship and having
gone through undergraduate school on the GI bill, I believed schol-
arship income should be taxable, and I did not believe that my
father should have been entitled to a dependency deduction, and I
so recommended. The decisions were made otherwise, and now
there is an exclusion now for fellowships and scholarships and the
parent generally is entitled a deduction for the dependency allow-
ance.

In a flat-rate tax system, how do we treat that income? I suppose
the simplest way is to say all income is income. The scholarship is
income, therce is no doubt in the economist’s mind that it is income.
Now, if Sheldon Cohen’s child—my boy happens to be at the Whar-
ton School, and it costs about $12,000 to $13,000 a year—if he were
to have a scholarship, I could reimburse him his income tax. I
would just give him the difference. What about the janitor’s child?
What about the fellow who makes $8,000 to $10,000? He can’t fi-
nance it. So you are going to have to look at the income side and
say, “What do we do?

hat’s one example in a very complex array. None of the ap-
proaches, yet, addresses this problem, except the attempt in the
Bradley-Gephardt bill to explain to people that we are not going to
go after social security and certain kinds of other excludable
income. But there is a whole variety now of tax deductible, or tax
excludable, or tax creditable income. Each one of those items must
be examined and must be examined carefully if we are going to
have simplification.

The other thing that I want to emphasize is the administerability
of a tax. If there is anything that I know a little bit about, it’s that.
I lived at the IRS 9 years of my life—4 years drafting legislation, 1
year as Chief Counsel, and 4 years as Commissioner. I don’t care
what the tax is, it has to be administerable. And no one, in consid-
ering legislation yet, takes into account the administerability and,
the cost. There is a cost. There is both a direct cost and an indirect
cost.

The Revenue Service is efficient. It is efficient because it is rela-
tively a single-purpose agency. Each time you add a new task, you
make it less efficient, you make it less effective, you make it more
onerous on the citizen—he has to answer more questions.

So if you are going to consider going to any new tax system—and
- one of the things in the notice of these hearings was our views on
consumption taxes, value-added taxes—any of those new systems,
which we don’t talk about much and I hope we won’t talk about
much, because 1 have nothing much good to say for them, requires
a whole new administrative complexity. The Service doesn’t know
how to administer them; it has to teach all of its people to do that.
It has to teach all of the people of America to do it.

Indeed, I venture to say that you will have difficulty explaining
to the average man on the street that when he withdraws moneys
frmtn his savings account, he will pay a consumption tax. One illus- _
tration.

So I would say to you, in any of these taxes, whether it be flat,
broad-based progressive tax, a basic income tax—if we have enough
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discipline we could even make that work, by getting rid of some de-
ductions and some simplification—in any of those things, please
take into account not just the perceived complexity but the com-
plexity that the Revenue Service has to deal with on a day-to-day
basis and which taxpayers and their advisers must deal with on a
day-to-day basis.

We tax lawyers deal only with the periphery of that. Most peopie
don’t understand that. The Internal Revenue Service would love to
have a simple tax. It is the most forceful advocate of easily admin-
istered taxes because they have to deal with the people who are
working with the system every day.

Please don’t become infatuated with gross income taxes or broad-
ly based alleged flat taxes. They are illusory. They have many com-
plexities buried into them, and of course they are completely
unfair. The gross income tax, for example, has been discussed in
various versions.

Grocery stores, for example, in the United States, have some-
where between one-half of 1 percent and 1 percent net income.
Now, what kind of a gross tax would you apply to that? If you ap-
plied gross tax on sales it won’t work.

Believe me, as you get into any of those systems you will find
that there are™all sorts of gradations, of complexity that will eat
into what would at first blush appear to be a simple system.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Sheldon S. Cohen follows:]
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- Statement of
Sheldon S. Cohen
Before the
Committee on Finance
United States Senate
September 29, 1982

Summary

(1) The flat-rate income tax proposal consists of 2 parts:
broadening the tax base and adjusting the rate structure. Base
broadening is critical because it: ’

°

creates virtually all of the simplification

® provides most of the economic efficiency

® permits rates to be lowered

(2) Attacking the problem of broadening the tax base head-
on may be superior to a piecemeal approach:

it becomes more difficult for defenders of
tax breaks to focus their efforts

it places the burden on supporters of tax breaks
(3) In order to facilitate a flat-rate type of revision,

all tax breaks should start on an equal footing;
the tax committees must then abstain from adding
further tax breaks

appropriate transition rules must be provided for
those who fairly relied on existing tax breaks

the resulting rate structure must be reasonably
progressive

(4) 1In considering new taxes, such as value added taxes
end consumption taxes, Congress must recognize the enormous hidden
costs entailed in:

° creating a new administrative apparatus

® training and educating the IRS, taxpayers, and
advisers

° a lengthy transition period of uncertainty



326

Statement

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Sheldon S. Cohen. I am a former commissioner of
the Internal Revenue Service, and have been active as a tax
lawyer for 30 years. I am a member of the law firm of Cohen and
Uretz. The views I express here today are my own, and should not
" be attributed to my law firm or to any of its clients. -

I appear before you to discuss various proposals for
revitalizing the federal tax system. Currently, the most prominent
of these proposals is the so-called '"flat-rate" tax. The flat-
tax proposal actually consists of two separate revisions. First,
as the label suggests, the existing progressive tax-rate structure
would be replaced by a much lower flat rate or, in a more preferable
alternative, by modestly progressive tax rates., Second, the tax
base would be greatly expanded by eliminating all or nearly all
of the existing deductions, credits, exemptions, and exclusions. I
will use the term "flat tax” to refer loosely to both parts of
these various proposals.

The flat tax is advocated as a cure to the increasing complexity
of the existing federal income tax, In addition, some proponents
suggest that wholesale elimination of special tax provisions will
promote economic efficiency by eliminating tax-induced distortions.
Finally, it is argued that the proposed reduction in marginal and

average tax rates will eliminate economic disincentives attributable
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to the existing progressive income tax rates. .(I should also
note that such a reduction will diminish incentives that many
tax\breaks were designed to provide.)

Each of these goals is worthy. Each would be achieved to
some extent by one version or the other of the various flat-tax
proposals. .

In my judgment, the key element in making the flat tax work
is broadening the tax base. A progressive tax-rate structure,
by itself, does not create the complexity that has led to so
much dissatisfaction. Virtually all of the promised simplification
in the flat-tax proposal arises from eliminating the bulk of the
deductions, credits, and so on, now found in the income tax.

The goal of enhancing economic efficiency also finds its
primary realization in the base-broadening aspect of the flat
van. Tuc mass of special tax deductions and credits has caused
capital to be invested in what some would describe as a helter-
skelter fashion, reflecting the political and economic circum-
stances of the day. Revisions of special tax provisions rarely
keep pace with changing economic and political circumstances.
Broadening the tax base hopefully would provide greater neutrality
among competing in@estments, and thus promote economic efficiency.

Finally, providing economic stimulus by lowering or
flattening the tax rates is made possible only by broadening the

tax base. Assuming that the flat-tax proposal is intended only
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as a restructuring of the federal income tax, then total federal
income tax revenue should remain the same. Since it is easier to
vote for lower tax rates than it is for a broader tax base, the
critical aspect, once again, is whether the tax base is
broadened. If the tax base can be broadened, then rates can be
lowered whiléfkeeping revenues more or less constant.

Broadening the base of the federal income tax will not be
easy. Attacking the problem wholesale, however, as flat-tax
supporters advocate, may well be superior to the piecemeal
approach taken in recent years. Declaring a handful of tax
provisions to be under scrutiny allows supporters of those pro-
visions to focus their efforts, and sharply geduces the chances
of success. Even m;;e im;ortant. under a piecemeal approach,
the burden is initially on those proposing elimination of the tax
rrovision to demonstrate why that provision should be removed.
This may not be easy, especially when other, equally indefensible
provisions are left untouched. Wholesale base broadening, on
the other hand, makes it more difficult for any one group to
focus thelr efforts. Moreover, it is easier to defend a proposal

to eliminate all, or nearly all special tax breaks because the
» burden is on supporters of a special tax provision to demonstrate
why it should be retained rather than on those making the case
for repeal.

Let me now turn to some of the difficulties inherent in

the various flat tax proposals. Disposing of long-standing tax




329

breaks will not be easy. I would prefer, however, that all tax
breaks start on an equal footing. I realize that a flat-tax-
proposal appears to be more realistic and practical if it already
retains, for example, the home-mortgage interest deduction or

the charitable-gift deduction. While political realities may
necessitare retention of some tax breaks, it is essential that

the proposal start out with no exceptions and with an attitude
that few exceptions will ultimately be made. 1If it is perceived
that many tax breaks will be retained, that would make it much
easier for the next tax break to be accepted. Once the rush is on,
the proposal will quickly collapse. This has happered in the past.
Therefore, in order to avoid almost immediate failure, flat-tax
deliberations should begin with the attitude that all tax breaks
are to be excluded. If this plan is to work in the first place and

v last any length of time, the tax wriiing comnittees will be re-

cr

quired to maintain strict dié;ipline. They will not be able to
continue the practice of adopting tax breaks in response to each of
our country's social and economic problems. There are other, more
direct techniques for dealing with those problems.

Second, to the extent tax breaks are eliminated, Congress
must be cognizant, as it has in the past, of those who fairly
relied on those proQisions. Much wealth is tied, and properly
so, to the existence of certain tax provisions. The ultimate
political success of broadening the income tax base de;ends on

the ability to fashion rules that minimize disruption and

-~
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“unfairness, and yet still allow for the phasing out of tax

breaks over a reasonable period of time. We should therefore be
prepared to write detailed transition rules, and to recognize that
the simplification inherent in base broadening is offset to some
extent by such rules while they are outstanding.

Third, we should recognize that the flat-tax should not be,
and cannot be, truly "flat." Some progressivity is necessary and
inevitable. There is widespread political support for the
proposition that tax burdens should increase with ability to pay.
This consensus cannot be ignored. Indeed, popular acceptance
of the capitalist system, with its risks and rewards, may well
depend, in part, on some sort of accountability of the winners
through the tax system. In addition, without a progressive federal
income tax, it is likely that aggregate tax burdens, including
Leaera. employment taxes and local taxes, will become sharply
regressive. I believe that such a result is unacceptable to most
taxpayers. Finally, some adjustments to the ultimate rate structure
will be necessary in order to mitigate the tax liability shifts
that follow from broadening the tax base. Such adjustments cannot
be made through a single tax rate. Thus, although broadening the
tax base permits rates to be reduced and, to some extent, flattened,
this should not be viewed as a signal to move immediately to a

single, reduced tax rate.
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In addition to the flat tax, the Comnittee may be considering
tax proposals such as value-added taxes and consumption taxes.

There is much that can and should be said on the substantive aspects
of such proposals. At the outset, I should confirm that I oppdse
those proposals. In addition, as a former commissioner of the IRS,
I would like to call the Committee's attention to one critical
aspect of these proposals that is likely to receive insufficient
attention.

Unlike the flat tax, these tax proposals have no counterparts
in existing law. Whatever the merits, implementing a new federal
tax entails enormous costs that are not readily apparent. A large
federal apparatus must be created to administer the tax. Both the
IRS and taxpayers must be trained and educated on how the tax works.
Attorneys, accountants, and other advisers must become famil}ar
with the tax. During the transition period, there will be great
uncertainty over how the new tax works, who has to pay, when pay-
ments are due, and so on. All of this takes years, and imposes large
financial burdens, only some of which are borne by the federal
government, Therefore, in consicdering a brand new tax and deciding
on the best course of action, please take into account the important
fact that novelty itself has a substantial cost, much of which is
hidden.

In conclusion, I believe that there is potentially much
merit in considering base broadening and restructuring of the
income tax. In addition, the Committee should be made aware of
the enormous costs entailed in adopting a novel form of federal
tax, such as a consumption tax. This Committee and its distinguished
chairman are to be commended for undertaking a prompt and extenslve
inquiry into these subjects. I would be pleased to assist the
Committee in the development of these proposals.

Thank you for the opportunity to be of service.
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Senator GrassLEY. Thank you.
Mr. Aidinoff?

STATEMENT OF M. BERNARD AIDINOFF, CHAIRMAN, SECTION OF
TAXATION, AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. AmipiNOoFF. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
am a practicing lawyer from New York City. I am the current
chairman of the Section of Taxation of the American Bar Associ-
ation. I am pleased to be able to present some preliminary views of
the Section of Taxation on the subject of flat-rate, broad-based
income taxation.

All of the proposals that have been introduced under the guise of
flat-rate taxation involve some simplification of the tax laws and a
substantial reduction of tax rates. Some, but not all, tend to elimi-
nate progressivity from the tax structure. Determining the appro-
priate amount of progressivity involves questions quite distinct
from those involved in simplifying the tax system through base
broadening and rate reduction. Base broadening and rate reduction
are, on the other hand, related steps in tax reform because expan-
sion of the tax base should generate the additional revenue needed
to permit rate reduction. With a broader bose and lower rates it
would be possible to design a much simpler tax that could be either
flat or graduated.

These related steps would allow simplification of the tax laws in
two ways. First, much of the structural complexity of the existing
tax law is due to special provisions that have been added to the In-
ternal Revenue Code to avoid application of high marginal rates to
particular transactions. These deviations from a comprehensive
and consistent definition of income have introduced substantial
complexity because they draw distinctions between favored and un-
favored classes of taxpayers and transactions. Elimination of these
special provisions would simplify much of our complex structure.

Base broadening and rate reduction would also permit simplifica-
tion in a second and quite different sense. In addition to structural
complexity, our tax system is noteworthy for what can be called
transactional complexity. Taxpayers will naturally seek to obtain
whatever preferential tax treatment is available by structuring
transactions in ways that might not be sensible if only nontax fac-
tors were considered. The growth of the tax shelter industry is an
example of this process. The tendency toward transactional com-
plexity is accelerated if tax rates are high, or where there is oppor-
tunity for deferral, whatever the rate of graduation.

Transactional complexity is related to structural complexity in
that the Service, the Treasury Department, and Congress must re-
spond to aggressive tax-motivated transactions by issuing new rul-
ings or regulations or by enacting new legislation.

Along with simplification of the code and its attendant regula-
tions and rulings, base broadening and rate reductionn would reduce
tax complexity because tax-motivated transactions would no longer
be as attractive to investors. Such rate reduction mighi also in-
crease economic incentives which, in turn, would increase r-venue
sufficiently to allow for more meaningful rate reduction.
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There are two principal routes to simplification through base
broadening and rate reduction.

The first route is a familiar one. It involves elimination of special
provisions of the personal income tax, coupled with substantial rate
reduction. This basic strategy has been proposed many times in the
last 30 years.

This strategy has not been successful in the past for political
rather than technical reusons. It is not difficult to identify the pro-
visions of the code that would have to be eliminated or changed to
convert the system into a comprehensive tax on personal income. It
has, however, been very difficult to achieve the necessary political
consensus.

The second strategy for simplifying the tax structure involves
the conversion of the personal income tax into a comprehensive tax
on parsonal expenditures. Like a comprehensive income tax, a com-
prehensive personal expenditure tax provides a potential model for
simplification of the tax system, coupled with-substantial rate re-
duction. Because of the difference in treatment of savings, however,
the two taxes are likely to have substantially different distribution-
al and economic consequences.

Tax professionals have no particular expertise in choosing be-
tween comprehensive income and expenditure taxation. I can
assure you, however, that either one could be implemented in a
much simpler manner than the current code. Either approach re-
quires a review of business taxation and transfer taxation.

I would like to just say a word about problems of transition. All
tax legislation involves problems of transition, but enactment of a
broad-based comprehensive income or expenditure tax would create
unusually significant problems.

Consider enactment of the purest form of broad-based income
tax, which might eliminate the deduction of interest on home mort-
gages. Would current homeowners be denied the deduction even
though they had purchased and financed their homes in reliance
on the longstanding deductibility of interest under our tax system?
A decision to provide transitional relief for such homeowners might
solve the problems of fairness; but it would quickly raise a question
of tax complexity, because some method of identifying the category
of transactions to be given special treatment would have to be de-
vised and administered.

Or consider enactment of a comprehensive consumption tax,
which would tax all expenditures for personal consumption. What
would be the proper treatment of taxpayers who spend earnings
saved under the present income tax? To deny such taxpayers spe-
cial treatment would tax them twice on the same income.

I do not mean to suggest that these problems are not soluble, for
they are; but I do suggest that the solutions are not likely to be
simple.

There is no easy answer as to the best way of structuring a
major reform of our tax system. If the committee is to engage in
such an undertaking, it must make a number of major choices. You
have a very, very difficult problem.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bernard Aidinoff follows:)
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UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
September 29, 1982
Statement of M. Bernard Aidinoff, Chairman
Section of Taxation
~American-Bar Association

RE: Flat-Rate, Broad-Base Income Taxation

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my
name is M. Bernard Aidinoff. I am the Chairman of the
Section of Taxation of the American bar Association., I am
pleased to be able to present some preliminary views of
the Section of Taxation on the subject of flat-rate broad-
base income taxation. These views have not been approved by
the House of Delegates or the Board of Governors of the
American Bar Association, and should not be construed as
representing the position of the ABA.

Let me summarize my statement by making five
points. First, it is essential to separate the issues
involved in tax simplification through base broadening and
rate reduction from the issue of how progressive tax rates

should be. Complexity in the tax system 1§ primarily the
vresult of special provisions which sometimes accomplish
nongax goals or close perceived tax loopholes. Gfadpation
in the :a£e schedules alone does not contribute heavily to
complexity. .

Second, rate reduction and simplification of the
individual income tax could be achieved by broadening the

tax base and imposing either a comprehensive income tax or
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a comprehensive expenditure tax. Although either tax would
result in substantial simplification and rate reduction

for individuals, the two levies would have substantially
different distributional consequences, with perhaps differ-
ent social and economic consequences.

Third, any method chosen to accomplish simplifica-
tion and rate reduction for individuals would have important
implications for the taxation of corporations.

Fourth, fundamental changes in the nature of in-
dividual income taxation cannot be considered apart from
the taxation of transfers in the form of gifts and bequests.

Fifth, any method chosen to accomplish simplifica-
tion and rate reduction by broadening the income tax base is
likely tc involve considerable problems of fairness and
complexity during the transition period. .

Let me now briefly discuss each of these points.

1. Rate Reduction, Base Broadening, and Simplification

All of the proposals that have been introduced
under the guise of flat-rate taxation involve some simplifi-
cation of the tax laws and substantial reduction of tax rates.
Some, but not all, tend to eliminate progressivity from the
tax structure. Determining the appropriate amount of éro-
gressivity involves questions quite distinct from those
involved in simplifying the tax system through base broaden-

ing and rate reduction, Base broadening and rate reduction
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are, on the other hand, related steps in tax reform because
expansion of the tax base should generate the additional
revenue needed to permit rate reduction. With a broader
base and lower rates, it would then be possible to design a
much simpler tax that could be either flat or graduated.

These related steps would allow simplification
of the tax laws in two ways. First, much of the structural
complexity of the tax laws is due to special provisions
that have been added to the Internal Revenue Code to avoid
application of high marginal rates to particular transac-
tions. These deviations f}om a comprehensive and consis-
tent definition of income have introduced substantial
structural complexity into the tax system because they
draw distinctions between favored and unfavored classes
of taxpayers and transactions., By structural complexity
I mean not only statutory complexity, but the whole panoply
of regulations, rulings, and litigation that is needed to
administer the statute. Elimination of these special pro-
visions would simplify much of the complex structure of
our tax system.

Base broadening and rate reduction would glso
permit simplification of the tax system in a second and
quite different sense. In addition to structural complexity,
our tax system is noteworthy for what can be called "trans-

actional complexity."” Taxpayers will naturally seek to
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obtain whatever preferential tax treatment is available

by structuring transactions in ways that might not be sen-
sible {f only nontax factors were considered. The growth
of the tax shelter industry is an example of this process.
The tendency toward transactional complexity is accslerated
when tax rates are high or where there is opportunity for
deferral, whatever the rate of graduvation.

Transactional complexity is related to structural
complexity in that the Internal Revenue Service, the Treasury
Department, and the Congress must respond to aggressive tax-
motivated transactions by issuing new rulings or regulations ’
or by enacting new legiélation. These necessarily compli-
cate the structure of the tax laws.

The interrelationship of the two kinds of tax
complexity is often dynamic because taxpayers respond to
changes in the structure of the tax laws by creating new
forms of transactions, setting off another round of trans-

1 Along with simplifica-

actional and structural complexity.
tion of the Code and its attendant regulations and rulings,
base broadening and rate reduction would thus reduce tax
complexity because tax-motivated transactions would no longer

be as attractive to investors. Such rate reduction might

1. See Galper & Kaufman, Simplification and Comprehensive
Tax Reform, O.T.A, Paper 34, U.S. Dep't of Treasury
(Sept. 1978).

11-384 0 - 83 -- 23
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also increase economic incentives which, in turn would in-
crease revenues sufficiently to allow for more meaningful
rate reduction,

Eliminatioa of special tax provisions might also
require enactment of budgetary outlays to accomplish the
goals of the repealed tax preferences. Of course, tax
professionals have no special expertise with regard to
whether any particular spending program is desirable once

the tax laws have been simplified and tax rates reduced.

2. Comprehensive Personal Income and Expenditure Taxes

There are two principal routes to simplification
through base broadening and rate reduction.

Thé first route is a familiar one; it involves
elimination of special provisions of thé personal income
tax, coupled with substantial rate reduction. This basic
strategy has been proposed many times in the last thirty
years by leaders of both political parties and by various

2 The Ford and Carter

experts in the field of taxation.
administrations published tax studies and proposals that

are consistent with this strategy, as are many of the pro-
visions of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of

1982 endorsed by the current Administration,

2, The Committee on Simplification of the Section of Taxa-
tion of the American Bar Association analyzed this
possibility in Evaluation of the Proposed Model Com-
prehensive Income Tax, 32 Tax Law. 563 (1979).
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This strategy has not been successful in the past
for political, rather than technical, reasons. It is not
difficult to identif; the provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code that would have to be eliminated or changed to convert
the present system into a comprehensive tax on personal
income. It has, however, been exceedingly difficult to
achieve the political consensus necessary to eliminate R
these provisions.

The second strategy for simplifying the tax struc-
ture through rate reduction and base broadening involves
conversion of the personal income tax into a comprehensive
tax on personal expenditures. Although less familiar than
an income tax, such a levy, sometimes called a "personal
consumption tax" or a "consumption-type income tax," has
also been promoted as tax reform in the United States and in
other countries by individuals with a variety of political
perspectives.3 Some recent proposals for a flat rate
"income tax" are actually proposals for what has tradition-

ally been called an expenditure tax.4

3. See, e.g., U.S. Dep't of Treasury, Blueprints for Basic
Tax Reform (1977), which considers comprehensive per-
sonal income and expenditure taxes as alternative models
for basic tax reform.

4. See, e.g., Hall & Rabushka, A Simple Income Tax with
Low Marginal Rates (1982), which excludes capital income
from the individual tax base and permits business en-
tities a current deduction for capital expenditures.

(Footnote continued on next page)
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Basically, the expenditure tax differs from the
income tax by excluding all savings from the tax base.
Advocates of the tax assert that it is fairer and more
conducive to capital formation than is the income tax.s

In addition, its proponents suggest that the
current Internal Revenue Code may already be as much an
expenditure tax as it is an income tax with respect to
individuals. For example, deferral of tax on earnings
set aside for a worker's pension, rollover of taxation on
the sale of a principal residence, and nonrecognition of
gain by shareholders in corporate reorganizations are
more consistent with expenditure tax treatment than they
are with income tax treatment.

Like a comprehensive income tax, a comprehensive

personal expenditure tax provides a potential model for

simplification of the tax system, coupled with substantial

TFootnote cont'd)

The resulting tax is similar to an expenditure tax
because savings are effectively excluded, but the tax
base is narrower than that of an expenditure tax because
consumption out of borrowed funds would go untaxed. A
comprehensive expenditure tax would include dissavings
in the tax base, just as savings would be excluded.

5. Discussions of how a personal expenditure tax might
be implemented are found in Andrews, A Consumption-Type
or Cash Flow Personal Income Tax, 87 Harv. L. Rev,
1113 (1974); Graetz, Implementing a Progressive Consump-
tion Tax, 92 Harv. L. Rev. 1575 (1979); Committee on
Simplification, ABA Section of Taxation, Complexity and
415 115555.

the Personal Consumption Tax, 35 Tax Law.
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rate reduction. Because of the difference in treatment of
savings, however, the two taxes are likely to have substan-
tially different distributional consequences. They véuld
also have substantially different economic effects.

Tax professionals have no particular expertise
in choosing between comprehensive income and expenditure
taxation, 1 can, however, assure you that either a compre-
hensive income or a comprehensive expenditure tax for
individuals could be implemented in a much simpler manner

than the current Internal Revenue Code.

3. Corporate Taxation

-

Much of the discussion aboﬂt flat-rate broad-based
taxation has'focused on individual taxes, but decisions made
with respect to individual taxation will have a significant
impact on the range of choices available with regard to
corporate taxation, For example, adoption of a comprehen-
sive personal income tax might suggest that corporate in-
come should be taxed currently to shareholders rather than
to the corporation, or alternatively, that the corporate
income tax should become a withholding levy that would be

credited against shareholder taxes imposed when corporate

earnings are distributed in the form of dividends.
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There are a variety of other possible relation-
ships between individual and corporate taxation, and I do
not mean to suggest that any particular relationship is
superior, Rather, I simply want to caution that broadening
of the personal tax base, reduction of individual tax rates,

and even adoption of a flat-rate tax for individuals cannot

be considered apart from the taxation of business entitiecs.

4. Transfer Taxation

Fundamental changes in the individual income
tax base also must be considered in conjunction with the
federal estate and gift taxes, Some supporters of the
personal expenditure tax would, for example, couple that
levy with significant taxation of gifts and estates on the
theory that acc;mulations of capital should enter the tax
base when transferred to a new generation., Others, who
support the expenditure tax because they believe the over-
all tax burden on capital is too great, would couple a
comprehensive personal consumption tax with reduction or
elimination of the transfer taxes. Whatever view one takes
of these issues, the relationship between an income or ex-
penditure tax and the transfer taxes is likely to be impor-
tant enough so that the structure of the latter should be

considered in conjunction with reform of the former.
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5. Problems of Transition

All tax legislation involves problems of transition,
but enactment of a broad-based comprehensive income or
expenditure tax w;uld create unusually significant pxoblems.‘

- Consider enactment of the purest form of broad-
based income tax, which might eliminate the deduction for
interest on home mortgages. Would current homeowners be
denied the deduction even though they had purchased and
financed their homes in reliance on the longstanding deduc-
tibility of interest under our tax system? A decision to
pr;vide transitional relief for such homeowners might solve
the problem of fairness, but it would quickly raise a ques-
tion of tax complexity because some method of identifying the
category of transactions to be given special treatment would
have to be devised and administered.

Or consider enactment of a comprehensive consump-
tion tax, which would tax all expenditures for personal
consumption. What would be the proper treatment of ;ax-
payers who spend earnings saved under the present income
tax? To deny such taxpayers special treatment would tax
them twice on the same income -- once when it was earned
under the income tax and again when it was spent under
the expenditure tax. To provide special treatment, on the
other hand, would likely involve considerable complexity

for a significant period of transition.
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I do not mean to suggest that these problems are
not soluble, for they are, but I do suggest that the solutions
are not likely to be simple. Accordingly, it is not ?nough
to consider fundamental tax reform in the abstract. Rather,
any far-reaching change in a tax system as complex as ours,
on which taxpayers have relied in making decisions, will
necessarily involve considerable complexities in the transi-
tion. MNeedless difficulties will be avoided if such transi-
tioral questions are considered from the beginning as part of

the basic reform itself.

6. cConclusions

There is no easy answer as to the best way of
structuring a major reform of -our tax system. If this
Committee is to engage in such an undertak}ng, it must make
a number of major choices. The first choice is between a
pzogressivé*rate structu;e‘and a flat rate.

Second, a'choice must be made between the two
major reform models -~ a comprehensive personal income tax
and a comprehensive personal expenditure tax. The choice
between these models depends, in part, on fundamental issues
of social and tax policy, such as the appropriate allocation
of the burden of taxation between capital and labor 1néome.

Third, either approach to reform of personal tax-

ation will require choices as to the appropriate treatment
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of corporate income, transfers'by gift or bequest, and the
manner of transition from current law.

The existence of all these choices should not
obscure the urgent need for reform. The tax code has grown
increasingly and unduly complex. This complexity imposes
tremendous compliance costs, particularly on small busi-
ness. Both President Reagan and his predecessors have
emphasized the importance of reducing the burden of Federal
reqgulations. It will be very difficult to do this in the
tax area unless the underlying law is simplified.

Differential tax treatment of analogous economic
transactions under current law creates an incentive for
individuals to modify their behavior in ways that may not
at all be good for our economy. The advantages of struc-
turing a transaction in a tax-favored way lead taxpayers
to regard taxes as a charge to be avoided by creative finan-
cial transactions. There is an inevitable loss of respect
for the system, particularly on the part of those not in a
position to use tax-minimizing techniques.

In the course of the current Congress, virtually
all categories of direct Federal expenditures have been
subjected to stringent review, and this process promises to
continue. By contrast, relatively little attention has

been focused on sizeable back door spending in the form of
tax expenditures. Whatever differences in the procedure

of review may be appropriate, tax expenditures should be
subject to a scrutiny comparable to that given direct spend-
ing. We must ask whether we want to continue subsidizing
favored activities at existing levels, and whether the type
of subsidy -~ tax expenditure as opposed to direct expendi-
ture -- makes sense. The major base~broadening proposals
before this Committee can be seen as calling for a major
veduction in Federal expenditures through the tax system,
with the savings being distributed to all taxpayers in the

form of lower rates.
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The CHAIRMAN. Let’s see. I have been necessarily absent.

Senator Bradley?

Senator BRaDLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Cohen. .
Let me thank the panel for its testimony. I think there is pro
ably more expertise at the table than we have heard from to date. I

think they have made some very helpful suggestions. R

I would like to ask each of them a couple of questions, and I
would like to start with Mr. Cohzn.

I think in your testimony, on page 6, you talk about the difficul-
t%, the pitfalls, that are inherent in any kind of dramatic change in
the tax system. You refer to expenditure taxes and to the pure flat-
rate tax.

I think what the committee is going to look at is whether there
is not some interim course here? Is there not some interim plan
that is more evolutionary? I would like to have your thoughts
about what the components of such a plan would be if it were evo-
lutionary in nature as opposed to drastic and therefore subject to
the pitfalls that you have enumerated.

Mr. CoHEN. You could go either way. There are pitfalls in either
direction, of course. The pitfalls in the direction of a slow, progres-
sive move toward simplicit&g if you will, or a broad-based tax is
that the targets will unite. If you pick 5 items the first year or 10
items the first year to discuss and attack, eliminate certain deduc-
tions or exclusions, for example, they will unite as a group.

As I suggest in my paper, it probably is easier in terms of politics
to take on the world, because each person has to then defend him-
self rather than unite in a group to defend the next bastion.

On the other hand—and this committee, of course, has to rely on
the committee on the other side—if the two committees and the
leadership of the Congress were to develop the discipline, a move
toward a broadly based, more simple system can be had within the
existing structure. It is hard in terms of the politics of the situation
because you then have to resist that fair and equitable fact that
somebody presents to you, because every little niche in the line cre-
ates another niche.

You can almost say—I think as a rule—that you can’t have sim-
plicity and equity, because simplicity requires a straight line. Ev-
eryone can understand a straight line; there are no exceptions to a
straight line. Once you draw that line so that it goes around one
little tree, there will be another one tomorrow who will have an
equally equitable case. You can start that line, but it isn’t simple
to hold it.

Senator BRADLEY. Let me try to be a little more specific. Would
not an evolutionary grocess entail a system that retains progressi-
vity while reducing the complexity?

Mr. CoHEN. Base broadening.

Senator BRADLEY. Base broadening, and essentially simplification
by lower rates.

Mr. CoHEN. I think that’s right. The American public would un-
derstand that, because it is not a sharp departure from what they
are used to.

Senator BrabpLEY. Mr. Kurtz, do you want to comment on that?

Mr. Kurrz. Yes, I would like to comment on that, if I may, Sena-
tor Bradley.
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I won't attempt to make a political comment, but I think it is
very important in the normal course of tax legislation, year after
ear, that there be a goal in mind as to where the country ought to

e heading.

Ri%ht now we don’t have an income tax system in any real sense.
We have a hybrid income-consumption tax system. And in my
view, we have the worst of both. :

In the last couple of years Congress has enacted—to mention a
couple of provisions—-alf:savers certificates, increased IRA’s, lower
capital gains taxes, ACRS, the interest exclusion. All of these are
elements of a consumption tax; that is, they are special tax benefits
for saving. They don’t have, however, the other side of what a pure
consumption tax would have, and that is taxation when the savings
are spent. So we now have a system which, for many people, re-
sults in their paying tax on the lower of income or consumption.

It seems to me important, in long-range planning, to decide at
some point whether we are going to have an income tax or a con-
sumption tax, and then move toward that goal.

I think it is fair to say that a number of the provisions-that I
have cited, which have been enacted in the last couple of years,
were enacted because there was a feeling they were consistent with
a consumption tax; but, at the same time, we don't have a con-
sumption tax.

Senator BRADLEY. We have an income tax. Would both of you
think that a direction that we might head toward is the proposal
that Congressman Gephardt and I have offered, that maybe
wouldn’t happen overnight, but in the general direction of lowering
the rates and broadening the base?

Mr. Kurtz. Broadening the base, lowering rates, and broadening
brackets, it seems to me is the direction that the tax system ought
to head. And it can be done gradually as well as overnight. The dif-
ference, of course, is that if you do it overnight the effect on rates
is very dramatic; if you do it little by little there may not be a suf-
ficiently noticeable rate reduction to build a constituency for it, but
that’s a political judgment.

Senator BRADLEY. So, the carrot of lower rates is the way you get
the base broadened?

Mr. Kurrz. That’s the trade-off. No one will want to lose their
deductions unless they are getting something to trade off so that
the total tax burden doesn’t rise significantly.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Long? ‘

Senator LonG. We have a lot of provisions in the law that en-
courage investment—investment tax credits, perhaps depreciation,
all the rest of it. I wonder how you gentlemen would feel about the
su%gestion to make it simply across-the-board that investments—
defined rather broadly: that tend to provide jobs, create invest-
ments, develop the resources of the country—are deductible, just as
though you are up-front expensing them. How would you react to
that suggestion? In effect, the kind of thing that Lester Thoreau
has been talking about, for example. I think you are familiar with
that, Mr. Kurtz.

Mr. Kurrz. Well, there are a number of proposals for various
kinds of consumption tax—the Hall-Rabushka, and Lester Thor-
eau’s, David Bradford's proposal, et cetera.
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First of all, all of the consumption tax proposals imply that,
while there will be a tax based on consumption, that is, income less
savings, that there will be a tax on dis-saving—that is, when the
savings are spent—that that will enter into the tax base.

I believe the problem is that-under virtually any rate structure
that can be developed, based on consumption, there will' be a sig-
nificant lowering of the tax burden on the very highest-income
people, because the very highest income people simply don’t spend
as significant a portion of their income as the lower income people.

You know, if one looks at the Forbes list of the 400 wealthiest
people in the United States, I doubt that those in the over-a-billion
class spend more than those in the over-200-million class. And you
can carry that pretty far down the line. There is a limit to what
one can spend. Therefore, you would have regressive rates as you
get into the higher income.

Now, there is an argument for economic efficiency that some
economists make. I am not an economist and I can’t comment on
those independently, but I think in those debates one shouldn’t lose
sight of the fact that our tax system can only work if most people
have a sense that it’s fair. And I don’t think most people would
have a sense that a tax which allowed our wealthiest people to pay
less and less tax is fair. That's the concern that I have.

Senator FoNGT"Well now, if you couple that with a more tightly
drawn gift and inheritance tax law or even with something that
would tax them on their wealth as they go along, a very low capi-
tal levy, or something of that sort—I am not sure that they would
like it, you—understand; but I am not talking about what they
would like, I am talking about a fair system.

Mr. Kurtz. Oh, unquestionably there are systems that could be
constructed and a combination of taxes that would achieve what I
think we would all agree would be an equitable result. But the
simple substitution of a consumption tax for the income tax, I don’t
think that's fair. If we had effective and substantial inheritance
and gift taxes, perhaps that would be a different story.

Senator LoNG. But if we have some other tax device that solves
that problem then I take it you would find appeal to it.

How do you feel, Mr. Cohen?

Mr. CoHEN. There is one thing that is constantly bothering me,
and that is that we have proceeded for the last 20-some years on
the assumption that for every ill in America there is a tax cure.
And that’s why we have what we've got. You can’t use the tax
system for everything; it isn’t that good. The Revenue Service is a
very good administrative agency. It isn’t that good. How in the
world are we going to make the American public understand, as
Jerry just said, that when you take money out of the bank and
spend it you are going to pay a tax? That is a very difficult concept
to understand, and I have stated it very simply, because it is much
more complex than that.

I am sure that the Senator’s staff, the committee’s staff, the
three of us, could design a combination consumption tax and estate
and gift tax—which we have virtually repealed—that would work
out to be not unfair. I doubt if it would be understandable to the
American public.




349

Senator LoNG. Well, to some extent, Mr. Cohen, you sound to me
like a tax collector. .
t'el\%r. CoHEN. I hope I don’t sound that way to my clients. [Laugh-

r.

Senator LonGg. Well, I know you do a good job for your clients,
but it seems to me you are still looking at it from the point of view
of a fellow who has had the burden of going out and getting all
that money. I can understand your point of view.

Mr. CoHEN. The ideal system in the world can’t be drafted that is
unadministrable. That’s my problem; that is, it has to be adminis-
trable by human beings, by the Revenue Service, and by human
beings that sit where we sit and, more so, accountants and tax
%actitioners out in the community. They have to understand it.

ey not only have to know how to fill out the forms but to under-
stand it and be able to explain it to people. And that’s the hard
part.

Senator LoNG. I hope you people understand that. All these
people who come here talking about tax simplification, the moment
they find out it is going to cost them more money that way they
change their minds.

Mr. CoHEN. I think that’s right.

Senator LoNG. Mr. Aidinoff.

Mr. AmiNoFF. But one thing we do know from our experience is
that a reduction in tax rates does have the effect of reducing some
of the incentives to engage in tax-motivated transactions.

There is no question, for example, that just the very introduction
of the 50-percent rate on earned income in 1969 had the effect of
causing many high-salaried people to look differently on traditional
types of tax shelters. '

There is no question that the reduction of 70 to 50 percent on all
income has had the same effect. It doesn’t mean that you destroy
all incentives to reduce taxes, but you do reduce it marginally.

The straightening out of the original minimum tax and the
elimination of capital gains as a tax preference reduced an awful
lot of motivation.

I don’t think there is any question that if you go in the direction
that Senator Bradley is talking about, whether you ultimately get
down to 14 percent or not, but as you go down the rate schedule,
whether or not you are progressive, you make taxpayers a little
less interested in special deductions.

Obviouslg' the only way you can bring it down as much as most
of us would like it to go down is by being pretty rough with respect
to deductions and the definition of income.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Grassley.

Senator GrassLEY. Mr. Cohen, you raised the point about percep-
tion of complexity versus real complexity. I think you were making
the point that people’s dissatisfaction with the tax system today
centers on its complexity. Obviously, because 75 percent of the
people file the short form, this must be more perception than fact.

Aren't taxpayers more concerned with the perception of fairness
that certain wealthy people—maybe not necessarily just wealthy
?eople, but people of certain categories—have loopholes and bene-

its that other people don’t have? They see the unfairness as the
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source of the complexity and they want to do away with that un-
fairness. '

Mr. CoHEN. Yes, sir, I think that’s right. The cabdriver who was
driving me over here today commented on all of the buildings that
are going up in town, and he was wondering who was paying for
them. I facetiously said, “The United States is paying for them,
through a variety of deductions, credits, and otherwise.”

Senator GrRAssLEY. Then you are using the terms ‘‘complexity”’
and “fairness” interchangeably?

Mr. CoHeEN. No; I think that they are separable, but I think that
one must deal with perception as reality; that is, if people think it
is complex, then it is complex. It is what they believe.

Senator GrRASSLEY. My point is that it isn't because people think
it is complex but because they think it is unfair that they want an
alternate tax system like a flat-rate tax. 4

Mr. CoHEN. But in fact, sir, the present system is probably fair.
One can pick out numerous examples of unfairness, but after all it
is a broadly based system that applies to hundreds of millions of
people. In its general application it is fair. There are enough exam-
ples of unfairness; yes, that it is fair.

Senator GRASSLEY. On the subject of administrability of any tax
law, was your point that the present income Tax Code is more ad-
ministrable than something that would be like a flat-rate tax?

Mr. CoHEN. We have an investment in the present system is
what I am saying.

Senator GrassLEY. We have what?

Mr. CoHEN. We have an investment in the concepts of the pres-
ent system. We have an agency that understands it and can admin-
ister it, we have taught it to millions of high school children, and
we have millions of people who have been applying it.

One of the things that disturbs people is change in the form they
are used to. Any time you change the form, even to help them,
they believe that is complex. So you have to take into account their
understanding. And every time they have to read a new provision,
even if it benefits them, it adds to their concern when they go to
prepare that return next April.

Yes; if you were to put in a broadly based flat tax or even a
broadly based progressive tax, you've got new definitions, new
standards, new things for people to learn. As I say, on the income
side, you still have to define income. There are a variety of items
that just don’t follow a natural law. There is no rule up there in
the ? y one can find as to what to do about a scholarship, for ex-
ample.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Mitchell.

Senator MiTcHELL. I would like to follow up on a point that I be-
lieve Mr. Kurtz made during his presentation in which he argued
against the pure flat rate. He suggested that the bill introduced by
Senator Bradley and Congressman Gephardt contained a minimum
level of progressivity.

I commend Senator Bradley, and have on many occasions, and
Congressman Gephardt for their efforts, and I agree generally with
the thrust of their bill; but I am concerned that it does not retain a
sufficient level of progressivity, or a sufficient degree of progres-
sivity in the Tax Code. Reducing the present spread from 14 to 28
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rcent, it seems to me, would be insufficient in that respect. I
ave suggested an alternative which would make the spread 12 to

36 percent, or something in that range. There already has been, as
you know, a very significant decrease in the top marginal rate
from 70 to 50 percent.

I wonder if each of the three of you could comment on your own
personal views on that?

Mr. Kurtz. Senator Mitchell, from my point of view it depends
very much on"what the base is. While Senator Bradley still has the
range from 14 to 28 percent, the remaining personal deductions are
deductible only against the first 14 percent, so that the second 14
percent surtax is on adjusted gross income, which in most cases
will be a substantially broader base.

I ;:onfess that I am not familiar with the base which you would
apply.

nator MITCHELL. It would be the same base.

Mr. Kurtz. But with deductions allowable to higher income, or
not allowable?

Senator MiTcHELL. Allowable.

Mr. Kurrz. Well, then I would have to see how it compares in
particular cases. Obviously there would be different distributional
effectfl within the group, but I don't know how it would come out
overall.

My personal view is that I think the rates in the Bradley-Gep-
hardt bill should be somewhat more progressive, because I think
the 28 percent top rate is indeed modest, even on an expanded defi-
nition. I don’t think they should be 50 percent, but with the defini-
tion of income in that bill there should be significant rate reduc-
tion at the top. But I think the rates could be maintained at some-
f{hing above 28 percent. Just what the whole scale would be, I don’t

now.

I am also very much taken by the fact that the rate, the basic 14-
percent rate—and whether it should be 13, 14, or 15, I will put
aside for a moment—applies to a very broad class. That eliminates
a great many structural problems. That in itself eliminates some
complexity; that is, it would eliminate, for the most part, problems
of income averaﬁing, and other minor timing differences where one
decides to pay this year rather than next year, things of that kind;
where the base covers all of the income that most taxpayers are
likely to have in the foreseeable future timing becomes largely irre-
velant—and therefore I like it for that reason. But I don’t feel com-
mitted to those rates.

Senator MrtcHELL. Thank you. Mr. Cohen?

Mr. CoHEN. Senator Mitchell, I happen to agree; I would like to
see it slightly more progressive. Maybe that’s because my average
effective rate is close to 30 or 35 percent. Each of us, of course,
judges it by our own view. I am not an economist either, therefore 1
can't tell you what to do. Before I would want to light on a struc-
ture I would want to look at its distributional effects in a broader
way than I have. I guess I have the same feeling Mr. Kurtz does: 1
would like to see it somewhat more progressive.

Mr. ADINOFF. I suspect I differ with Mr. Kurtz and Mr. Cohen.
My own feeling is that marginal rates over 28 percent probably are
not very effective. My feeling is that perhaps the rate structure
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should come in at some point below 14 percent and have a little
more progressivity in the bottom range. On the other hand, that
really depends on the available deductions.

I have a fear, however, that when one gets to the practicality of
setting a rate schedule, the pressures as to what is includable in
income may very well demand more progressivity because the rate
base just has not been expanded enough to justify 14 to 28, as op-

to 12 to 36. I think much of this is a function of what tax
ase you ultimately come up with.

Senator MitcHELL. Mr. Aidinoff, do you favor the pure flat rate?
8:1: (i(:l qyou believe there should be an element of progressivity re-_

ned?

Mr. ApINoOFF. I personally don’t believe that there should be a
straight flat rate. 1 believe very strongly that we should have the
type of structure where nearly everybody pags some income tax,
even though it is a relatively small amount. But I do believe that
people who do have more income should pad:) more than a propor-
tional part of their increased income to the Government.

Senator MrrcHELL. Thank you, gentlemen, and thank you, Mr.

- Chairman. -

I just wanted to say in conclusion that I hope 1 made it clear I
did not intend any criticism of Senator Bradley’s provision, because
I think he has done an outstanding job in putting it together. I am
sure he is not locked in concrete on any specific provision; that was
just one of the parts about it that did concern me.

The CrHAIRMAN. Well, I missed some of the testimony but I do
think, as Senator Bradley indicates, that we have an outstanding
panel. We still have another panel to be heard from, so I will just
ask a couple of questions. We are going to have a series of votes, I
understand.

It is difficult to do much base broadening. We found that out this
{ear. A lot of people talk about it, but they wouldn’t vote for it. So

think we have to be very realistic when we have a lot of people
espousing all these great ideas. Unless we can develogua political
consensus it is going to be very difficult to make anything but in-
cremental changes, and then maybe only then, when you are under
the gun of a reconciliation process, a budget process.

I am certain this panel understands that. It is great to go out
and make speeches about how unfair the tax system is, but when
you try to take away some of those “‘generous provisions’ or tight-
en them up, some of the best speakers can’t be found. So I think we
have to be realistic. That’s one reason many people perceive the
system to be unfair.

If I were the administration, I would be out talking about the tax
reform bill this year instead of sort of hiding from it like it never
happened. To me, that’s equity, fairness, balance. I noticed a memo
in the White House talking about a lot of charges made against the
administration;- it didn't even mention the tax reform bill, and
others, maybe for different reasons.

Again, that isn’t the end of reform, obviously, and maybe it
wasn't a good beginning; but at least it was a start.

From the standpoint of the three practitioners, what is the big-
glest loophole that your people, upper-income taxpayers, use?

aybe we could get into specifics here.
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Mr. CoHEN. Depreciation and investment credit—which really go
together—and capital gain. I guess we spend more of our time con-
cerned with those issues.

The CHAIRMAN. They may not be loopholes.

Mr. CoHEN. Well, if we are talking about either large corpora-
tions or wealthy individual taxpayers, those are the items from
which they can get the maximum benefit; therefore they concen-
trate their efforts on obtaining the deductions, the credits, or get-
ting the preferential rate.

e CHAIRMAN. What rate do they generally end up paying?

Mr. CoHEN. You still have taxpayers who basically pay no more
than a small percentage.

The CHAIRMAN. That’s sort of the nub of it, isn’t it?

Mr. CoHEN. It's not the big pattern. For example, I represent a
very wealthy entertainer. He pays a pretty good slug of his income.
He has some investments in farm proFerties or depreciable proper-
ties, but he pays a pretty good slug of his income. I would suggest
he pays a fair share of his tax. It is not 50 percent, but probably his
average effective rate is about 25-30, something like that.

The CHAIRMAN. Somebody suigested we might take the Forbes
magazine 400 and scan some of those returns to see if we can find a
pattern of how people become so wealthy by not paying taxes.

Mr. AipiNnorr. Well, I would susFect, enator, that if you did take
those returns you would find really three elements: Substantial de-
preciation, with respect to real estate; intangible drilling; and busi-
nessmen who have been fortunate enough to build up their own
coaliporations and then go public—they realize a vegy, very substan-
tial capital gain—or the market value of their holdings rises to an
astronomical figure.

Mr. KurTz. It is interesting, in looking at that list, to see that a
hi%)‘ percentage of those people are in oil and real estate.

he CHAIRMAN. I won’t name any families, but I noticed there
are a number of people in the shipping business and the mineral
business. Again, I guess if you taxed all of their income at the high-
est rate that wouldn’t solve our problem of fairness, or at least
what is perceived as an unfair system.

Mr. Harris, the number is what? Eighty-one to seven?

Senator BRADLEY. It is 81 to 7 on the interest on home mortgage.

Mr. Kurrz. Those studies show over the years that everyone
wants simplification but no one wants to lose a deduction.

Mr. CoHEN. I'm in favor of losing that deduction. I have paid off
my mortgage.

e CHAIRMAN. That’s what? Forty billion? I don’t quarrel with
that; it just seems to me that we've barely made the small first
step. But it is encouraging that there is so much interest in some-
thing. To say that it might finally pass this committee or the
House Waf's and Means Committee or the Congress, I wouldn’t
want to hold my breath waiting for that to happen.

Senator BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I take it you are not proposing,
then, before the Congress is out that we eliminate the intangible
drilling cost deduction, capital gains, and depreciation.

The CHAIRMAN. 1 thmﬁ' 1 would want to review that over the
recess and take it up when we take up social security, maybe.

[Laughter.]

11-384 O ~ 83 -~ 24
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Which is another thing we have been ducking..

I appreciate very much your testimony. We are searching for the
answers, and I think everybody here is willing to face up to some
hard choices. But I think one advantage of a bold move, as I think
Senator Bradley referred to yesterday, is that you sort of catch
people off balance. They don’t have time to pick us off one at a
time. You get a lot of momentum out there saying: Yes, we've got
to do this, and you are able to overcome some of the opposition.

Mr. CoueN. That was the technique that was used this year, sir.
By the constraints of the budget and your leadership, you managed
to get a forceful bill that did a lot of good things. It wasn’t simple,
but it did a lot of good things for the fairness of the system.

The CHAIRMAN. Right. And no one was mortally wounded in the
process. A lot of them bled a little. [Laughter.]

Mr. CoHEN. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. But no one died that I know of.

Senator BrabLey. Mr. Chairman, if I could, let me just follow up.

I think the bold move, as I think you experienced this year under
the pressure of the budget, can either be with a stick, the pressure
of the budget—or with a carrot, which is the lower rates. But I
think there is a general consensus that the bolder you are, the
better political chance you have in this process.

I appreciate all of those people who have invested in tax shelters,
Mr. Aidinoff, and I appreciate the difficulty in administering a new
tax, Mr. Cohen, but it seems to me that if that is the argument
against it and that argument prevails, you will forever be stuck in
the present system and it will become more and more difficult.

If not an equal number, there are certainly great numbers of the
American people who made investments expecting inflation to be
10 or 15 percent. Now, when we get inflation down they are in
trouble, but does that mean we shouldn’t get inflation down? The
answer is no. I think that that’s because the general good is served
by getting inflation down. If the general good is served by cleaning
up the tax system and making it fairer, then I think that’s the di-
rection that we want to go.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Aidinoff?

Mr. AmpiNoFF. Well, I personally feel that a little bit of bleeding
in the transition can’t be avoided. I think if we achieve a fairer
system, with lower rates as a result of it, that is desirable. I think
the two follow cach other.

Senator BRADLEY. I think we do sometimes make political hay
out of upper income people paying no tax. But as I understand it,
and I think the question was asked if you know what percent they
pay. At over $100,000 I think their effective rate is about 25 per-
cent. So you do have some people who are not paying who abuse
the system, but there are people who are making substantial pay-
ments.

Ultimately, if you get down to arguing whether it is a 28-pércent
or 30-percent or 27-percent or 34-percent rate, that depends. Do you
get rid of capital gains? Do you index the basis of capital assets?
How do you do that? They are all pretty tough questions, but they
are all interrelated.




355

The CHAIRMAN. We thought we would get all the former Com-
missioners together -and let them come up with a master plan.
[Laughter.]

That'’s not a bad idea, come to think of it. Certainly if anybody
understands both sides it would be those who have been in the pri-
vate practice, active practitioners, not abusing the system but
trying to do the best you can for your client and beyond the collect-
ing side. As Senator Long said, “You sound like a collector.” Well,
'm not certain that's so bad if you are talking about comphance,
for example.

Senator Heinz, do you have questions?

Senator HEiNz. No, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate it very much.

Mr. Kurtz. Thank you, sir.

Mr. CoHEN. Thank you.

Mr. AipiNorF. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Our final panel this morning will be Bruce Her-
shensohn, KABC-TV in Hollywood, Calif.; Jim Jones, managing di-
rector, Government Research and Development Foundation,
Blanco, Tex.; and Evelyn Davis, editor, Highlights and Lowlights,
Washington, D.C.

Bruce, I guess you will lead off. I know there is a lot of interest
in California in the flat-rate tax, and I think that’s what you are
about to tell us.

Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. There is, Senator. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF BRUCE HERSCHENSOHN, COMMENTATOR,
KABC-TV, HOLLYWOOD, CALIF.

Mr. HERSCHENSORN. In listening to the testimony of yesterday in
this room, I was astonished to hear in some testimony the respect-
ability given to prejudice—prejudice against the wealthy.

In this Nation I think too often we-trade one prejudice for an-
other rather than terminate prejudice altogether, and the cycle
continues with a new palatable victim each time. And we have a
new one—it’s the wealthy. If we go about tax reform with a foun-
dation of prejudice against any group, then tax reform defeats its
very purpose of fairness.

I believe that it is always fun and it’s always self-serving to talk
about the economic contrast between the poor and the rich and tax
progressivity, because it always sounds so terribly compasswnate
But I find no virtue in being compassionate with other people’s
money—the taxpayers. And I find no compassion in the confisca-
tion of funds for which others have worked.

A flat-rate tax should be flat, with no mountains, no hills, only a
valley for people who can’'t make ends meet; in other words, a floor
under which there will be no tax at all.

Second, we have heard many figures used here for that flat
rate—3%, 9, 10, 12, 28 percent—but they are in essence arbitrary
figures. Instead of an arbitrary figure we should make the law of
logic be the law of the land. Our flat-rate tax should float; float
with the budget of the U.S. Government. Fiscal year to fiscal year,
that rate should be commensurate with expenditures. The budget
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and taxation will then become one subject rather than two. We will
paﬁ what we want to spend.
ight now income tax gayments serve approximately 40 percent
of our fiscal year 1983 budget, corporate taxes some 9 percent,
social security some 29 percent, something like that. But no matter
what is included in the flat-rate tax, the percentage should be its
Eroportionate share of the budget; and by that, all at once, we can
ave a simplified tax system, guarantee no more deficit spending,
have a balanced budget—without an amendment—and make every
taséps&';ar part of the budget frroces;s as well as the taxation process,
en vernment-created inflation, ease interest rates, and in fact
allow generations forward only the good fortune of birth in this
country rather than combining it with the misfortune of being
born into immense debt that we leave them as their negative in-
heritance.

Let me illustrate how this would work. Last Februarg' the Presi-
dent presented the Congress a budget of some $757,600 million.
And there wasn’t one person in the United States, including the
President and including all of the Members of Congress, who could
really imagine what that figure meant, because it is simply too im-
mense; it is beyond comprehension. :

In the future the President should be able to say, ‘I propose to
the Cowess a budget of 14% cents.” Thsai everyone can under-
stand. Never use the phrase “billions” again, except in the budget
appendix. Fourteen and a half cents is the taxed amount from
every earned dollar—period. The budget balanced, no deficit to
leave behind to be ﬁaid by the hidden tax of inflation, and worse
yet to be paid by the sleeping tax of the national debt which is
going to awaken in generations forward if it doesn’t in our own.
And the President should be able to say, “It is 3% cents for de-
fense; it is 7 cents for Health and Human Services; it’'s 1% cents
for grants back to the States, cities, and localities,” and so on, and
so on, and then itemize further.

Right now does the average taxpayer have any idea what the
budget is or should be for the Environmental Protection Agency?
Should we have a bud%et of $128 million or $10 billion or $112 mil-
lion? No one knows. But they would understand the dollars and
cents of their own—that they will understand. And the point is
that everyone will be able to understand what every figure means.
The budget process will at last be naked to the public at large, and
the mystery will be gone.

Now, in addition, a small percent should be added to the floating
flat-rate tax to start paying off the national debt in increments
through the years, at least its interest.

In short, what we buy let’s pay for with a floating flat-rate tax
that allows us to pay for what we buy, and not one more word
about compassion. Instead, just the deed of compassion. Because
those who sound the most compassionate are in fact the least, be-
cause they advocate thievery—theft from those from whom they
have no permission to take money: From the wealthier among us,
and most of all from the unborn.

If we are worthy of our country, and I hope that we are, and if
we are worthy of our time on Earth, and I hope that we are, we
should insure that those Americans who follow us aren’f shackled
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to our greed—our greed that wears the ill-fitting disguise of com-
passion.
[The prepared statement of Bruce Herschensohn follows:]
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PURPOSE: A Floating Flat-Rate Tax.

EXPLANATION: Current proposals for a flat-rate tax advocate a par-
ticular fixed percentage on each earned dollar. Proposals and bills
have been submitted ranging all the way from five-percent to twenty-
five percent. The percentages advocated have, for the most part, been
based on nothing. A floating flat-rate tax would be based upon the
projecied expenditures of the United States Government. The percentage
would change year-to-year dependent upon the budget of the forthcom-
ing Fiscal Year.

REASONING: Automatically, every U.S. taxpayer 1s drawn into the
budget process. Expenditures and taxation become one subject rather
than two subjects. If blocks of citizens advocate further expenditures
for one government program or another, the further taxation necassary
becomes visible rather than hidden. Further, a budget of $757,600,
000,000. such as proposed last February is beyond any persons com-
prehensicn, and well it should be. But a budget of 1l4¢ '1s not beyond
anycnes comprehension, and well 1t shouldn't be. Since the budget
for FY '84 is yet unknown (thank God} 1 am using imaginary but not
too far-off figures: The FY '84 Budget will be 1l4z¢...pericd. Forget
the billions. They don't mean anything to anyone. The figure of
14i¢ means that the worth of every dollar earned dy a taxpayer will
be 85i¢. 14i¢ goes to Washington to pay for the federal budget of
the forthcoming Fiscal Year. (Obviously the date of April the 15th
will have to be changed or the Congress will have to determine the
final budget figure much faster. September the 15th is a likely com-
promise.)

BENEFITS: The end of deficit spending. Any deficit incurred because
of faulty estimations in the budget are immediately added to the next
years flat-rate tax. There will be no excuse to add tc the national
debt or to cause government-created inflation.

FURTHER: An additional percent (perhaps one-half of one-percent}
will be added to the floating flat-rate tax to pay off the national debt
in increments through the years.

Bruce Herschensohn
KABC-TV and Radio

4151 Prospect Avenue
Hollywood, Califormia 90027
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The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Davis.

STATEMENT OF EVELYN Y. DAVIS, EDITOR, HIGHLIGHTS AND
LOWLIGHTS, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mrs. Davis. Distinguished Senators.

As editor of a very successful business newsletter which is sold
only ‘) chairmen and presidents of corporations and which has put
me solely through my own efforts for several years now into the
top tax brackets, I think its about time that we do have some sort
of a flat tax system, with everyone without exemptions or excep-
tions paying the same percentages of taxes on their incomes, in-
stead of as is happening now being penalized for being a super-suc-
cess.

For those who believe that such a system would benefit the rich,
I would like to emphasize that, for instance, a 15-percent flat tax
would have the 100,000-dollar-a-year person at $15,000 still pay 10
times as much as the 10,000-dollar-a-year earner, shelling out a
mere $1,500, while everyone supposedly receives the same services
from our Government.

If the current progressive system were to be eliminated it would
bring in more for the Treasury by eliminating incentives for early
retirement by super-successes in the top brackets. It would simplify
the system, result in less complicated audit systems, eliminate
more tax chiseling, and need less Government employees to admin-
islt'ier this greatly simplified system which will result in fairness to
all.

To make the system work, what is really needed is a thorough
reeducation of the public and a reedjustment in their thinking.
They will have to learn that by the elimination of all deductions
they will still have more left over. Only, and only by eliminating
all deductions, all exemptions, and all exceptions will this work,
and fairness will prevail. It is one thing for a top-bracket person to
pay 10 times as much; but certainly 40 times as much, as happens
in many instances, is grossly unfair to say the very least. .

It is about time that our current tax system, where a very small
percentige pays a top burden to support an overextended Grvern-
ment and receives the least amount of services to support a large
percentage of the population who just do not want to work hard to
achieve success, receive an amount of greater fairness and simplic-
ity in a flat tax rate that will work for everyone.

In addition, flat taxes will result in greater amounts of
investment and savings, creating in the long run more jobs, sav-
ings, and gross national income.

In addition, I would support a national sales tax, a consumption
tax, or as the British say a VAT tax, which would encourage rather
than penalize savings as our current system does.

I would like to finish by saying that personally, although I am in
a top tax bracket, I don’t engage any tax lawyers or use loopholes.
I am not about to keep lawyers in limousinec.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, some have them, anyway.

[The prepared statement of Evelyn Y. Davis follows:]
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EVELYN Y. DAVIS
witon
HIGHLIGHTS AND LOWLIGKHTS
1127 CONNECTICUT AVENUE. K.W.. ROOM 818
WASHINGTON. D C. 200368

(202) 737-7788 or
(202) 347.3000 EXT. 919

STATEMENT BY EVELYN Y. DAVIS,
editor HIGHLIGHTS AND LOWLIGHTS
before the SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
September 29, 1982. SUBJECT: FLAT TAXES
DSOB: Room 2227

Distinguished Senators:

As’editor of a VERY successful business newsletter which is sold only to chairmen
and presidents of corporations and which has put me solely through my own efforts,
for several years now into the TOP TAX BRACKETS, I think itis about time that we
do have some sort of a flat tax-system, with EVERYONE, without exemptions or
exceptions paying the SAME percentage of taxes on their incomes, instead of as is
happening now being penalized for being a super-success!!!

For those who believe that such a system would benefit the “rich”, I like to
emphasize that for instance a 15% Flat Tax would have the $100,000 a year person at
$15,000-still pay TEN TIMES as much as the $10,200 a year carner, shelling out a
mere $1500-, while everyone supposedly receives the same “services™ from our
government!!

If the current progressive system were to be eliminated it would bring in more for the
Treasury by eliminating inceutives for early retirement by super-successes in the top
brackets, it would simplify the system, result in less complicated audit systems,
climinate more tax-chiseling and need less government employees to administer this
greatly simplified system which will result in fairness to all!!

To make this system work what is really needed is a thorough re-education of the
public and a readjustment in their thinking. They will have to learn that by the
elimination of all deductions they will still have left over more. Only and only by
eliminating ALL deductions, ALL exemptions and ALL exceptions will this work and
fairness will prevail. It is one thing for a top-bracket person to pay TEN times asmuch, -
but certainly FORTY times as much, as happens in many instances, is grossly unfair to

It is about time that our current tax system, where a very small percentage pay atop
burden to support an over-extended government and receive the least amount of
services to support a large percentage of the population who just do not want to work
hard to achieve success, receive an amount of greater fairness and simplicity in a flat
tax rate that will work for e\eryonc"

In addition Flat Taxes will result in greater amounts of investment and savings,
creating in the long run more jobs, savings and gross national income.

In addition | would support a national sales tax, consumption tax, or as the British
say VAT tax., which would encourage rather than penalize savings as our current
system does.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Jones, I guess you are the author of the
gross income tax. We would like to hear from you.
Mr. Jones. Well, that’s correct. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF JIM JONES, MANAGING DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION, BLANCO, TEX.

Mr. Jones. Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

I am Jim Jones of Blanco, Tex., the founder and semiretired
owner of the J. Jones Co., which is a warehousing distributor of
power transmission equipment with headc - :arters in Houston. I am
also the founder and president of the Government Research and
Development Corp., a nonprofit organization devoted exclusively to
public policy research. The organization is staffed almost exclusive-
ly by volunteers. I provide its modest financial underwriting. I call
it “An Agency of the Individual American Citizen.”

These committee hearings on alternative tax systems, including
a gross income tax, represent an important milestone for our soci-
ety. For too many years the American wage earner and the Ameri-
can businessman have been trying to cope with the income tax re-
porting requirements that have become a crushing burden. This
committee is in a position to do something to remove that burden.

For too many years the Nation has borne the cost of a massive
and complex revenue-gathering system. This committee is in the
position to do something to lower the cost of collecting the Federal
taxes.

For too many years this Congress has struggled with an archaic
net income tax system that is out of synchronization with the fiscal
needs of the Government. This committee can do much to replace
that outmoded system with a space-age tax collection system that
will provide a steady cash flow for the Governiment on virtually a
daily basis, if it is so desired.

e alternative tax system that will provide most of these an-
swers is the gross income tax system, or as I have called it, simply,
the GIT system. This system, which I explain in detail in my at-
tached remarks, would apply a single tax rate, probably between
4%, to 7% percent of the gross income of every business entity op-
erating in the country.

GIT is a business-oriented tax system, because business generates
the income, accumulates the capital, and employs the wage earners
in our economy. GIT would require almost no elaborate or tax-in-
duced special recordkeeping by wage earners or businesses. It
would be vastly simpler and cheaper for the Internal Revenue
Service to administer than the ;l)resent system. And it would pro-
vide the Congress with a streamlined mechanism for revenue rais-
ing, one that could easily be adjusted to generate more or less reve-
nue, as may be required.

GIT is equitable, for it applies the same rate—and this is impor-
tant—-to the same base for all taxpayers. It is simple, for it elimi-
nates all above-the-line deductions and exclusions and applies the
tax rate only to true gross income.

Gross income—the way it is defined in the IRC today—is “‘gross

-receipts of a business entity, less the cost of goods sold.” This is the
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same way that we do it today in an ordinary business situation and
as done in today’s tax reporting.

GIT would do away with up to 90 percent of the recordkeeping
and internal paperwork for employers, and 95 to 100 percent for
employees.

GIT is neutral. Profitable companies would no longer have to
shoulder the tax burden of unprofitable companies.

GIT is efficient, in that tax collection becomes a simple function
of everyday business activity and administration.

I would also make these points about GIT:

First, GIT would have little distributional impact, because the
burden of -taxes would fall proportionately on low, middle, and
upg: income taxpayers.

ond, progressivity would not be an issue, because GIT taxes
the rich at the same rate and on the same base as the poor. Wage
earners below a certain minimum income would not be taxed at all
under a limited GIT.

Third, transition from the net income tax system to GIT would
not be easy, but it would not be easy to move to any truly alterna-
tive system. Transition to GIT would probably take about 5 years.
Businesses probably would welcome GIT even if they had made
long-term decisions based on the current tax system.

Fourth, GIT would greatly simplify taxation for proprietorships
and corporations, enabling all businesses to pay their taxes quickly
and easily—even daily. A business would always know its after-tax
profit, which any business needs to know for operational predicta-
bility to achieve profitability.

Fifth, GIT would tax all businesses the same without regard to
the form of business entity. Thus, it would eliminate the inequity
that exists today on the basis of different tax rates for different
business entities.

Let me say one more word about the problems of moving to an
alternative tax system. Many individuals and businesses have
planned their future on the basis of the current net income tax
system. From time to time the Congress changes the ground rules
for taxation; so does the IRS; so do the courts. An example of
change came just a few weeks ago when the Congress enacted new
tax legislation profoundly changing the rules for pensions, certain
business deductions, safe-harbor leasing, et cetera. These things
happen, and the Congress must retain the right and authority to
change the tax laws. The public will not quarrel with that.

That does not mean that individuals and businesses should be
treated arbitrarily, however. Any change, including GIT, should
contain a built-in assurance that every member of the society will
be treated fairly. Perhaps a special transition tax panel could be
established to deal with those unusual situations in which an indi-
vidual taxpayer was unfairly penalized because of a change to a
new tax system.

But the committee might bear in mind that many decisions made
in business today are made solely for tax fpurpo:s;es—indeed, for tax-
avoidance pun;gses. Thus, professionals form professional corpora-
tions, partnerships, or other corporations. And major businesses es-
tablish satellite corporations for the sole furpose of minimizing
income that would be subject to taxation. GIT would eliminate the
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tax relevance of such strategies, thus making taxable income uni-
formly subject to taxation. Importantly also, businesses would then
be free to make their decisions on the basis of economic rather
than tax considerations.

Under the current system unprofitable businesses—ones that are
badly managed or should not be in the marketplace in the first
place—are rewarded by not being taxed as heavily as their more
profitable and well-run competitors. The profitable companies are
required, in effect, to subsidize the unprofitable companies. Under
GIT, this would not be the case. Well-managed companies wouid
prosper under the GIT system, while poorly managed companies
would not.

The time has come for profound changes in our tax system. The
best approach for the Congress at this time is to investigate ex-
haustively the benefits of the business-oriented gross income tax
system.

I have some extended remarks I would like to have in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Jones, and your
entire statement will be made a part of the record.

[The prepared statement of Jim Jones follows:]
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THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY,
I am Jim Jones, OF BLANCO, TEXAS, THE FOUNDER AND
SEMI-RETIRED OWNER OF J. H., Jones Co., WHICH 1S
A WAREHOUSING DISTRIBUTOR OF POWER TRANSMISSION
EQUIPMENT WITH HEADQUARTERS IN HOUSTON,

[ AM ALSO THE FOUNDER AND PRESIDENT OF THE
GovERNMENT ReseArcH AND DeveLopMeNT CORPORATION,
A NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION DEVOTED EXCLUSIVELY TO
PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH, THE ORGANIZATION 1S
STAFFED ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY BY VOLUNTEERS, |
PROVIDE [TS MODEST FINANCIAL UNDERWRITING, |
caLL IT "AN AGency ofF THE INDIVIDUAL AMERICAN
CiTizen."

THESE COMMITTEE HEARINGS ON ALTERNATIVE
TAX SYSTEMS, INCLUDING A GROSS INCOME TAX,
REPRESENT AN IMPORTANT MILESTONE FOR OUR SOCIETY,
FOR TOO MANY YEARS, THE AMERICAN WAGE EARNER
AND THE AMERICAN BUSINESSMAN HAVE BEEN TRYING
TO COPE WITH INCOME TAX REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
THAT HAVE BECOME A CRUSHING BURDEN, THIS
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COMMITTE IS IN A POSITION TO DO SOMETHING TO

REMOVE THAT BURDEN., FOR TOO MANY YEARS THE NATION
HAS BORNE THE COST OF A MASSIVE AND COMPLEX REVENUE
GATHERING SYSTEM., TH1s COMMITTEE 1S IN A POSITION TO
DO SOMETHING TO LOWER THE COST OF COLLECTING
FEDERAL TAXES, FOR TOO MANY YEARS, THIS

CONGRESS HAS STRUGGLED WITH AN ARCHAIC NeT

INcOME TAX SYSTEM THAT IS OUT OF SYNCHRONIZATION
WITH THE FISCAL NEEDS OF THE GOVERNMENT., THIS
COMMITTEE CAN DO MUCH TO REPLACE THAT QUTMODED
SYSTEM WITH A SPACE AGE TAX COLLECTION SYSTEM

THAT WILL PROVIDE STEADY CASH FLOW TO THE
GOVERNMENT, ON VIRTUALLY A DAILY BASIS,

THE ALTERNATIVE TAX SYSTEM THAT WILL
PROVIDE ALL THESE ANSWERS 1S THE “GRoss INCOME
Tax” (GIT) sysTem., THIS SYSTEM, WHICH [ EXPLAIN
IN DETAIL IN MY ATTACHED REMARKS, WOULD APPLY
A SINGLE TAX RATE (PROBABLY BETWEEN 4-1/2 % AND
7-1/2 %) 10 THE GROSS INCOME OF EVERY BUSINESS
ENTITY. GIT 1S THE BUSINESS ORIENTED TAX SYSTEM,
BECAUSE BUSINESS GENERATES THE INCOME, ACCUMULATES
THE CAPITAL, AND EMPLOYS THE WAGE EARNERS IN
OUR ECONOMY,

GIT wouLD REQUIRE ALMOST NO ELABORATE OR TAX INDUCED

e+ —— e
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SPECIAL RECORDKEEPING BY WAGE EARNERS OR
BUSINESSES, [T WOULD BE VASTLY SIMPLER AND
CHEAPER FOR THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

TO ADMINISTER THAN THE PRESENT SYSTEM. AND
IT WOULD PROVIDE THE CONGRESS WITH A STREAM-
LINED MECHANISM FOR REVENUE RAISING, ONE
THAT COULD EASILY BE ADJUSTED TO GENERATE
MORE OR LESS REVENUE, AS THE CASE MIGHT BE,

GIT 1S EQUITABLE, FOR IT APPLIES THE
SAME RATE TO THE SAME BASE FOR ALL TAXPAYERS.
[T IS SIMPLE, FOR IT ELIMINATES ALL ABOVE THE
LINE DEDUCTIONS AND EXCLUSIONS AND APPLIES THE
TAX RATE ONLY TO TRUE GROSS INCOME. GRoss INCOME
IS DEFINED AS GROSS RECEIPTS OF A BUSINESS ENTITY
LESS COST OF GOODS SOLD. THIS IS THE SAME WAY AS
peFINCD IN THE IRC TopAaYy., GIT wouLD DO AWAY WITH
uP T0 907 OF RECORDKEEPING AND INTERNAL PAPER-
WORK FOR EMPLOYERS AND 95 10 100% FOR EMPLOYEES.
GIT IS NEUTRAL; PROFITABLE COMPANIES WOULD NO
LONGER HAVE TO SHOULDER THE TAX BURDEN OF UNPROFITABLE
COMPANIES, GIT IS EFFICIENT, IN THAT TAX COLLECTION
BECOMES A SIMPLE FUNCTION OF EVERYDAY BUSINESS
ACTIVITY AND ADMINISTRATION,

’

I WOULD ALSO MAKE THESE POINTS ABOUT GIT:
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GIT wouLD HAVE LITTLE DISTRIBUTIONAL
IMPACT, BECAUSE THE BURDEN OF TAXES
WOULD FALL PROPORTIONATELY ON LOW,
MIDDLE AND UPPER INCOME TAXPAYERS.
PROGRESSIVITY WOULD NOT BE AN ISSUE,

BECAUSE GIT TAXES THE RICH AT THE

SAME RATE AND ON THE SAME BASE AS

THE POOR, (WAGE EARNERS BELOW A CERTAIN
MINIMUM INCOME WOULD NOT BE TAXED AT ALL,
UNDER A LIMITED GIT,)

TranNsITION FROM THE NeT INcome TAx
SysTeM 10 GIT wouLD NOT BE EASY BUT

IT WOULD NOT BE EASY TO MOVE TO ANY
TRULY ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM. TRANSITION

T0 GIT PROBABLY WOULD TAKE ABOUT 5
YEARS, BUSINESSES PROBABLY WOULD
WELCOME GIT, EVEN IF THEY HAD MADE

LONG TERM DECISIONS BASED ON THE

CURRENT TAX SYSTEM,

GIT wouLD GREATLY SIMPLIFY TAXATION

FOR PROPRIETORSHIPS AND CORPORATIONS,
ENABLING ALL BUSINESSES TO .PAY THEIR
TAXES QUICKLY AND EASILY - EVEN DAILY,

A BUSINESS WOULD ALWAYS KNOW ITS AFTER
TAX PROFIT WHICH ANY BUSINESS NEEDS

FOR OPERATIONAL PREDICTABILITY TO ACHIEVE
PROFITABILTIY., ‘
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5. GIT wouLD TAX ALL BUSINESSES THE SAME
WITHOUT REGARD TO THE FORM OF BUSINESS
ENTITY, THus{IT WOULD ELIMINATE THE
INEQUITY THAT EXISTS TODAY ON THE BASIS
OF DIFFERENT TAX RATES FOR DIFFERENT
BUSINESS ENTITIES.

LET ME SAY ONE MORE WORD ABOUT THE PROBLEMS
OF MOVING TO AN ALTERNATIVE TAX SYSTEM. MaNnY
INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES HAVE -PLANNED THEIR
FUTURE ON THE BASIS OF THE CURRENT NET INCOME
Tax sYsTeM., FROM TIME TO TIME, THE CONGRESS
CHANGES THE GROUND RULES FOR TAXATION; SO DOES
THE RS, AND SO DO THE COURTS, AN EXAMPLE OF
CHANGE CAME JUST A FEW WEEKS AGO WHEN THE
CONGRESS ENACTED NEW TAX LEGISLATION PROFOUNDLY
CHANGING THE RULES FOR PENSIONS, CERTAIN BUSINESS
DEDUCTIONS, SAFE-HARBOR LEASING, ETC., THESE
THINGS HAPPEN, AND THE CONGRESS MUST RETAIN
THE RIGHT AND AUTHORITY TO CHANGE THE TAX LAWS.
THE PUBLIC WILL NOT QUARREL WITH THAT.

THAT DOES NOT MEAN THAT INDIVIDUALS AND

BUSINESSES SHOULD BE TREATED ARBITRARILY, HOWEVER.
ANY CHANGE - INCLUDING GIT - sSHOULD CONTAIN A

11-384 0 - 83 -~ 25
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BUILT-IN ASSURANCE THAT EVERY MEMBER OF THE
SOCIETY WILL BE TREATED FAIRLY. PERHAPS A
SPECIAL TRANSITION TAX PANEL COULD BE ESTABLISHED
TO DEAL WITH THOSE UNUSUAL SITUATIONS IN WHICH

AN INDIVIDUAL TAXPAYER WAS UNFAIRLY PENALIZED
BECAUSE OF A CHANGE TO A NEW TAX SYSTEM,

But THE COMMITTEE MIGHT BEAR IN MIND THAT
MANY DECISIONS MADE IN BUSINESS TODAY ARE MADE
SOLELY FOR TAX PURPOSES - INDEED, FOR TAX
AVOIDANCE PURPOSES. THUS, PROFESSIONALS FORM
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS, PARTNERSHIPS, OR
CORPORATIONS. AND MAJOR BUSINESSES ESTABLISH
SATELLITE CORPORATIONS FOR THE SOLE PURPOSE
OF MINIMIZING INCOME THAT WOULD BE SUBJECT TO ~
TAXATION, GIT WOULD ELIMINATE THE TAX RELEVANCE
OF SUCH STRATEGIES, THUS MAKING TAXABLE INCOME
UNIFORMLY SUBJECT TO TAXATION, INCIDENTALLY,
BUSINESSES WOULD THEN BE FREE TO MAKE THEIR
DECISIONS ON THE BASIS OF ECONOMIC RATHER
THAN TAX CONSIDERATIONS,

UNDER THE CURRENT SYSTEM, UNPROFITABLE
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BUSINESSES - ONES THAT ARE BADLY MANAGED, OR
SHOULD NOT BE IN THE MARKETPLACE IN THE FIRST
PLACE - ARE REWARDED BY NOT BEING TAXED AS
HEAVILY AS THEIR MORE PROFITABLE AND WELL-RUN
COMPETITORS, THE PROFITABLE COMPANIES ARE
REQUIRED, IN EFFECT, TO SUBSIDIZE THE UNPROF-
1TABLE COMPANIES, UNDER GIT, THIS wouLD NoOT
BE THE CASE. WELL MANAGED COMPANIES WOULD
PROSPER UNDER THE GIT SYSTEM, WHILE POORLY
MANAGED COMPANIES WOULD NOT,

THE TIME HAS COME FOR PROFOUND CHANGES
IN OUR TAX SYSTEM, THE BEST APPROACH FOR THE
CONGRESS AT THIS TIME IS TO INVESTIGATE EXHAUS-
TIVELY THE BENEFITS OF THE BUSINESS ORIENTED
Gross INCOME TAX SYSTEM,

THANK You,

END
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EXTENDED REMARKS OF JIM JONES

THE UNITED STATES IS AT AN IMPORTANT CROSSROADS IN THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE METHOD BY WHICH THE NATION TAXES ITSELF.
BEHIND Us ARE 70 YEARS OF GROWTH OF AN INCOME TAX SYSTEM BASED
ESSENTIALLY ON NET INCOME. THE RESULT IS AN ARCHAIC AND IN-
EFFICIENT SYSTEM THAT BAFFLES AND ANGERS THE VERY PUBLIC THAT
MUST HELP TO IMPLEMENT IT.

THE CHOICE BEFORE THE NATION IN THE 1980s 1s THE CHOICE
BETWEEN UNFAIRNESS OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM AND FAIRNESS OF A
REFORMED SYSTEM. IT IS A CHOICE BETWEEN INEQUITY AND EQUITY,
BETWEEN INEFFICIENCY AND EFFICIENCY.

THE PROBLEM IS NOT WITH THE AMOUNT OF TAXES THAT AMERICANS
MUST PAY; CERTAINLY EVERY CITIZEN HAS A DUTY TO SUPPORT THE NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AND THE NATIONAL GOVERNMENT. THE PROBLEM IS
WITH A SYSTEM THAT TAXES DIFFERENT KINDS OF INCOME AT DIFFERENT
RATES, THUS FAVORING THOSE TAXPAYERS WITH THE RIGHT KINDS OF
DEDUCTIONS AND EXEMPTIONS.

IN RECENT TESTIMONY BEFORE THE JOINT EcoNomic COMMITTEE,
FORMER COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL RevenNue JEROME KURTZ SAID THAT
THE CURRENT INCOME TAX HAD “SEEN A PROLIFERATION OF EXCLUSIONS,
DEDUCTIONS, CREDITS AND OTHER TAX BENEFITS WHICH ARE UNNECES-
SARY, AND IN FACT HAVE PROVED DETRIMENTAL TO THE PROPER FUNCTION
OF AN INCOME TAX., [T IS THESE PROVISIONS WHICH ACCOUNT FOR MOST
OF THE COMPLICATIONS WITHIN OUR TAX SYSTEM.”

A LONG-TIME CRITIC OF THE CURRENT INCOME TAX SYSTEM, MR.
KURTZ WENT ON TO SAY: “OUR TAX SYSTEM HAS ITS PROBLEMS., IT
IS TOO COMPLICATED, IT IS UNFAIR, RATES ARE TOO HIGH AND COM-
PLIANCE 1S FALLING, THE ANSWER TO THESE PROBLEMS LIES IN VASTLY
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SIMPLIFYING THE SYSTEM--RETURNING THE TAX LAW TO ITS ORIGINAL
PURPOSE OF MEASURING ONE’'S ABILITY TO PAY.” (1)

WHILE MANY TAXPAYERS CRITICIZE THE USES TO WHICH THE GOV-
ERNMENT PUTS ITS MONEY, THEIR REAL QUARREL IS WITH THE STAG-
GERING REQUIREMENTS OF THE TAX COLLECTION SYSTEM ITSELF. To
FILL OUT AN ENDLESS ARRAY OF TAX FORMS, TO MAINTAIN EVERGROWING
STACKS OF RECEIPTS, AND OTHERWISE TO COMPLY WITH INTERNAL REVE-
NUE SERVICE RULES AND REGULATIONS HAS BECOME A BACK-BREAKING
TASK FOR INDIVIDUALS AND A HEAVY BURDEN FOR BUSINESSES,

THIS BURDEN 1S NOT THE FAULT of THE IRS, [T RESULTS FROM
A LONG HISTORY OF CONGRESSIONAL TAX LEGISLATION, THE SUM OF
WHICH SEEMS TO HAVE NO RHYME, NO REASON, NO RATIONAL BASIS TO
IT AT ALL, THE TASK OF MAKING THIS ”SYSTE"" WORK FALLS TO THE
HAPLESS IRS, WHICH OFTEN FINDS ITSELF IN THE FRUSTRATING POSI-
TION OF CLARIFYING AND SIMPLIFYING ITS TAX FORMS AND INSTRUC-
TIONS AT THE SAME TIME THAT CONGRESS 1S DEVISING NEW AND EVEN
MORE COMPLICATED TAX PROVISIONS.

IS ASPIRIN DEDUCTIBLE?

WHEN PRESIDENT WOODROW WILSON SIGNED THE FIRST FEDERAL IN-
COME TAX LEGISLATION INTG LAW IN 1913, HE SET IN MOTION A SYSTEM
THAT TODAY HAS BECOME A CRAZYQUILT OF SHORT FORMS, LONG FORMS,
SCHEDULES, DEDUCTIONS, PREFERENCES, EXEMPTIONS, AND EXCLUSIONS
THAT VIRTUALLY NOBODY EXCEPT TAX LAWYERS AND ACCOUNTANTS CAN
UNDERSTAND. INDEED, IN A 1975 ADDRESS TO THE TAX FOUNDATION,
THEN SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY WiLLiaM E. SimMoN sAID, “I’M NoT
EVEN SURE THE [RS EXPERTS FULLY UNDERSTAND THE SYSTEM ANYMORE,
How CAN THEY, WHEN THEY ARE DEALING WITH A TAX CODE AND REGU-
LATIONS THAT EXCEED 6,000 paGeEs OF FINE PRINT?" (2)
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THE CONFUSION AND COMPLEXITY OF THE TAX SYSTEM ARE RE-
FLECTED IN THE FORMS THAT BOTH INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES MUST
FILL out. [IRS PROCURES APPROXIMATELY 240 DIFFERENT MAJOR TAX
FORMS AND APPROXIMATELY 180 MISCELLANEOUS FORMS., ALMOST EVERY
INDIVIDUAL WAGE EARNER MUST FILL OUT EITHER THE ForM 1040 or
THE "SHORT FORM" (104CA) AND ALSO MAINTAIN TAX REcorps. (3)
MaNY AMERICANS GIVE UP ON THE TASK OF FILLING OUT THEIR FORMS,
WHICH BY ONE OFF1CE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET ESTIMATE TAKES
THE AVERAGE PERSON NEARLY THREE HOURS FOR THE ForM 1040, anD
SEEK HELP FROM A THIRD PARTY--A LAWYER, ACCOUNTANT, STORE-FRONT
TAX PREPARER, OR WHOMEVER. IN THE 1982 fFiLING seasoN (For 1981
FORMS), 32.8 MILLION TAXPAYERS FILING THE ForMm 1040 SouUGHT
THIRD-PARTY ASSISTANCE; THAT WAS 61 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL FILING
THAT FORM, SOME 7.5 MILLION PERSONS FILING THE SHORT FORM
(1040A) SOUGHT THIRD-PARTY ASSISTANCE, WHICH WAS 20 PERCENT OF
THE TOTAL FILING THAT FORM, OVERALL, Y4 PERCENT OF TAXPAYERS
FILING THE 1040 or 1040A NEEDED THIRD-PARTY HELP. (4)

BUSINESS TAXPAYERS MUST SPEND EVEN MORE TIME FILING FED-
ERAL TAX FORMS. IN 1877, BUSINESSES SPENT AN €STIMATED 109
MILLION MANHOURS FILLING OUT EMPLOYEE WAGE AND TAX STATEMENTS
(ForM W-2) ALONE. AT A MINIMUM, MOST BUSINESSES ARE ALSO RE-
QUIRED TO FILE AN EMPLOYER'S QUARTERLY FEDERAL Tax ReTurRN (ForM
941) AND A STATEMENT OF WITHHELD INcome anD FICA Taxes (ForM
501). FURTHER, ALL INCORPORATED BUSINESSES MUST FILE A U.S,
CorPoRrRATION INcOME Tax ReTurN (ForM 1120). THE CORPORATE EQUIVA-
LENT OF THE ForM 1040, PROPRIETORS OF UNINCORPORATED BUSINESSES
TYPicALLY FILE A ScHEDULE C (ProFiT or Loss FroM Business oR
PROFESSION) ALONG WITH THEIR PERSONAL INCOME TAX RETURN, (5)

To FILL OUT ALL OF THESE FORMS IS, FOR MANY BUSINESSES, A
MAJOR EXPENSE. FOR THE LARGEST BUSINESSES, TO FIiL ouT FEDERAL
TAX FORMS AND INFORMATION RETURNS MEANS THE FULL-TIME YEAR-
ROUND SERVICES OF TEAMS OF TAX LAWYERS AND ACCOUNTANTS. IN
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1976, FOR EXAMPLE, IT COST ONE LARGE MULTINATIONAL CORPORATION
$136,960 10 PREPARE THE 18 DIFFERENT FEDERAL TAX REPORTS THAT

IT WAS REQUIRED TO FILE, THIS BREAKS DOWN TO AN AVERAGE COST

oF $7,609 PER REPORT, {6) SMALL BUSINESSES ARE HIT HARD, T0O.
THe ‘NAT1ONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESSES FOUND THAT,

IN 1976, SMALL BUSINESSES NATIONWIDE SPENT MORE THAN $11 BIL-

LION TO HAVE THEIR FEDERAL TAX FORMS PREPARED, (7)

OUT OF CONTROL?

ADMINISTRATION OF THE CURRENT NET INCOME TAX SYSTEM IS BOTH
COMPLICATED AND COSTLY. AND IT APPEARS TO BE NEARLY OUT OF CON-
TROL. THE IRS ESTIMATES OF THE SO-CALLED "TAX GAP” (UNREPORTED
AND UNTAXED INCOME OR OVERSTATED DEDUCTIONS) WERE $29 BILLION
IN 1973 anp $87 BiLLION FOR 1981; A PRELIMINARY IRS ESTIMATE FOR
1985 1s $120 BiLLioN, (8)

BECAUSE OF THE COMPLEXITY OF THE TAX SYSTEM AND ITS RESULT-
ANT FORMs, IRS MUST OFFER A VARIETY OF SERVICES TO TAXPAYERS TO
HELP THEM TO UNDERSTAND THE FORMS THEY MUST FILt ouT. IRS as-
SISTED SOME 44,8 MILLION TAXPAYERS IN FY 1981, INCLUDING BOTH
TELEPHONE AND WALK-IN CONTACTS. I[N FY 1982, tHe TAXPAYER SERVICE
BUDGET ACTIVITY TOTALLED $230,530,000., -

THE COST OF PRINTING FORMS IS ALSO IMPRESSIVE: AN ESTIMATED
$28 MILLION TOTAL FOR THE APPROXIMATELY 420 ForMs THAT [RS cur-
RENTLY PROCURES.

ALL OF THIS EFFORT REQUIRES A LOT OF PEOPLE, IRS MAINTAINS
A PERMANENT WORKFORCE OF ABOUT 88,000 PEOPLE, AUGMENTING THIS
LEVEL 70 JusT ovER 100,000 DURING THE FILING SEASON. THE TOTAL
PERSONNEL cOsTs OF IRS ARE ABOUT $2 BILLION--OUT OF A TOTAL
AGENCY BUDGET THAT wAs $2.48 BiLLion 1N 1981.
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THE cosT oF IRS OPERATIONS HITS THE TAXPAYER IN THE POCKET-
BOOK. THE COMPLEXITY OF THE [RS-ADMINISTERED NET INCOME SYSTEM
HITS THE TAXPAYER--WHETHER A WAGE EARNER OR BUSINESS ENTITY--IN
THE AREAS OF RECORDKEEPING AND FORM-FILLING., OVERALL, THE FED-
ERAL TAX REQUIREMENTS ACCOUNTED FOR 41,98 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
PAPERWORK BURDEN GENERATED BY THE FeDERAL GOVERNMENT IN FY 1981.
IRS ACHIEVED A 9 PERCENT REDUCTION FOR FY 1982, BUT 1TS PERCENT-
AGE OF THE TOTAL FEDERAL REPORTING BURDEN ACTUALLY ROSE TO 43,80
PERCENT, BASED ON OFF1CE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET ESTIMATES.

IN ResPONSE TO IRS REQUIREMENTS, TAXPAYERS FILED APPROXI-
MATELY 142 MILLION PRIMARY RETURNS IN CALENDAR YEAR 1982 anp
7 MILLION SELECTED SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS; THE COMBINED TOTAL
WAS UP 4 MILLION FROM THE PREVIOUS YEAR. (THESE FIGURES DO NOT
INCLUDE, OF COURSE, THE MILLIONS OF OTHER PAYMENT DOCUMENTS AND
TAXPAYER CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED BY [RS.)

THERE 1S NO QUESTION THAT THE TIME HAS COME FOR SIMPLIFYING
THE ENTIRE FEDERAL TAX SYSTEM, ALREADY IT HAS BECOME A MATTER
FOR DEBATE WHETHER THE GOVERNMENT IS SERVING THE PEOPLE OR THE
PEOPLE ARE SERVING THE GOVERNMENT.

How MUCH LONGER AMERICAN TAXPAYERS ARE GOING TO PUT UP WITH
THE MISHMASH OF [RS REGULATIONS AND THE INCONVENIENCE AND EXPENSE
OF COMPLYING WITH FEDERAL TAX LAWS IS ANYONE'S GUESS., BuT IF
RECENT LOCALIZED OUTBREAKS OF TAXPAYER PROTEST CONTINUE, IT MAY
NOT BE_LONG BEFORE ALL TAXPAYERS NATIONWIDE STAND UP AND SHOUT,
“WE'RE NOT GONNA TAKE IT ANYMORE.”

EFFORTS TO SIMPLIFY THE TAX SYSTEM ARE NOT NEW. VARIOUS
PROPOSALS HAVE SPRUNG UP IN NEARLY EVERY SESSION OF CONGRESS
SINCE THE FIRST MODERN INCOME TAX LAW WAS PASSED IN 1913, Bur,

" FOR THE MOST PART, TAX LEGISLATION HAS BEEN AIMED AT SIMPLIFYING
ONLY PARTICULAR PROVISIONS OF THE TAX LAW. FOR EXAMPLE, THE
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INCOME AVERAGING RULES WERE -SIMPLIFIED UNDER THE TAax RerorM AcT
oF 1969 AND THE ReveNue Act oF 1971 SIMPLIFIED SOME ASPECTS OF
THE DEPRECIATION RULES,

THIS PIECEMEAL APPROACH TO SIMPLIFICATION HAS NOT WORKED,
THE TAX STATUTES HAVE BECOME EVEN LENGTHIER AND MORE DIFFICULT
TO COMPREHEND, AND WITH NEW TAX LEGISLATION NOW BEING PASSED
ALMOST YEARLY, IT HAS BECOME ALL BUT IMPOSSIBLE TO KEEP TRACK
OF THE CHANGES IN BOTH THE LAW AND THE FORMS. AND EFFORTS TO
SIMPLIFY TAX FORMS, AS THE [RS HAS REPEATEDLY TRIED, ARE NOT
ENOUGH. ONE OF THE LATEST IS THE $1.9 MILLION CONTRACT THAT
THE AGENCY LET TO THE FIRM OF SIEGEL AND GALE TO SIMPLIFY THE
Form 1040,

[T IS TIME FOR A NEW TAX SYSTEM,

IN SEARCH OF A BETTER WAY

[T SHOULD BE FOR THE GOVERNMENT--AND NOT THE TAXPAYERS--TO
COME FORWARD WITH A BETTER WAY TO DESIGN AND MANAGE THE FEDERAL
REVENUE-COLLECTING FUNCTION, CONGRESS AND THE IRS ARE THE Ex-
PERTS, CITIZENS ARE NOT,

IN THE ABSENCE OF SUCH REFORM, HOWEVER, IT FALLS TO THE
CITIZENS TO PROPOSE THEIR OWN. ONE OF THESE Is THE GRosS [NCOME
Tax (GIT) sYSTEM, A SIMPLIFIED AND EQUITABLE APPROACH TO TAX
COLLECTING AND ADMINISTRATION, -

THE CRUCIAL UNDERLYING FLAW IN OUR PRESENT TAX SYSTEM 1S
THAT IT IS BASED ON NET INCOME. NET INCOME IS A FIGURE ARRIVED
AT BY TAXPAYERS AND THEIR ACCOUNTANTS AND DEPENDS PRIMARILY ON
THE INGENUITY OF THE TAXPAYER'S ACCOUNTING AND INVESTMENT SYS-
TEM, By 17TS VERY NATURE, A NET INCOME TAX SYSTEM--WITH ITS
COUNTLESS WAYS TO REDUCE TAX LIABILITY--1S INEQUITABLE, HARD TO
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ADMINISTER, WASTEFUL IN COMPLIANCE AND OVERHEAD COSTS, AND FRUS-
TRATING IN ITS COMPLEXITY. Q

ALL OF THESE PROBLEMS COULD BE SOLVED SIMPLY BY IMPLEMENT-
ING A TAX SYSTEM BASED ON GROSS INCOME, GIT Is JusT SucH A
SYSTEM, [T Is FAIR, IT IS EFFICIENT, IT IS WORKABLE, .AND MOST
OF ALL, IT IS ESSENTIAL IF WE ARE TO PREVENT A TAXPAYER REVO-
LUTION AND MASSIVE BREAKDOWN OF GOVERNMENT.

CHANGING OVER FROM THE PRESENT NET Income Tax (NIT) sysTem
70 GIT WouLD BENEFIT EVERYONE--INDIVIDUALS, BUSINESSMEN, THE
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE, THE ENTIRE NATION,

* For EMPLOYERS, GIT wouLD ELIMINATE AN ESTIMATED 90 PER-
CENT OF ALL RECORDKEEPING AND INTERNAL PAPERWORK REQUIRED
FOR INCOME TAX PREPARATION. W-2 FORMS NO LONGER WOULD BE
REQUIRED, NOR WOULD QUARTERLY REPORTS TO THE GOVERNMENT
OR MONTHLY PAYMENTS. ALL INFORMATION WOULD BE REPORTED
BUT ONCE A YEAR, LIKEWISE, TAXES, TOO, ALL WOULD BE PAID
AT ONE TIME.

* FOR EMPLOYEES, FEW WOULD HAVE TO FILE AN INCOME TAX RE-
TURN UNDER GIT AND NONE WOULD HAVE TO SUFFER THE FRUS-
TRATION OF COPING WITH INCOMPREHENSIBLE FORMS AND
INSTRUCTIONS .

* For THE GOverRNMENT, GIT wouLD MEAN COMPLETE CONTROL OVER
HOW MUCH REVENUE 1S COLLECTED, AND WHEN, AND WHAT SOCIAL
AND ECONOMIC GOALS ARE REALIZED THROUGH THE TAX SYSTEM,

IN ADDITION, THE GIT SYSTEM WOULD INSURE THAT!:

* EVERY TAXPAYER--WHETHER AN INDIVIDUAL OR A BUSINESS--
WOULD PAY A FAIR SHARE,

<
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* THERE WOULD BE ABSOLUTELY NO “LOOPHOLES,” WHICH ALLOW
SOME TAXPAYERS TO AVOID PRACTICALLY ALL TAXES EVEN
THOUGH THEIR INCOMES MAY BE IN THE MILLIONS OF DOLLARS.

* THE GOVERNMENT WOULD COLLECT AT LEAST AS MUCH REVENUE
AS 1T DOES UNDER THE PRESENT NIT SYSTEM, BUT AT A VASTLY
REDUCED OVERHEAD COST.

* THE TAX SYSTEM NO LONGER WOULD BE A MAJOR CONTRIBUTOR TO
THE INSIDIOUS INFLATION THAT IS EATING AWAY MORE AND MORE
PROFITS AND SAVINGS EACH YEAR., ¢

IN sHORT, GIT Is AN EQUITABLE, UNCOMPLICATED TAX SYSTEM
THAT WOULD GENERATE SUFFICIENT REVENUE TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
DRASTICALLY REDUCING THE DOLLAR, TIME, AND PAPERWORK COSTS IN-
HERENT UNDER THE PRESENT fIT SYSTEM.

HOW WOULD GIT WORK?

UnDER THE GIT SYSTEM, MOST INDIVIDUAL WAGE EARNERS (IWES)
WOULD NOT FILE AN INCOME TAX RETURN. INSTEAD, THE IRS wouLp
COLLECT FEDERAL INCOME TAX AND FICA BY TAKING PERCENTAGE OFF THE
TOP OF THE GROSS RECEIPTS OF EACH COMPANY OR BUSINESS OPERATING
entiTy (BOE).

Once A YEAR, £ACH BOE wouLD suBMIT To THE [RS BOTH AN IN-
COME TAX RETURN AND AN INFORMATION RETURN., THE INCOME TAX RE-
TURN, A COPY OF WHICH 1S INCLUDED HERE, WOULD SHOW THE BOE's
GROSS RECEIPTS. THE INFORMATION RETURN WOULD SHOW HOW MANY
INEs vHe BOE HAD EMPLOYED DURING THE YEAR AND HOW MUCH IT HAD
PAID EACH EMPLOYEE. ALONG WITH THESE RETURNS, EAcH BOE wouLp
SUBMIT To THE IRS THE AMOUNT OF FEDERAL INCOME TAX 1T OWED,
THIS AMOUNT WOULD BE BASED ON A PERCENTAGE ofF THE BOE’s GRoss
RECEIPTS., THE PERCENTAGE, WHICH WOULD BE DETERMINED BY CONGRESS,



380

WOULD BE THE SAME FOR ALL BUSINESS OPERATING ENTITIES. BECAUSE
GIT WoULD BROADEN CONSIDERABLY THE CURRENT TAX BASE, THIS PER-
CENTAGE, OR TAX RATE, WOULD BE VERY LOW. IT IS ESTIMATED THAT
THE TAX RATE WOULD BE IN THE 4-1/2% 1o 7-1/27 RANGE. (StE
ApPENDIX.)

BASED ON THE INFORMATION IT RECEIVED FROM THE BOE, THe IRS
WOULD ALLOCATE TO EACH INDIVIDUAL WAGE EARNER HIS OR HER SHARE
OF THE INCOME TAX AND FICA pa1D BY THE BOE FOR WHICH HE OR SHE
WORKED., THE IRS wouLD THEN SEND EACH IWE A STATEMENT SHOWING
HOW MUCH FEDERAL INCOME TAX AND FICA THEY HAD BEEN CREDITED
WITH PAYING. -

WHAT ABOUT DEDUCTIONS? -

EACH YEAR, CONGRESS WOULD ISSUE A LIST OF ITEMS FOR WHICH
TAX CREDITS WILL BE GIVEN., CREDITS OFFERED COULD INCLUDE THOSE
FOR EMPLOYMENT (HIRING), PURCHASES OF HOMES, CHARITABLE CONTRI-
BUTIONS, EXPORT SALES, ENERGY SAVING MEASURES, OR VIRTUALLY
ANYTHING THAT WOULD BE ECONOMICALLY OR SOCIALLY ADVANTAGEOUS
FOR THE NATION.

A BOE wouLD CLAIM ITS TAX CREDITS ON THE TAX RETURN IT FILES
WITH THE IRS EacH veaR. THE BOE WOULD DEDUCT THE AMOUNT OF TAX
CREDITS FROM GROSS INCOME LIABILITY, SIMILAR TO THE WAY IT IS
DONE TODAY. -

2

An IWE WISHING TO CLAIM TAX CREDITS WOULD FILL OUT A SIMPLE
FORM AND SUBMIT IT TO THE IRS WITH APPROPRIATE SUPPORTING DOCU-
MENTATION, THE IRS THEN wouLD 1ssue THE IWE A cHECK, OR DIRECT
PAYMENT, FOR THE CREDITS CLAIMED, THUS, ONLY THOSE IWEs WisHING
TO CLAIM TAX CREDITS WOULD HAVE TO SUBMIT A FORM TO THE [RS oR
KEEP SUPPORTING RECORDS THROUGHOUT THE YEAR,
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WOULD ANYONE ELSE HAVE TO FILE A TAX RETURN?

AN INDIVIDUAL WHO IS SELF-EMPLOYED WOULD FILE AS A BOE.
ALSO, ANY PERSON WHO RECEIVED A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF UNEARNED
INCOME WOULD FILE AS A BOE FOR THE YEAR DURING WHICH THAT IN-
COME WAS RECEIVED. SUCH UNEARNED INCOME, WHICH COULD INCLUDE
GIFTS, INHERITANCES, LONG-TERM CAPITAL GAINS, SAVINGS BANK IN-
TEREST, ETC., WOULD BE TAXED AT THE SAME RATE APPLICABLE TO
ALL BOEs, 1.e., 4-1/2% vo 7-1/2%.

IN ADDITION, SOME HIGH-SALARIED INDIVIDUAL WAGE EARNERS
WOULD BE DEFINED AS BOEs ForR TAX PURPOSES. SucH IWEs, wHo
CLEARLY ARE SELLING THEIR EXPERTISE RATHER THAN CONTRIBUTING
SIMPLE MANUAL OR MENTAL INPUTS TO THEIR COMPANIES, ARE MORE
PROPERLY CONSIDERED BUSINESS ENTITIES. CONGRESS WOULD SET THE
SALARY LIMIT ABOVE WHICH AN IWE BEcoMes A BOE, IF, sav, THE
LIMIT Is SET AT $50,000, tHE IWE wouLp FILE As A BOE onLy FOR
THE INCOME EARNED ABOVE $50,000. TAX ON THE SALARY UP TO
$50,000 wouLD BE ALLOCATED (As FOR ALL [WES) ON THF BASIS OF
THE TAX AND INFORMATION RETURNS FILED BY THE EMPLOYER,

WOULD IT BE HARD TO CHANGE -OVER FROM NIT TO GIT?

THERE 18 NO DOUBT THAT IT WOULD TAKE SOME TIME FOR INDI-
VIDUALS AND PROPRIETORS OF BUSINESSES TO GET USED TO A TAX
SYSTEM WITHOUT SUCH INGRAINED NOTIONS AS DEPRECIATION, DEDUC-
TIONS, OR CAPITAL LOSS CARRYOVERS.

OF COURSE, THE REASON THESE AND OTHER DEVICES EXIST IS
BECAUSE OF THE NIT sysTeM 1TseLF. THE GIT sysTEM DOES NOT NEED
SUCH DEVICES TO ATTAIN FAIRNESS AND EQUITY.

S0, THE FIRST STEP IN CHANGING OVER FROM THE NIT sysTem
T0 THE GIT SYSTEM 1S TO UNDERSTAND THAT NO ONE WILL BE LOSING
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ANYTHING, IWES WOULD TAKE HOME THE SAME AMOUNT OF MONEY UNDER
GIT as THEY Do UNDER NIT. THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEIR GROSS
AND TAKE-HOME SALARIES UNDER NIT WOULD SIMPLY BECOME THEIR AL-
LOCATED TAX SHARE UNDER GIT.

LIKEWISE, BUSINESSES WOULD NOT LOSE ANYTHING EITHER UNDER
GIT. EveN IF A PARTICULAR BUSINESS SHOULD END UP PAYING MORE
TAXES UNDER GIT. THIS INCREASE WOULD BE MORE THAN OFFSET BY THE
SIGNIFICANT SAVINGS THAT WOULD BE REALIZED IN THE YEAR-ROUND
COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH TAX REPORTING AND PREPARATION UNDER NIT.

WHY SHOULD WE CHANGE FROM THE NIT SYSTEM TO THE GIT SYSTEM?
1. GIT wWouLD REDUCE DRASTICALLY THE COMPLEXITY OF THE TAX SYS=

TIEM., COMPLEXITY 1S INHERENT IN ANY TAX SYSTEM BASED ON NET IN-
COME. UNDER SUCH A SYSTEM, 1T BECOMES THE OBJECTIVE OF ALL
TAXPAYERS--BUSINESSES AND INDIVIDUALS--TO REDUCE THEIR TAXABLE
(NET) INCOME TO THE BAREST MINIMUM. THIS 1S ACCOMPLISHED BY
USING SUCH DEVICES AS DEDUCTIONS, SHELTERS, ETC.,

BECAUSE EVERY TAXPAYER HAS A UNIQUE TAXPAYING SITUATION,
COUNTLESS DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO MINIMIZING TAXABLE INCOME
HAVE EVOLVED OVER THE YEARS. WHILE CONGRESS HAS PASSED HUNDREDS
OF COMPLEX AMENDMENTS TO THE TAX CODE, THE IRS HAS ISSUED EVEN
MORE COMPLEX REGULATIONS--ALL IN AN ATTEMPT TO CONTROL THE
SITUATION, TO MAKE SURE THAT ONE GROUP DOES NOT BENEFIT UNDULY
AT THE EXPENSE OF ANOTHER.

But SO LONG AS THE TAX SYSTEM IS BASED ON NET INCOME,
ConGRESS AND THE IRS WILL NEVER GAIN CONTROL OF THE SITUATION.,
THEY WILL CONSTANTLY BE CALLED UPON TO EXTINGUISH--THROUGH YET
ANOTHER COMPLEX AMENDMENT REGULATION--WHATEVER BRUSH FIRE EX-
ISTS AT THE TIME.
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GIT wouLD ELIMINATE THIS NEVER-ENDING CYCLE OF UNFAIRNESS
AND COMPLEXITY. BECAUSE TAXES WOULD BE PAID RIGHT OFF THE TOP
OF GROSS INCOME, NO TAXPAYER WOULD BE TREATED PREFERENTIALLY
AND THUS NO AMENDMENTS WOULD BE NEEDED TO CORRECT INEQUITIES.
THERE SIMPLY WOULD NOT BE ANY UNDER GIT,

2, THE GIT SYSTEM WOULD REDUCE SIGNIFICANTLY THE ASTRONOMICAL
COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH FEDERAL TAX COMPLIANCE AND ADMINISTRATION.
INDIVIDUALS, BUSINESSES, AND THE GOVERNMENT ALL WOULD REALIZE
SUBSTANTIAL SAVINGS UNDER GIT. By EMPLOYING THE PRINCIPLE OF
ALLOCATION, GIT WouLD RELIEVE THE OVERWHELMING MAJORITY OF IN-
DIVIDUAL WAGE EARNERS FROM THE BURDENS OF FILING A FEDERAL IN-
COME TAX RETURN AND KEEPING TAX RECORDS THROUGHOUT THE YEAR.
MoreoveRr, THOSE IWES WHO CURRENTLY RELY ON A PROFESSIONAL TAX
PREPARER WOULD REALIZE SIGNIFICANT DOLLAR SAVINGS AS WELL.,

THE coST OF FEDERAL TAX COMPLIANCE ALSO WOULD PLUMMET FOR
BUSINESSES UNDER GIT. Bv ELIMINATING THE NEED TO COMPILE AND
REPORT DATA MONTHLY AND QUARTERLY, GIT WOULD REDUCE BUSINESS
OVERHEAD TO A FRACTION OF ITS CURRENT LEVEL. [N ADDITION, THOSE
TAX LAWYERS AND ACCOUNTANTS WHO CURRENTLY MUST WORK FULL-TIME
HANDLING THE TAX MATTERS OF THEIR COMPANIES COULD, UNDER GIT.
FOCUS THEIR EFFORTS INSTEAD ON THE REAL PURPOSE OF BUSINESS--
CAPITAL FORMATION,

For THE GOVERNMENT, THE NIT SYSTEM, WITH ITS COUNTLESS PRO-
VISIONS TO MEET EQUALLY COUNTLESS INDIVIDUAL TAXPAYER SITUATIONS,
1S EXTREMELY DIFFICULT AND COSTLY TO ADMINISTER. THE TRUE COST,
HOWEVER, WILL NEVER BE KNOWN BECAUSE THE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
ARE ONLY THE TIP OF THE ICEBERG. THE REALLY HUGE COSTS ARE THE
_TAXES LOST BECAUSE OF LOOPHOLES. SOME SAY THAT LOOPHOLES ARE
NECESSARY TO ACCOMPLISH CERTAIN SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC GOALS. THE
FALLACY IN THIS STATEMENT IS THAT, UNDER THE NIT system, onLY
CERTAIN CLASSES OF TAXPAYERS CAN TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THESE
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LOOPHOLES, SO THAT THE VAST MAJORITY OF TAXPAYERS REAP NO SO-
CIAL OR ECONOMIC BENEFITS.

THe GIT SYSTEM, WITH ITS SIMPLIFIED, STRAIGHT-FORWARD METHOD
FOR PROVIDING TAX CREDITS, ALSO COULD BE USED TO PROMOTE SOCIAL
AND ECONOMIC GOALS, BUT WITH MUCH MORE EFFECTIVENESS AND AT A
DRASTICALLY REDUCED COST.

3, IHE GIT SYSTEM WOULD TAX INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES ON THE
BASIS OF THEIR TRUE ABILITY TO PAY. [T IS A CARDINAL DEMOCRATIC
PRINCIPLE THAT AN INCOME TAX SHOULD BE BASED ON ABILITY TO PAY,
Unper THE PRESENT NIT SYSTEM, HOWEVER, THE GREATER ONE’'S RE-
SOURCES, OR ABILITY TO PAY, THE GREATER ONE'S ABILITY TO AVOID
TAXES. THIS IS AN INHERENT WEAKNESS IN ANY TAX SYSTEM BASED ON
NET INCOME, BECAUSE EACH INDIVIDUAL TAXPAYER DETERMINES FOR HIM-
SELF WHAT DEDUCTIONS HE CAN TAKE. THUS, THE GREATER ONE'S RE-
SOURCES, THE MORE LIKELY IT IS THAT TAX LAWYERS AND ACCOUNTANTS
CAN BE HIRED TO FIND LOOPHOLES THAT WILL MITIGATE ONE'S TAX
LIABILITY,

MOREOVER, UNDER THE PRESENT NIT SYSTEM, IT IS POSSIBLE FOR
ALMOST ANY BUSINESS TO EARN A LARGE REAL PROFIT, BUT, BECAUSE OF
VARIOUS LOOPHOLES, SHOW--AND PAY TAXES ON--ONLY A SLIGHT NET
PROFIT, THIS CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED, FOR INSTANCE, BY SPENDING
MOST OF THE FIRM'S PROFITS ON TAX DEDUCTIBLE ITEMS. THUS, UNDER
THE PRESENT NIT SYSTEM, IF TWO COMPANIES HAVE EQUAL GROSS RE-
CEIPTS AND ONE SPENDS [TS PROFITS ON TAX DEDUCTIBLE BUSINESS
EXPENDITURES WHILE THE OTHER PUTS ITS PROFITS INTO THE BANK,

THE FIRST COMPANY WOULD PAY FAR LESS TAX THAN THE SECOND, DE-
SPITE EQUAL ABILITIES TO PAY.

By PERMITTING ONLY SOME INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES TO RE-
DUCE THEIR TAX LIABILITIES THROUGH VARIOUS TAX DEDUCTIONS AND
PREFERENCES, THE CURRENT TAX LAWS AND REGULATIONS UNFAIRLY SHIFT
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THE BURDEN FROM ONE SEGMENT OF SOCIETY YO ANOTHER. ALL TAXPAY-
ERS END UP SHOULDERING THE EXPENSES OF THE RELATIVELY FEW WHO
CAN TAKE ADVANTAGE OF TAX WRITE-OFFS,

THE GIT SYSTEM WOULD ELIMINATE ALL PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT,
Every IWE AND BOE wouLD PAY AN EQUAL PERCENTAGE OF TAX ON GROSS
EARNINGS. AND IN PLACE OF THE CURRENT ARBITRARY AND UNWIELDY
MISHMASH OF DEDUCTIONS, PREFERENCES, AND VARIOUS OTHER LOOP-
HOLES, IT WOULD BE A MORE LIMITED AND CONTROLLABLE SYSTEM OF
TAX CREDITS.

4, GIT wouLD GENERATE AT LEAST AS MUCH, AND PRORABLY MORE,
REVENUE AS THE PRESENT NIT SYSTEM. Bv ENDING ALL DESDUCTIONS,

EXCLUSIONS, SHELTERS, AND VARIOUS OTHER FORMS OF PREFERENTIAL
TREATMENT, THE GIT SYSTEM WOULD VASTLY INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF
MONEY FLOWING INTO THE FEDERAL TREASURY., MNATURALLY, MUCH OF
THE EFFECT OF SUCH A GREATLY BROADENED TAX BASE WOULD BE MITI-
GATED BY THE SHARPLY LOWER TAX RATE THAT WOULD ACCOMPANY SUCH
__ A BROADENING, HOWEVER, BECAUSE THE TAX BASE WOULD BE SO BROAD
UNDER GIT, TO EFFECT EVEN A SUBSTANTIAL RISE IN REVENUE WOULD
REQUIRE BUT A MINUTE INCREASE OF THE TAX RATE. -

MoREOVER, THE GIT SYSTEM WOULD PUT AN END TO THE LOSS EACH
YEAR OF MILLIONS--1F NOT BILLIONS--OF DOLLARS THAT ESCAPE
THROUGH IMPROPER USE OF DEDUCTIONS AND OTHER TAX PREFERENCES.
UNDER THE PRESENT NIT SYSTEM, WITH EACH TAXPAYER ADOPTING A
DIFFERENT APPROACH TO MINIMIZING THEIR TAX LIABILITY, THE IRS
CANNOT HOPE TO MONITOR TAXPAYER COMPLIANCE EFFECTIVELY, UNDER
THE GIT SYSTEM, THE SIMPLE PROCEDURE FOR CLAIMING TAX CREDITS
WOULD REDUCE THE LIKELIHOOD OF TAXPAYER MISUNDERSTANDING AND
CONSEQUENT MISUSE OF A PROVISION. IN ADDITION, THE GIT sysTeM,
BY PROVIDING FOR A TIGHTLY CONTROLLED, LIMITED NUMBER OF TAX
CREDITS, WOULD FACILITATE IRS VERIFICATION OF THEIR PROPER USE.

11-384 0 - 83 - 26
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MoREOVER, THE GIT SYSTEM WOULD ADD MILLIONS OF DOLLARS IN
OVERHEAD SAVINGS., WITH FEWER TAX FORMS TO PRINT, DISTRIBUTE,
- AND PROCESS, AND LOWER COSTS ALL AROUND FOR INSURING TAX COM-
PLIANCE, GIT WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO A MORE ABUNDANT FEDERAL COFFER.,

5. Tde NIT SYSTEM IS HIGHLY INFIATIONARY., ONE OF THE PRIMARY
CAUSES OF INFI.LATION ToDAY 1S THE NIT sysTeM. To coMPLY WITH
ALL THE TAX AND INFORMATION REPORTING REQUIREMENTS THROUGHOUT
THE YEAR, BUSINESSES MUST INVEST HUGE SUMS FOR THE SERVICES OF
BOOKKEEPERS AND TAX ACCOUNTANTS. MoREOVER, BEcAuse THE NIT
SYSTEM 1S BASED ON NET INCOME, MOST BUSINESSES FIND 1T NECES-
SARY TO MAINTAIN TWO DIFFERENT ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS. WHILE THE
FIRST IS USED TO OPERATE THE BUSINESS FROM AN ECONOMIC STAND-
POINT, THE SECOND IS USED TO OPERATE THE BUSINESS WITH AN EYE
TOWARD TAX CONSEQUENCES. [T IS THE LATTER ACCOUNTING SYSTEM
THAT WILL DETERMINE, FOR EXAMPLE, WHETHER A COMPANY WILL BUY OR
LEASE PROPERTY OR EQUIPMENT, OFTEN, NUMEROUS TAX LAWYERS AND
ACCOUNTANTS ARE NEEDED TO DISCOVER AND IMPLEMENT DEVICES THAT
MAY BE USED TO LOWER A COMPANY'S TAX LIABILITY.

THE COST OF ALL THESE TAX-RELATED SERVICES 1S, OF COURSE,
ADDED TO THE PURCHASE PRICE OF THE GOODS PRODUCED. BuT SiNCE
NOTHING HAS BEEN ADDED TO THE INTRINSIC VALUE OF THE PRODUCT,
THE COST OF THESE SERVICES IS INFLATIONARY,

—

Tue NIT SYSTEM IS INFLATIONARY IN ANOTHER WAY, TOO; NAMELY,
BECAUSE OF THE LARGE SUMS OF MONEY THE GOVERNMENT MUST SPEND 1.
ADMINISTER IT. THIS INCLUDES THE COSTS OF PRINTING -AND DiS-
TRIBUTING THE PLETHORA OF IRS TAX FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONAL BOOK-
LETS AND OF MONITORING TAX COMPLIANCE--A VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE
TASK CONSIDERING THE INNUMERABLE DIFFERENT TAXPAYING SITUATIONS
OF INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES.
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UNDER THE GIT SYSTEM, TAX AND INFORMATION REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENTS WOULD BE REDUCED TO ONCE A YEAR, THEREBY REDUCING
SUBSTANTIALLY THE COSTS TO BUSINESS FOR COMPLIANCE, ADDITIONAL
SAVINGS WOULD BE REALIZED BY MAINTAINING ONLY ONE ACCOUNTING
SYSTEM. BECAUSE TAxgs WOULD BE PAID BASED ON AN OBJECTIVE DE-
TERMINATION OF GROSS’ INCOME--RATHER THAN A SUBJECTIVE DETERMI-
NATION OF WHAT IS NET--COMPANIES WOULD HAVE NO NEED TO OPERATE
ON A TAX-CONSEQUENT BASIS., THUS, OVERHEAD COSTS FOR TAX-
RELATED EXPENSES WOULD VIRTUALLY DISAPPEAR FROM THE PURCHASE
PRICE OF GOODS AND SERVICES.

OVERHEAD COSTS FOR GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION OF THE TAX
SYSTEM ALSO WOULD TAKE A NOSEDIVE UNDER GIT. FIRST, SINCE MOST
INDIVIDUAL WAGE EARNERS WOULD NOT HAVE TO FILE A RETURN, THERE
WOULD BE FEWER TAX FORMS TO PRINT, DISTRIBUTE, AND PROCESS.
MOREOVER, BECAUSE THE RETURNS FILED BY BOES WOULD BE SIMPLE TO
FILL OUT, THE LIKELIHOOD OF AN ERROR WOULD DECREASE AND SO,
THEREFORE, WOULD. THE COST OF CORRECTING RETURNS AND COLLECTING
THE RIGHT AMOUNTS DUE. FINALLY, AUDITS WOULD BE FAR LESS TIME-
(AND DOLLAR-) CONSUMING UNDER GIT, BECAUSE TAXES WouLD BE PAID
ON GROSS RECEIPTS, THE NEED TO RULE ON THE LEGITIMACY OF COUNT-
LESS DIFFERENT KINDS OF DEDUCTIONS WOULD BE ELIMINATED,

THESE ARE ONLY SOME OF THE MANY REASONS WHY GIT MAKES
SENSE. FOR ADDITIONAL REASONS AND A MORE TECHNICAL EXAMINATION
of THE GIT SYSTEM, PLEASE FILL OUT AND MAIL FORM PROVIDED.

THE UNITED STATES ENJOYS A RICHLY DESERVED WORLDWIDE REPU-
TATION FOR PRODUCING THE BEST MANAGERIAL TALENT OF ANY ADVANCED
INDUSTRIALIZED NATION. THIS IS THE COUNTRY THAT DESIGNED SYSiEMS
TO DEVELOP THE ATOMIC BOMB AND TO PUT THE FIRST MAN ON THE Moo,
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YET THiS NATION'S GOVERNMENT HAS NOT YET COME UP WITH AN EQUI-
TABLE, RATIONAL TAX SYSTEM THAT CAN BE UNDERSTOOD BY EVERYONE.

THERE CAN BE NO DOUBT THAT (ONGRESS POSSESSES THE INGENUITY
TO DESISN A S1MPLE, RATIONAL TAX SYSTEM, ITS ABILITY YEAR AFTER
YEAR TO LEGISLATE NEW TAX LOOPHOLES FOR ONE GROUP OR ANOTHER IS
EVIDENCE OF THAT. THE TIME HAS COME, HOWEVER, FOR CONGRESS TO
APPLY THAT INGENUITY TO CREATING A SYSTEM THAT WILL TAKE THE
"OUCH"” OUT OF THE TAX BITE, NOT JUST FOR SOME BUT FOR EVERYONE.

THE TWO FOLLOWING PAGES SHOW SCHEMATIC DIAGRAMS OF THE WORK
FLOw FOR BOTH THE HIT aND GIT svsteMs. Fic. A sHows THE NIT svs-
YEM. IT 1S QUITE EVIDENT THAT WE HAVE PRODUCED AN ADMINISTRATIVE
NIGHTMARE, iow took AT F1G. B, HERE 1S THE WORK FLow FoOR GIT,
IT 1S CLEAN, S{MPLE AND PRODUCES ITS TAX REVENUES AT FAR LESS
INFLATIONARY cOSTs THAN NIT,

THE NEXT SHOWS AN ILLUSTRATIVE GROsS INCOME TAX RETURN, A
STUDY OF THE BOXES SHOWN AROUND THIS FORM WILL SHOW THAT THE GIT
SYSTEM CAN ACCOMPLISH THE SAME RESULTS AS OUR PRESENT NIT sys-
TEM, BUT AT MUCH LESS COST.

L ]
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APPENDIX

GIT RATES NECESSARY TO REPLACE CERTAIN CURRENT
TAX FUNCTIONS ARE GIVEN BELOW

ALL INCOME TAXES

LIMITED GIT* 3 ALL INCLUSIVE**
RATE GIT RATE
5.2% 4.38%
ALL INCOME TAXES
PLUS
SOCIAL SECURITY (INSURANCE + WELFARE)
LIMITED GIT* ALL INCLUSIVE**
RATE GIT RATE
7.52% - 6.13%
ALL INCOME TAXES .
PLUS
SOCIAL SECURITY (WELFARE PORTION ONLY)
LIMITED GIT* ALL INCLUSIVE**
RATE . GIT RATE
5.27% 4.31%
ALL GOVERNMENT REVENUES
LIMITED GIT* ALL INCLUSIVE**
RATE . GIT RATE
8.82% 7.2%

* A limited GIT would exempt all wage earners having wages or salaries below
$50,000/ year.

** An ALL INCLUSIVE GIT would include all wage earners as well as businesses.
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14 GOOD REASONS TO SWITCH TO GIT

IT IS FAIR AND EQUITABLE TO EVERY TAXPAYING ENTITY, WHETHER
IT BE A CORPORATION, AN INDIVIDUAL BUSINESSMAN, AN INVESTOR
OR A WAGE EARNER,

IT IS A PROGRESSIVE TAX BASED STRICTLY ON THE ABILITY TO
PAY.,

IT 1S EASY TO ADMINISTER AND WOULD NOT MAKE TAXPAYERS DE-
PENDENT ON THE SUBJECTIVE AND ARBITRARY DECISIONS [NHERENT
IN ANY TAX SYSTEM BASED ON NET INCOME.

IT 1S A TRUE AND EQUITABLE WAY FOR COMPANIES TO ACCUMULATE
CAPITAL., THIS ENCOURAGES RETAINAGE OF FUNDS FOR EXPANSION
INVESTMENT, THEREBY CREATING MORE JOBS.

[T WouLD ELIMINATE THE SO-CALLED “DOUBLE TAXATION"” OF COR-
PORATIONS, THIS WOULD AGAIN ENCOURAGE RETAINAGE OF FUNDS
FOR EXPANSION BECAUSE THERE WOULD BE NO CONFLICT BETWEEN
PAYING OUT FOR DIVIDENDS VERSUS RETAINING MONEY FOR INTER-
NAL USE.

[T WouLD ELIMINATE AN ESTIMATED 907 OF THE PAPER WORK FOR
BOE's (Business OPERATING ENTITIES).

[T WoULD ELIMINATE AN ESTIMATED 95%Z OF THE PAPER WORK FOR
INE’s (INDIVIDUAL WAGE EARNERS)--THEY WOULD NOT FILE A
YEARLY TAX RETURN,

IT WOULD ALLOW BUSINESS ENTITIES TO OPERATE ON AN ECONOMIC
BASIS RATHER THAN ON A TAX CONSEQUENT BASIS.



9.

lOI

11,

12,

13,

1y,

395

IT WOULD RAISE MORE REVENUE THAN OUR PRESENT "SYSTEM” AL-
LOWS, WITHOUT SUBSTANTIVE OBJECTIONS FROM THE GENERAL
PUBLIC,

IT WouLD GIVE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO ALL BUSINESS TAXPAYERS,
LARGE FIRMS CAN EMPLOY LAWYERS AND ACCOUNTANTS TO FIND ALL
AVAILABLE PREFERENCES UNDER THE PRESENT SYSTEM, GIT wouLd
ELIMINATE THIS DISCRIMINATION WITHOUT PENALIZING EITHER
THE LARGE OR THE SMALL COMPANY,

[T wouLbp PrOVIDE CONGRESS MORE CONTROL OVER THE TAX SYSTEM
AND WOULD PERMIT GREATER FLEXIBILITY IN FUNDING FEDERAL PRO-
GRAMS AND PROMOTING SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC GOALS.

[T wouLD INSURE THE GOVERNMENT A STEADY INFLOW OF REVENUE
AND WOULD DISCONTINUE THE CURRENT PRACTICE OF INTEREST-FREE
BORROWING FROM BUSINESSES AND EMPLOYEES.

IT WoULD PROVIDE BUSINESSES AND THE GOVERNMENT THE PREDICTA-
BILITY THEY NEED FOR EFFICIENT OFZRATION,

No LONGER WOULD ANY WAGE EARNER IN THE COUNTRY HAVE TO FILE
A Form 1040, THUS ELIMINATING THE APRIL 15TH NATIONAL TRAUMA,
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Herschensohn, do you have a specific plan,
or?were you just sort of outlining the direction you feel we should
go’
Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. Specific, in that the flat-rate tax floats com-
mensurate with the budget of the United States. That would seem
to be more important than any other facet. And in doing that we
would raise the public perception that taxation is not the evil, it is
spending that is the evil, and that there are three ways in which
spending has to be taken care of: one by taxation, which as dread-
ful as it is, is at least honest; one by inflation, which is dishonest;
3nlc)l one by thievery, which should be illegal, which is the national

ebt.

The CHAIRMAN. Just frem the standpoint of interest in whatever
we finally may do, whether it is a floating or flat rate or a bumpy
flat rate, or whatever, as I understand, there is a great deal of citi-
zen interest in California. You are a commentator on a TV pro-
gram there, and I assume you have had a number of opportunities
to disguss it with taxpayers and others. Is there a great deal of in-
terest?

Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. Senator, tremendous. I don’t know of any
issue, whether it be anything in foreign affairs or domestic, that
has created as much viewer and listener interest and enthusiasm
as has this.

I brought, just for your information, a bag full of letters and
postcards, I would say 99 percent of which advocate a flat-rate tax.

The CHAIRMAN. Is California generally that far ahead? The per-
centage is higher there than it is elsewhere.

Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. California is always that far ahead, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You are sort of leading the charge again? That'’s
interesting.

Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. But I do know, in fact, I participated irf a couple
of talk shows.

Do you really think when you say “flat rate”—you are probably
more specific on the air—does the term “flat rate” really tell any-
bogl{ very much?

r. HERSCHENSOHN. Yes, it does.

The CHAIRMAN. You have so many variations, and people still
call it flat rate.

Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. I recognize that, but I am not advocating
any of the variations. I am advocating flat and floating—fiscal year
to fiscal year. -

The CHRAIRMAN. Flat and floating rate?

Mr. HErRSCHENSOHN. A flat rate for all citizens, all taxpayers, of
the United States. That percentage is decided by the forthcoming
bu%;let, the forthcoming fiscal year budget.

e CHAIRMAN. But no deductions, no exemptions?

Mr. HeErscHENSOHN. Nothing. Flat.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you see that as maybe unfairly benefiting
upper income and penalizing middle income?

r. HERSCHENSOHN. No; I don’t. No; I don't.

I feel this way, Senator, that anyone has the right to.pursue
whatever ambition they want. And if someone's ambition is to
become a millionaire, that’s just fine if that’s what that person
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wants to be. My ambition was in part to be a television commenta-
tor. I don’t want the Government coming and saying, “Look, you
have a 3-minute commentary every night we are going to take a
minute and a half away and give it to some other people who don’t
have that benefit.” And those of you who are Senators, I'm sure
you don’t want the Government saying, “Look, you have a 6-year
term; we are going to take 3 years away and give it to those people
who don’t have that benefit.” You worked for it, you should have
it. And I feel that way about those who feel that their ambition is
to make money. Fine. Let them.

The CHAIRMAN. I wouldn’t quarrel with that, except I think now
maybe the Tax Code may unfairly help some of those people up the
ladder while others are not helHed.

Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. But a flat one would not do that. I agree
with you, there is no question, there are all kinds of shelters and
exclusions and credits, and so on. This would eliminate them.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bradley?

Senator BrapLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to thank the panel, each of whom I thought gave
some very interesting testimony. In particular I would like to say
to Mr. Herschensohn that I think you have your finger on a very
important point there; that is, accountability for what we spend.

would suggest that we could send you some materials on the
pay-as-you-go bud%et, which some of us proposed in various amend-
ments, which would simply say that if you are going to spend more
money, you have got to tell ple where the tax revenues are
going to come from. You would institutionalize that with the float-
ing rate, but I think we’re heading in the same direction in trying
to provide maximum accountability of Government to the people
themselves. So I think yours is very interesting testimony.

Thank you.

Mr. HERSCHENSOHN. Thank you.

Senator GRASSLEY. Mr. Jones, is there any country in the world
that such a tax system as you have suggested has been tried?

Mr. Jongs. Well, I think Hong Kong, which is not a country but
a crown colony, is where I understand Mr. Hall’s and Mr. Rabush-
ka’s idea started. They have a gross income type tax system.

But we also have a possession of the United States, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Marianas. They have a gross income tax
[GIT] over there today, and their General Counsel called me one
day wanting to know what progress I was making, because the In-
ternal Revenue Service or the Treasury is about to impose the IRC
on them, and they are kicking and screaming over there—they
don’t want it. They want to keep it their way.

I would suggest that might be a good way to enter into a system
like GIT, because they are outside of our normal economy. We
could continue and modify their system just slightly to make it
equal to the system that I am advocating here, and get some really
good data for transition’s sake.

Senator GRASSLEY. You partially answered my next question
when you said that that’s one place to look for transitional experi- .
ence. But have you given any thought to getting from where we
are today to what you suggest and how soon that can be done?
Let’s suppose that we had the votes to do it and it could be done
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today, how long a period of transition would you advise? Is this
something where you end our current system December 31 and in-
stitute the new system immediately?

Mr. Jongs. Well, you couldn’t do that. That would be too trau-
matic. I have done a lot of thinking on that, and I would say take a
5-year period, and let companies report either way, either under
the old system or the new system. That would give them an oppor-
tunity to break down these built-in shelters that they have now
and phase in to the GIT system. My own company could start the
day after tomorrow, but I think it would take about a 5-year transi-
tion period.

Senator GrassrEy. That's all the questions I have, and I'm the
“last member of the panel.

Mrs. Davis. May I ask something, Senator?

I think, too, that one way that this really would work is my idea
to exclude everything; because if you start to make one exception
or one exemption, then the lobbyists for everyone else are going to
say, “Why them? Why not us?”’ It has to be an all-or-nothing prop-
osition, and if the public gets reeducated on this on a gradual basis,
I think it is going to work.

Senator GrassLEY. Thank you all for your contribution.

The meeting is recessed until tomorrow at 10.

Thank you all very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:39 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to recon-
vene Thursday, September 30, 1982, at 10 a.m.]

®)



