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We must exercise fiscal control and self 

discipline. Two simple actions by the Congress could 

and should be taken immediately to further these shared 

objectives. 

First, the Congress should put into use now 

the tools it enacted last year to control federal spending 

and the budget deficit. Under the law, the provisions 

of the new act do not come into full force until next 

year. But we cannot wait until next year for the Congress 

to begin self-restraint in federal spending. All signs 

in the first three months of the year point to a Congress 

on a spending rampage. 

If this rampage succeeds, enforcing control 

on Congressional spending next year will be like closing 

the barn door after the cows have left -- it will be too 

late to expect meaningful fiscal control for two or 

three years because we will be locked into ever higher 

federal spending. 

Second, the Congress should stop dreaming up 

new ways to spend money we don't have and instead get 

on with the enactment of the $349 billion budget I 

recommended in February. 

No new spending programs and no additional 

spending for existing programs should be ·enacted now. 
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I am confident that if the Congress enacts the level 

of spending I proposed, that action, coupled with the 

effect of the tax bill will allow the economy to right 
noninflationary 

itself without endangering a/resurgence of our economy. 



Budget Options 

Discussion - Assuming the Administration's tax pro­
posals, the deficit for FY 1975 was ~stlwated at 
$41.0 Band that estimated for FY 1976 was $57.8 B. 
These estimates include the effect of Congressional 
and Administrative actions undertaken since the Budget 
was submitted in February, but do not include the 
likely rejection of the Administration's budget cutting 
and energy proposals. 

The Conference Committees' tax bill would add $6.6 B 
to the FY 1975 deficit and $0.6 B to the FY 1976 deficit. 
If the tax cut features of the Congressional bill become 
permanent, the FY 1976 deficit will be increased another 
$5 B. The implied deficits will therefore be $47.6 B in 
FY 1975 and $63.4 Bin FY 1976 (with permanent tax cuts). 
If the Administration's energy program is rejected, the 
FY 1976 deficit is lowered to $58.3 B. These estimates 
do not take account of the stimulus to economic activity 
and the consequent increase in tax revenues resulting 
from the tax cut and certain other actions taken since 
the February budget, e.g., release of highway funds. 
With these "feedbacks" considered, the implied deficits 
without the energy program are $46 B in FY 1975 and 
$57 B in FY 1976. All of the options below assume that 
a tax cut bill of approximately the size passed by the 
Congress is accepted. 

Options 

1. Tough stance. (a) Continue to support cuts 
proposed in the February budget which have not 
yet been acted on by Congress, e.g., 5 percent 
cap on social security and Federal pay increases; 
(b) strongly oppose any other spending initiatives 
not already offP.red by Administration. Implied 
deficits are $46 B in FY 1975 and $61 B in FY 1976 
with the Administration's energy program. Without 
the energy program the FY 1976 deficit estimate is 
$57 B. 

Pro 

May produce somewhat lower rates of inflation 
and lower interest rates than implied by the 
March Troika forecast. 

Strong position may forestall pressures for 
additional spending. 



Con 

2 

Represents an unrealistic stance. Congress is 
very unlikely to accept most proposed cuts. 

Slower recovery is implied, probably leaving 
unemployment in excess of 8 percent at the end 
of 1976. 

2. Semi-tough stance. (a) Continue to push legislative 
proposals for budget cuts contained in Option 1, and 
(b) propose expansion of unemployment benefits (as 
described in Tab C) but continue to oppose any other 
spending increases. 

This would result in $4 B addition to gross outlays 
in FY 1976. Implied deficits are $46 B in FY 1975 
and $60 B in 1976, assuming tax cuts are made 
permanent and the energy program is rejected. With 
energy program the FY 1976 deficit is about $64 B. 

Pro 

Con 

Is somewhat more realistic than Option 1 and 
shows special concern for unemployed. 

Fiscal stimulus slightly higher than Option 1, 
although less than assumed in March Troika fore­
cast. 

Could reduce Congressional pressures for 
additional spending programs such as public service 
jobs. 

Increases deficit slightly and therefore adds 
to interest rate pressures. 

3. More lenient stance. (a) Propose extended uncrnploy­
in(~l1T-EcncTIT:s--ii!i-t1---;-}ccc J> t CoiHJ re~;~· Lona l l nae t ion on 
budget cuts, and (b) strongly oppose any other 
spending initiatives not already offered by 
Administration. 

Implied deficits are $47 B in FY 1975 and $68 B in 
FY 1976 without energy program. With the energy 
program the FY 1976 deficit rises to $72 B. 



Pro 

Con 

Realistically accepts what Congress is very 
likely to do anyway. 

Fiscal stimulus is roughly as assumed ih the 
Troika projections. 

3 

By accepting elimination of 5 percent caps and 
other budget cutting proposals, appears to be 
more compassionate toward those suffering 
economic distress. 

Many would argue that implied deficits create 
financing difficulties in calendar 1976. 
Especially, high risk created for housing 
industry. 

Some, although not all, economists would argue 
argue that inflationary risks are intensified for late 
1976 and early 1977. 

4. Most lenient stance. In addition to programs in 
Option 3, propose additional spending to create 
jobs and alleviate problems of distressed sectors 
of the economy. 

There is no shortage of candidates for aduitional 
spending and a deficit as high as $100 B is possible 
in FY 1976. 

Discussion - In selecting a package. it is desirable 
to choose components which do not co.mmit us to increased 
outlays beyond the time when increased stimulus is needed. 
In addition it must be feasible to initiate the selected 
programs quickly without significantly reducing program 
efficiency. Candidates of varying degrees of desirability 
are as follows: 

(i) Spending would be accelerated in existing pro­
grams. A detailed description of these 
possibilities is contained in Tab D. Outlays 
would easily be increased by $2.0 Bin FY 1976. 

(ii) General Revenue Sharing payments could be 
accelerated adding $1.5 B to outlays in FY 1975. 
Revenues could be made up by reducing payments 
in FY 1976 (see Tab E) . 



(iii) 

(iv) 

4 

A new program of counter-cyclical grants could 
be proposed for State and local governments to 
relieve the effect of recession on their budgets. 
Magnitude of increased spending could be selected 
over wide ranoe, but to be meaningful program 
should spend at least $2 B. Main disadvantages 
are: (a) Federal spending may simply substitute 
for State and local spending without providing 
much stimulus; and (b) legislation would be 
required and there is likely to be long delay 
while Congress argues over distribution formula. 
(See Tab F for additional details.) 

A program to rehabilitate railroad beds would 
add $500 million to FY 76 outlays. Main dis­
advantage is that program implies additional 
expenditures of $2.5 B after FY 76 when it is 
unlikely that additional stimulus will be 
desirable. Also requires legislation. (See 
Tab G for additional details.) 

(v) A variety of plans to stimulate housing are 
now before the Congress. Main disadvantage is 
that most imply increased spending after FY 1976. 
Also, housing has already been helped by 
Conference Committee tax bill. (See Tab H.) 

(vi) Employers could be provided with a tax credit 
for employment in excess of that in some base 
period. Cost depends on coverage and structure, 
but would be in neighborhood of $5 to $7 B for 
an employment effect possibly as high as 800,000 
(see Tab I for pros and cons). 

Pro 

Appears to help sectors suffering as a result of 
the recession. 

Con 

Adds to the speed of recovery, improving employ­
ment outlook beyond that in Troika forecast. 

Each dollar addition to deficit implies greater 
risk of reigniting inflation and disrupting capital 
markets. 

No package will satisfy all interests who think 
that they need help. 

Risk that Congress will expand such proposals and 
make increased spending permanent. 
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Original 1976 Budget : 
R('lccip t ... c:; • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Out lc1ys . ......................... . ...... . 
Deficit ............................. · .· 

Assured cl1anges in deficit : 
Adminsitration changes : 

Rel ease of hir,hway fund ...... . ...• . ... 
Request $2 .0 billiori for public service 

j obs and summer youth ..•............. 
Food fo r Peace and other requests ...•.. 

Congressional action on food s t amp 
i11crcases .. ............ . .............. . 

Loss of offshore oilland receipts .... . .. . 
Court actions requiring fund release .... . 
Inaction on rescissions and overturn of 

dcfcrra 1.) .... .................. . ...... . 
Congressional action on Foreign 

Assistance Appropriation Act ...... . ...• 
Deficit with assured changes ....... • . 

evised estimat es : 
Higher Food Stamp use ••..........•....... 
Increased GI bill participation and other 

veterans benefits ................••.... 
Other changes (HEW , defense , etc . ) ...... . 

Def:J cit wi t h expected changes ......... . 

Furt her changes under consideration in 
Congress : 
Inaction on " 5%-cap legislation" ........ . 
Inaction on o ther reduction legislation : 

Hedicare cost sharing ................. . 
Medicaid , social services , and other 

public assistance reform ............ . 
Other reduc tion legislation .........•.. 

Tax bl.11 : 
Larger tax cut than proposed by the 

Adminis tr at ion .... ................... . 
$50 payment t o OASDI and SS! recipients 
Additional unemployment benefits ...... . 

Emergency Employment Appropriation (House 
Appropriations Committee .............. . 

Rejection of P esident ' s energy proposals 
(o ther t han $1 impor t fee ) ..•..•....... 
Outlays ... ............................ . 
Receipts .. ............................ . 

Health insurance for the unemployed 
(Recommended to House Budget Committee . 

An ti- r e cession grants (JEC) ..•........... 
Puli lic service employment (new a uthori-

zation--JEC) ...................•......• 
Improvements in unemployment compensa-

tio n . ................................. . 
Farm bill (as passed by Senate) ......... . 
Housing bjlls : 

H. R. 4485 mortgage market s t imulus .... . 
Other (11.R . 34 , II.R . 3573) ............ . 

Ve terans benefits (Recommended t o llouse 
Budget Committee •.................... • . 

' Educa t ion and Labor rl'commendaUons to 
House lludget Committee : 
New initiatives ....•................... 
Existing programs .. , .....•.••.......... 
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278 . 8 
313 . 4 
-31~ . 7 
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- 2 . 5 
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- 37 . 7 

-. 6 

-. 5 
- 2 . 2 

-41. 0 

-. 3 

-. 3 
-. 6 

-4 . 7 
-1. 7 
-. 2 

- 1. 7 

(. 5) 
(-. 5) 

57 . 9 

60 . 9 

64 . 2 

ht t = 

]976 .., ___ __ 
The !~[feet ~m 

Budget horro~..rit"!_f, 

297. 5 
31.9. 4 ---
- 51. 9 

- 1.0 

-1.8 
-.1 

-.6 

-.1 

-.7 

-55. 7 

-1.5 

-.6 

- 57.8 

-5. 1E.I 

-1. 3 

-1.5 
-3. 4 

-5. ~/ 

-1. 4 

5.1 
(7. O) 

(-1. 9) 

-1.5 

-4 .0 

-7.2 

- 11.0 

-2.0 
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-.3 
-.4 

78. 9 

82.7 

84.8 
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J\udg(• I Out I nok Co111 I 1111<'d 

(1Jol l;1p; 111 l>i 11 io111;) 

Small B~sincss Committee recommenda­
tions to House Budget Commt ttcc ,., ••••• 

Further increase for Postal Service 
(Recommended to !louse Budp,et Committee . 

Other reco!lllnendations to House Budget 
Commi.ttee for new :iniUativcs .. • . . . • .•• 

Child nutrition (House bill) ....• . . . . • _ .. . 
Overturn of highway fund deferrals (House 

bill) .......................... . ...... . 

Deficit with changes under considera- · 

.1975 ------------
Tile Ef f<.c t on 
Bu~c~t !1_orrow ~;_ E.,I 

tion in Congress •.•....••..•...•..•.• - 50.5 73 . 7 

1976 
The Eff cct on 

~!ii;~.!_ horrowi 11g a 

- . 4 

- . 7 

- . 5 
-1. 4 

-. 4 

- 96 . 5 123 . 5 

a/ Inc-ludes-totaf Federal ancl Federally-:'l;;-:Cste-d-·borrowing from the public . 
b/ Based on the latest CPI projections--and excluding the price effect additional 

energy t axes--the outlay savings from the 5%-cap is estimated at $5 . 1 billion 
rather than the $6 . 1 bill:ion rcportc<l ]n the hu<lg(•t. 

E:./ Assumes that m<lny of the changes incorporated in the tax bill are made permanent 
at a later date . This increases the siz~ of tl1e tax cut by an estimated $5 . 1 
billion . 

Fiscal Analysis Branch 
Budget Review Division 
March 27 , 1975 
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The tlarris Survey 
For Release: Thursday, February 20, 1975 

PRESIDENT FORD., A NICE GUY., BUT ... 

RY LOUIS HARRIS 

Although a strong cajority of Ar.lericans believes that President Gerald Ford is a "nice guy," 
ma.~y are doubtful about how strong and decisive he will be and how intelligently he will handle 
"issues facing the country." 

Only 39 percent: ,no.,. feel Ford will become "a strong and decisive President," which represents a 
major drop in public confidence since last Sept., when 70 percent believed Ford would eventually 
beco:::e "strong and ciecisive." 

Forty-one percent agree that Ford "does not seem to be very smart about the issues facing the 
country." cor.:pared to a sr.:all number of people, 18 percent. who thought so. in Sept. 

Although Americans don't have strong expectations about Ford's performance during his term in 
office, they are reluctant to go as far as calling hio "weak and wishy-washy" or to believe that 
he "doesn't take decisive action" whatsoever. A 52-31 percent majority reject the charge that 
Ford is "wishy-washy," which was cor.u:ion in Dec. and early Jan., but apparently weaker:ed by the 
vigor with which the President presented his new economic program. 

As far as policies, Ford receives &ubstantial confidence votes for his openness and his choice of 
people to fill the posts within the administration. A 70-16 percent 1najority agrees that Ford 
is ru.ri;:ling an oper. administration and listens to the people, and that is gooc." A 49-24 percent 
plurality .believes he has named competent people to high office. But the votes Fore gains for his 
opem·.ess are offset by the 63-29 percent rnargin who believe "he did not do the right thing in 
giving former President :axon a full pardon," up from the 59-35 percent majority who felt the same 
way just after Ford granted the pardon last September. 

The public's view of Ford is nearly opposite that of his predecessor, former President Hixon. A 
substantial 77 percent believe Ford is a "man of high integrity," a 59-21 percent majority considers 
him "not very experienced in foreign affairs, his weak point." At the end of ~axon's tenure as 
President, a 53-35 percent majority doubted his integrity while 62 percent praised the way he 
conducte<l foreign policy. -· 

(lopsided majorities have criticized both the Ford and Nixon Administrations for "not keeping 
'--e.con;;i.i1!j'_ healthy" and fo;:- heading Republican administrations "too close to big business." -····-· ............... - .. .. . ... . ................... , .............. _ ... ___ . __ ···-.. ·----·-·-

In a Harris Survey conducted just aftex: Ford put forth his new eco~~i~·p.rogram, a cr<TsS·-&eetion-of 
1,543 households was asked: 

"Let ce read you so~e statements that have been made about President Ford. For each, tell me if you 
tend to agree or disagree. (READ STATEMENT)." 

- OVER -
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STA'l:E~NTS ABOU'l: PRESIDENT FORD 

Agree 
%· 

POSITIVE 
He is ~·nice guy. 78 
He is a i:ian of high integrity. 

Jan. '75 77 
Oct. '74 75 
Sept. S'/ 
June 63 
May 67 

He is running an open administration 
and listens to people, which is good. 

Jan. 1 75 70 
Oct. '74 67 
Sept. 81 

He appoints good people to high 
office. 

Jan. '75 49 
He will surprise people by being a 
strong and decisive President. 

Jan. '75 3'J 
Oct. '74 52 
Sept. 70 

NEGATIVE 
He did not do the right thing in 
giving former President Nixon a full 
pardon. 

Disagree 
x 
6 

11 
13 

4 
8 
6 

16 
18 
6 

' 24 

36 
26 
11 

Not 
Sure 
%""' 

16 

12 
12 

9 
29 
27 

14 
15 
13 

27 

25 
22 
19 

Jan. '75 63 29 8 
Oct. '74 59 35 6 

He is not very experienced in foreign 
affairs, and that is his weak point. -

i.~~: ~j~ ---- -~i --- __ ii__._, ..... -~-19-
, ·sept. 52 26 . 22 

__.----- - - He and the Republicans are too close 
(' to big business. - __ ~ 
'-----_ Jan •. '7?_ _____________________________ ~~1- ................... ~~---------~ 

~est\Ot-·seem to be very smart 
about the issues facing the country. 

Jan. 1 75 41 45 · 14 
Oct. '74 32 52 16 
Sept. 18 66 16 
June. 32 33 35 
May 26 36 38 

He is weak and wishy-\lashy and doesn't 
take decisive action. 

Jan. '75 31 52 17. 

The people react: positively· to Ford's personality and to the open climate of his admini~tration, but 
they have been disappointed in his performance so far and seriously wonder whether Ford has the 
capability to handle the office or the kind of leadership qualities ne~ded at this time. 

Copyright: 1975 Chicago Tribune 
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:- The Harris Survey 
For Release: Monday, February 24, 1975 

THE IMPACT OF THE RECESSION 

BY LOUIS HARRIS 

Fears about unemployment and bankruptcy are sharply rising and are the highest ever recorded in a 
Harris Survey. 

A 74 percent majority of Americans report that uneraploYMent in their own communities is growing, 
corapared to 58,percent who thought so last November. 

--- A substantial 52 percent of th~ nation's families have been directly affected by the rising 
unemployment rate. Thirty percent said they or another family mecber had been laid off, 9 percent 
had lost overtime and 13 percent had had· their work week cut back. 

The previous high of those directly affected by a recession, 36 percent, was recorded in 1971, when 
23 percent said they had faced lay-off problems, 5 percent had lost overtime and 8 percent had had 
their work week cut back. 

The 30 percent lay-off figure adds another, core troubling dimension to the problem cf une~ployment. 
Although the present une~ployment rate is only 8.2 percent, nearly one-third of the country's families 
are directly affected by it. 

Hardest hit by the recession have been industrial workers, followed by white collar workers. 

Fifty-five percent report that 11 the number of people and companies around here that are going 
into bankruptcy is increasing," which reflects majority concern over the grim prospect of national 
financial insolvency. 

In January, the Harris Survey asked a cross section of 1,543 families nationwide: 

"Have you or has anyone in your immediate family been laid off f ron work, lost overtime or had your 
work week cut back in the past few years, or hasn't that happened to you or to anyone in your family?" 

IMPACT OF LAY-OFFS, LOSS OF 
OVERTIME, OR WORK CUT-BACKS 

ON OWN FAMILY 

Laid Lost 
Off Overtime 
%'"" r. 

January, 1975 30 9 
Nov., 1973 20 3 
March, 1971 23 5 
Jan., 1971 16 6 
July, 1970 9 7 

- OVER -

Work Week 
Cut Back 

% 
13 

; 5 
8 
8 
5 



. . 

The number of those who havu ooserved unemployment rising in their'ccmmunity has also ';:'isen sharply. The 
·~-::ross section was asked: 

.' 
11Comparcd to a year ago, do you feel the number of people unemployed around here has increased t decreased 
or stayed about the same?" 

January, 1975 
Nov., 1974 
Oct. 
Sept, 
July 
Jan. 
Sept,, 1973 
March,. 1972 
June, 1971 
Jan. 

UNEMPLOYMENT IN. OWN CO~ll-nJNITY 

COMPARED WITH A YEAR AGO 

Increased Decreased 
% :t 

74 3 
58 5 
43 7 
39 9 
34 11 
44 11 
22 16 
46 8 
70 5 
62 5 

Stayed Not 
Same Sure 

% -r 
19 4 
30 7 
41 9 
45 7 
46 9 
37 8 
52 10 
39 7 
22 3 
27 6 

The only period conparable to today was 1971, when 70 percent of the families reported unemployment 
rising in their own neighborhoods. 

When asked what they thought the unemployment picture would be a year from now, 43 percent of the public 
thought the rate would still be rising, 16 percent estimated it would decline and 31 percent believed 
that it would remain about where it is now. 

By a narrow margin of 4 7-41 percent, ti plurality of Anericar.s believes that uner..ploynent will top out 
at current levels, although most would not be surprised to see joblessness run well above today's levels. 

There is no doubt now that the recession, particularly the loss of jobs and the worry about increasing 
unemployment, are the most pressing concerns of the American people, quite possibly because of the 
sharp increase of unemployment over a relatively short period of time. 

Copyright: 1975 Chicago Tribune 
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'The Harris Survey 
For Release: Monday, February 17, 1975 

RECESSION AND DEPRESSION: A HOPE AND A PRAYER 

BY LOUIS HARRIS 

Tne A.~erican people are more acutely aware of the ongoing recession than at any time in the recent 
past. But a plurality is convinced that there will be no depression in the country a year from 
now. This is a perceptible change from a month ago when public pessimism had reached a point where 
it anticipated a depression. Hhat brought this slip about seems to have been President Ford's 
proposal for an i~u:iediate rebate of 1974 taxes. 

Yet, public confidence in the new Ford progran is not great enough to dispel the widespread feeling 
that the current recession will last deep into 1976. Before the Ford econonic proposals for 
stimulating consuner derna.'1d were made, a 60-17 percent majority felt that there would be a recession for 
the next 12 months. Afterward, a 60-22 percent majority felt a recession will still exist by 
January of 1976. 

The extent of people's awareness of their economic plight is evident in the results of this question 
asked of a cross section of 1,532 adults last month in a nationwide survey: 

"Do you feel the country is in a recession today or not?" 

IS COUNTRY IN P.ECESSION TODAY? 

Is Not 
Is Not ·Sure 

% % -r. 
January, 1975 85 8 7 
Dec., 1974 80 11 9 
Nov. 81 11 8 
Oct. 74 17 9 
Sept. 69 20 11 
July 65 24 11 
April 62 26 12 
January 54 32 14 
Nov., 1973 47 39 14 
Sept. 39 44 17 
Feb. 33 51 16 
Dec., 19~2 36 45 19 
June 46 41 13 
Dec., 1971 49 33 18 
June 62 25 13 

,, 
Since last July, the public has felt that the nation's economic condition was worse than in any 
period in modern times. They were convinced a recession has taken hold long before Administration 
leaders were willing to admit its existence. 

A majority still hold the.view, however, that America is not in a depression, although the number 
who think that it is continues to grow. People were asked: 

"Do you feel the country is J.n a depression today or not?" 

·rs COUNTRY IN A DEPRESSION TODAY? 

Is Not 
Not 
T 

Sure -r 
c:.a 0 



.'r.he---nurnber of people who think the country is now in a depression has risen four points in three 
conths. In January, one in every three families held that.view. This means that most people feel 
the economic situation is likely to get worse in the short run before it gets better. 

It is interesting to look at the changes over the past few years in the public's expectations about 
the direction of the economy. The question asked was: 

"A year from now, do you feel the country will be in a recession or not?n 

WILL COU~'!RY BZ IN RECESSION 
A YEAR FROM NOW? 

Will Will Not 
Be Not Sure -r -r -r 

January, 1975 60 22 18 
Dec., 1974 60 17 23 
Nov. 59 20 21 
Oct. 64 17 19 
Sept. 54 22 24 
April 47 25 28 
March 59 18 23 
Jan. 61 18 21 
Nov., 1973 45 23 32 
Sept. 40 29 31 
Feb. 35 38 27 
Dec., 1972 26 43 31 
Dec.,· 1971 31 35 34 

Expectations that the recession will continue are holding at the high level of 60 percent. It is 
revealing that this figure is just about the same as a year ago, when the public correctly forecast 
a continuing recession 12 Qonths ahead. 

There is a glimmer of hope, however, in the way the public has shifted its views about a depression. 
People were asked: 

"A year from now, do you think the country will be in a depression or not?" 

YILL COUNTRY BE IN DEPRESSION 
A YEAR FROM NOW? 

January, 1975 
Dec., 1974 
Nov. 
July 

Will 
Be -r 

36 
38 
36 
28 

Will 
Not 
% 

42 
33 
43 
54 

Not 
Sure -y· 

22 
29 
21 
18 

It is possible that expectations of an imr.iinent depression peaked in December, just before the 
President came up with his program to stimulate consumer spending in the economy. The balance is 
a delicate one and any kind of bad economic news could easily send people's pessimism soaring. 
As a steelworker in Youngstown, Ohio put it, "I'm lucky to be working without a break in the 
~iddle of a recession. I don't think there will be a depression. but if you want to know, that's 
more a hope and a prayer these days than anything else." 

Copyright by the 1975 Chicago Tribune 



--·The- I-Iarris Survey. 
For Release: February 13, 1975 

CIA COMMISSION: ANOTHER COVER-UP? 

BY LOUIS HARRIS 

Only one out of every three Americans believes that President Ford made the right decision in 
appointing Nelson Rockefeller head of a special commission to investigate alleged CIA domestic 
spying and electronic surveillance. 

A plurality, 43-33 percent, suspects that the inquiry will "end up as another coverup." 

"Those big shots in Washington never seem to learn," said a plant manager in Springfield, Mass. 
"I wouldn't be surprised if they tried to cover all this up just like Watergate." 

A far;uer in Princeton, Ill. said, "It looks to me like they caught the CIA at something they should 
not have been doing. But we'll probably never find out what happened. They'll try to cover up 
another mess." 

In a recent Harris Survey, a cross section of 1,532 adults was asked: 

"?resident Ford has appointed a high-level commission headed by Vice President Helson Rockefeller 
to look into the charges of domestic spying by the CIA and to co1:1e up with recommendations on 
how the CIA can be made to live up to the letter of the law. In general. do you think President 
Ford took the right action to get recommendations from a special commission headed by his own 
Vice President, or do you think he should have appointed a commission completely independent of 
the White llouse? 0 

WAS FORD RIGHT TO APPOutT CIA 
COMMISSION WITH ROCKEFELLER AS HEAD? 

Ford took right action 
Should have commission independent 

of White House 
Not Sure 

Total 
Public -r 

35 

49 
16 

Thg People's skepticism of Rockefeller's appointment~and of government self-investigations in 
general~is evident in their prediction of the COl'llmission 1s findings: 

"If you had to guess right now, do you think the special Rockefeller conunission looking into suspected 
CIA irregularities will get to the root of any wrongdoing by the CIA, or do you think it will end up 
as another coverup all over again?" ' 

- OVER. -



I - EXPECTATION FROM ROCKEFELLER 
COMMISSION INVESTIGATING CIA 

Total 
Public 

Will get to root of wrongdoing 
Will· end up as another coverup 
Not Sure 

% 
33 
43 
24 

Although a majority is unwilling to condemn the integrity of the Rockefeller commission before it has 
even begun to investigate, even those who place faith in the cot!!I:lission want to reserve judgerr.ent until 
the investigation is completed. 

"After Watergate, I c!on't think they'd dare another coverup." said a teacher fro!:I Albi;querque, ::-1.N. 
"but I'll have to judge that when their final report is made." 

Such public skepticis~ of Rockefeller's intention and the success of the co~mission is probably due to 
a post-Watergate hypersentivity to any threat to civil liberties. 

A substantial, 62-21 percent raajority feels that alleged CIA spying and electronic surveillance of 
U.S. citizens is wrong. A 61 percent majority of the public believes that real changes need to be­
t1.ade in the way the CIA operates, an'd 33 percent call for nothing less than a "drastic overhaul." In 
a previous Harris Survey, a two-thirds majority expressed disapproval of the CIA's intervention in the 
internal affairs of Chile during the Salvador Allende socialist regi~e. People were asked: 

"The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) has the power to conduct intelligence activities, including 
spying and electronic surveillance of individuals outside the United States. It is not allowed under 
the law to conduct syping or electronic surveillance on Ar.ierican citizens here in the U.S. Several 
newspapers have claii::ed the CIA monitored the activities of as many as 12,000 individuals here at 
home during the time of the anti-Vietnam war protests. If these charges prove to be true, do you feel 
the CIA was right or wrong to conduct such spying and electronic surveillar.ce against U.S. citizens 
here at home?" 

IF PROVEN TRUE, WAS CIA MONITORI~G 
OF U.S. CITIZENS AT HONE RIGHT OR \..'RONG? 

Right 
Wrong 
Not Sure 

Total 
Public 

% 
21 
62 
17 

Public awareness of the need to protect civil liberties has never been higher, and attempts by those 
in government to violate these rights has never been so subject to scrutiny. Given this public mood, 
nothing short of a thorough, tough and independent investigation of the CIA will satisfy the doubts of 
the Al!lerican people. 

Copyright: 1975 Chicago Tribune 
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_ OIL AND POLITICS: BLAMING THE.PETROPOWERS 

BY LOUIS HARRIS 

~esent=ent against the oil producing countries, particularly the Arab nations, has now reached the 
point 1-lhe:-e three out of every four Americans blame then for both the inflation an<! continuing 
recession. The crisis in energy is now seen not simply as a threat to the supply of gasoline and· 
fuel oil, but as a negative force which is costing people their jobs and bidding fare to wreck the 
econo=:y. 

The consequences of this prevailing mood are both substantial and significant: 

The nu.-:iber of people who now viev the energy crisis as "serious" has risen from 67 to 84 percent 
since last July • Those who believe the shortage is "very serious" has jumped from 26 to 44 percent 
over the same period. 

~- Synpathy for Israel in the t1iddle East dispute with the Arabs has risen from 39 to 52 percent 
since Xovember, 1973. By contrast, sympathy for the Arab cause has edged up from a lowly 4 to 7 percent 
this country. Contrary to the views of sone who expected Arab prestige and support to go up as the 
de?endence of the U.S. and the rest of the world on Arab oil increased, just the opposite has happened. 
I~ is now obvious that resentment against all oil producing countries has risen, with the Arabs doubly 
resented for not only raising oil prices, but in attaching political strings to their oil policies. 

By a substantial 68-20 percent, a majority of the American people disagree with the statement that "We 
need Arab oil for our gasoline here at home, so we better find ways to get along with the Arabs, even 
if ::hat means supporting Israel less." An even more lol'sided 76-13 per cent agree that "if we yield 
to Arab restrictions over oil now, we will soon find the Arabs dictating much of U.S. foreign policy, 
and that is ~Tong." The nur.iber who agree with a majority in both cases has risen significantly since 
last June. 

However, a better than 2 to 1 majority, 58-25 percent, Yould oppose the oil consuming nations turning 
to force to take over the Arab oil consuming nations turning to force to take over the Arab oil fields 
and interna~ionalize the~. If the current bitterness against the Arab oil producing countries continues 
at its present depth, then it can be expected that sentiment favoring war ·is likely to rise. 

A cross section of 1,543 households was asked last month: 

"Do you feel that (READ LIST)' is a major cause of inflation, a minor cause, or hardly a cause of 
inflation at all?" 

MAJOR CAUSES OF INFLATION 

Jan. Sept. April 
'75 '74 '73 
% % % 

Foreign oil producing countries raising 76 x x 
Prices on crude oil 

Business raising prices 67 74 64 
Shortages of gasoline and fuel oil 64 58 x 
Middlemen price increases 63 65 60 
Business prqfits 61 65 56 
Federal spending 60 76 68 
High interest rate~ on borrowing 59 62 x 
Union yage dernarids 50 51 57 
Defense spending 37 58 49 
Welfare and rel.ief payments 39 43 x 
Spending by the public 31 39 35 
Farm prices 22 37 25 



'- 'ijp, ~d down the line , traditionally seen causes of inflation, such as f ede'3l spending, d0 fcnOe 
spending, raises of prices by business, business profits, and union wage demands all have fallen 
off since last fall. In contrast, energy shortages and price hikes, particular~y by the oil-producing 
nations, have come up as the culprits for continuing inflation. 

A similar pattern of pinning blame on foreign oil producing nations emerged when the publ~c was 
asked ~ho is to blace for the U.S. finding itself in a recession. People were asked; 

;'If you had to say, how much would you blame (READ LIST) for the country being in a recession today-­
very much, only some, or hardly at all?" 

WHO B;I..AME FOR RECESSION IN U.S. 

Very Only Hardly Not 
~ Some At All Sure 

% % % -y-
Foreign oil producing countries 64 22 8 6 
Arab oil producers 63 2.4 8 5 
Lack of leadership in country 58 28 8 6 

. High interest rates on loans and 
mortgages 58 29 7 6 

Bad economic conditions world-wide 56 31 7 6 
Maj or conpanies so 36 8 6 
Congress 48 37 8 7 
Middlemen in business 40 39 14 7 
Labor u.1ions 39 38 16 7 
The American people 25 41 29 5 
Big fame rs 22 39 32 7 
The Ford Administration 20 37 34 8 

Besides foreign oil producers, particularly the Arabs, singled out for-biame in bringing about the 
recession is the "lack of leadership in the country". In the area of government Congress is blamed 
much more than the Ford Administration, which benefits from its relatively short time in office. 

The oil tactics of the Arab oil producing nations have been costly in terms of underlying American 
sympathies in the Middle East dispute. People were asked: 

"In the dispute between Israel and the Arabs, which side do you sympathize with more--Israel or the 
Arabs?" 

UNDERLYING SYMPATHIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST CONFLICT 

Jan. Nov. 
'75 '73 -y- -x-

Israel 52 39 
Tne Arabs 7 4 
Neither (vo.l.) 24 30 
Both (vol.) 6 7 
Not Sure 11 23 

1bere is little doubt that among the American people, Israel is the)>eneficiary.of resentment against 
Arab oil producing nations. This sympathy can be expected to rise in direct relation to resentment 
over oil prices, for, as a small businessman in Dubuque, Iowa put it, "Those Arabs are trying to put 
a gun at our heads with their oil. We'll never take blackmail like that. It's not the American way. 

Copyright: 1975 Chicago Tribune 



"' . /~ . 
~ . 

. · . The Gallup PollReiease 

.. 

Economic Discontent Is Key Factor 

DISAPPROVAL SLIGHTLY OUTWEIGHS 

APPROVAL IN FORD POPULARITY TEST 

By. George Gallup 

THURSDAY, Feb. 20, 19~ 

(Copy.right 1975, Field Enterprises, Inc. All rights 

reserved. Republication in whole or part strictly 

prohibited, except with the written consent of the 

copyright holders.) 
t 

PRINCETON, N.J., Feb. 19 -- Qisapproval of 

President Ford's per-formanc·e in office slightly outweighs 

approval, 43 to 39 per cent. Widespread discontent 

over the economy, plus disapproval of the way Ford is 

dealing with economic conditions, account for much of 
I 
his overall negative rating. - -· .. 

The President's latest popularity standing represents 

little change from previous surveys in January and 

December when the proportions who approved and 

disapproved were roughly equal. Prior to December, 

however, approval of Ford's job performance had far 

outweighed disapproval, although his approval rating had 

declined from 71 per cent in his initial (August) 
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Release THURSDAY, Feb. 27, 197 

MAJORITY DESCRIBE FAMILY FINANCIAL 

CONDITIONS AS 'ONLY FAIR' OR ·'POOR' 

By George Gallup 

(Copyright 1975, Field Enterprises, Inc. All rights 

J;eserved. 'ltepublication in whole or part strictly 

prohibited, except with the written consent of the 

copyright holders.) 

PRINCETON, N.J., Feb. 26 -- A majority of Americans, 

58 per cent, today describe their family's financial 

condition as either "only fair" or ~poor," with nearly 
:-.,:"""' 

one-third of this seqment of the population indicating 

their families are living either "somewhat beyond" or 

"far beyond" their means. 

In addition, four in 10 people (41 per cent) 

interviewed say they are "worse off" financially today 

than they were a year ago, compared to the 23 per cent 

who say they are better off. 

On a more positive note, a majority (57 per cent) 

say they are better off, or at least no worse off, .than 

they were a year ago. Looking ahead one year, however, 

about the same proportion say they expect to be worse 

' 
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The .Gallup PollRe1ease SUNDAY, Feb. 23, 1975 

" .... 

(ITAL PRECEDE) The shape of the economy in the 

months ahead will depend to a considerable extent on the 

attitudes and behavior of the nation's consumers. Today's 

report is part of the Gallup Poll's continuing and 

comprehensive coverage of the economic scene. (END 

ITAL PRECEDE) 

MAJORITY STILL PESSIMISTIC, BUT 

ECONOMIC OUTLOOK SEEN BRIGHTENING 

By George Gallup 

(C;pyright 1975, Field Enterprises, Inc. All rights 

reserved. Republication in whole or part strictly 

prohibited, except ~ith the written consent of the 

copyright holders.) 

PRINCETON, N.J., Feb. 22 -- A majority of Americans 

continue to believe the economy will get·worse during 

the next six months, with as many as a third describing 

the nation's current economic situation as either a 

"mild" or "serious" depression. 

At the same time, however, the proportion who say 

th~ economic situation will get worse during the next 

six months has declined sharply since November -- from 
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Release THURSDAY, Feb. 27, 197! 

MAJORITY DESCRIBE FAMILY FINANCIAL 

CONDITIONS AS 'ONLY FAIR' OR ·'POOR' 

By George Gallup 

(Copyright 1975, Field Enterprises, Inc. All rights 

~eserved. Republication in whole or part strictly 

prohibited, except with the written consent of the 

copyright holders.) 

PRINCETON, N.J., Feb. 26 -- A majority of Americans, 

58 per cent, today describe their family's financial 

condition as either "only fair" or ~poor," with nearly 
·.: ... 

one-third of this segment of the population indicating 

their families are living either "somewhat beyond" or 

"far beyond" their means. 

In addition, four in 10 people (41 per cent) 

interviewed say they are "worse off" financially today 

than they were a year ago, compared to the 23 per cent 

who say they are better off. 

On a more positive note, a majority (57 per cent) 

say the~ are better off, or at least no worse off, -than 

they were a year ago. Looking ahead one year, however, 

about the same proportion say they expect to be worse 

' 
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• 
Many Say They Could Walk to Work 

AMERICANS SEEN NOT WHOLLY 

DEPENDENT ON AUTOMOBILES 

By George Gallup 

(Copyright 1975, Field Enterprises, Inc. All rights 

reserved. Republication in whole or part strictly 

prohibited, except with the written consent of the 

copyright holders.) 

PRINCETON, N.J., Feb. 15 -- The automobile, which 

. t 
consumes a large share of the nation's petroleum, may 

be less essential to the American way of lif~ than many 

soc~al observers believe. 

The latest nationwide Gallup survey shows the 

proportion of Americans who commute to work by car, 

while remaining stable between 1971 and 1974, has 
~.... .. . 

declined slightly. 

Addition?! findings reveal the extent to which 

Americans, by their own testimony, could reduce the use 

of the automobile: 

* Six of 10 driving commuters say they could 

find other means of getting to work if they had no car. 

' 
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More than Four Times 1942 Figure 

TYPICAL U.S. FAMILY SPENDS 

RECORD $47 PER WEEK ON FOOD 

By George Gallup 

(Copyright 1975, Field Enterprises, Inc. All rights 

reserved. Republication in whole or part strictly 

prohibited except with the written consent of the 

copyright holders.) 

PRINCETON, N.J., Feb. 12 -- The American family 

spends $47 per week for food, on the average. This is a 

record high amount, up $5 from last year's figure and 

more· than four times the sum recorded in the first survey 

on food costs in 1942. The median amount specified in 

that survey was only $11. 

The median amount being spent fnr-food is highest 

($50) in the East. The comparable figures for the three 

other regions are $45 for the Midwest, $42 for the South, 

and $47 for the West. 

The sum specifie? differs sharply by income groups. 

Among those whose yearly household income is $15,000 and 

over, the figure is $51 -- $4 higher than the national 

finding. The amount declines by income level down to 
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RNC RESEARCH DIVISION 

POLL SUMMARY 

Released February 13, 1975 

"43% See Coverup In CIA Probe" 

Forty-nine percent believe that President Ford should have appointed a commission 
independent of the White House to investigate the charges of domestic spying by 
the CIA. Sixteen percent were u~decided. 

"President Ford has appointed a high-level commission headed by 
Vice President Rockefeller to investigate charges of CIA domestic 

spying and to make recommendations on how the intelligence-gathering 
agency can be made to follow the law. Do you think the President took 
the right action to get recommendations from such a commission, or 
should he have appointed a commission independent of the White House?" 

Total % 

Ford took right action 35 
Should have commission 

independent of White House 49 
Not Sure 16 

Forty-three percent think that the Rockefeller Commission will re5ult in another 
coverup. Twenty-four percent are undecided. 

"If you had to guess now, do you think .the Rockefeller Commission 
investigating suspected CIA irregularities will get to the root of 
any wrong doing by the ~gency, or do you think it will result in 
another coverup?" 

Total % 

Wil 1 get to root of wrongdoing 33 · 
Will end up as another coverup 43 
Not Sure 24 

Sixty-two percent feel that the CIA was wrong to· conduct domestic electronic 
surveillance and spying on American citizens. 

"The CIA has the power to conduct intelligence activities, including 
spying and electronic surveillance of individuals out.side the 
United States. Under the law, it is illegal for the CIA to conduct 
spying or electronic surveillance on American citizens within the 
U. S. Several newspapers have reported that the CIA monitored the 
activities of as many as 12,000 individuals within the U. S. during 
the time of Anti-Vietnam War Protests. If these charges are proved 
true, do you feel the CIA 1 s conduct was right or wrong?" 

Right 
Wrong 
Not Sure 

Tota 1 % 

21 
62 
17 



Gallup 
Poll 

The Harris Survey polled a national cross-section of l ,543 households 
from January 16-20, 1975. 

. . 
Released February 9, 1975 

"Local Business Conditions 'Not Good' Hith No Improvement Foreseen" 

Fifty-six percent describe business conditions iri their community as "not 
good" or "bad." Those in the So1,1th and West are the most positive, while 
sixty-five percent of those in the East are negative, professional and 
businessmen tend to be more optomistic, and clerical and sales workers 
more pessimistic. 

"How would you describe business conditions in this community --
would you say they are very good, good, not too good, or bad?" 

. Mid-
Nat'l East West South West 

Very Good· 4 2 3 9 3 
Good 37 31 35 40 43 
Not. too good 39 43 43 35 32 
Bad 17 22 16 14 17 
Don't Know 3 2 3 2 5 

Prof.& Clerk Man. 
Nat '1 Bus. & Sales Wkers Skilled Unski 11 ed 

Very Good 4 5 1 5 5 5 
Good 37 46 37 35 40 33 
Not too good 39 32 40 42 35 45 
Bad 17 15 21 17 19 16 
Don't know 3 2 1 l l l 

Fifty-five percent of the sample predict that six months from now business 
conditions in their community will be either bad or not too good, Sixty- · 
seven percent 6f those in the East agree, while those in the South and West 
are the most optomistic. Clerical/sales workers and skilled workers are 
the gloomyest. 

·"How do you think business cond.itions in the community will be 
six mohths from now -- very good, good, not too good, or bad?" 

Mid-
Nat'l East West South West 

Very good 5 3 2 11 5 
Good 29 24 32 31 33 
Not too good 33 35 34 ·33 26 
Bad 22 32 19 15 22 
Don't Know 11 6 13 10 14 

-2-
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Harris 
Survey 

Prof. Cler. Man. 
Nat'l & Bus. & Sales Wk rs Skilled Un ski 11 ed 

· Very good 5 7 2 5 4 5 
Good 29 33 33 27 26 28 

• Not too good 33 35 37 33 35 32 
Bad 22 20 25 23 28 21 
Don't know 11 5 3 12 7 14 

The ·Ga 11 up Po 11 surveyed 1,038 adults, nationally, from January 10-15, 1975. 

Released February 6, 1975 

"U. S. Family Of Four Needs Minimum Of $161 A Week To Make Ends Meet" 

An average family of four now needs a minimum of $161 each week to get a 1 ong in 
its community. The trend shows an increase of $9.per week within the past year 
and a $41 rise since 1969. 

"What is the {set ital) smallest (end ital) amount of money a family 
of four (husband, wife, and two children) needs each week to get 
along in this community?" 

Latest 1974 1973 1971 1970 1969 1967 1957 1947 1937 

Median Averages: $161 $152 $149 $127 $126 $120 $101 $72 $43 $30 

In the East and the West, the median average is $198 per week, $37 above the 
national average. 

Nat'l East Midwest South West 

$161 $198 $152 $150 $198 

Cities of one million and over register the highest median average of $200 
each week. The average cost of living drops with the.decreasing size of the 
c·; ty. · · · 

City Size: 

One Million 500,000 
& Over -999,999 

Median Average: $200 $179 

50,000 
-499,999 

$li52 

2,500 
-49,999 

$150 

Under 
2,500 

$151 

The Gallup Poll sampled a total of 1 ,519 non-farm respondents, nationwide, 
from January 10~13, 1975. 

Released February 6, 1975 

11 U. s. Finds Justice In ~atergate" 

-3-



... 
The U. S. system of justice receives a positive rating for most aspects of 
handling the Watergate case, with the exception of "President Nixon's 
involvement in the coverup. 11 The sample was closely divided on the question 
concerning "those who authorized the original break-in" and "Judge Sirica 
freeing John Dean, Jeb Magruder and Herbert Kalmbach from prison. 11 

• 
"With the conslusion of the coverup trial, how would you rate the 

way the U. S. system of justice has worked in the case of (read list) 
-- excellent, pretty good, only.fair, or poor?" 

Good- Only fair Not 
Excellent -Poor Sure 

The Way Judge John Sirica Hand-
1 ed the Wategate Case 71 21 8 

The Way Leon Jaworski Handled 
the Job of Special Prosector 67 21 12 

The House Judiciary Committee 
Vote on Impeachment of 
President Nixon 66 2~ 9 

The Men who broke into Democratic 
· Headquarters 61 31 8 

The Senate Watergate Hearings 61 31 8 
Key Nixon Aides who participated 

in the Coverup 54 38 8 
Those who authorized the 

Original Break-in 47 43 10 
Judge Sirica freeing John Dean, 

Jeb Magruder, and Herbert 
Kalmbach from·prison 45 43 12 

President Nixon's Involvement 
in the Coverup 28 63 9 

The Harris Survey interviewed a cross-section of 1,522 adults, 
nationwide, in .January, 1975. 

-4-
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~)(~ •5 in 10 Americans think 1975 
!
7 •' - ~·~ will .be year· of strikes" 

· •eritish and Canadians most 
pessimistic in 10-nation 
survey" 

•Pessimism of Americans on jobs. 
· prices matched by gloom abroad" 
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Released January 12; 1975 

Total 
·s .·.-u-

45 
9 

'.'•..:.<i.r.li:Uh . .·-

by only one percentage 

cross-section of 2,164 

~~~- -. 
•: •kfericans·.;"British most inclined to see international discord in 1975." 

·: ~ ~~~\~;.~.- ~~ . . . -- . -~. .. - . 

Sixty;.()ne percent of a Gallup Poll taken in the United States 
forsee a "troubled year with much international discord." In Great 
Britain, 69 percent predict a troubled year, and in Canada, 56 percent. 

"Which of these do you think is likely to be true of 1975: A peace­
ful year,. more or less free of international disputes, or a troubled 

, year with much international discord?" 

v -
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Great 
Britain Canada Sweden Switt. 

69 56 41 36 
14 30 42 52 
17 14 17 12 

The Demographic breakdown of the U. S. sample reveals those from 
18-29 years to be less pessimistic than the o1der age groups. Reoub­
licans and Independents are more optimistic than Democrats, and those 

~ in the Midwest and South predict a better year than those in the East 
- -·~: .. arid West. z,i ______ _ 

.j ... " . t~ -·"..:··, .. 

_; Rel eased January 9, 1975 
~:r,. .. 

Mid- . 18 30 50 
Ind · East West SOuth West ..:29 -49 + 
60 : 63~-- 60 "64546f 6r 
30 28 32 - 29 29 '36 27 26 
10 9 9 11 - 7 )O 6 13 . 

•• .....!'" • • 

-.. 
·r:·- 11&- '1n :10:Ainer·fcans think 1975 will be year of strikes." 

-~ ~ . ~ ~~;~~/~:~J:~~t;,'"~\.--i1:~ . 
', - ~·~'fti.sh ancl--:fa-ns most pessimistic in 10-nation survey. " 
: " .;:.,:·:~itrl .. ~-''~:~,~ .... : . ..,;~ 

:t·· j .. ~e:,~.-S:i .. 1'~t1·~~ ... ~~,1 .. 

· Sixty-three percent of a Gallup Poll .taken in the United States 
, predict 11a year of strikes and industrial disputes. 11 Eighty percent of 

those in Great Britain, 79 ercent of those in Canada, and 64 ercent 
o t ose 1n France agree • 

. "Which of' these do you think is likely to be true of 1975: A 
-Year of strikes,-and-industrial disputes or a year of industrial . peace?• . 

. .-_ ·i .. ' ~ ' ··- . ~ ·_. ' ·.· .... ~_-:-~:~' .:~ 
.. .. ~. .... :T:_:;:· i ~ l . ·· ... vS?!: ~~~~ 

j. ~- -~·-· ·:: ~~l·:J. .. , .. . ... "!;." ... ·'1'::" 

~ \...:..:· .· - -.. U.S.A~ Britain· Canada Sweden France Switz.. ...: ~ ·• 
Strtkes - ·-·. . ·. 63 80 79 . ..,-> : .. 44 . - . 64 3~ 
Peace · 'O 1 O 11 .;~:: · · 40 :t-.~·-:;·q s. Z-.52 

-;_.,;, F~: .: tio Opf nfOn/ 1 o 1 o · 1 o l 6 .~)~{:: ta ., -' 9 
. ..,,: '- ~ ~ · · Same , 

..,f~ .,, .. • -

4..,~-IW -...t J rl .. ;,:.~' .. :f ... -~!"' .. 

'"'·'"' :-n The demographic breakdown of the U. -· s-~ A. sample shows the East 
and the West to be more pessimistic than the Mid-t~est and South. The 
a e rou s reveal those 50 and older as much more o timistic than those 
un er 30 years of age. 
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' 



Gallup 
Poll 

( 

c 

66" 
25 
9 

Mid­
west 
63 

29 
8 

South · 
58 
29 
13 

West 
70 

22 
8 

Under 
30 
73 
20 

. 7 

30-49 
66 
26 
8 

SO+ 
53 
33 
.14 

. The Gallup Poll questfoned a national sample of 1,517 adults. in the 
United States· from December 6-9, 1974. 

Rel~sed. Ja~arY s, 1975 . .. 
·· _, ~eessimism of Americans on jo~s, prices matched by gloom abroad. " . 
. >·~-·~~· ~-- . ' ' . . . . -· ~~;:-:;_:,.:-..; . 
'.~'_·r. ~{ Ef ht -seven oercent redict a ear of risin unem 1oyment in the 
·· United States. A ma ·arit in France 87% , Great Britain 80% , 
··· na a 64% , and Switzerland . 55% a ree • 

• ,. "• ~- -- '(' ..:~ : ···: :'" ~.!,~ . .. . .... # • 

~,;-.). · · "tlhich of these do you think is likely to be true of 1975: a 
• 

7
"" year of full employment·· or a year of rising unemployment?" 

87 

7 

6 

Great . 
Brita1n Canada Switz. 
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Sevent -five ercent forsee a· ear of risin rices in the United 
States. An overwhelmin majorit of those in Great Britain 95% 

we en 90% ~ Switzerland 89l ~ Canada 82% , and France 82% ' 
. pre 1 ct the same. 
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samples a natio~l cross~section of 1,517 adults 
from December 6-9, 1974. 

.. 

' 



I would recommend signing the tax bill with a statement making 

the following point~ . 1 . n 
t. d:t- "-64 «. "• aJ c. _ ~ ..:. ~ """"~ • 
1. A tax cut is economic action of the right type -- stimulus 

through taxes rather than expenditures -- at the right 

time -- now. 

2. It is a measure which will help to restore confidence. 

3. It is the first step in your economic program as set forth 

in your State of the Union Message. Passage of the tax 

bill indicates that government is not stalemated but can 

act. We should take credit for the tax cut initiative. 

4. It provides a foundation for the second step in your econ-

omic program -- no new spending programs. Signing the 

tax cut should be accompanied by a call for a three month 

observation.period to permit us to see the effects of the 

stimulus. 

5. The defects of the bill are not fatal becau~e: 

(a) It is a one year bill. The renewal should be meshed 

with overall tax reform measures providing an oppor-

tunity for change. Certain provisions are also in-

volved in the energy program. You can call for these 

actions on the basis of the need for more deliberate 

decision making. 

(b) The earned income credit, while undesirable, does have 

several good points: 

(1) It requires work in order for individuals to qual-

ify for payments. In this sense it does not repre-

sent a straight welfare program. 



(2) It does not entail the creation of a new agency 

or additional bureaucracy. It is a simply tax 

provision. 

(3) It may be useful in heading off much more expen­

sive social programs. 

(c) The size of the tax cut -- $22.8 billion -- is not large 

enough to in and of itself warrant a veto. The Labor­

Management Committee recommended a tax reduction of 

$20 billion. 

{d) The depletion battle is lost. 

A veto would not accomplish your purpose and would entail sig­

nificant problems. 

1. The chances of a markedly better tax bill are slender -­

especially a timely tax bill. The bad economic news has 

not ended. This will tend to encourage a larger tax cut. 

2. The possibility of an override should not be discounted 

and, at this point, would hurt our chances in the real 

battle for the economy -- holding down federal spending. 

I find great difficulty in writing a convincing veto speech. 

(1) Size - A veto based on the size of the tax cut would be 

effective only if we really want to argue that there should 

be no tax cut. It seems certain that there will ultimately 

be a tax cut whether or not we continue to support a cut. 



• 

(2) Bad provisions - The provisions are simply not that bad 

unless the argument is made on depletion. A veto based 

on bad provisions in the bill would be difficult to ex­

plain to the public. 

(3) Permanence - A veto on the basis that the bill contains 

permanent provisions would be hard to make since techni­

cally virtually all the provisions (except for the invest­

ment credit which we support) are for one year. 

(4) No longer necessary - There is no compelling existing 

evidence that a tax cut is no longer necessary and its 

primary purpose is to speed the upturn in economic acti­

vity. 

(5) Prevents reform of tax and welfare systems - This is the 

most serious defect but it can be met by a challenge to 

the Congress to act responsibly in dealing with these issues 

when the provisions in the tax bill are up for renewal. 
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SUMMARY OF FACTS ON TAX CUT BILL 

Rebate of 1974 s 

--rebate generally equals 10% of 1974 tax liability 
--minimum rebate equals lesser of actual tax liability 

or $100 
--maximum rebate equals $200, phased down to $100 

between AGI $20,000 and $~0,000 
--for married persons filing separately, $50 minimum 

$100 maximum and phase down between $10,000 and $15,000 
--rebates disregarded for purposes of other benefit programs 

COST: $8.1 billion 

2. Standard deduction changes 

--minimum standard deduction (low income allowance) in­
creased from $1,300 per return ($650 for married 
persons filing separately) to $1,900 for a joint 
return or surviving spouse, $1,600 for single persons, 
and $950 for married persons filing separately 

--maximum standard deduction increased from 15% of AGI 
(with a maximum of $2,000, or $1,000 for -a married 
person filing separately) to 16% of AGI (with a 
maximum of $2,600 for a joint return or surviving spouse, 
$2,300 for a single person, and $1,300 for married 
persons filing separately 

--effective for one year (generally 1975 calendar year) 

COST: $2.S billion 

3. Personal exemption tax credit 

--new $30 per exemption tax credit (except blind and 
aged exemptions) in addition to present law personal 
exemptions 

--effective for one year (generally 1975 calendar year) 

COST: $5.3 billion 
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4. Earned income credit 

--refundable credit equal to 10% of earned income of 
an eligible individual with maximum of $400 

--to be eligible, must maintain a household within the 
United States that includes a dependent child 

--maximum credit phased down to zero between AGI 
$4,000 and AGI $8,000 

--under AFDC provisions, the earned income credit is 
taken into account in determining AFDC eligibility 

--effective for one year (generally 1975 calendar year) 

COST: $1.5 billion 

5. Child care deduction 

--increases the income level at which the phase out of 
of the maximum allowable deduction ($4,800) begins. 
The old phase out began at $18,000, phasing down to 
zero at $27,600. The new phase out begins at $35,000, 
phasing down to zero at $44,600 -- permanent change. 

COST: $0.l billion annually 

6. Sale of principal residence 

--increases from 12 to 18 months the period. during 
which the seller of an old principal residence must 
purchase a new principal residence, if he wishes to 
apply section 1034 to avoid recognition of gain. When 
construction of the new principal residence is begun 
by the taxpayer himself, the period is increased from 
18 to 24 months. 

--permanent change - COST: Nominal 

7. House purchase credit 

--new tax credit for purchases of a principal residence 
equal to 5% of the taxpayer's tax basis, with maximum 
credit of $2,000. A taxpayer's tax basis in a new 
principal residence may be less than cost if, for example, 
he sold an old principal residence, avoided recognition 
of gain through the application of section 1034, and 
was required to reduce his basis in the new principal 
residence by the amount of gain not recognized. 

--applies only to purchases of new houses (including mobile 
homes and residential units in condominiums or cooperative 
housing projects)~ That is, the taxpayer must be the 
first occupant. 
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--applies only to new houses, etc., the construction 
of which was commenced prio1· to March 26, 1975. 

--purchaser must attach to his tax return a certification 
by the seller that the purchase price is the lowest 
price at which the residence was ever offered for sale. 
If the certification is false, the purchaser may 
recover, in a civil action, three times the difference 
between the purchase price and the lowest offered price 
(plus a reasonable attorney's fee) and the seller may 
be prosecuted. 

--effective for acquisitions after March 12, 1975, and 
before January 1, 1977, but applies to 1976 acquisitions 
only if constructed by the taxpayer or acquired by 
the taxpayer under a binding contract entered into 
before January 1, 1976. 

COST: $0.6 billion 

8. Withholding 

--new withholding tables reflecting standard deduction 
changes, personal exemption tax credit, and earned 
income credit to take effect May 1, 1975. IRS 
advises that employers may be unable to meet that 
deadline even if new tables made available by IRS in 
record time. 

9. Investment credit 

--two year increase in investment credit from 7% (4% 
in the case of public utilities) to 10%. Upon 
lapse of the temporary increase, public utilities 
would again be eligible for a 4% credit only. 

--additional 1% credit (for total 11% credit) during the 
two year temporary period for corporate taxpayers 
only and on condition that stock of the taxpayer 
(or a parent corporation) having a value equal to 
the tax savings generated by the additional 1% 
credit is transferred to an employee stock ownership 
plan (ESOP). No deduction is allowed to the employer 
for the transferred stock, and the employees are 
not taxed until they receive distributions from the plan. 
The plan may be a qualified or a nonqualified plan. 
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--for public utilities, increase in the portion of 
tax liability that may be offset by the investment 
credit from 50% to: 100% in 1975 and 1976, 90% in 
1977, 80% in 1978, 70% in 1979, 60% in 1980, and 
back to 50% in subsequent years 

--increase from $25,000 to $100,000 in amount of used 
property that may qualify for investment credit 

--provision for credit to be allowed as progress 
payments are made, a permanent change 

COST: $3.3 billion 

10. Corporate tax rate changes 

--surtax exemption (which determines amount taxable at 
rates below 48%) increased from $25,000 to $50,000 
of taxable income 

--rate on first $25,000 of taxable income reduced 
from 22% to 20% (second $25,000 of taxable income 
will be taxable at 22% rate, balance of income at 
48% rate) 

--effective for taxable years ending in 1975 

COST: $1.5 billion 

11. Accumulated earnings tax 

--minimum accumulated earnings tax credit increased 
from $100,000 to $150,000 

-permanent change - COST: Nominal 

12. Work Incentive (WIN) Program Tax Credit 

--win credit of 20% of wages paid to a new employee 
during first 12 months of employment extended to 
employment of welfare recipients if employment 
lasts at least one month. Under present law, the 
new employee must be a participant in the WIN 
program administered by the Departments of Labor 
and Health, Education and Welfare and must be 
employed for at least 24 months 

-as under present law, the new employee may not 
displace another employee 
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--unlike present law, the expanded credit would apply 
to nonbusiness employees (e.g., domestics), but the 
maximum credit with respect to each such nonbusiness 
employee would be $200 

--employment of migrant workers not covered 
--effective with respect to wages paid to employees 

hired after the date of enactment for services 
rendered between the date of enactment and 
July 1, 1976. 

COST: Nominal 

13. Certain Pension Plan Contributions 

--for H.R. 10 plans, advanced by one year (to 1976 
contribution for 1975 plan years) a provision 
permitting cash basis taxpayers to treat contributions 
made before April 15 as having been made in the 
preceding year. 

14. Unemployment compensation 

--extends the maximum period of benefits from 52 to 
65 weeks, for weeks of unemployment ending before 
July 1, 1975. 

COST: $0.2 billion 

15. Payment to Social Security Recipients 

--provides $50 payment to each individual who for the 
month of March, 1975, was entitled (without regard 
to sections 202(j)(l) and 223(b) of title II of the 
Social Security Act and without the application of 
section S(a)(ii) of the Railroad Retirement Act 
of 1974) to (1) a monthly insurance benefit 
under title II of the Social Security Act, 
(2) a monthly annuity or pension payment under one 
of the Railroad Retirement Acts, or (3) a benefit under 
SSI -

--payments to be made no later than August 31, 1975 
--any individual entitled to only one such payment 
--only United States residents are eligible 
--payments to be disregarded for purposes of other 

programs 

COST: $1.7 billion 
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Note respecting permanence of changes 

As noted above, virtually all of the tax changes and 
increased benefits are drafted as temporary changes and 
benefits effective for only one year or at most two years. 
The only permanent changes are: (1) the provision for the 
investment credit to be allowed on progress payments, (2) 
the raising of the phase-out level for the child care expense 
deduction, (3) the expansion of the tax-free rollover period 
for sales of a principal residence, and (4) the increase in 
the accumulated earnings tax credit. 

16. Limitation on percentage depletion 

eliminated immediately for majors 
exception: 22% retained for all producers for 
regulated natural gas and natural gas sold 
under fixed contract 

royalty interest owners and independents (producers 
with no retail outlets who refine less than 
50,000 bbl/day) have small produc~ion exemption 

small production exemption: 22% remains for 2,000 
bbl/day and phases down 200 bbl/day each year for 
5 years, then holds at 1,000 while rate phases 
down: 20% for 1981, 18% for 1982, 16% ~or 1983, 
so that for 1984 and thereafter the exemption is 
1,000 bbl/day at 15% (applies alternatively at 
taxpayer's election to natural gas on 6,000 cu. 
ft.: 1 bbl. equivalence) 

for secondary and tertiary production at the rate 
under the small production exemption stays at 
22% until 1984 when it drops to 15% 

except for new fields acquired in ~ection 351 
transfer or-transfer at death, small production 
exemption applies to production from new fields 
only if discovered by taxpayer ~-

aggregation rules prevent multiple exemptions for 
related entities. Family members treated as one 
taxpayer 

depletion allowance under small production exemp­
tion limited to 65% of taxpayer's taxable in~ome 
(computed without regard to any depletion on small 
production amount, capital loss or NOL carrybacks) 

INCREASED REVENUE: $1.6 billion 



- 7 -

17. Foreign Oil-Related Income 

new limitation on foreign tax credits of oil 
companies to 110% of the U.S. rate in 1975 (52.8% 
of income); 105% of the U.S. rate in 1976 (50.4% 
of U.S. income) and 50% of U.S. income in 1977 

carryforwards from years prior to 1974 to years 
after 1974 will be computed as though the fore­
going rules were in effect during those years 

excess credit resulting from the application of 
these rules can only be used to shelter other 
oil-related income, including income from shipping, 
refining, marketing, interest, and dividends 

requires for taxable years beginning after 1975, 
the use of the overall limitation in the computa­
tion of the foreign tax credits of oil companies 

new recapture rule for losses incurred in oil opera­
tions; foreign oil income earned after December 31, 
1975, will be treated as U.S. source income to the 
extent of any oil-related losses sustained after 
that date 

bars use of tax credits with respect to the purchase 
of oil where the taxpayer does not have an economic 
interest in such oil and where such oil is not 
purchased and sold at its fair market value. This 
provision is effective for years after Qecember 31, 
1974 

18. Deferral - Changes in Subpart F 

terminates the minimum distributions exception to 
subpart F (Section 963) 

terminates the exception to subpart F which allows 
deferral where tax haven income is reinvested in 
a less developed country corporation 

revises the present rule permitting deferral of 
tax on foreign tax haven income where less than 
30% of such income is tax haven income to terminate 
such deferral where the tax haven income exceeds 
10% of income 

terminates the exception to subpart F for shipping 
income except where such income is reinvested in 
shipping operations 

allows deferral of income on sales by a foreign 
sales corporation of agricultural products which 
are not grown in commercially marketable quantities 
in the U.S. 

all of the foregoing changes are effective in taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1975 
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19. DISC 

--terminates DISC deferral privileges for sales of 
energy resources such as coal, oil and uranium 

--effective for sales made after March 18, 1975 

20. Oil Rigs - Investment Tax Credit 

--disallows investment tax credit for oil rigs used in 
international or territorial waters outside the 
northern portion of the western hemisphere 
effective for investments after March 18, 1975, 
unless made pursuant to contracts binding on 
April 1, 1974 

ADDITIONAL REVENUES: (Sections 17, 18, 19 
and 20 combined): $0.1 billion first year, 
$0.6 billion in following years 



COMPARISON 

Comparison of the effects on Fiscal Year Receipts of the 
President's Stimulus Package, The House Bill, The Senate Bill, 
and The Conference Bill 

President's Stimulus Programl ••••.••...• 

House' Bil 1 .............................. . 

Senate Finance Committee Bill2 ••...•..••• 

Con~erence Bii13 ••.•••••.••.••••••••••••• 

Off ice of the Secretary of the Treasury 

Off ice of Tax Analysis 

( . 
Fiscal Years 
1975 1976 . . $ billions 

-7.3 -9.0 

-10.0 -7.3 

-13.0 -16.5 

-10.7 -10.5 

1Adjusted from original estimate for different timing on the 
first rebate payment. 

. 

2Excludes $3.4 billion of payments to social secur~ty benefits 
and $0.2 billion of unemployment payments. 

3 Excludes $1.7 billion of payments to social security benefits 
and $0.2 billion of unemployment payments. 

. ) 



Comparison of House, Senate and Conference Bills 

($ billions) 

Tax Reduct,ions House Senate Co~ference 

I. Individuals: 
Refund of 1974 liability ......... . 
Standard deduction increase ...... . 
Credit ........................... . 
Tax rate reductions .......•....... 
Earned income credit ............. . 
House purchase credit ....•........ 
Child care . ...................... . 
Home insulation ......•............ 

Total individuals 

Business: 
Investment tax credit ............ . 
Corporate surtax exemptions ....... . 
Tax rate reduction ............... . 
Loss carryback, carry forward •.... 
Repeal truck excise taxes ........ . 

Total business ...•.............. 

II. Increased expenditures: 
$100 payment to certain program 
beneficiaries ................... . 
Emergency unemployment benefits .. . 

Total increased expenditures ... . 

III. Tax increases: 

8.1 
5.2 

2.9 

2.4 
1. 2 

Depletion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ( 2. 2) 
Foreign oil taxation ............ . 
Deferral of foreign inc?me ...... . 

Total tax increases. . . • . . . . . . . . . ( 2. 2) 

Total net revenue loss ......•.. 17.6 

Off ice of the Secretary of the Treasury 
Office of Tax Analysis 

9.7 

6.3 
2.3 
1.5 
1.1 
1. 7 
0.7 

23.3 

4. 3· 
1. 2 
0.7 
0.5 
0.7 
7.4 

3.4 
0.2 
3.6 

( 1. 7) 
( 1. 5) 
( 0. 5) 
( 3. 7) 

30.6 

8.1 
2.5 
5.3 

1. 5 
0.6 
0.1 

18.1 

3.3 
1. 2 
0.3 

1. 7 
0.2 
1. 9 

( 1. 6) 
( 0. 1) 

( 1. 7) 

23.l 



I am wr~i~'O)ou befo e 4onf.er~nce Commit ~e n 
H. R. 2i&6/t)egi""ns it, work b~cause ~ believe th~tto ou 
~~s legislat·on will gr~; affect otrr" Na!l;ron 

Two m:::h:h::o.e:ra:kedf::e :a~rs tos~~act a simple 
tax cut as quickly as possible. Th pose was to stimulate 
the economy. I proposed temporary uts totalling $16 
billion. My proposal was designed to provide maximum stimulus 
without setting the stage for a new inflationary spiral when 
the economy starts to recover. Reasonable men can differ on 
the exact size of the tax cut, but everyone agrees on the need 
for prompt action. I indicated my willingness to compromise 
withiI\ reasonable limits. 1 L.l 11' ~ 1 ~ trl-_ rT ~•~/Db 

I regret that the Senatet'ti:dlrl goes far beyond the purpose 
of providing a quick stimulus and mortgagesour economic future 
in a way that is unacceptable~t is unacceptable because: ,J 
(1) ~6,\tO ge. nu. I ~ /::;;,, 9- I 

~e Senate bill would increase the si e of the tax reduction 
from $16 billion ·to more than $30 billion - roughly doubling 
the impact on a budget deficit~ high. That increase 
must be considered in the context of other Congressional actions 
and inaction. If Congress continues ~ts present pattern of re- n 
jecting the spenqing cuts I propos~~L .t~~_Jipficit would grow by d~~••n ... •;fr~ 
an additional $16 billiq~~. ,A~A _t)le~Of the additional 
spending programs being~ in the Congress would add still 
another $20 billion. In combination, these Congressional actions 
would increase the deficit by $50 billion over and above the tax 
cut I proposed. -

Such an enormous increase in an already enormous deficit J 
is ~9E aeeeptaelea ••jeopardizes the prospect of economic 
recovery and makes us hostages to future inflation. 

c2> J;/ rt)ef1fa;11 ~'1i'-'oms1: p-ewanept . .-
( Both bills incorporate billions of dollars of tax reduc­

tions which are formally temporary but which are of such a 
nature that they will undoubtedly continue next year and 
beyond. That is a sure formula for larger deficits and spiral-
ling inflation for years to come, unless offset by other revenues 
or spending cuts. ~ ~ ~ ~ 0'?1...c- -

~·~"', 
~ ::-a~ ~___,__ 
~ C All ' -t:::tD-
~~ 1~~ / 



-2-

would raise major obstacles to sensible changes in 
the tax and welfare systems. I regard both tax reform and 
welfare reform as matters of high~pri9ri~~ Both r~quire 
the _ most careful ~eliberation> ~ ~ UU:,. O'"-~ 

is al o a part of th~House B. 1, would add/still anot,her / 
ne proposal for ~n earn~~ income cr~d:ft:, which u.rJfortun~tely 

welf e program, to ~e admini tered by sti11 another federal 
agen y. It was a~ted with t public heakings or discussio 
and ithout consi ration o'f/ its implicatfons for the problems 
of r Social Se rity sy*t m and existillk welfare programs, 
wit which it is out of ha ony. It wouJd make sol;tion off 
th se problems 'ore diffi lt. 

Tax refo .would be ,seriously set'back. Provlsions hap­
ha~ardly adop ed on the lloor do not leal properl with complex 
pr blems. A d we will nQ~ secure thefless popula~ chanf!/es 
re uired fo true taxreDorm, if we give away in advance ~ll 
of the tax eductions. 

~ . 

(4)- It is no.t equitable arid. elimi:nat.es a substantial additional 
number of cit· zens from a ·in~ an _:: ~,x .. ~ ,. 

~:i&- MY. roposal ould have distributed tax cuts evenlv ~n \ 
those hCLUOW ·carry · tlw taxload. I do not insist on~ 

""'t'he only possible formula. However., I do believe this legis­
lation should concentrate on reducing taxes and ~hould not 
be the vehicle for a new program of welfare-type handouts. 
We must not dismiss lightly the implications of relieving a 
very substantial part of the electorate from the respons· il"t~ 
of sharing in the tax burden. I ask you to review Jlili&J: be ~ure that d~ :Jo ~t~IDP-lit 

(5)-....lt has several a rovisionsj 

In ad~ition to the earned income cred1·t, several 
provisions/ o~ ~e bil r,ould build maj oi new defec.ts 
our ste,~. They ina ude: 

I 

steful mu 

pa lpr ely for t ~oul~ be dqne anoyWay. 
ver/ lit;.t 

--Tl\e prop~e housing e'redit would be 
biljliop dollary s idy. I t wouli accom 

-The special distribution o o · 1 Secul{ity r-eq·pi nts 
.Pe jus · e . It would be a aj r n¢J' spendin program\ 

ln e ct inject general rev ues .in)to the Soc4t1 $ecurity 
tlfe first time, and wou d undalmine the fundamental 

tory principle of that system. 

~w.x~~~~ 

~ ~ o.-J_ ~ ~ t?-J~ 
~f 
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--The fo~gn taxation provisions adopted n the Senate 

floo9are ii:i--coneeived t deal .with · · . 
~yLare technically inappropriate and would ndercut the 
ability of/ American companies to compete i foreign markets. 

--The repeal of ttruck excise taxes would aggravate the 
fact that heavy true s already pay less than their share of 
highwa}f user taxes. 

-The open-en ed deductions prov'ded by the child care 
sal cannot b justified. 

--The emplo ee stock ownership proposals would coerce 
bo employers d employees into compensation patterns which 
ne ther may des re. • 

I urge the conferees to accept the House bill with 
ntmi:!1!lt:trm of ear e . Orne ...Qvlid.it; aAQ Q5QQE minor 
revisions. ~h0'Hgh i t ma I am fn--
will!i:•g to sfia3 at\Q...work with the Committees and the Congress ---·­
to assure the American people of ~ax cut which will stimulate 
the -economy without-j eopar--dizing - ~ure. 



.· 

.. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: f!!!t~ 
'°'..., s:J 

I am writing you while the Conference Committee is considering 
the House and Senate versions of H. R. 2166, the.,tax cut which I 
urj~V~ua~ _to .sjimu~s~~er taking ~ too 
long t!'O' ~-Qn;t1'l'A.~ ~~~I am deep!·Y 
con~erned-that the Congress is now trying to do too much~ 

\ . . " 

·I want the conferees and the J.-':embe.rs to understa.nd beyond any 
shadow of doubt that I will not accept a ·tax cut bili so loaded with 

· ext~aneous amendments and of such de(icit-ir~.creasing magnitude as 
·to nullify the intended effect of a one- shot stimulant. · 

~~· ·. . . . 
rrwe :a:.i.o:r.::itas ago., I asked the Congress to ·e naC.t a simple tax cut. 
as quickly as ·possible. The purpose was to stim.ulate ·the economy. 
,J proposed temporary one· -time ~ax cuts totalling $16~illion. My 
proposal was designed to provide maximum stimulus without setting 

the stage for a new inflationary spira~ when the economy starts to 
recover. Reasonable men· can differ on the exact size of the tax 

cut., but everyone agrees on the need for prompt action. I indicated 
my willingness to compromise within reasonable limits. 

I regret that the Senate version of H. R. 2166 goes far beyond ·the 
. . 

purpose of providing a quick stimq.lus and mortgages our economic 
future in a way that is unacceptable to me. It is -unacceptable 
because: 

<?;t: .. ~(;r>1_ 
(1} ·The penate ~ would increase the size of the tax reduction 
from $16.Lbillion to more than $30 billion .;._ roughly doubling the 
im.pact on a budget deficit already far too high •.. That increase 
must be considered in the context of other Congressional actions 
and inaction. lf Congress continues its present pattern of rejecting 
the spending cuts I proposed, the deficit would grow by an additional 
$16 billion. And the minimum cost of the additional spending programs . 
being considered in the Congress would add still another $20 billion. 
In combination., these Congressional actions would increase the defiCit 
by $50 billion~et and abc ,re tae tax ci.H I p:r epase.!!;\. . . . 

Such an enormous increase in an already enormous deficit jeopardizes 
.~e p:ospect of economic recovery and makes ~s hostage).:o future 
inflation. · · . . · 

. . . . 

(2) Both ~rporate billion13 of dolla.. rs of tax reductions 
which are temporary but which are of such a nature that 

~will undoubtedly continue next year and beyond. · That. is a sure 
/ xoru.inula for larger deficits and spiralling inflation for years to · 

<?Orne., unless offset.by other revenues or !J>end~ng cuts. My proposal . 

was for a one-year stimulant limited to $lb.billion. An amount 
larger than the House bill could do·more harm than good. 

(3) The Senate version would raise major obstacles to sensible changes 
in the tax and welfare systems. I regard both tax reform and welfare 
reform. as matters of high priority. )1,>th require the most careful 
deliberation but not in this emergency legislatiop.. 

~-~ 

I 
I 
! . 
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(4) The Senate version ie net eqaH.,. Je-•~ a substantial '"\. 4' -; 
&Gditig:i;;i•l number of citizens from paying any tax. My January 

,' proposal would have distributed ·tax cuts ~venly to those who now 
carry the tax load. I ask you to review the bills before you to be 

sure that they do not discriminate against middle-income Americans; 
who already carry the major share of the tax burden • 

• 
(;I,.._ °"'""'6iJJ:-c.. ~ ' ~ f.,..;t~ J 
(5) If has several ill-considered and costly provisions which will 
not contribute to economic recovery and may cost additional jobs. 
I have consistently urged an uncomplicated tax refund to put extra 
pu,rchasing power in the hands of American taxpayers • 

I urge the conferees basically to accept the House bill with minor · 
rev1s1ons. I am prepared to workwi-th the Committees and the_ 
Congress- as long as necessary to assure the American people of 
a reasonable tax cut which will stimulate the economy without 
jeopardizing its ~uture • 
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Dear Mr. Speaker: ~~. r:-7 
l"al~ 

I am writing you while the Conference Committee is considering 
the House and Senate versions of H. R. 2166,, the,tax cut which I 

ur17£Jaw~ua~_to p~imu~3s~jY!er taking~., too 
long 1!'1:1 gJ-a,i;yt'1u~ ~~~I am deep!.y 
cot>-~erned-that the Congress is now trying to do too much. 

·I want the conferees and the ?.~embers to understand beyond any 
shadow of doubt that I ·will not accept a .tax cut bili so loaded with 

· ext~aneous amendments and of such deficit-increasing magnitude as 
to nullify the intended effect of a one- shot stimulant. . 
~~. . .· . .... . . .. 

~we :z;.QQ:R~S ago,. I asked the Congress to enact a simple tax cut 
as quickly as ·possible. The purpose was to stimulate ·the economy. 
·I proposed temporary one -time ~ax cuts totalling $16~illion. My 
proposal was designed to provide maximum stimulus without setting 

the stage for a naw inflationary spiral when the economy starts to 
recover. Reasonable men can differ on the exact size of the tax 

cut, but everyone agrees on the need for prompt action. I indicated 
my Willingness to compromise within reasonable limits. 

I regret that the Senate version of H. R. 2166 goes far beyond the 
purpose of providing a quick stimulus and mortgages our economic 
future in a way that is unacceptable to me. It is .unacceptable 
because: 

<'V~(,,i,..aA-t:;n1._ 

(1) ·The ,Penate ~ would increase the size of the tax reduction 
from $16.~billion to more than $30 billion .;,,_roughly doubling the 
impact on a budget deficit already far too high •. That increase 
must be considered in the context of other Congressional actions 
and inaction. If Congress continues its present pattern of rejecting 
the spending cuts I proposed, the deficit would grow by an additional 
$16 billion. And the minimum cost of the additional spending programs . 
being considered in the Congress would add still another $20 billion. 
In combination.I! these Congressional actions would increase the defiCit 
by $50 billion~et and abot"e the tax 0 Qt I p1 epa.se.!!!. . 

Such an enormous increase in an already enormous deficit jeopardizes 
.the prospect of economic recovery and makes us hostage~ to future 
inflation. . . · · (o 

(2) Both ~rporate billion~ of dollars of tax reductions 
which are temporary but which are of such a nature that 

~will undoubtedly continue next year and beyond. That is a sure 
/ Iorutnula for larger deficits and spiralling inflation for years to · 

c::ome,, unless offset by other revenues or !Pendl:ng cuts~ My proposal 

was for a one -year stimulant limited to $16:'billion. An amount 
larger than the House bill could do·more harm than good. 

(3) The Senate version would raise major obstacles to sensible changes 
in the tax and welfare systems. I regard both tax reform and welfare 
reform as matters of high priority. 1?J,>th require the most careful 
deliberation but not in this emergency legislatio.n. 
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(4) T.he Senate-rsion >e n<>i eq"!:..~ 1\~~~~ubstantial 
e-QditioR•l number of citizens from paying any tax. My January 

- ,' proposal would have distributed 'tax cu~s ~venly to those who now 
carry-the rax i-oad;- raslcyou.-to-review the biils-before-you to-be-­

sure __ t;hat they dQ__not _di~cr!'.rll._i_n<Lte_against middle-income Americans; 
who already carry the major share of the tax burden • 

• 
~ ~lift.c.. ~' ~ ,~~I -
(5) 1!f has several ill-considered and costly provisions which will 
not contribute to economic recovery and may cost additional jobs. 
I have consistently urged an uncomplicated tax refund to put extra 
purchasing power in the hands of American taxpayers. 

I urge the conferees basically to accept the House bill with minor · 
rev1s1ons. I am prepared to workwi-th the Committees and the_ 
Congress- as long as necessary to assure the American people of 
a reasonable tax cut which will stimulate the economy without 
jeopardizing its future • 
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