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DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

EMPTY PRCMISES OR EMPTY POCKETS? 

Jirrmy Carter is playing the old shell game with the American people this year. His 

Platfonn is a cynical and deceptive array of peanut shells, and the voters are supposed to 

guess which ones contain real pledges and ·which ones merely cover empty promises, 

The Carter campaign has denied Republican charges that just 5 of Carter's programs 

·would add $100 billion and all of then over $200 billion to the amrual cost of the federal 

gm,erment. They challenged Republicans to prove their charges. 

The Republican Policy Camrl.ttee analysis (see attached chart) shows that the total 

would, in fact, be far higher -- over $217.2 billion a year in additional federal spending 

by 1980 and over $706.1 billion for four years..:_ a 50 percent increase in federal spending. 

M:1ny of Carter's pledges are vague, tmSpecific or confusing. lJhy? Because if Carter 

dared to spell out precisely what he neant, he v.0uld have to admit either that his were hollow 

promises or that his program i-xruld cost almost a trillion dollars for four years ... and that's 

not peanuts! 

Republicansknow, the American people know and Carter himself knows that this kind of 

spending is wildly impossible and irresponsible. Personal and corporate inc~ taxes this 

year will nm about $203 billion -- Carter's programs would mean abmst doubling taxes. 

Everyone would have to pay a lot roore, not just those with incomes above $14,700 as Carter 

recently suggested. If he did not raise taxes to pay for these programs, the alternative 

would be unprecedented and staggering inflation, the least equitable tax of all. 

That is why we don't think the pledges and promises made by Candidate Carter and his ' 

platform ·would be kept by President Carter. This calculated deceit of the Carter Platfonn 

arouses false hopes fran individuals and groups duped into believing they vlOUld benefit fran 

new· or expanded programs. We saw in the 1960' s how destructive and derooralizing it is to 

raise people's expectations and then not deliver. Carter's Platform promises to repeat this 

sad cycle. 

If Carter disagrees ·with our analysis, we ask him to explain to the voters exactly what 

he does mecm. Shell games are for carnivals, not for the 1976 presidential election. T'ne 

.An:erican people deserve a straight answer on this important question. 
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President Ford and Senator Dole stand on the Republican Platform -- does Carter support 

his? The Republican Policy Carrnittee hopes this analysis will pra:npt an honest and candid 

1 response from Carter -- not more evasion, deceit or anpty rhetoric. ,, 

• 

---------------------------------------------



Additional Federal Costs of Derooc:ratic/Carter Placform 

Proposal 1980 one-year 1977-80 four-year 
estimate estirmte 

UM MID HIGH LOW MID HIGI 
(billions) (billicns) 

1. HrM'HREY-H&KrnS: $12.1 $21.8 $31.5 $29.9 , $56.5 $83.2 

2. CXXJNI'ERCYLCICAL AID: 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 4.0 6.0 

3. PUBLIC El'1PIDYMENI': 1.0 2.'.l· 3.6 ll.O 13.7 18.9 

4. PUBLIC mRKS 1'ROJEC'I.'S: 1.5 1.5 1.5 6.2 6.2 6.2 

5. DIRECT STIMUUJS TO 
PRIVATE SECI'CR: 1.65 1.65 1.65 6.6 6.6 6.6 

6. NATirnAL HFAUH INSURANCE: 88.7 101.6 ll4.6 314.1 342.5 370.9 

7. YEIPARE REFCRI: 12.3 18.9 25.6 44.4 70.8 •97.3 

8. FEERAI. TAKEOVER OF STAIE 
LOCAL WELFARE CDSl'S: 4.1 5.2 6.4 14.68 18.71 22.94 

9. TITIE I, EUl£NI'ARY & 
SECCNllARY mr.ATI.CN ACT 
full funding: .25 1.175 2.1 LO 4.7 8.4 

10. CHILD IEVEI£lEMmr 
PRCJGRMti: 7.1 14.2 25,10 13.4 26.6 47.0 

ll. IDlCATIONAL FINANCE 
~CN: 11.0 22.0 27.88 38.35 76.7 85.28 

12. TAX BENEFIT FOR 'llIE IDJCATICN 
OF EUM.NrARY AND SECXlID!\RY 
PUPILS: .6 .9 1.2 2.4 3.6 4.8 

13. EXPANIED voc.ATICNAL 
EOOC.ATICN: .7 .8 .9 1.7 2.0 2.4 

14. am' OF EI.llCATICl-t PAYMENl'S 
TO HIGHER mr.ATICN m-
srrrurICNS: .75 1.0 1.25 3.0 4.0 5.0 

15. VOl'ER RF.GISl'RATICN: .05 .225 .500 .2 .9 2.0 

16. INCRFAS:rn:; SOCIAL SERVICES 
TO KEEP PACE Wl'Ill 
INFI.ATICN: 1.4 J..5 1.7 4.1 4.5 4.9 

17. LIBERALIZATICN OF AI1..CJWABLE 
EARl.'UN";S LlMITATION UNDER 
SOCIAL SECURI'lY: 1.8 4.6 5.8 7.2 18.4 23.2 

18. VA IDJC'ATICNAL ASSISTAl.'CE .9 - 2 years 0 0 0 .9 .9 

19. INDEX. REVENUE 4.2 5.0 TO INFI.ATION: 1.4 1.7 2.0 3.4 

20. OWU: REVENUE SHARilG 
F0™'1I.A . 

2.7 3.6 4.5 6.7 .9 1.25 

-:. 21. SUBSIDIES OF LOANS FOR Im 
& MJDEPATE INCCME HOUSilG 
CCNSTRIJCTICN: 1.5 5.5 3.0 6.0 10.9 12.0 

22. EXPA'ID HOUSThC SUBSIDIES 1.2 
:OR TifE ELDERLY: .1 .2 .3 .4 .8 



Proposal 1980 one-year 1977-80 four-year .. 
es timate estimate 

llM MID HIGI I& MID HIGH 
(billions) (billions) 

23. STEADY FLOW OF HCXJSiliG 
CREDIT: . 06 .13 .19 .3 .5 .8 

24. lJPGRADTI-X; SE.CCNDARY ROADS 
& BRII::GES: .8 1.6 2.4 1.6 3.3 4.9 

25. FUI.L F1JNDiliG OF RURAL 
tEVELOPMENT ACT: .4 .6 .8 1.5 2.1 2.9 

26. INCREASED FEDERAL F1JNDIN; 
FOR ENERGY BESF.AROl AND 
tEVELOPMENT: .6 1.3 1.6 .8 1.6 2.3 

27. FARM PRICE SUPPCRT 
PROGRAM,: 4.4 4.9 6.2 16.4 17.8 20.6 

29.- 74. ? ? ? ? ? ? 

'IUrAL: '$161.5+ $21-7:2+ $270.5+ $534.2+ . S706.1+ $850.1+ 

I. 



1. HUMPHREY-HA\.lKINS BIIL 

The Coogressioaal Budget Office prepared an econanic analysis of the Hunphrey-Hm-i<ins bill, 
H.R. SO, ''The Full Employirent and Balanced Growth Act of 1976." (May 21, 1976.) Using a variety 
of econanic and policy assurptions, this analysis indicated that altoough the initial net cost 
(all~ for reduced unar,ployment canpensation payrr.ents and increased tax revenues) wUtld nn 
ben.ieen ~12 .1 and $31. 5 billion, the net cost of the program after 12 rronths of operation vlOUld 
taper off to between $7 and $19. 9 billion ana after 24 rronths to between $5. 4 and $15. 9 billicn. 
Estimating the four year cost can be done n,;o ways. Using the initial cost figure ($12.1 to 
$31. 5 billion) to represent achievement of 3 percent unerrployrrent by 1980, asSU!re a linear pro-
gression toward that goal at a 25% rate anrrually, i.e. one-fourth the full program in the first 
year ($3 to $7. 8 billion), one-half the second year and three-fourths the third year. The total 
four year net cost under this method of estimating ,.;ould range between $30 and $78.5 billion. 
Im. altemative ,.;ould be to cCIDpUte the initial cost, the 12-rronth figure, the 24-mmth figure and 
assune that the fourth year ,.;ould approximate the 24-nxmth figure as well. This yields a range 
of net cost ben.ieen $29.9 and $83.2 billicn. As CBO further indicates, "inflaticn that occurs 
beo.een 1976 and 1980 could increase these costs." These estimates are based on 1976 dolla:rs. 

The range of estimates for each period depends on displacement and inclusion or exclusion 
of teenagers over age 18 in the program. Public errployrrent programs often displace sooe warkers 
who 1'..ad previously been ar,ployed, perri.aps in lower-payiI'.g private-sector jobs, or by simply 
rehiring with federal funds persons who had been previously paid with state or local funds. CBO 
lc»-end cost estimates were based en an asswption of zero displ..acaIBlt, while high-end estimates 
assuned a 40 percent dispJaceroeoi: rate. H:igber displacement w:,u1.d nean even hlgher costs. 

2. CXlJNI'ERCYCLICAL AID 'ID CD."IES 

Many an:bitious countercyclical aid proposals were circulated in Congress in the wake of the 
New York City fiscal crisis. The concept -- giving no-strings-attached federal grants to states 
and cities -- frond its way into a job creation bill, S. 3201 (tlCM P .L. 94-369) as Title II. 
Congress overrode the veto of this legislation and, pending appropt.id.ticns, distri1:ution of 
countercyclical funds is scheduled to begin in the fall or 1976. 

Originally proposed as an annual $2 billion program, the enacted version was pegged at 
$1. 25 for the first five quarters. However,, the first (July, 1976) quarter payment will total 
6Cm:!What over $300 million. 

Although the Derocratic Platform endorses the countercyclical aid concept without specifying 
-a funding level, Jinmy Carter in his presentaticn to the Democratic Platform Camri.ttee stated 
that "$2 billion of countercyclical assistance ... is essential and affordable." 

Estimating added countercyclical aid costs depends on future rates of unarployment. AsSllll-
ing the present program at $1 billion anrrually, Carter's $2 billion proposal means an added $1 
billion per year. Higher or lower rnemployirent rates affecting the current program wOUld raise 
or lower this one-year estimate. The four-year estimate 'WOUld similarily be affected by the ex-
tent and duration of 67. or higher unarployment rates. 

3. PUBLIC EMPI.DYMENr 

The Dem:>cratic Platform states that "consistent and coherent econcmic policy re.quires federal 
anti.-recessim grant programs ... accarpanied by public employuent .... · In each case, the programs 
should be phased in autanaticallywhen unar,ployment rises and phased out as it declines." In 
Carter•s r,resentaticn to the Democratic Platform Ccmn:i.ttee he was m:rre specific: 

\.;e should provide 800,000 sunner youth jobs and double the CEIA program 
fran 300,000 to 600,000 jobs." . . 

In F~brua:ry, 1976, the House of Representatives, under Demx:ratic leadership, passed the 
''Errergency Eirployment Projects .Amencioonts of 1976," H.R. 11453. This legislation wUtld have in-
creased Title II and VI CEIA public enployment jobs frcm 320,000 to 600,000. The ~irressional 
Budget Office estimated that additional costs, over existing programs, would nm about $4.373 
billion for Fiscal 1977, assuming an average annual cost of $7289 per job created. The Education 
and Labor C'.oami.ttee disagreed with this est:imate and predicted that the average man-year cost of 
a public service job rnder the bill 'OOUld be $8500, or an overall cost of $5.1 billion. 

This legislation was side-tracked in the Senate, however, and H.R. 12987, a stop-gap ireasure 
continuing the CETA public employment programs due to nm rut during the Fiscal 1976-77 transi-
tion quarter, was enacted instead. The net cost of the Senate version of R.R. 12987 was estimat-
ed by the Congressional Budget Office to be $1. 543 billion in Fiscal 1977. The final conference 
version of the legislation will be an est:imated $2.5 billion. 

President Ford, by contrast, had requested a $1.5 billicn rreasure that provided for p1'.asing 
out Title VI of this program in Fiscal 1977. 



-2-

- Since the Carter and Deoocratic Platform proposals range fran the progran favored by the 
House Darocratic leadership to the final version of H.R. 12987, an estimate range is derived by 

. assuning that President Ford ..uuld provide $1.5 billion in Fiscal 1977 for Title VI during its 
phase-out period and nothing thereafter while assuning that a Carter administration would go for 
the $5.1 billion program, the $2.5 billion program or a figure inbetween, probablv depending on 
prevailing 1.ID6Ilployment rates. This computation yields a Fiscal 1977 net estimate of betv;€€!1 $1 
billion for the added cost of H.R. 12987 over the President's request to $3.6 billion for the 
added cost of H.R. 11453 over the President's request. Assuning that inflation increases =ld 
cancel out any savings fran lower program levels due to reduced unerrployrrent, a four-year range 
falls betw-een $11 billion and $18. 9 billion. , . 

All the above estirl'.ates allo;., for the potential savings to be realized fran i.menplo)'IDc!nt can-
pensation reductions and increased tax revenues. Regarding sumer jobs, it should be noted that 
since 830,000 srnrner jobs were funded this year, 80,000 rrore than C.arter recarrnended, a small sav-
ings ~d be obtained. 

4. PUBLIC mRKS PROJECTS 

The Dem:x:ratic Platfonn calls for ''public~ projects" as a part of a "consistent and 
coherent econcmi.c policy." carter, in his testiirony before the De!Dcratic Platfm:m Camrl.ttee 
elaborated: 

"creati.cn of rreaningful and productive public needs jobs as a supplem?nt 
to the private sector, :including jobs for umiet needs :in areas such as 
housing rehabilitation and repairing our railroad railbeds. '' • 

·A major public ~ks-jobs initiative by the C'.ongressicnal De:roc:ratic Leadership, H.R. 5247, 
the "Public Works Fmployirent Ac.t" \vas enacted in January 1976. ¼i.en it was vetoed by President 
Ford, Congress responded with a second similar but · scaled bill, S, 3201, which became law 
despite a second veto, Were it not for having a Republican President :in the 'White House, the 
first Ill:!.aS\.Ire ~d now stand as public law, and with a De:oocratic President, the total cost 
might have been even higher than H.R. 5247. 

H,R. 5247 carried a $6.2 billion authorization which' ~d have resulted in a Fiscal 1977 
spending increase of about $2.5 billion, over $1 billion :in Fiscal 1978 and another $1.5 billion 
in Fiscal 1979 and beyond. 

5. DIRECT STIMUUlS TO THE PRIVATE SECTOR 

The DEm::lcratic Congress enacted the ''Fmergency Errq:,loyrrent Appropriations Ac.t, 1976,'' H.R. 
44$1, in an ill-advised effort to stimulate the econany through increased deficit spending. 
Typical of "direct stimulus" proposals, this rreasure -weighed :in at sare $3. 3 billion over the 
airount requested by President Ford, and would have required expenditures of about half this 
amount in Fiscal 1976 and the remainder in Fiscal 1977 and subsequent years, despite the fact 
that U'lelployment percentages were already trending da,/m,rard. Several itws in the bill -were 
for increased spending levels for existing programs; tlieir effect ..uuld be to lock in higher 
costs for these programs in future years. Assuming that a . De:rocratic Congress un:impeded by a 
Republican President ~d enact a program of at least this magnitude, a $1.65 billion annual 
figure stands as a reasonable estimate. 

6. NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 

. Both the Darocratic Platform and Jimny Carter's presentation to the Derrocratic Platfon:n 
Caimi.ttee call for a canprehensive national health insurance system with "universal and manda-
tory" coverage, financed by a canbination of enployer-6Ilployee shared payroll taxes and general 
tax . revenues. 

TI-le tIDst serious legislative proposal to provide this fm:m of health insurance is H.R. 21, 
the Kennedy-Corman bill. Federal spending for the first year of this program has been estimated 
at $70 billion by the Rand Corporation (May, 1976) . However, this cost will be offset by a 
savings of $4 billion through elimination of present tax expenditure itans. The net cost during 
the first year of the programts operation is therefore estimated at about $66 billion. This 
apprax:imates the estimates made by the Congressional Budget Office. 

Proiecting the cost of national health :insurance, the Congressional Budget Office in its 
Mardi 15, 1976, ~et Options for Fiscal Year 1977 report discussed the irrpact of various op-
tions. For a tax- inanced c~rehensive national health plan, it calculated the following range 
of estimates (which vary depending on assumptions regarding the effectiveness of cost controls): 

FY billions 
1977 $114.0 - $116.5 
1978 $125.4 - $135.4 
1979 $138.3 - $156.7 
1980 ------ $151.4 - $177.3 
1981 $164.7 - $200.1 
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CBO estimated contirruation of pTIJ3rarns which health insurance ~,x:mld renlace durine the Sa!!¥:! 
period to cost: 

FY 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 

billioos 
-------- $45.0 
-------- $50,8 
-------- $56.5 
-------- $62.7 
-------- $69.3 

By contrast, President Ford's budget proposed curtailing growth in federal health exf?Endi-
tures b~, program consolidation and limiting reimbursable i;hysicia1; 1:11d hospital_ a::sts, vhlle, ack!--

0 ine orotection a9.:ainst catastrophic health costs. and plac1IJ8 a ceiluc on henef1c1:ary cost-5'1aI"J..Ilg 
for IJEdicare services. The Ford proposal -=uld have saved $3.3 billion in Fiscal 1977, reducing 
the total to $41. 7 billion. Figures are not available for anticipated savings throogh Fiscal 
1981 but they ~d yield a program s~t less costly than the present one. 

By subtracting the projected cost of present programs fran the anticipated costs of a tax-
financed caDprehensive national health insurance program, it is possible to get an idea of the 
added costs of Carter's platfonn proposal: 

FY 
1977 ' 

, 1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 

billions 
$69. 9 - $71.5 
$74.6 - $84.6 
$81.8 - $100.2 
$88.7 - $114.6 
$95.4 - $130.8 

·• 

Total added cost aver the 1977-1980 four-year period~d be between $314.1 and $370.9 
billicn. 

7. l-E.FARE REFORM 

According to the Daroc:ratic Platform, "Fundamental welfare reform is necessary. . .. We should 
IIXJVe toward replaCe!IElt of our existing ... systan with a simplified systan of in.care maii.,tenance, 
substantially financed by the federal goverrment." Both the Platform and Carter's testinxJny to 
the Platform ccmn:i.ttee aophasize the need for a v.0rk requirement. 

The PJ'.'OPQSal developed by former Congresswanan Griffiths (D-Mich.) stands as the rrost serious-
ly considered welfare reform proposal of the type Carter describes. The Congressional Research 
Service of the Library of Congress estimates that the Griffiths bill will cost, in addition to 
the $11.2 billion currently being spent on welfare programs (1976 figure), an additional $1.5 
billion in outlays and $8.4 billion in lost tax reverrues, for a total cost of $9.9 billion over 
present welfare costs. 

that, 
The c:ongressional Budget Office in their March 15, 1976 report on Budget Options, estimated 

"If the (Griffiths) systan were initiated in 1978 and cash allowances were raised 
to keep pace with inflation, the first year cash alla.ance outlays would be $2.3 
billion less than levels needed to maintain current policy in the programs which 
the cash allowance would replace -- AFOC and food stamps. 
HcMever, the tax credit would reduce 1978 revenues and generate outlays estimated 
at $25.4 billion. Estimated costs do not assune an extension of the present earned 
inc:one tax credit. The net effect ... -=uld be to raise federal outlays for in.cane 
assistance for the lo;;ier-inccxne population by $23 .1 billion in 1977 and $26. 4 billion 
by 1981." 

In contrast, President Ford has proposed several cost-saving measµres for welfare programs 
Mrl.ch ~d reduce program costs below the current policy level by $4. 9 billion in fiscal year 
1977. Carlputing the cost of the Griffiths proposal over: prese;-it policy, h~ver, yields the 
following estimates if the Library of Conr;ress estirnte is usea as the lo;i fieure, t..lie COO esti-
mate as the high figure, and the average of the coo as the middle figure: 

FY ww Mediun High 
(pillions) 

1977 $ 9.9 $16.5 $23.1 
1978 10.7 17.3 23.9 
1979 11.5 18.1 24.7 
1980 12,3 18.9 25.6 

Total $44.4 $70.8 $97.3 
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8. REDUCnI; STATE Ai.'ID LOCAL SHARE OF WELFARE COSTS 

Carter, testifying before the Platform Camrl.ttee, stated that, "The ~~lfare burden should 
be reroved fran cities, with all welfare costs being paid by the federal and state governments." 

The Dem:>cratic Platform elaborated, ... "Local goverma1ts should no longer be required to 
bear the burden of welfare costs ... there should be a phased rechlction in the states' share of 
welfare costs. 

Using HEW' s nnst r ecent (1975) f igures, a 75 percent f ederal goverrnrent assu:pption of s tate 
and local contributions for AFOC, SSI and Social Services ~,mild arrount to $4.38 billion, in 
additicn to the $10. 7 billion in federal funds already being spent. A 75 percent takeover of 
just AFOC contributions 'OOU!d run sare $2.8 billion over the present federal share of $4.5 
billion. 

Four-year estimates were not available. However, it is clear that inflaticn, increased 
v.ielfare rolls and whatever higher welfare costs are involved in a welfare refonn program would 
push the estimates up significantly. If rrore than 75 percent ·federal takeover~ conteiplated, 
this too ~d increase federal costs. · 

CMS calculates that under current policy, AFOC costs i;;aild increase durwg the next: five 
years at about seven percent 'amrually while SSI ~d go up annually at a rate bet:ween eight 
and eleven percent. Ignoring the increases that would be attributable to• a costly welfare re-
form progran, figuring an annual growth rate of eight percent and ...orking fran the 1975 figures, 
the following estimates are derived: 

FY 1cr,). trediun 
(bil.liats) 

1977 $ 3.26 $ 4.18 $ 5.10 
1978 3.52 4.51 5.50 
1979 3.80 4.87 5.94 
1980 4.10 5.25 6.liO 

Total $14.68 $18.71 $22.94 

lAFOC only 
2AFOC, SSI and Social Services 

-9. TITLE I, ELF11ENI'ARY AND SECCNDARY EDUCATim ACT 

• ·- · The Daoocratic Platforn states that, 

"We should strengthen federal support of existing programs that stress improveIIEnt 
of reading and nath skills. Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Echlcation Act 
must reach those it is intended to benefit to effectively increase these primar; 
skills. 'Break-throughs' :tn canpensatory echlcaticn require a concentration of 
resources ... " 

Derocrats : in C,ongress have repeatedly sought full funding of Title I, F.SEA, i.e. appropria-
ting fully as much as the Act authorizes. Since the FY 1977 authorizati~ is $4.39 billion and 
the appropriations will be $2.28, full funding ~-ntl.d require an additional $2.1 billion in 
Fiscal 1977 (high estimate). The Congressicnal Budget Office's July 15, 1976 report on 
Options indicates that "increasing the share of federal resources devoted to services for in-
adequately served populations could add $250 million to Title I" (low estimate). Choosing a 
course of increased funding mid-way between full funding, the goal (?f the echlcation lobby, and 
the CBO' s budget option yields a figure of $1.175 billion. Assuming that inflationary pressure 
·will push up present expenditure rates as well as Carter increases between 1977 and 1980, the 
four-year estimate is s:inply a nultiplication of the 1977 one-year estimate. 

10. - DEVELCH'IENrAL AND EDUCATICNAL CHILD C'.ARE PRcx;RAMS 

The Derrocratic Platform calls for, 
"federally financed, family centered developmental and echlcaticnal child care 
programs -- operated by the public schools or other local organizations, in-
cluding both private and carnunity -- and that they be available to all who 
need and desire them. " 

Carter's presentation to the Platform. similarly called for "adequate child care for all 
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parents who desire to use it," and for ''high quality, accessibre child care facilities so that 
rrothers who wish to work can do so." 

The leading proposal to develop the kind of program described by the Derrocratic Platfonn 
is the one developed by Senator Mondale, the Vice-Presidential nominee, and Rep. Braderres, S.626/ 
H.R. 2966, ''The Qri.ld and Family Services Act." This v,;uuld create a new federal program. 

This legislation contains a deceptively low initial authorization level sufficient only to 
allow for an initial plarming phase and a gradual start-up of this massive new program -- just 
$1. 85 billion for a three-year pe...-i.od. However, the program structured under this Act, if fully 
implemented, ~..ould be vastly more costly after the initial start-up period. l'bst of those who 
have sponsored the bill and have testified before House and Senate Subccmnittees on it have em-
phasized its child care or child developm211t aspects, and it is fair to say that they hope the 
program ~d mske available reasonably high quality child care services to those who want or 
need them. 

The F.xecutive Director of the Qri.ld Welfare League testified, for exarrple, that, "appro-
priations needed to provide decent child care for the segments of the child population rost at 
ri.sh is ... $14.243 billion per year. C.Osts for purely custodial care, ... ~d be about half 
that amount. II 

His estimates -wer~ based on the foll~ assunptims: • 
.. latchkey'' children needing care: _ 1mnmt 

· = 10.ooo under age six .....• $26,000,000 ($2,600 per child 
per year) 

842.ooo school age ..... $1.094 billion ($1300 per child 
per year) •..•.•.•... , ..•• $1.120 billicn 

184,000 children looked after by caretaker ~le 
at~: 

65.000 preschool ........... $169 mi.llicn 
119,000 school age .•..•..... $154mi.llion •......•...••..••.••.•..•• $.323 billion 

4,925,000 preschool children requiring care vllose 
parents are in viorl< force, ...........•.........•......... $12. 8 billicn 

$14. 243 bUlion 

(Joint Hearings of the Carmittee on labor and Public Welfare, U.S. Senate and the 
Subcc:mnittee on Select Education and Labor, U.S. House of Representatives, on 
S. 626 and H.R. 2966, on February 21, 1975, page 210.) 

The Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress atte:npted to cost out a: 
fully-implemented Bradaras-Hondale child developm211t/child care program and arrived at a $25.1 
billion figure, making the folloong asSUIIlptions: 

Qri.ldren Under 1 Year -- 3,081,000; asSUire a 5 percent participation rate and 
a cost per child of $3,000. 
C.Ost = $462,150,000. 

Age 1 -- 2,999,000; asstm:? a 10 percent participation rate and 
a cost per child of $3,000. 
C.OSt = $899,700,000. 

Age 2 -- 3,014,000; assune a 20 percent participation rate and 
a cost per child of $2,700. 
C.Ost = $1,657,700,000. 

Age 3 -- 3,225,000; assune a 50 percent participation rate and 
a cost per child of $2,500. 
C.Ost = $4,031,250,000. 

Age 4 ~- 3,577,000; asSUIIE a SO percent participation rate and 
a cost per child of $2,500. 
C.Ost = $4,471,250,000. 

Age 5 -- 3,493,000; asst.lire a 50 percent participation rate and a 
cost per child of $1,700. 
C.Ost = $2,969,050,000. 

contirrued on neict page 
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25,824,000; asst.nre a 50 percent participation rate 
and a cost per child of $900. 
Cost= $11,620,800,000. 

8,434,000; asst.nre a 30 percent participation rate and 
a cost per child of $800. 
Cost= $2,024,160,000. 

High though this estimate may seem, the library points out that the bill does not limit 
eligibility for services and that the costs per child were mid-range estimltes based on arrounts 
currently deened necessary by experts for ''adequate" or "good" child care. 

Assuning that Carter ~d fully implem:nt the program described in the platform, estimates 
are made based on the Ll..brary of Q:ingress figure for the high-range, the Ori.ld Welfare League 
figure for the mid-range, and half the Child Welfare League figure for the low-range. It is also 
assuned that the program wi..il begin at a very m:xl.est level and then double each year to reach 
full program levels by 1980, , 

11. 

·• FY low mediun high 
(bill:i.ona) 

19n $ .9 $ 1.75 $ 3.13 
1978 1.8 3.55 6.27 
1979 3,6 7.10 12.55 
1980 7.1 14,20 25.10 

Total $13.4 $26.60 $47.05 

EDUCATICNAL F'IlW(:E EQUALIZATICN 

The Democrats indicate that they want to, 

"guarantee that jurisdictions of differing financial capacity can spend equal 
aroounts on education .... With increased federal funds, it is possible to enhance 
educational opportunity by eliminating spending disparities within state borders. 11 

In Congress, several bills have been proposed by Demx:ratic leaders to achieve this "equali-. 
zation" of educaticnal finances via infusions of federal funds. 

R.R. 16 was introduced by Rep, Perkins, Denocratic ChainMn of the fuuse Education and Labor 
Ccmni.ttee. Under this proposal, Title I Basic Grants to States v:oul.d be between $4.1 and $4.5 
billion based on a 41.1 million school enrollment figure for the 1978-79 school year base figure. 
Title II Equalization Grants ~d run bea-;een $21.1 and $23.3 billion. The range in both cases 
depends on whether or not private scrool enrollment ~re canpensated. The grand total for this 
bill, therefore, vJOU.1.d be between $26.2 and $27 .8 billion by 1980. 

R.R. 16 - F.duc.ational Finance F.qualiz.ation 
(billions) 

Title I - basic grants Title II equaliz.ation Total 
Grants 

1977 public only $4.33 $8.83 $13.16 
public & private 4.77 9.74 $14.51 

1978 public only $4.30 $13.16 $17.46 
public & private 4.74 14.49 $19.23 

1979 public only $4.23 $17.27 $21.50 
public & private 4.66 19.00 $23.66 

1980 public only $4.16 $21.19 $25.35 . 
public & private 4.57 23.31 $27.88 

TOrAL public only $17.02 $60.45 $77.47 
public & private 18.74 66.54 $85.28 

This proposal presses the limits of what an unrestrained Deroocratic Cor,.gress prodded by a 
Derrocratic President might seek for an educational finance program and therefore constitutes a 
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high-range estimate_ 

For a mi.d-range estimate, H.R. 10145, another Perldns bill, was used. This measure provides 
for a federal grant to all States for each fiscal year equal to one-third of the aggregate current 
expenditures in all States for the second fiscal year preceding such fiscal year which were de- · 
rived from State or local sources. The costs of this program will be approximately $16.6 billioo 
for Fiscal 1977, $18.1 billion for 1978, $20 billion for FY 1979 and $22 billion for FY 1980. 

For a low-range estimate, assure that a program is enacted arrnmting to only one-s ixth t.~ 
aggregate current expenditures, i.e. OP.e-half the aroounts specified in H.R. 10145. 

12. TAX AID FUR 'IlIE EDUCATION OF ALL PUPILS 

The Dem:x:ratic Platfonn supports "a constitutionally acceptable roothod of providing tax aid 
for the education of all pupils in non-segregated schools in order to insure parental freedcm in 
choosing the best education for their children." 

Dozens of bills have been introduced in C,ongress on this subj ect. Assuning eligible private 
school enrollirent of between five and six million and an average tax benefit: of $150 per year --
a threshhol d a:rx:runt necessary to have any rreanineful impact on parents' ability t o afford private 
education - the revenue cost vXlllld be $900,000,000. A $200 tax benefit vntl.cl IIEan a revenue 
cost of $1. 2 billion annually (high estimate) 'While a $100 tax benefit 'WOUld reduce revenues by 
$.6 bi.llion (lcw estimate). For four-year estimates, it is assuned that enrollments will hold 
steady, although -were such a tax benefit to be enacted it might -well have the effect of st:imJlat-
h-g increased private school enrollments. 

13. . EXPANDED VOCATIONAL EDUCATICN 

The DE!oocratic Platform favors exnandinP. federal SUDOort in various areas of educati.cm~l 
need, including vocational education. It also ca:mits itself to support of adult education 
and training 'MU.Ch will provide skills. · 

Jimny Carter, testifying before the Dem:x:ratic Platform Camrl.ttee, elaborated by stating 
that these programs should address the 2.5 mi.llion students leaving the educational systan with-
out adequate vocational training and the 750,000 untrained youth entering the unemployrrent pool 
annually. He reccmnended that coom.mity colleges and other existing programs be strengthened 
and extended. 

Cne reasonable estimate of what expanded federal support in these areas might· entail vXmld 
be to look at the House and Senate-passed versicns of new vocational education legislation. 

The Senate version, S. 2657, authorized for Title II vocational education and Title V career 
education programs of $1.091 billion for Fiscal 1978, $1.310 billion for FY 1979, and $1.525 
billion for FY 1980. · 

The House version, H.R. 12835 authorized for vocational education $. 780 billion for FY 1977, 
$.973 billion for FY 1978, $1.134 billion for FY 1979, and $1.314 billion for FY 1980. 

Current spending levels for Occupational, Vocational and Adult education are ruaning scma-
what over $600 mi.llion anrrually. 

Using the House bill as the low estimate, the Senate bill as the high estirrate and the 
average of the too as the mi.d-range estirrate yields the following: 

FY low trediun high 
(billions) 

1977 $ .1 $ .2 $ .3 
1978 .4 .45 .5 
1979 .5 .6 .7 
1980 .7 .8 .9 

Total $1.7 $2.05 $2.4 

14 . . COST OF EOOC'ATICN PAYMENTS TO HIGHER EOOCATION INSTITIJI'ICNS 

The Damcratic Platform calls for the federal government to "directly provide cost of educa-
. ti.on paymmt to all higher education institutions . . . to help cover per-st:u:lent costs 'Which far ex-

ceed those covered by tuition and fees." 

Such a program is presently authorized at $1 billion annually under tii.e Higher Education Act, 
Title TV - A - 5, Sec. 419 (including general assistance to graduate schools). Funds for this 
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program have never been appropriated, so any mney for it vntl.d be in addition to present spend-
ing levels. 

Using this already-enacted $1 billion program as a mid-range estimate, a law estimate might 
be derived by calculating 75% funding while a high estimate might mean a 257. increase in the 
program. 

15. . VC11'ER REGISTRATICN BY MAIL 

Both the De:rocratic Platform and Jimny c.arter, in test:im:my before the Platform Carmittee, 
called for: 

''passage of legislation providing for registration by mail in federal 
elections to erase existing barriers to voter participation." 

Deroc:rati.c Me:nbers of the House of Representatives, respondir.g to pressure fran candidate 
Carter, pushed through a watered down version of the ''Voter Registration Act," R.R. 11552. The 
Senate, favoring a t00re ambitious proposal, has not acted. Carter, in the meanwhile, subsequently 
advocated "universal registration," a still n:ore costly option. 

Estimates for ilq>lement:ing a registratim by mail program have been var:i..rusly estimated at 
$50 million to $500 million. Usually excluded fran these estimates are the hidden expenses the 
Postal Service will be forced to absorb for distribution of the registration fomis to eve:ry ad-
'dress in the United States. 

· Although federal elections are held every two years, the cost estimates for the registration 
legislation are carputed on an annualized basis. Using $50 million for a low estimate, $500 
million for a high estimate and the mid-point of $225 million as a mid-range estimate and assuming 
that increasing experience and efficiency in operating the prog:r.am will cancel out inflation in-
creases during the first four years yields four-year est:imites of $.2 billion, $.9 billion, 
$2 billion. 

16. . INCREASilC 1BE SOCIAL SERVICES PRcx;RAM TO KEEP PACE WITH mFIATICN 

The Demx:ratic Platform states: 

"To 1972, the ceiling for federal social service grants was frozen at $2.5 billion, 
and subsequent inflation of 28 percent has reduced the effective federal aid to 
eidsting programs. \.Jhile there 1IDJSt certainly be a ceiling on such grants, it 
should be raised to canpensate for inflation and to encourage states and localities 
to expand social services to low- and noderate-incane fami.lies." 

furpensating for the 28 percent inflation since 1972 will cost $700 billion arnrually, giving 
a new social services base of $3.2 billion. Estimating FY 1977-80 costs depends on what inflation 
rate is assumed. Using a 5 percent rate for a low estimate, a six percent rate for the middle 
estimate, and a 7 percent rate for a high estimate yields the following additional costs over the 

·present ceiling ($2. 74 billion in FY 1977, $2.5 billion thereafter): 

FY low medi1.:m high 
(billions) 

1977 $ .s $ .6 $ .6 
1978 1.0 1.1 1.2 
1979 1.2 1.3 1.4 
1980 1.4 1.5 1.7 

Total $4.1 $4.S $4.9 

Extending eligibility for social services to low- and m:x:!erate-inca:ne fami.lies ~d "involve 
an astronan:i:cally expensive restructuring of this welfare-oriented program, the cost of which is 
jn:possible to calculate without further details. 

17 • . D:BERALIZATICJN OF 'IlIE ALLOWABLE EARNm:; Lil1ITATION UNIER---SOCIA:L SECURITI 

There is currently a limit of $2760 on the airount one may earn and still draw full social 
security benefits. The Detroc:ratic Platform advocates "a liberalization of the allowable earnings 
l:imitation under Social Security for older Americans 'Who wish to continue ...urking and living as 
productive citizens.'' 

Raising the present limit to $5000 'WOUld cost $1. 8 billion in additional Social Security 
0€rlefit payouts. A $10,000 limit wDUld add $4.6 .billion; a $15,000 limit i..uuld add $5.8 billion 
and any limit higher than $20,000 'WOl.1ld cost frc:m $6 to $7 billicn. 
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Using $5000 as a low estimate, $10,000 as a mid-range estimate and $15,000 as a high 
estimate and holding these figures constant (even though inc<m:! security benefits for the aged 
increased by 28.5 percent between 1975 and 1977 and can be expected to ccntinue clirri:iing sharply 
during the next four years) yields four-year estimates of $7.2 billion, $18.4 billion and $23.2 
billion respectively. 

18 . . EXTEND VA EOOC.ATIONAL ASSISTANCE ThiJ YF.ARS 

In previous wars, veterans received eight years of educational benefits. Tirus far, Vietnam 
veterans have received 10 years of benefits, and Carter proposes to extend educational assistance 
o-io years for those veterans already enrolled and drawing benefits in VA-approved educational 
and t:rai.n:ing programs. 

According to the_ Veterans Administration, provision of a tr.-KJ-year extension to ,-iho 
were enrolled in education programs under the G.I. bill during the Spri..g sarester o:c 197b and 
woose educatioo.al bmefits expired ori May 31, 1976 wrul.d cost $610 million in FY 19TT and $356.5 
mi.11.icn in FY 1978. ' • 

19. INCREASE REVENJE ·SHARJN:; TO 011PENSATE FOR IlflATICN 

An increase in the annual funding of the general revenue sharing program to coopensate for 
the erosion of inflation is called for by the Derooc:ratic Platform. 

Using a five percent rate for a low estimate, a six percent rate for a middle estimate and 
a seven percent rate for a high est:umte gives the folloo.ng increases in the present $6.65 
billion revenue sharing program: · 

FY low mediun high 
(billions) 

1977 $ .3 $ .4 $ .5 
1978 .7 .8 1.0 
1979 1.0 1.3 . 1.5 
1980 1.4 1.7 2.0 

Total $3.4 $4.2 $5.0 

20. REVE!'l'lJE SHARil-G FORMJI.A 

Without greater specificity, it is impossible to cost out the impact of a broadly-based 
camunity needs forrrula which conceivably could include poverty, condition of housing stock, 
percentage of dependent population or other variables. However, R.R. 10319, a treasure introduced 
by Rep. Fascell and proposed as an aIIH1drrent during the 1976 revenue sharing debate, provided a 
needs-based fonnula using only poverty level data. A caoputer simllation of the impact of this 
fonrula showed that the additional cost could be $630 million annually, or a four-year total of 
$2. 52 billion. . 

Adjusting the fo=.ila to treasure tax effort could be done in a variety of ways. Assuning 
that the principal concern is to expand the definition of tax effort to include other non-tax 
sources of reverrue such as water, sewage and sanitation charges, hcwever, yields an amrual $270 
mi.llicn figure for a four-year total of $1.08 billion. 
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Using these estimates as a mid-range figure, 7'37. of that amunt as the le,;., estimate and 
125% as the high estimate yields the following: 

FY le,;., nediun high 
(billions) 

1977 $ .675 $ .9 $1.l25 
1978 .675 .9 1.125 
1979 .675 .9 1.125 
1980 .675 .9 l.l25 

Total $2.7 $3.6 . $4.5 

21 . .. SUBSIDIES AND LOANS FOR Iill AND MODERATE INCXME HOUSil{; .crnsTRUCTION 

The Damcratic Platform takes the Republicans to task for losing the "vision ·of the Hoose 
Act of 1968 the result of three decades of enlightened Demx:ratic housing policy ... reasserts these 
goals and pledges to achieve thsn." This Act, typical of the e."'ttraV'agant premises and false ex-
pectations of the 1960's, pranised 2.6 million units a year. Achieving this "I.UUld involve subsi-
dizing probably 1 million units substantially or even building then directly. Assun:i.ng $25,000 
per unit, the cost would be $25 billion annually for direct construction. Reifl.stituting the ori-
ginal Secticn 235 and 2,36 programs with a 1 percent interest rate for 40 years would involve obli-
gations of $72 billion. 

Such goals are obviously impossibly high, and the Dem>cratic Platform and Carter's test:im:,ny 
to the Platform Camtittee pledge support for direct federal subsidies and low interest loans to 
encourage the construction of low- and nxxlerate-incane housing. · 

Fiscal Year 1977 outlays for housing subsidies to st::iirulate low- and nx:xierate-incane housing 
under Section 8, interest subsidies, Section 235 and 236 ar.oount to $3 billion. 

Assumng the Demx:rats mean to double this figure, an assunption well in keeping with legis-
lative proposals by Darocratic Congressicnal leaders, ...otld mean another $3 billion annually for 
a four-year total of $12 billion. . 

The Congressional Budget Office March 15, 1976 report on ~et Options indicates that ex-
panding production of subsidized housing for lower-inc<IIP. hous ods through emphasis on Section 
8 and assisting roughly 5. 2 million households 'OOUld require additional outlays of $1. 7 billion 
in Fiscal 1977, $1. 2 billion in Fiscal 1978, $2. 5 billion in Fiscal 1979 and $5. 5 billicn in Fis-
cal 1980, for a four-year total additional outlays of $10.9 billicn. 

Using a 50'7. increase in existing outlays as a le,;., estu!late, the CBO option as a middle esti-
mate and a doubling of existing outlays as a high option yields the following: 

FY low nediun high 
(billials) 

1977 $1.5 $1. 7 $3.0 
1978 1.5 1.2 3.0 
1979 1.5 2.5 3.0 
1980 1.5 5.5 3.0 

Total $6.0 $10.9 $12.0 

22. HOOSING SUBSIDIES FOR TIIB EIDERLY 

Both Carter and the Daroc:ratic Platfonn call for expansion of the ni.ghly successful programs 
of direct federal subsidies to provide housing for the elderly. Fiscal year 1977 outlays for this 
program are approximately $200 million. "Expansion" is assured to mean a 50 percent increase, a 
doubling or a 150 percent increase for purposes of arriving at low, mediun and high estimates. 
This would require $.1, $.2 or $.3 billion respectively for one-year and $.4, ~-8 or $1.2 billion 
for four-years. 

·23 . . -STFADY Fii1i1 OF HOUSING CREDIT 

Carter's testim:my before the Darocratic Platform Camrl.ttee called for "providing a steady 
source of · credit at lcJ,,r · interest rates to stabilize the housing industry." This proposal was in-
cluded in the Demcratic Platform. . 

The major program that Demcrats in Congress have pushed in the past and are likely to press 
in the future in the 1IDrtgage credit area is Q~A. An additional $5 billion has been . authorized 
in the Emergency Housing Act of 1976. $2 billion of this $5 billion has been appropriated for 
use by HUD during Fiscal 1977. Asstmring all $5 billion would be appropriated and utilized during 
a Carter Administration, and assuming further an outlay level equal to 10 percent of total obli-
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gational authority results in an estimate of $.125 billion per year or $.5 billion over :tour years. 
Spending only half this aroount could be assumed for a low estimate, mile additional legislaticn 
to spend 50% trore -wuld yield a high estimate. 

24. UPGRADING SECONDARY ROADS AND BR:IIX;FS 

The Transportatim plank of the Derrocrat:;i.c Platform offers comnit.nalt to dealing with LarJS-
portation needs of rural America by upgrading secondary roads and bridges and by c:ccrpletion of 
the original plan of 1956 for the interstate highway systan where it benefits rural An:ericans. 

The toost recent (1972) National Highway Needs Study estimates that scme $36.8 billion of 
backlog and new needs wmld accrue by 1980, and $38.4 billion by 1990, in terms of 1969 dollars, 
or $51. 7 and $53. 9 billion in te:cms of current dollars. Undertaking this upgrading in a four-
year program is not feasible because state and local matching funds ,;;aild not be available, feder-
al regulations preclude expeditious progranmi.ng of capital improvarents, the construction industry 
could not respond to this magnitude of demand so quickly nor could state and local higmay agen-
cies, Therefore, apportioning the upgrading goal out throogh 1990; assuming that no increase at 
all could occur in 1977, a realistic atterrpt to upgrade secondary roads and bridges w0uld involve 
a,t a low range $1 billion annually between FY 1978-80 far a FY 1980 expenditure increase of $.8 
billion and a CUil.ll.ative FY 1978-80 expenditure increase of $1.630 billion. At a mid-range of 
$2 billion anrn.ial.ly frcm FY 1978-80, the FY 1980 expenditure increase -wuld be $1.614 billion for 
a o.m.ilative impact of $3,26 billion. At a high-range $3 billion FY 1978-80 level, the FY 1980 
expenditure increase would be $2.42 billion and the ClJl!Ulative impact would be $4.9 billion. 

25. FUrL FUNDnt; OF 1HE RURAL DEVEI.DFMENI' ACT 

The Deroc:ra.tic Platfom ''pledges to strengthen the ecooany and thereby create jobs in our 
agricultural and rural areas by the full implaIEltation and~ of the Rural Devel.O[:mmt Act 
of 1972." 

Under existing policy, Federal expenditures for the Act are expected to be $.29 billion in 
FY 1977, $.34 billion in FY 1978, $.48 billion in FY 1979 and $.67 billion in FY 1980. 

The Ll.brary of Congress examined the 14 programs cont:a:ined in the Rural Developrrent Act and 
estimated that probable maxim.m levels of program participation and danand would increase costs 
between $.64 billion and-$.82 billion during those years. Using this as a high estimate, 75% 

. of this figure for a mid-range estimate and half the maxim.Jm for a low-range estimate yields the 
' following additional expenditures: 

FY llY mediun high 
(billions) 

1977 $ .32 $ .48 $ .64 
1978 .35 .53 .70 
1979 .38 .56 .76 
1980 .41 .61 .82 

Total $1.46 $2.18 $2.92 

· 26. · · INCREASED FEDERAL FUNDIN:; FOR ENERGY RF.SEARCH AND DEVEI.DFMENI' • 

The Darocratic Platform recarmends "that the federal govert11Ja1t pranptly expand whatever 
funds are required to develop a new S'Jsten of energy ... support an active federal role in research 
and development of clean burning and carrnercially carpetitive coal burning systems and technolo~ 
g:j:es, •• , (and tmdertake) major federal initiatives, including major governmental participation in 
early high-risk developtrent projects ... to harness renewable resources like solar, wind, geother-
mal, the oceans, and other new technologies such as fusion, fuel cell and the conservation of 
-solid waste and starches into energy." 

The Congressional Budget Office, in its July 15, 1976 Background paper No. 10 on~ 
Research: Alterntive Strategies indicates that a full funding strategy ~d add to tliePresi-
dent' s base program canpletion strategy all of the damnstration projects identified in ERDA's 
national plan in all program areas. This would be a high option estimate for the ambitious energy 
research and develoµnent program described in the Damcratic Platfolill. 

A mid-range option ~d be a strategy downplaying the fission programs but errphasizing all 
other long-tenn technologies. A low-range option ~.;uuld be a strategy ffit)hasizing near- and mid-
tenn technologies and deferring all major long-tenn teclmology deroonstration projects not already 
tmderway. 
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In terms of budget outlays, the costs of these options over the program carpletion costs 
of $2. 7 billion in FY 1977, $3,2 billion in FY 1978, $3.6 billion in FY 1979 and $3.8 billion in 
FY 1980 wruld be: 

FY low rrediu:n high 
(billions) 

1977 
1978 $ .1 $ .1 $ .1 
1979 .15 .2 .6 
1980 .6 1.3 1.6 

Total $ .85 $1.6 . $2.3 

27 .. . FARM PRICE .SUPPORI' AND PARITY PRCx;RAM 

The Demc:ratic Platfcn:m states that, 

''Witoout parity incane assurance to fa:crers , full production cannot be 
achieved in en uncertain econany. · We I1J.1St assure parity returns to fanrers 
based en costs of production plus a reascnable profit." • 

Carter expressed the sane cmcem in his test:imlny to the Demxratic Platfcmn Cmmittee. 

This language wruld seen to support the view that a Carter Administration w::ntld reinstitute 
the fm:m price support policies and acre limitations of the 1950' s and 1960' s. These old fann 
policies ~e la:i:gely abolished by the 1973 Agricultural and O:mslm:ler Protecticn Act. A return 
to these discarded policies would cost the U.S. more than $4 billion a year by 1980 according to 
estimates of agricultural ecooanists at the Brookings Instituticn and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. . • 

Allowing for inflation, storage costs and crop size, estimates for additional costs of a 
price support program are: 

FY 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Total 

28. IXH'SI'IC DEVEI.DPMENT BANK 

low 

$ 3.8 
4.0 
4.2 
4.4 

$16.4 

rrediu:n 
(billions) 

$ 4.0 
4.3 
4.6 
4.9 

$17.8 

29. YOl1Ili PARTICIPATION IN PUBLIC EMPLOYMENI' ·PRCX;RAMS 

high 

$ 4.2 
4.8 
5.4 
6.2 

$20.6 

30. ESTA.BUSH SPECIAL MEANS FOR 'l'RAimN; AND LOCATTh'G JOBS FOR DIFFICULT TO F11PLOY PEOPLE 
IN 'IHE PRIVA'IE SECTOR AND TO EXIENr NECESSARY IN PUBLIC SECTOR . . 

31. · t°Gt FUNDING FOR A GREATLY IMPROVED GOVERi."i1EN'r-WIDE . SYSTEM FOR DELIVERY OF EQUAL JOB 
ONOPPOfil'UNTITES . 

32. DIRECT GOVERN1ENr LOANS FOR SMAIL BUSINESS, ESPECIAILY MINORITY rn.JNED 
33. 'INDEXATICN OF MlNIM!lM WAGE (,;..,ould affect sane government erployees). 

34. RAISE PAY STANDARDS FOR OVERl1M: (,;mild affect sane govenment e:iployees) 

35. 'EXTEND UNmPLOYMEm' . INSURANCE TO COVER AIL WAGE AND SAI.ARY HJRKERS 

36. FUIL ENFClRCEMENl' OF OSHA, CCMPREHENSIVE MINE SAFEIY ACT AND BJ.ACK rmr, <XMPENSATICN 

37. INDEPENDENT CXNSUMER AGEN:.'Y 

38. 'nx:::ENITVES TO REWARD EFFICIENCY & INNOVATION, ASSURE t-X)NI)ISCRIMINATION AND AFFIRMATIVE 
ACTICN IN CIVIL SERVICE 

39 .. PARTIAL PUBLI;C FINANCING FOR CONGRESSICNAL CANDID\TES ON MA.TCHIN; BASIS 

40. OFFICE OF CITIZEN AfNOCACT IN EXECtJITVE BRANCH 

41. FUIL FUNDJ,N; FOR NEIGHBORHOOD lEGAL SERVICES FOR THE PCX)R 

42. ' GOVEmHNr SUPPOinED SYSTEMS FOR DEVELOPJN; OBJECTIVE PR0OOCT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
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43. INCRFASED FEDERAL AID TO GOVERNMENT IABORATORIES AND PRIVA1E INSTI1U11:CX'1S TO SEEK 1HE C'uRE 
TO HEARr DISEASE, CANCER, SICKI.E CEIL ANEMIA, PARALYSIS FRCM SPINAL CX)RD INJURY, DRI.G 
ADDICTION AND CJTI-IER INFLICTIONS (sic) 

44. INCREASm; THE Nll1BER OF IXx:'TORS AND PARAMEDICAL PERSONNEL IN 1HE PRIMARY HEAL'IH FIEill 

45. VIGJROUS FEDERAL PR(X;RAMS AND POLICIBS OF <Xl1PENSATORY OPPORTIJNI'IY AND FULL FUNDm; OF 
CIVIL RIGHI'S PRa;RAMS 

46. EXPAND FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR BIIJNXIAL EDUC'.ATICN 

47. FEDERAL AID TO IMPLEMENT DESEGREGATION 'lliRCUGH MATCHm; FUNDS, INCENITVE GRANrS :AND arnER 
MECHANf§jS 

48 INCRF.ASED FEDERAL IlNESIMENT IN GRADUATE EIXJCATICN 

49. FULL FUNDTIC OF LIBRARY PRa;RAMS 

50. ADmtJA'.IE FUNDm; AND IMPROVED ¥1\NAGEMENr AND HEAL'Ill GARE IN VA HFAL'IH CARE PRC'CRAM 

51. REOOCm:; HEAL'Ill CXJSTS PAID BY SENIOR CITIZENS UNDER 'lliE PRESENT SYS'IEM 

52. EXTfND MEDICARE TO AMERICANS ABROAD 'WHO ARE ELIGIBIE FOR SOCIAL SECURI'IY 

53. FUNDilG FOR THE GRGID! Afm ·DEVELOPMENT ClF THE NATIONAL ENIXR1ENI' FOR THE ARTS AND HUMANITIES 

54. SPF.cIAL ANI'I-RF.cESSICN EMPLJJYMENr PRCx;P-AMS FOR ARITSTS 

55. INCREASED EMPHASIS CN REHABILITATICN OF EXIS'I'IN; HOUSilG TO REBUILD OOR NEIGHBJRHOODS 

56 • . m::REASE !DANS AND SUBSIDIES FOR HOOSilG AND REHABILITATICN FSPECIALIX IN POVERIY-SIRIO<EN 
AREAS --

57. . MASSIVE EFFORT TO HELP MAJOR OLDER CITIES IN 'IBEIR UNPRECEDENIED FISCAL CRISES 

58. FUNDING AND IMPLEMENrATICN OF THE JUVENilE JUSTICE AND DEL.IOU.ENCY PREVENI'IQ-1 ACT OF 1974 

59. EXTEND FEDERAL DEATII BENEFITS TO POUCE KIUED IN THE LINE OF 001"{ 

60 • .. INCRF.ASED FEDERAL OPERATING SUBSIDIES FOR MASS TRANSIT IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS 

61. . PRcx;RAM OF NATIONAL RAIL AND ROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVED MASS TR/.NSIT TO Pur 1HCUSANDS 
OF llNEM'IDYED COOS'IRIJCTIQ.'l OORKERS BACK TO vDRK 

62. DEVELOP PRCGRAMS TO MAKE THE FAMILY FARM ECX)N'.Mic.All.Y HEALTIIY .AGAIN 

63. INSURE AND GUARANTEE IJJAN.S FOR ELECIRIFICATICN AND TELEPHOt'lE FACIUTIES FOR RURAL AMERICANS 

64. · INSURE 'lliE EXISTENCE OF ADEQUATE FACIUTIES, ro-MUNI'IY FACIUTIFS surn AS WATER SUPPLY AND 
. SEMI\GE DISPCSAL SYSTEMS, DECENT HOOSIN; AND NEEDED TRANSPORT 

_65. · NEH FEDERAL INCENTIVES FOR AIDlNG INDIVIIXJAL HCl1E CJ.,lNERS IN UNO~ ENERGY ro:ISERVATION 
IlM:S'.IMENTS 

66. SI'RIP MINill; RE.GUI.ATICN 

67. REVITALIZE BASIC CREDIT PR!X;RN15 FOR FARMERS 

68 • . PROVIDE ADEQUATE CREDIT TAIIDRED TO THE NEEDS OF YOUNG FARMERS 

69. REINSTATE SOil. CXUSERVATICN PR(X;RAf,f; 

70. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE Prux;RAMS TO FARM H)RKERS FOR HOUSJN;, EMPLOYMENT, HEALTII CARE, SOCIAL 
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION 

71. . SUB5T.Atm.AL INCREASES IN FUNDIN:; FOR ENVI:RCN1ENCAL RESEARrn AND DEVELOFMENI' 

72. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE IN PRCMJITNG GREATER DEVELOPJN; COONI'RY CAPITAL MARKETS 

_73. . SIGNIFICANI' CONTRIBUTIONS TO 1HE MULTI-NATICNAL t•.ORLD FOOD RESERVE SYSTEN 

74. Th'CREASE BIIATERAL AND MlJLTIIATERAL ASSISTA.1'1"CE TO AFRICA 




