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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

August 8, 1975

MR PRESIDENT:

Don Rumsfeld indicated
that you wished to review Phil Crane's
proposal regarding a Balanced Budget
for FY 76.
His proposal is attached .

•

~

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MAN,AGEMENT AND BUDGET

Assistant to the Director
for Congressional Relations
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

August 11, 1975

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR:

JAMES LYNN

FROM:

JAMES CONNOR

The attached material concerning Phil Crane 1 s proposal regarding
a Balance Budget for FY 76 was returned in the President 1 s outbox
with the following notation:
11

I have scanned.

What does Lynn think?

11

Please follow-up with appropriate action.

CC: Don Rumsfeld

Attachment:
Letter from Philip M. Crane, M. C. dated 7/16/75

•

MEMORANDUM
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

August 7, 1975

FOR:

JIM CONNOR

FROM:

DON~ELD

Somewhere in the building or in the Congressional Record, there is
a proposal that Phil Crane sent in concerning how to balance the
budget. I would like to have a copy for the President, please, he
requested it.

•

-- - - - -

--~-----

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Date
TO:

8/8/75

----~~~-------

JIM CONNORS

FROM:

CHARLESLEPPERT

Please Handle

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

For Your Information

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

Per Our Conversation

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

Other:
Here are two good copies of the
Crane Budget remarks in the
Congressional Record. One is for
Don Rumsfeld - these are better
copies than those I sent this morning .
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WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, MAY 14, 1975

No. 77

House of Representatives
CUTI'ING THE BUDGET:
A SUMMARY

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, for a number of years now, I have been concerned
about the growing deficits. in the Federal
budget and the impact of these deficits
on inflation and capital investment. Release of the President's budget for fiscal
1976, with its $52 billion deficit, heightened my apprehension and the steady
escalation of the estimated budget
deficit since then has done nothing to
allay my fears about the direction in
which our economy is headed. At the
time the House budget resolution was
considered, a number of Congressmen,
myself included, made an effort to stipulate that expenditures should not exceed
revenue in fiscal year 1976, but, unfortunately, that effort was def-eated 311
to 94.
.
Ultimately, however, such an effort
raises two important questions, namely,
what specific programs are to be cut to
reduce the fiscal year 1976 deficit to zero
and how likely is it that such cuts will
be approved given the present disposition of Congress.
Answering the second question firSt, it ·
is obvious that, at the moment, Congress
is disinclined to opt for a balanced budget
because most members seem to be preoccupied with recession despite the fact
that inflation is the root cause of
recesssion. However, if the coming
budget deficit of $70, $80, or $100 billion
sets off another inflationary spiral as
many people are persuaded it will, that
mood may change and Members of Congress may be willing to look at possible
alternatives, particularly if they are set
out in specific terms. Therefore, for that
reason, if for no other, specific alternatives providing for a balanced budget
should be presented.
However, there is another consideration-the role Government should play
in the economic life of this country. As
one who has long believed in the concepts of free enterprise and limited Government, I not only want to see deficit

spending curtailed but Government subsidization and regulation reduced. History clearly shows that increasing the
role of Government not only decreases
personal liberty but, through intervention in ·the free market system, hampers
economic growth. Understandably, all
Americans want a larger piece of the economic pie, but governmental regulation
of the size of the slices is far .less likely
to produce that result than letting the
free enterprise system bake a bigger pie.
Therefore, I have prepared a proposal
that would not only produce a balanced
budget in fisca.!. 1976, but would reduce
Government intervention in, or control
over, various aspects of American life.
Frankly, this proposal represents what
I would like to see happen, politically
and philosophically as well as financially,
but I recognize that, given the makeup
of the present Congress, the chances for
adoption of all, or parts of it, are minimal at best. However, I would hope that,
by making these suggestions, I will stimulate interest in and discussion of a balanced budgm and how ·tt may·· be achieved.
I should also note that this proposal
represents a rough outline rather than a
polished final draft. I would hope that,
rs discussion of it proceeds, criticisms
will be made, refinements will be suggested and imperfections will be worked
out. Unfortunately from a research
standpoint, and fortunately from the
standpoint of the taxpayer, the resources
of an individual Congressman are not
comparable to that of the Budget Committees, the executive branch or OMB, so
there are bound to be some things that
need to be corrected or improved. However, even organizations like OMB have
had difficulty estimating expenditures
and revenue, especially the latter, so that
problem should not constitute a fatal
drawback.

•

When the President proposed this fiscal year 1976 budget last February 3, he
stated revenues would be $297.5 billion,
he suggested outlays of $349.4 billion and
he proposed a deficit of $51.9 billion. Using the figures in the President's proposed budget and postulating opposition
to spending programs that either have
increased or will increase the deficit, my
feeling is that we cannot only cut approximately $52.5 billion from the President's original budget, but that we can
keep the revised budget in balance for
fiscal1976.
To achieve this, I am recommending
that approximately $6 billion be cut
from the defense budget in the areas
of personnel support facilities and military assistance, that $4¥4 billion be
trimmed from foreign aid, that $190 million be cut from space and technology,
that approximately $3 bUlion be trimmed
from natural resources, environment and
energy, that just over $800 million be
chopped from agriculture, that $4.6 billiQ!l__!:.e taken f!'Q.m comm.unJty d~vel0p
ment, that over $8¥4 billion sliced from
commerce and transportation, that over
$4 billion be taken out of education,
manpower and social services, that over
$700 million be trimmed from health,
that $10.5 billion be cut from public assistance and income security, that $269
million come out of veteran's benefits,
that $1.15 billion be cut from law enforcement and justice, that $800 million
come out of general government and that
$7¥2 billion be subtracted from budget
allowances.
In proposing these cuts, I have not left
any sacred cows. All 14 functional areas
of Government have come in for attention, with the natttre and size of the cuts
being determined by 6 basic premises.
The first premise is that any program
vital to national security not be cut.
However, as you will notice, this is not
intended to provide a blanket exemption
for the defense budget; in fact the $6
billion in defense cuts I am proposing are

larger than either of those proposed by
the House and Senate Budget Committees and will enable us to shift $1 billion
to badly needed weapons research and
development.
The second premise is that businesses,
agricultural interests, and individuals
should rely on their own skills and initiative and not on the Government. Consequently I am proposing that, wherever
possible, Government subsidies to the
able-bodied--corporate and otherwisebe eliminated.
The third premise is that excessive
Government regulation has had much to
do with businesses and others getting
into the kind of economic difficulty that
results in requests for subsidies. Furthermore, such regulation, while intended to
promote competition and help the consumer, has had just the opposite effect.
Therefore, I am calling for the elimination of a number of Government regulatory agencies on the grounds that they
are counterproductive for the businessman, expensive for the consumer, and
hard on taxpayers. Proof of that may be
found in recent White House estimates
ro the effect that unnecessary and ineffective Government regulations are
costing the average American family
$2,000 a year.
The fourth premise is that programs
that have not worked,. or can easily be
delayed, should be either dropped or
postponed. Certainly foreign aid falls
into this category; we have been Santa
Claus to the the world for years now and
the world could not seem to care less.
The fifth premise is that, as a matter
of equity, all groups should be treated
alike. Accordingly, I am suggesting that
special interest group programs either
be eliminated or cut back to a per capita
level no higher than that being provided
to all other Americans.
The sixth and last premise is that all
other program reductions be as uniform
as possible. Therefore, I am recommending that all programs that seem desirable but are not vital to national security, be rolled back to fiscal year 1974
levels. Surely, on these programs, we can
get by with what we spent less than 2
years ago. And, by instituting such a
rollback policy, we will encourage, if not
force, greater administrative emciency
and an effort to eliminate waste and
duplication.
Included in the cuts I am suggesting
is: A 200,000-man troop reduction for
the U.S. Army; the phaseout of unneeded military bases, the elimination of
the food-for-peace program; reduction
of our contribution to the United Nations and to multilateral assistance programs; elimination of funding for the
Agency for International Development,
the Peace Corps, and the Job Corps;
foregoing participation in the special
financing facility program that would
help other countries with their balance-

of-payments problems; postponing construction of waste treatment plants and
the Interstate Highway System for at
least 1 year and, elimination of subsidies
for airlines, railroads, buslines, shipping, agricultural interests, the Postal
Service, students, and individuals who
are perfectly able to take care of themselves.
In addition, my proposal. would cutout
funding for programs such as urban renewal, Model Cities, subsidized housing,
and for regulatory agencies such as the
ICC, the CAB, and the FTC. Moreover,
the proposal would not only eliminate
the food stamp program but also envisions the amendment of the welfare program and the unemployment compensation program so that those who are not
really in need do not become a burden on
those who are working. And, finally, these
proposals envision acceptance of the
President's 5 percent cap on entitlement
programs while rejecting his call for energy cost rebates to individuals, State,
and Federal agencies.
All in all, these cuts, coupled with the
other terminations and rollbacks contained in this proposal, offer what I believe to be a reasonable way of balancing
the budget and buttressing the free
enterprise system without endangering
national security. Obviously, a certain
amount of subjectivity is involved in
these proposed cuts and, just as obviously, not everyone will agree with all
the premises developed in making them,
but they do represent a starting point
from which I hope discussion will proceed.
Such discussion is certainly needed. If
we do not do something to reduce Federal spending for fiscal year 1976, the
deficit we will face will not only require
government at all levels to soak up better
than 80 percent of the available capital
in this country, but it will also set off
another infiationary spiral. Such a combination can only lead to a follow-up
onslaught of recession and unemployment, which is the very thing that so
many people are concerned about today.
Congress should realize that it cannot
spend the country out of the recession
without reltindlirtg infiation and driving
up interest rates, which in turn, will retarq both investment and future economic growth as well as compound all
the present problems that have given us
our current 8.9 percent unemployment
rate.
Therefore, it only mij.kes sense ·for all
Americans to consider any and all ways
of cutting the budget. Imperfect though
it may be, I invite my colleagues to eval•
uate my proposal in this light and pass
along any suggestions they might have
for improving it. Copies are available in
my omce and a printed copy should be
out in a matter of weeks for all those who
are interested. FOr those who believe, as
I do, that "infiession" is still the number
one domestic enemy against which we
must intensify the fight, time is of the
essence.

(NOT PRINTED AT GOVERNMENT EXPENSE)
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July 16, 1975
The Honorable Gerald R. Ford
President of the United States
The Hhite House
20500
Hashington D. C.
Dear Mr. President:
I am enclosing for your consideration and review a copy of my
Alternative Balanced Budget for FY 76. This extensive study was
prepared by my staff due to my strong feelings that our economy can
not survive the continuing stresses of ever increasing inflation
brought on by uncontrolled government spending.
To prove that "zero deficit" is possible, I have conpleted an extensive
study of the Federal Budget, which I an enclosing for your consideration.
My proposals call for across the board spending cuts based on the
premises that any prograns vital to our national security should not be
cut; ~hat government subsidies to the able-bodied--corporate and othenvise-should be eliminated; that programs that have not worked or can be
easily dela;·ed should be dropped or postponed; that all groups should
be treated alike; and that all program reductions should be as uniform
as possible. I also have 'tvorked under the assumption that there are
NO sacred cows in the Federal Budget. }zy balanced budget proposal calls
for cuts in all areas from $6 billion in defense spending to $4.6 billion
in coffiflunity development.
I know that you share my views on the necessity of responsible fiscal
policy, and hope that you 't-lill find this study of interest •
regards.

~

202-/2.2-,..371 t

fvlEANS COMMITTEE

•

Philip M. Crane, M.C.
PMC/tjp
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r~p~y i i approprl~ts- ..

Director L;;nn

?lertS~ advi~

this

offi~

If

•

of

~~:Uliug.

Honorable Pnilip ~I. Crane
U.S. !louse of Representatives
washington, D.C. 20515

·near Congresscau Crane:
The Director bas asked Ee to thank you for sending him a copy of your
thoughtful and interesting study on ho:-~ to cut the budget. He alvays
a?prec~ates any ideas he can get in controlling the budget, and your
thoughts are-most appreciated particularly b~cause they encoopass
such an extensive rcviett of the budget.
In his fiscal year 1976.Budget, the Presidl';!nt attempted to curtail
the long-run growth of Federal spending, while at the s~-::~e time
providing the appropriate acou~t of st~ulus to the econobY. ~inile
toe Administration does not agree vith all of your specific proposals~
we share your concern about the need to control Federal spending. 1~
yo-u· .suggest, wa must: e:.<:-:i"ine t.~c budget on a program-bj.:.;.progril!:l basis
and e.lil.:duate inefficient anti unnecessary spending. He all recognize
::hat such cuts are difficult to achieve and_ ue share your hope th.::tt
your study will stirlulate further interest in and discussions of this
subject.

The_Ad:!tinistration appreciates your support of the reductions proposed
hy tha President. Thank you for your continued interest in budget
ref om.
Best

regards~

Sincerely.
(Signed) Ala11 M. Kranowitz

Alan H. Kl::anoYitz
cc:.

DO Records -Official file copy
Director's Chron
Director
Deputy Director
t---M"r- Kranowitz

BRD File (Rm. 6025)
. Control
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CONGRESSIONAL MAlL

TO:
July 16, 1975
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I

Prepare rep!)' for:

~ ~ f'Det.D iTl..

Log No:
Dua Dota::
The Honorable James T. Lynn
Director, Office of MAnagement & Budget
68
Executive Office Building
Copies to:
Washington D.C.
20503

·oo

AUG

1. :~

(;{)ngreS3icmal '"' - _.._..

Dear Hr.Lynn:
am enclosing for your consideration a nd rev~ew a co pJv OI DV
.Alternative Balanced Budget for FY 76. This extensive study Has
prepared by my staff due to my strong feelings that our economy can
not.survive the continuing stresses of ever increasing inflation
brought on by uncontrolled government spending.

,I

To prove that "zero deficit" is possible, I have completed an extensive
.. _study of the .Federal. Budget, which I am enclosing for your consideration.
}fy proposals call for.across the-board spending ·cuts based oa·the
preoises that any programs vital to our national security should not be
cut; that government subsidies to the able-bodied--corporate and othenvise-should be eliminated; that programs that have not Harked or can be
easily delayed should be dropped or postponed; that all groups should
be treated alike; and that all progran reductions should be as uniform
as possible. I also have worked under the assumption that there are
NO sacred cows in the Federal Budget. ltj balanced budget proposal calls
for cuts in all areas from $6 billion in defense spending_ to $4.6 billion
in community development.
I know that you s!'lare my vietvs on the necessity of responsible fiscal
policy, and hope that you will find this study of interest.

regards.

Philip H. Crane, N.C.
PNC/tjp
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spe&kcr~

fo:: a num-

:· r;t y~r:; now, I h!'wve been co!'..cern~d::: •
•out tho ~ro·;;tng defic1t&in u-,,~ Fetlero.l ..
~d::el; and t.'1e imp~t o!'theS•3 deticit.s.

spending cra·tailed but QQvernm-mt subsid.i.zation and reg-..Uat!on redl!C~. H1story cienr!:r shows t..'1a.t inc::ci~g the

role of G-..n-ern.ment not ot~ly t:ecreases
personal Uberty, bu!:', throug-h interven~
.:.:;c o! the Presict-ent.'s bud.g.:r, for ftsca! . tion 1n "th~ iree. ma.rke~ syst-em, iUu::lpe:s
76. with· its ~52 billion d~flcH., he!~hteconomic grow~h. Underst:md;'\hly, all
ed my· app;:~e:!Sion .and L'le st>.!ady · America:~ want a. larger pt;~c~ r,f the ecoc:tb.tlon ci th~ e,-,'ti.ma.~-cd btid;::e~ <.nomic ple, bui; goverr.ment:1.l !'(!sulation
.ric!.t since .J.hen has--done w>t.hl.'lg to; · of .the size ot the slices 13 fa:· .less likely
t;-,y my fe::t.rs ·.about. the d!:<:ction in · to prcduce tba.~> resuit thuu let~g the
1ich our ccor.cmy is· he.sded. At L~e ·:rr~ enterpr~·syatem. bakr. a bi~ger pie.
~~:: rlJ.e- Eou"e buc;et reso!crt.ion \~·::ts
'.n1erefore; T have prep;;.~d a proposal
·!~idered. a nt!.l:lber of.. Con.:1resaruen.
that would :tot only procw:~e a balanc~:Xt
ys!:!f included, rr.<~cl.e an-c.tfol't r.o stipubud::et in :D.~ 1975, but W!JU!d reduce
t.~ Ut.at expendit::re.:~ :;ho•.t!d n-:;t ~~eed
Gov-er:nm.ent intervention i..I1. O< control
venue 1n flscal ::~nr 1976. but, ur..f0r.:.- over, various a.>pects of Ameri.:an li!e.
nately, that eiTort--'T<aS· de!e~t~ 311
.Frankly, thb proposal rePres<::ds whs.'.:
:1~.
I would like to see h.s.pp~:t, :w>liticn.ll7
Uit!mately, hoi:e•er. 'such· ~n · ef:ort
.and phil·~!':ophically as well a.-; tba.ncially,
ise:; two imp:>r.....n::. que3t!on..~. nat:J.ely, · but I. re.:ogn1ze that, g!ven t-n~ makeup
!1~t sl:>eci!lc pro~""''' nre to te cut to· of the pw;;;ent Congre&'l, the chsnces ior
<luce the ns;:;\l year t376 ce5dt to zeroadoptton of :<!!, or piUi:..s o! it, are mlui.ld how -Iikclv 1s it that suci'! ct.tts ~•ill
. mal at best. However. I would ioopa that,
~ n.pproved i~ven t'be :pressut d:!sposi-by rnakln,; the:;e su&&e5tlrm..'l, r .,.m stim· ula.te L"l"t~::l'!s& 1n and disci!:.-sicn of a ba.l·
)!l o r C o_t":t~rc-~:s...
. ··· .
Aru<>Vermg t.nc s·~::ond qcest:on fir:--:t, it ·anced hu!!;;et and how ic may be
ob;-ious th,">..i:, at the moment. Conr,:-•)!:;5 :_< ach.leved. ·
·
chsincl!n(?rt tc op;. for a ~an~ed bud.:;-e: · ·
I ahottlcl. al-ro note tha~ this proposal
~~a~1-:e mos~ memb'"rs ~ee.-n :;o be prereprescn~s. a rotigb out.lir.::: ;·ati'!er tha."'t a
polished fin:U d.ra.rt. I wr.u!d hope that,
cupied with :::ect;s::;ion despit·~ the frl.ct
rs ct;cussirm o't it proc·~cd;;. c:itic!sn-..s
,~J.t infi~tion 1;; the root .::a.usa of
wm be Z!l::>.de. refi.nement.'! ;vlll · ~ sugc~s.;;:;lon. Hc•we·:.::r. 1f U1e com[J;g
gested nnd imperfP.Ctions will L-e worked
td:.~t deficit. o! s·:.1. $30, or Sl00 bl!Hcn
·
f
·
out. Unt~)rt~m:;.tely
ro::t a resea~a
t.:; oEr E\:wth~r i::i"h~Jonary :.piral as
star.dpoiat, :ma fort.,_m:-:t.:!:t f:-otn t.he
:l:lJ' peo;l!~ are ]Jcr::n•aded .it •;,·Ul, th<!t
stand;x~~m of the t.;).xpayr-,·, ti>e resources
ood may eh,,:lii~ ~ml Me:nb•~rs of Co!lof an 1ndi:;idual conrsz-c;:<rr.::lll are not
~.:; :nay b~ \'l1lli<:~~ to lO<:.k ;;.t pos-;H::e
comparnolc to that oi t!;·.~ Bml,;et ComterrnUv<?:;. p:.rtl.:;!carty 1f tl:~y· nre <:et
mittces, t:'~ ex~"X~uttve brr:.:-1·-:h 0 ,. o~rn . .so
:t 1:1 spet:_'hc Lerr';:"· 'I'herer?:e. !or U<t&
there are botmf.~ to b-e sc 1:;c tLin;;;-s that
~;:.c..::, t! !•)r r.o cw~·r. specmc alte2 r>aneed to ::-,c cor:rr:cted or imp;·ov,:d. Ho-;;-;r.,; ;:~rovlcin::; fc-:- :l. be.lanc~u bu:J:;et
ever. C\'£-!! (:rg::mlzs.tlor.s :::~:e o:.m rove
t•]l:!.:l. be pr.-:-;:~n~cL
hnd Cit'.iJ"t~!ty estLonati:1·~ ext;;:nditt:res
i ,_;_,·seve•. th·:rc i.> :lnother cons!d::raand r::n·: 1t:.:>, cs:;:Jeci~lly th:- ~~~: tc 1·, so that
m-the ro!•! OuY·~··muen~ s!w:..Ud _pt;::.y
p::o~!et:l :.! 10 uld not cox; ;i.itutc a !r.t<U
til<: ~"no::::c !::.~ oi·this •·o;>n~ry. As
drawba.c;:.
te v:bo !"o~L> L:on:; h<'i!~ved In !h~ r.vnp!.;; of frr.e c:ter!•=t.>~ and lirn:<eti Gr,vnm~r.t. I net OL!l1: v;;mt to sc;: de!1cit
• io..f!!l.Uon and

opicat.in'i!'st.-·!:ent. Re-•·

•

When t.h~ President propQ.~d this .&-

year 19 IS !m~!;i!t last- F-et>r..t.-\ry 3, he
stated revemte:-; wcllld be $2'l7.s· billion.
he silggestE:d ontlaya ot $34:}.{ t-Hliort and
.he proposed a defic\t. o! $51.9 l:.!llion. Us·
in:;· the fig-·.;:-c.s in the Presider.t".s nrcposed budg~t: fu-id POstUlating oppcsftion
to spending l.H'Oi,::-ratns that ei~!;~r luwe
inc-r:~e? o; o;o,:.\ll i!!cre&:ie the de.!lcit. my
feeling J.S tn:>.c ~ ca.nnot on.iy c.ut: ap.
proximate!;: S52.5 billion !rom the .?resident's orlf!".:..~:!-1 budaet. but ti1at we can
keep the. r•:·.;~sed budget i.Q. b;J.lim..:e !o:
.fi:;call976.
. ·
. T(!
this, I a.m. reeomn:e.ndin&t.hi\~ approxirr..ately $6 blll:~n be cut
!roni the c;;>fense budget ill the a,r:-eg,s
or personnel :mp;x;rt !acUittes :md mlllb.!-y assistan.ce, t-hat :Hy,. hll.tron be
tM.::n.m~ frc:-n foret;rn aid, thnt S!90 million be cut f.;om S?aee and -technol•)cy.
tiut approx!matdy $3 bllllon be trtmmed
from natural re..;om·ces, env1rnnme:::~t. and
en=!rgy, that just over $800 mHHon be
chopped !rem n;:mcuiture, th"-t :S4.6 bU-.
livn t:e takE:·n from co~unicy cc<elop.
ment, that o-::er 58'14 bUllon :=HcP.'i from
(;al

sch.!eroa

commerc~

and tr!l.r:sPO~n. that o•1er

Sot billion b-e ~ken out of e<:tuc<~tion.
mrmpower and &:>c!a.! servl~. t.h.:1t ever
S7tl0 million ~ tri..mzncd !n•m h~nlth,
th.:•t $1)).5 1:-i!iion be cut !rom pu.olic assl.otrulce e.n<l .l..ucome. security. t-hat S269
million com~ out of vet.eran·;; bencdts,
that $1.15 biillon be cut !:-om hw enforceu>..ent t'.nd just.ice, that $300 milllon
c..:.me out o( :Jene-ral government end that
~7 1-2 billion be :m!>tracted !rom budget

nl!owances.
In propos::-:.;; the.;s cuts, I h:1t·e not ien.
=·-·~sacr-ed <::ow2. -~ ll 14 !uncti;.>!".::.l g-ess
or Gnvemrr.~::tt ha·:e come 1:1 ior auen~

tinn. wlt.h tL~ n:~tt:-.re and size of the cuts
be;ng dete:rm:ncd b.7 6 be.sic prr,;ni,;e:>.
'I'he flrst ~!'"cm!:-:e 1s trot an·: p:--o6'!·c..m
'it:ll t--:~ n!! ti;J::r'.l security· r:0~- b" Gut.
E:>wever, ~" Yvtt -;vUl notice, thi.:-; !$ not
intended to ;>n•:ide a. blanket exe:-:Jp:Ion
for the def,-:·,;:e budget; in t·>c:t the $6
b!lilon in defe,Fl" cut.s I am prr;~,:;in;.: are

larger thn.u

c!th~

or those prorx.:scd by

the House ;md ;:..~nate Budr:e~ Commit-·
t~ and will en?.b1o us to shift $ t billion
to badly needed weapon.<J· re:;e3rch a.ud

,... ·.....

deV1!1opment.
·
·
·· ·
·The second premise is that bus!nesses.
agricultural interests.""· and· ir:di ~·idual.s.
:!.hould rely on their- own skm.s and lnitlative a.."ld not on the Government. Consequentlj· I run proPQSing that. ·.r.:herever
possible. Governrne.'lt. subsidies to the
able-bodied-corporate and otherNisebe cllminatad.
. The tr.Jrd premise ·1.s th:lt excessive
Government regulation has had much todo v.1t.h businesses and others gett~og
into the kind of economic clit:icu!t:-; that.
results in requests !or subsidies. 1-'urther-.- ~
more. suca regulatlon;whUe intended· to·
promota competition •tmd -help the con-·c-.sumer. has had ju..""t the."opposit:e effect.~
Therefore, I am caUiog·for th" elimina-'
tlon or a number of Government regula-; ·
tory agencies on the-grounds that they;, ·
are counterproductive tor the busicess- .~
man. expensive for·· the· con::."lltner. and;.-:·
hard on taX?ayers. Proof o: that m::~.y [)e.;__
found L'"l recent White HOtL1e estlmates ,
U> the effect that un.'"lecessary and in.• ,
eli~ctiv~ C-overnme!l.t.. regulations are· •. _
costing·. the aver<'.ga·,, Amer!cnn family $2,000 a year.·
·
The fourth premise is that progr:!ms .
tha.t have not worked,. or can easily be
delayed,~- should be either dro;>:>ed or
postJ)Ol'.ed. Cert:linly foreign aid falls :
into this c:1tegory; we have b~!l Santa
.Claus to the the world !or years now and .
the world could not s~m to care 183$.
The fifth. premise iS"thit. as a matter~
or equity, all groups should be treated
alike. Accordingly, I am suggesting that..
special Jnteres~ group progr3::u; e!Ulerbe eliminated or cut back to a per capita.
'level no higher than that being provided .
.to au o~er Americans•.
· The .sixth and last premise is th~t all."· 1
· ot.'ler program reduct!or.s be as uniform·. · t
as possible. Therefore·. I am reco:nmend- -~
ing that all programs that seem. d~sir- .
able but are not vital to n:~.t!ozul secu- ·
rity, be rolled back. to fi.o;cal year 1974 -1
levels. Surely. on these programs, we can /
get by v.ith what we spent 1~ t.l-tan 2
year:J ago, And, by instituting such a. I
rollback policy, we will encourage, if not ·
force, greater admlnistro.ttve efflci~ncy!
and an e.ffort to eliminate waste and !
duplication.
•
Included in the· cuts I am sug~est.ing•.
is: A 200,000-man troop reduction for
the U.S. Army; th~ phaseout o! unneeded military bases, the elimloat!on o!
the food-tor-peace progr...m: reduction
of our contrtbnt.!on to the United N!!.
tions and to multilateral es.slst.::mce p;;-ograms: elimination o! fund!o.;:: for the
Ager.cy for Inte-rnational De•Je!opment,
the Peace Corps. and the Job Co:-os:
foregoing pnrtid~tion in t.l-te special
ftn!lncing lacl!ity proRTam that would
help other count:ies with their balance4

of-p,1_o:rr.ents problem~: J)')str>Onlng construrtion o! >'<aste. tn~:1tment plants and
the Inr.er::;tate Hiv.hway Gystem !or at
least l y.:;u· cmd. el!min:l.~!on of sub.:lldle$
for airlines. rallroncl.>, buslines. shipping_ a~:-icultural h~tcrests. the Poota.l
&r-vice, students. ::md i:-~<lividuals who
are perfectly able to take care o! them• ·
selve::;.
__ In nddit.ion, my proposal wculd cut out
funding tor programs l'UCh as urban renewal. l'.rodel Citie3 . .st:.bsidized housing.
and fo!' r-e·;;u~a.tory sw~r;ci~ such a.s the
ICC. the CAB. and the Frc. Moreover •
the proocsal would r.ot only eliminate
th~ ·food stamp program but also eovi·mon.S L&e u;:nendmcnt of the weliare progJ."SJn ru~d t;:e unemplcy:nent.com~osa.
tion program so that those who are not
really in need dG no~ become a burden on
·those wh.o are wor'.dnz. And. finally, these
propOSiJ.li en•,ision acceptance of the
~President's 5 percent ca;J on entitlement
progrn.•"'!ls w·hHe rejecting his c:WI for- en~ .
ergy co.st reb!l.tes to indlvidua.ls. State.
and Federal agencies.
All in nll. these cuts. coupled with the
other terminations and rol!backs conb.ined in this proposal, of·~r v;hat I believe to be a reasonab1e way of balancing
the budget. and buttressi!1g the tree
enterprl.se s:,.::;tem without endangering
nation:ll securitY .. Ob;ioU31.:;, a certain
amount of :;ub.iect-ivity is involved ln
these pro:;>o:<ed cut.s 3-nd, Just as obv!ously. not: ev~ryone wi!l agree ·with all
the pre::ni.;;e.s cevelo_pe<i in mn..l.;.ir>..g them.

but ih~y d::> represent !'. starting point
from :which I hope .discussion. will pro-.

ceed.
Such

d~ussion

gover.l..T.-en tat :illle>·cl3 to soak up better
than BO percent of the aval!a.bla capital
in this count.ry, but \t wm c.lso set of!
e.nother i..'1.ftationary spiral. Such a comblnntion can only lead t-o a. .follow-up
onsla.u;;ht of. :reces.c;lon and unemployme!lt, wh!ch is the ve~ th!ng that so
many pco[-lle are concerr.ed about todn;y.
Congres.-; should realizo that 1t eannob
spend the cou:n~r/ out o! the rece:!.Sion
··w:tthont r,~TI:i."ldling l."'1!1::.t!on and drlY'inZ ·
· up int-!!r~t r::.tes. ';;'h1ch L'l turn, w.n retard !nth i:J.vestrnent an.d futur& economic gt"ov.-th as v.-eU as comPound all
the pre::sent problelr.!J thfi,i; have gh-en u.s
our CtL."Tent 8.9 percent unemploymen~

rat.!.

Thcrefort', It. only makes sense for all
any und all wa.ys
Imperfect though
it ma.y be, I b·;i~~ my colleagues to evalug,te my ~i"O;J>){:<l-l !n this light a.::!d pass
alon~ :my su:;:;esti0:13 th.:'l-' might have
!or- i..'11P"o"'im~ it. Copies ~re a::al!able In
my oftice :..r,.d a pdnted co;>Y should be
out In :1. m:J.~ ter of v:eei-:s fo~· nll Ll-tose who
are intert."st..::!. !:ior tho."{! who bcl!evc. as.
I do. th:tt '"lnf:e:,slon" i,; still the number
one dome~tk <.-n•:rr.y ~f::-t!n."t which we
mu.<;t int·~r:sify the tlg-ht. time ls or· the

Amer!~ar--~ to (;onsitler
. or cu:tln~ the budget.

essence .

•

is certrunly needed. II

we do not do· ~omethinor to reduce Federal S!"endu1g for f'..scal year 1976, t.~e
deficit we "''ill face will no~ only require
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Introduction
As federal spending and the budget deficit have escalated dramatically
in recent years more and more people have asked me how we can cut the
budget. In turn: 1 have asked the same question of others in government
and frequently have gotten the answer that, since nearly three quarters of
the budget is defined as uncontrollable, cutting it substantially is difficult
if not impossible.
My answer to that has been, and still is, that the budget is uncontrollable
only because Congress has made it so. Furthermore, whatever Congress
has done, it has the power to undo. Therefore, Congress can cut the
budget; doing so is simply a matter of willpower.
The difficulty then lies in deciding which programs should be cut. Simply
to advocate a 5% or a 10% across-the-board cut is tempting, but le~al
obstacles would make it difficult and getting people to agree to cut Soc1al
Security, Medicare, Veterans Benefits or National Defense that much would
be well-nigh impossible. Therefore, the only reasonable way to go, and a
route which 1 feel stands a far better chance of eliminating the least
desirable or most wasteful expenditures, is to cut the budget on a programby-program basis.
The proposal that follows is an attempt to do just that. H?w~ver, d.ue to
time and resource limitations, it is but a rough draft, a compilation of 1deas
on how the budget might be cut rather than a precise alternativ~ budget.
As such, it is subject to imperfections, and perhaps errors, for w~1ch I t~ke
full responsibility. However, it is my. hope th.at, as a result of .th1s o~thne,
discussion of cutting the budget w111 be stimulated, suggestions w1ll be
made in the nature of corrections or improvements, and impetus will be
developed for translating words into legislative action.
While the ideas included herein are my own, as is the responsibility for
them 1would like to express my thanks to Mr. Dan Larkins of the American
Ente;prise Institute, Dr. Charles Moser of the Heritage Foundation, Mr.
Randall Teague of Congressman Jack Kemp's staff, and the staff of the
Republican Study Committee for their help in evaluating early drafts of ~he
manuscript and in offering suggestions for its improvement. I only w1sh
1 had more time and resources to go into certain areas in greater detail for
1 have the feeling that there is a lot more fat that can be cut out of .the
federal budget, but with the deficit climbing rapidly there comes a t1me
when one must set the wheels in motion and hope to work out procedural
details as things develop.
In view of what a $70 billion to $100 billion deficit would do in terms of
soaking up investment capital, triggering an increase in interest rates, and
setting off another inflation-recession cycle, I think that time has come.
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CUTTING THE BUDGET:
A SUMMARY*
For a number of years now, I have been concerned about the growing
deficits in the Federal budget and the impact of these deficits on inflation
and capital investment. Release of the President's budget for fiscal 1976,
with its $52 billion deficit, heightened my apprehension and the steady
escalation of the estimated budget deficit since then has done nothing to
allay my fears about the direction in which our economy is headed. At the
time the House budget resolution was considered, a number of Congressmen, myself included, made an effort to stipulate that expenditures should
not exceed revenue in fiscal year 1976, but, unfortunately, that effort was
defeated 311 to 94.
Ultimately, however, such an effort raises two important questions,
namely, what specific programs are to be cut to reduce the fiscal year
1976 deficit to zero and how likely is it that such cuts will be approved
given the present disposition of Congress.
Answering the second question first, it is obvious that, at the moment,
Congress is disinclined to opt for a balanced budget because most Members seem to be preoccupied with recession despite the fact that inflation
is the root cause of recession. However, if the coming budget deficit of
$70, $80, or $100 billion sets off another inflationary spiral as many people
are persuaded it will, that mood may change and Members of Congress
may be willirTg to look at possible alternatives, particularly if they are set
out in specific terms. Therefore, for that reason if for no other, specific
alternatives providing for a balanced budget should be presented.
However, there is another consideration-the role government should
play in the economic life of this country. As one who has long believed in
the concepts of free enterprise and limited government, I not only want to
see deficit spending curtailed but government subsidization and regulation
reduced. History clearly shows that increasing the role of government not
only decreases personal liberty but, through intervention in the free market
system, hampers economic growth. Understandably, all Americans want a
larger piece of the economic pie, but governmental regulation of the size
of the slices is far less likely to produce that result than letting the free
enterprise system bake a bigger pie.
Therefore, I have prepared a proposal that would not only produce a
balanced budget in fiscal 1976, but would reduce government intervention
in, or control over, various aspects of American life. Frankly, this proposal
represents what I would like to see happen, politically and philosophically
as well as financially, but I recognize that, given the makeup of the present
Congress, the chances for adoption of all, or parts of it, are minimal at best.
However, I would hope that, by making these suggestions, I will stimulate
interest in and discussion of a balanced budget and how it may be achieved.
I should also note that this proposal represents a rough outline rather
than a polished final draft. I would hope that, as discussion of it proceeds,
* Thia section origifl41l!l GJ>P6GreG m U.S CONOBBSSIONAL RBCoRD, Mal/1_., 1976.
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criticisms will be made, refinements will be suggested and imperfections
will be worked out. Unfortunately from a research standpoint, but fortunately from the standpoint of the taxpayer, the resources of an individual
Congressman are not comparable to those of the Budget Committees, the
executive branch or OMB, so there are bound to be some things that need
to be corrected or improved. However, even organizations like OMB have
had difficulty estimating expenditures and revenue, especially the latter,
so that problem should not constitute a fatal drawback.
When the President proposed this fiscal year (FY) 1976 budget last February 3, he stated revenues would be $297.5 billion, he suggested outlays of
$349.4 billion and he proposed a deficit of $51.9 billion. Using the figures
in the President's proposed budget and postulating opposition to spending
programs that either have increased or will increase the deficit, my feeling
is that we can not only cut approximately $52.5 billion from the President's
original budget, but that we can keep the revised budget in balance for
FY 76.
To achieve this, I am recommending that approximately $6 billion be
cut from the defense budget in the areas of personnel support facilities
and military assistance, that $4% billion be trimmed from foreign aid, that
$190 million be cut from space and technology, that approximately $3
billion be trimmed from natural resources, environment and energy, that
just over $800 million be chopped from agriculture, that $4.6 billion be
taken from community development, that over $8% billion be sliced from
commerce and transportation, that over $4 billion be taken out of education, manpower and social services, that over $700 million be trimmed from
health, that $10.5 billion be cut from public assistance and income security,
that $269 million come out of veteran's benefits, that $1.15 billion be cut
from law enforcement and justice, that $800 million come out of general
government and that $7Yz billion be subtracted from budget allowances.
In proposing these cuts, I have not left any sacred cows. All 14 functional areas of government have come in for attention, with the nature and
size of the cuts being determined by six basic premises.
The first premise is that any program vital to national security not be
cut. However, as you will notice, this is not intended to provide a blanket
exemption for the defense budget; in fact the $6 billion in defense cuts I
am proposing are larger than either of those proposed by the House and
Senate Budget Committees and will enable us to shift $1 billion to badly
needed weapons research and development.
The second premise is that businesses, agricultural interests, and individuals should rely on their own skills and initiative and not on the government. Consequently I am proposing that, wherever possible, government
subsidies to the able-bodied-corporate and otherwise-be eliminated.
The third premise is that excessive government regulation has had
much to do with businesses and others getting into the kind of economic
difficulty that results in requests for subsidies. Furthermore, such regulation, while intended to promote competition and help the consumer, has
had just the opposite effect. Therefore, I am calling for the elimination of
a number of government regulatory agencies on the grounds that they are
counterproductive for the businessman, expensive for the consumer, and
hard on taxpayers. Proof of that may be found in recent White House estimates to the effect that unnecessary and ineffective government regulations are costing the average American family $2,000 a year.
The fourth premise is that programs that have not worked, or can
easily be delayed, should be either dropped or postponed. Certainly foreign

aid falls into this category; we have been Santa Claus to the world for
years now and the world could not seem to care less.
The fifth premise is that, as a matter of equity, all groups should be
treated alike. Accordingly, I am suggesting that special interest group programs either be eliminated or cut back to a per capita level no higher than
that being provided to all other Americans.
The sixth and last premise is that all other program reductions be as
uniform as possible. Therefore, I am recommending that all programs that
seem desirable but are not vital to national security, be rolled back to
FY 74 levels. Surely, on these programs, we can get by with what we
spent less than two years ago. And, by instituting such a rollback policy,
we will encourage, if not force, greater administrative efficiency and an
effort to eliminate waste and duplication.
Included in the cuts I am suggesting are: a 200,000-man troop reduction
for the U.S. Army; the phaseout of unneeded military bases; the elimination
of the food-for-peace program; reduction of our contribution to the United
Nations and to multilateral assistance programs; elimination of funding for
the Agency for International Development, the Peace Corps, and the Job
Corps; foregoing participation in the special financing facility program that
would help other countries with their balance-of-payments problems; postponing construction of waste treatment plants and the Interstate Highway
System for at least one year and, elimination of subsidies for airlines, railroads, bus lines, shipping, agricultural interests, the Postal Service, students, and individuals who are perfectly able to take care of themselves.
In addition, my proposal would cut out funding for programs such as
urban renewal, Model Cities, subsidized housing, and for regulatory agencies such as the ICC, the CAB, and the FTC. Moreover, the proposal would
not only eliminate the food stamp program but also envisions the amendment of the welfare program and the unemployment compensation program
so that those who are not really in need do not become a burden on those
who are working. And, finally, these proposals envision acceptance of the
President's 5 percent cap on entitlement programs while rejecting his call
for energy cost rebates to individuals, state, and federal agencies.
All in all, these cuts, coupled with the other terminations and rollbacks
contained in this proposal, offer what I believe to be a reasonable way of
balancing the budget and buttressing the free enterprise system without
endangering national security. Obviously, a certain amount of subjectivity
is involved in these proposed cuts and, just as obviously, not everyone
will agree with all the premises developed In making them, but they do
represent a starting point from which I hope discussion will proceed.
Such discussion Is certainly needed. If we do not do something to
reduce Federal spending for FY 76, the deficit we will face will not
only require government at all levels to soak up better than 80 percent
of the available capital in this country, but it will also set off another inflationary spiral. Such a combination can only lead to a follow-up onslaught
of recession and unemployment, which is the very thing that so many
people are concerned about today. Congress should realize that it cannot
spend the country out of the recession without rekindling inflation and
driving up interest rates, which in turn will retard both investment and
future economic growth as well as compound all the present problems that
have given us our recent 8.9 percent unemployment rate.
Therefore, it only makes sense for all Americans to consider any and
all ways of cutting the budget. Imperfect though it may be, I invite my
colleagues to evaluate my proposal in this light and pass along any sugges,.;,
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tions they might have for improving it. Copies are available in my office
and a printed copy should be out in a matter of weeks for all those who
are interested. For those who believe, as I do, that "inflession" is still the
number one domestic enemy against which we must intensify the fight, time
is of the essence.

SUMMARY SHEET
Budget deficit as proposed by the President for FY 76
$51.9 billion
on February 3, 1975
Proposed reductions by function
$5.75 billion
National Defense
$4.963 billion
Foreign Affairs
$190 million
Space and Technology
$3.07 billion
Natural Resources, Environment
and Energy
$812 million
Agriculture
$4.62 billion
Community Development
$8.29 billion
Commerce and Transportation
$4.05 billion
Education, Manpower & Social Services
$723 million
Health
$10.62 billion
Public Assistance/Income Security
$269 million
Veterans Benefits
$1.156 billion
Law Enforcement & Justice
$801 million
General Government
$7.55 billion
Budget Allowances
$52.864 billion
Total budget savings under Crane proposals

THE FISCAL 1976 BUDGET
Overview:

On February 3, 1975, President Ford presented to the Congress and the
American people the largest budget-and the largest peacetime budget
deficit-in our nation's history. In so doing, the President recommended
an increase in spending of $36 billion over fiscal 1975, despite the fact
that the inflation rate rose to 12.2% in 1974, double what it was in 1969.
Getting down to the bottom line, on February 3, 1975 the President
called for expenditures of $349.4 billion in FY 76 while estimating revenues at $297.5 billion. The resulting deficit of $51.9 billion was expected
to go even higher (to about $70 billion) if Congress did not go along with
rescissions the President proposed along with this budget Moreover, if
some or all of the energy taxes the President proposed are not adopted,
the deficit will be higher still. As a matter of fact, by April 1975, the
estimated deficit had already grown to $58.6 billion.
Thus, we are faced with a fiscal predicament of the most serious nature.
Not only will the federal government be spending nearly $1 billion a day
but, as it spends such sums of money, it Increases its influence and control
over the life of every American.
By far the most insidious of these influences is inflation because
inflation increases not only the cost-of-living but also the tax level for
most Americans. As wages rise along with prices, Americans under our
graduated income tax system move into higher tax brackets and, thus, must
pay a larger percentage of their incomes to the federal and state government. Thus, inflation is a hidden tax, not directly voted upon by the repre8

sentatlves of the people, which makes It a form of taxation without
representation.
For those who think this analogy farfetched, let me point out that
Members of Congress not only do not vote on the tax increases brought
about by inflation, but they do not even get to vote on most of the program
increases that are producing the deficits that, in turn, fuel the fires of
inflation. Charts prepared in connection with the presentation of the FY 76
budget indicate that 74.7% of the total outlays for that budget are considered "relatively uncontrollable under present law." To put it another
way, 74.7% of the budget consists of fixed costs (such as interest on the
national debt), open ended programs (such as social security), and carryover programs enacted in previous years but for which we are still obligated. All will continue without any action by Congress unless, in the case
of carry-over programs, Congress refuses to extend a program that has
happened to expire. In effect; then, the only way these "relatively uncontrollable" expenditures can be controlled is for Congress to take the
initiative and amend the enabling legislation In such a fashion so as to
reduce, or hold the line, on cost.
However, since Congress took the initiative passing the legislation in
the first place and since the Budget Control and Impoundment Act of 1974
now gives Congress a co-equal responsibility for developing a budget, it
behooves Congress to take the Initiative and control the "relatively uncontrollables" at least to the extent that federal income and outgo do not
get out of balance.
What people tend to forget is that the federal government Is no different
from the ordinary citizen. When the latter's expenses exceed his income,
he has to borrow and, if he borrows too much, he finds himself in a hole
that is increasingly difficult to escape. Interest on his debts Increase,
credit becomes harder to obtain and, after a while, he Just cannot make
ends meet. The same holds true for the federal government; If we do not
curb these programs which are developing a cost momentum all their
own, we will reach a point of financial exhaustion. Taxes to support these
programs will have to go up so much that both the capital and the incentive
needed to keep productivity up will be sorely lacking. And, if productivity
declines, recession will worsen or inflation will go up higher, or both.
A look at some figures is illustrative of how far down that road we
have come. According to a recent study by U.S. News and World Report
it took us 60 years of national history to spend as much money as the
federal government plans to spend each day in 1976. Even as recently as
1940, the federal budget came to only $9 billion a year and during the
twelve years of FOR (Including the war years) total spending came to only
$17 billion more than we will spend In fiscal 1976.
But since then, budget figures have been rapidly escalating, with the
most shocking increases coming in the last 10 years. While it took us 174
years to reach the $100 billion budget level (1963), It only took us 8 years
to add on another $100 billion and It was only 4 years after that before
we crossed the $300 billion a year barrier. And, if we keep going at this
rate, the budget should hit $400 billion by fiscal 1978, if not before.
Not surprisingly, this tremendous increase In spending has resulted in
a tremendous increase In the national debt. In FY 63, when we had our
first $100 billion budget, the national debt stood at $306.1 billion; now
President Ford is requesting an increase in the debt ceiling to $613 billion,
over double what it was 12 years ago. Interest on that debt will cost the
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American taxpayer $34.5 billion in FY 76, or roughly 10% of the total
budget, and to pay the debt off would require that every American contribute $2,750 to the Federal Treasury.
Equally unsurprising has been the effect that this increase in the
national debt has had on inflation. From 1965 to 1974, while the debt was
going up by 50%, the cost-of-living went up 53%, with the greatest increases coming in the last 5 years. A budget deficit of $70 billion in FY 76,
which would be $3.2 billion more than the total budget deficits of the Nixon
Administration, will not reduce inflation from the 12.2% level of 1974;
rather it is likely to push it up to the 15% to 20% range.
Such an inflation rate is clearly unacceptable. It is bad enough that a
family of four has to earn $28,800 to buy what $20,000 bought back in
1967; more rapid erosion in purchasing power will be disastrous to Americans of all walks of life. Therefore, the Congress must take decisive action
to see to it that the root cause of inflation-excessive federal spending-is
brought under control.
Of course, this suggestion is not especially novel, but usually it is
expressed in glittering generalities that avoid the obvious questions about
which programs should be cut. However, in view of the importance of
the objective and need to offer a specific program for achieving it, I intend
not to duck the obvious questions, but to anticipate them by listing the
programs that I think should be cut in order to bring the budget into
balance.
But, before doing so, let me set forth the premises that lie behind these
cuts I have proposed.
First of all, on the premise that those who are able should depend on
their own energies and not those of their fellow Americans, I am proposing
that, wherever possible, government subsidies to the able-bodied be
eliminated. That rule of thumb, as you will note, has been applied to
businesses and agriculture as well as to individuals.
Second, on the premise that government regulation is, in many (if not
most) cases, both expensive and counter-productive, I am proposing that
many government regulatory agencies be cut back or cut out altogether.
All too often, these agencies have lessened competition, increased paperwork and inhibited the development of badly needed business expansion
programs. As a consequence, productivity and employment have gone
down, while costs for the producer and prices for the consumer have gone
up, further contributing to what some people have begun calling
"inflession."
Third, on the premise that programs which have not worked or have
contributed little to our society should be sacrificed for the sake of the
economy, I am proposing a cutback in a number of so-called humanitarian
programs that have primarily benefited people other than our own. In
times like these, we cannot go on being Santa Claus to the world; if we
do there won't be much in our stockings here at home.
Fourth, on the premise we should be moving away from special interest
programs that benefit some groups far more than others, I am proposing
that certain programs having high levels of benefits for certain people
be reduced so that the per capita amount being spent on those people
does not exceed the per capita amount being spent on Americans as a
whole.
Fifth, on the premise that delay of certain expensive programs can
help the economy more than it will hurt the average citizen, I am proposing
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at least a one year moratorium on construction of interstate highways and
water treatment plants. With the need to conserve gasoline and energy,
both of these steps can be justified not only on economic grounds but on
other grounds as well.
And, finally, on the premise that program reductions should be as
uniform as possible, I am proposing that, on programs we wish to continue,
but which do not vitally affect national security, spending levels be reduced
to those in effect in fiscal 1974. Certainly, in these instances, we can get
by on what we did less than two years ago and the savings that can be
achieved in this manner are considerable.
Obviously, a certain amount of subjectivity is involved in these proposed
cutbacks. Just as obviously, not everyone will agree with either specific
cuts or certain of the criteria I developed in the process. However, this
program does provide a reasonable way for America to work itself out of
its economic dilemma and, in the process, to get back to some of the
principles and practices that made this country great.
Certainly, the time has come for action and I hope, and believe, that
specific proposals will help us get down to brass tacks and nail the lid
on "inflession."

NATIONAL DEFENSE
Whenever cutting the budget becomes a topic of conversation, the
focus usually shifts to that portion of it dealing with national defense. The
reasons for this are twofold: first, defense spending is easiest to cut (defense
outlays account for 68.5% of the relatively controllable portion of the
FY 76 budget) and second, Americans traditionally have been susceptible
to the argument that times of peace should be accompanied by periods
of greatly reduced defense expenditures.
When America was protected from attack by two oceans, this argument
had much to be said for it but, as weapons have become more sophisticated
to the point of where they can cross oceans in a half hour, it has lost
its validity. Nonetheless, it has been a truism in recent years to say that
liberals who take an idealistic view of world affairs look to cut the defense
budget at every opportunity while conservatives, concerned with maintaining national security, have tended to view the defense budget as being
inviolate. Thus, the issue of national security versus social responsibility is
joined and debates in recent years have been fierce. However, this year,
conditions are such that I feel both points of view need a certain amount
of amendment.
While I still wholeheartedly agree with those who believe we must keep
our military guard up if national security is to be maintained, the need for
fiscal responsibility is such that no area of the federal budget may remain
sacrosanct. However, since 53% of our defense dollars will go for personnel in FY 76, and not for weapons development and procurement, I
think that cuts can be made in the defense budget without compromising
the deterrent capability upon which our national security depends.
With recent Soviet development of two MIRV systems, a bigger version
of their Delta class submarine, a new intercontinental bomber, and a
program for hardening their missile silos, the need to upgrade that deterrent capability has never been more apparent. Consequently, it would,
in my estimation, be an unwise economy to reduce any of the weapons
development and procurement programs and I believe it would be danger11
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ous to cut back or delay either the B-1 bomber or the Trident submarine.
In fact, owing both to the level of Soviet investment in research and development and the critical importance of this category of investment, we
should increase R&D spending on new weapons systems by at least one
billion dollars and this proposal contemplates just such an increase. The
recent post-Vietnam experiences have proven the need once again to
become the strongest military power on earth. SALT agreements notwithstanding, history has shown us that the only thing communists respect is
strength and weakness is an invitation to aggression.
With these thoughts in mind, let me suggest the following changes
in the defense budget for FY 76, changes that, if implemented, would mean
an overall reduction of $5.75 billion in defense spending.
First of all, President Ford's budget indicates an intention to increase
the number of Army divisions on active service from 13 to 16 without increasing overall manpower or cost. This would be accomplished by reducing the combat-to-support ratio and by eliminating and/or streamlining
headquarters facilities.
However, in light of the War Powers Act and the experience of fighting
a no-win land war in Southeast Asia, I would suggest that, while greater
efficiency In the use of manpower is needed, more active duty divisions
are not. In effect, the mission of the Army has been reduced by the flow
of events.
Since the Army's position is that it would prefer Congress to set a troop
level rather than dictate how those troops should be used in fulfillment
of the mission, I would suggest that the authorized troop strength be
reduced, In FY 76, from 785,000 to 585,000. With a force this size, we
should be able to maintain at least 12 active duty army divisions (only
one less than we have at present) and save almost $2.5 billion dollars
a year. This estimate is based on Army figures indicating that it presently
costs $12,389 a year to keep a man on active duty.
However, it must be recognized that it would take time to reduce the
Army by 200,000 men and it may not be possible to do so In time to achieve
that great a savings in FY 76. Moreover, such a force reduction would
mean an increase In payments to retired military personnel. To compensate,
1 would suggest that a parallel effort be made to reduce the number of
Pentagon civilian personnel. A recent study by the American Enterprise
Institute (Public Claims on U.S. Output: Federal Budget Options in the Last
Half of the Seventies, p. 41), which suggests that $300 million could be
saved by forcibly retiring high level personnel who have reached the minimum age and length of service requirements for retirement, certainly helps
point the way. In addition, another $263 million can be saved in FY 76 by
delaying planning and construction of new military housing units and by
postponing, for a while, construction improvements on older units. Moreover, it may be possible, with a 200,000 man reduction, to reduce some of
the operating expenses for those family housing units already in existence.
And, finally, we can save another $230,000 by eliminating the National
Board for the Promotion of Rifle Practice. While I strongly believe in the
right of each citizen to keep and bear arms, I just as strongly believe that
the taxpayers should not be asked to promote civilian interest in small
arms marksmanship.
Another way in which we could save a lot of money is by closing bases
and streamlining facilities. In 1971, then-Deputy-Secretary of Defense David
Packard estimated that $1 billion a year could be saved by closing unnecessary bases in the United States. That same year, Admiral Elmo
12

Zumwalt, then Chief of Naval Operations, suggested that the Navy alone ·
could save $250 million per year by closing unneeded facilities. Since then,
a number of bases have been closed, but implicit in the President's proposal to pay for the cost of the extra divisions by economizing on bases
and facilities is the thought that still more could, and should, be closed.
Moreover, with a personnel reduction of 200,000, there might be even more
opportunities for base reductions. Therefore, I think that a target of $1
billion in savings accruing from base closings and consolidations is still
reasonable and that we should attempt to achieve it in FY 76.
Moreover, a 1972 Brookings Institution study by Martin Binkin (Support
Costs in the Defense Budget; The Submerged One-Third, Washington,
D. C., 1972) suggests that further savings can be achieved by extending
tours of duty for servicemen. According to Binkin, for every month the
average tour of duty is extended, $200 million a year can be saved. While
I suspect his estimate for an average tour of duty (10.4 months in 1972)
is now a bit low, If we could add 10 months to the average tour of duty
for a given assignment the eventual savings could reach $2 billion. To do
this would require a minimum military hitch of at least three years, but Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger has already suggested the possibility
of three year hitches. Moreover, with the pay increases given to military
personnel and with an adequate number of volunteers coming into the
ranks, there is no reason to think that longer tours of duty should be a
hardship for either the servicemen or for armed forces personnel management. In fact, longer tours of duty may make things easier for both.
Consistent with the 25.4% reduction in size suggested for Regular
Army, I think we can effect a similar 25% reduction in manpower for the
Army Reserve and the Army National Guard. By so doing, we could save
perhaps $250 million out of the estimated $1.1 billion the Army expects to
spend for Reserve and National Guard personnel in FY 76. In addition, the
weekend drills, which are at the core of our reserve training program, need
tightening up. There are too many instances of personnel standing around
reserve centers, playing softball, getting off early or doing little in the way
of useful training, to think that we are getting full value for our tax dollar.
It seems to me that we could be more selective anent personnel requiring
weekend training and that we could put more emphasis on summer camps
and training exercises with regular army units. In FY 75, the Army alone
spent approximately $553 million on weekend drills; in FY 76 I'd like to
see less than that spent-perhaps $200 million less for all services, with
the services themselves determining how best to make the reductions.
Finally, there is the ever controversial matter of military assistance.
For FY 76, President Ford has requested $3 billion ($1.2 billion more than
is expected to be spent in FY 75), $975 million of which was supposed
to go to South Vietnam. However, in view of the fall of South Vietnam, 1
see no reason to approve such an increase, preferring instead that $405
million of it go to refugee relief for the South Vietnamese who fled to this
country and that the other $800 million be saved.
All in all, the cuts I have suggested, if adopted now and implemented
quickly, would add up to approximately $6.75 billion. Subtract from that the
$1 billion that I would like to see added to expenditure for weapons research and development and we are left with a total budget reduction of
$5.75 billion. Out of a proposed defense budget of $94 billion that may
not seem like much, but it should underline the fact that we need to look
not only at how much we spend but what we spend it on in relation to our
objectives. In this day and age, manpower can contribute less to national
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security than the deterrent power of strategic weapons. This is particularly
true in light of the prevailing attitude in Congress and the nation about the
advisability of getting drawn into another Korean or Vietnam type of military
adventure.
Accomplishing the goal of a balanced budget can only be successful
if all programs are subjected to careful scrutiny, not just those we particularly dislike. I have always been, and always will be, a proponent of a
national defense second to none, but, as I hope my colleagues who are
more interested in domestic programs will agree, tough times require
tough solutions. These defense cuts I am proposing simply recognize the
realities of the times in which we live-the inflation, the growing Soviet
menace, the passage of the War Powers Act, and the lingering effects of
Vietnam. The likelihood of our becoming involved in another protracted
ground war has been significantly reduced-not because the possibilities
aren't still there but because the American people are not in a mood to get
involved. Thus, cutting out personnel and personnel support facilities that
would be used mainly for a long ground war seems to be the best compromise, the best way to maintain a defense posture capable of deterring
the Soviets, while helping to put the country on a firm financial footing.
Such choices are not easy but they must be made. If they aren't, the
consequences could be serious indeed.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Since the end of World War II, the cornerstone of American foreign
policy has been foreign aid. Starting with military assistance to Greece
and Turkey to keep communism at bay, continuing with the $12 billion
Marshall Plan that enabled Europe to get back on its feet economically,
and expanding over the years to help a multitude of nations deal with innumerable crises both military and economic, America's foreign aid program has been unparalleled in world history both in terms of its generosity
and its humanitarianism.
Yet, after almost 30 years and expenditures in excess of $150 billion,
the U.S. has little to show for its efforts. Aside from the "Miracle of Europe"
economic assistance has not had the desired effect. And, despite huge
grants of arms, food and money, many nations would as readily slap us in
the face as pat us on the back. In fact, some nations are only too willing
to slap us with one hand at the very same time they have the other hand
out asking for money.
Nowhere is this trend better demonstrated than in the United Nations
which the U.S. has so strongly supported, financially and otherwise. Over
the years, we have contributed some $5.1 billion to support that organization, yet its membership, in violation of the U.N. charter and in opposition
to U.S. wishes, has been willing to admit Red China while expelling
Nationalist China, to recognize the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO)
while suspending South African membership in the General Assembly; to
give the PLO leader speaking privileges, while denying the full right of
reply to Israel, to condone expropriation, without compensation, of foreign
property and to expel Israel from the European UNESCO program. Furthermore, many of the nations voting in favor of these things have been major
recipients of U.S. aid, above and beyond what help they may have gotten
from the U.N.
Given this "take and be damned" attitude on the part of other nations
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and given the current economic plight of the United States, it is obvious
that expenditures for foreign aid should be drastically cut and new criteria
for future foreign aid developed.
Henceforth, foreign aid should go only where it will promote the national
security interests of the United States and where it will be reciprocated.
Consistent with the basic premises developed in my opening section,
I would suggest the following cuts in the budget for foreign aid and the
conduct of foreign affairs.
First of all, security supporting assistance funds, which are used to
help negotiate a peace in the Middle East, should be cut back to FY 74
levels. This would take $16 million off the FY 76 budget, yet would provide
$63 million more than is expected to be spent in FY 75.
In view of recent developments, Indochina Postwar reconstruction
should be eliminated entirely and the $762 million allocated for it saved.
There is absolutely no point in providing economic assistance to our
enemies in Southeast Asia.
Moving on to multilateral development assistance, the part that represents U.S. contributions to international financial institutions should be cut
back to FY 74 levels, while the part that goes to support activities of
the U.N. should be cut back approximately 80%. Put together, these two
steps would save another $506 million in FY 76.
The reason for cutting contributions to the U.N. back more than contributions to international financial organizations lies in the fact that, for
too long now, the U.S. has been paying more than its fair share. Despite
the fact that all nations have equal voting strength in the U.N. General
Assembly (except the Soviet Union, which has three votes to everyone
else's one), and despite the fact that the U.S. has only 5.6% of the total
population of U.N. member nations, the U.S. is paying over 30% of all
U.N. expenses. Such an outlay cannot be justified on the grounds of either
equity or results, so I have introduced a bill that would reduce our annual
U.N. contributions to the same percentage as our population-or in this
case 5.6%. If passed, as it should be, this bill would bring about the 80%
reduction in U.N. contributions referred to earlier.
The next item on the agenda is bilateral development assistance which
is funded through the Agency for International Development (AID). Since the
money goes for education and economic development programs overseas
that are in no way essential to U.S. national security, I think the money
could be better used here at home. Therefore, I suggest that the AID
program be terminated for FY 76, thus bringing about a net saving of
$1.133 billion.
Another item that can be terminated is the Food for Peace Program.
It hardly makes sense to spend American tax dollars to send food abroad
(thus helping nations like India develop nuclear weapons), when prices are
spiraling here at home. By repealing PL 83-480, we could cut the FY 76
budget by another $1.07 billion.
Still other programs that could be eliminated as unnecessary extravagances include the Peace Corps ($83 million) and the special financing
facility to help industrialized nations with balance-of-payments difficulties
brought on by high oil prices ($1 billion). This last item is particularly
significant; with the balance of payments problems we are having now,
it seems strange that we should consider making them worse by helping
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others with the same problem. If we do so, we encourage other nations not
to adopt the energy conservation measures so essential if the world is to
make a smooth transition to the next generation of energy sources.
In other areas, the operating budget for the State Department (exclusive
of payments to international organizations) should be reduced to FY 74
levels (after deducting 80% of the money spent that year on the U.N.) and
the money earmarked for the U.N. from the State Department should be
reduced 80% as It was in the multilateral assistance area. These two moves
would save $130 million and $144 million respectively.
Finally, I would ~ecommend cutting back the U.S. Information Agency
to FY 74 levels, wh1ch would save $53 million and the elimination of the
Board for International Broadcasting, which would save another $66 million.
~II to.ld, t~ese steps would save $4.963 billion. Moreover, by cutting
fore1gn a1d th1s amount we put the world on notice that our generosity and
patience have their limits.

SPACE AND TECHNOLOGY
Since space exploration and space technology are vital to our national
security, not only from a military standpoint but also from the standpoint
of harnessing new sources of energy (such as solar energy) excessive
cutb~cks in .spending fo.r these Items would be false economy. However,
consistent Wl~h the prem1ses underlying this entire budget-cutting proposal,
a few reductions could be made without undermining efforts to build up
our m.ilitary preparedness and cut down on our energy dependence, both
of wh1ch are essential to the future of America.
F?r instance, the National Science Foundation, which has stirred up
considerable controversy with some of the courses of study it has been
pushing in the schools, could be cut back to FY 74 levels which would
~ave $!3. million ~n FY 76. Als~, the Geological Survey could be cut back
~n a s1m1.lar fash1on, th~~ savm~ another $88 million. Finally, programs
mclud~~ m the category supportmg space activities" could be reduced by
$29 m1I1Jon, thus bringing them in line with the FY 74 level.
In all, these cuts amount to $190 million, which Isn't much dollarwise
but it's quite a bit considering the need to develop newer and cheape;
source~ of ~nergy. The space shuttle, for Instance, could be used to build
and mamtam sol~r energy collection platforms that could convert the rays
of the sun into m1crowave energy and beam it back to earth where by the
year 2020, it is estimated solar energy could take care of 35% 'of this
nation's heating and cooling needs. Furthermore, ERTS satellites have
been, .and should continue to be, useful in discovering and mapping
potent1al n~w sources of energy here on earth, to say nothing of their
usefulness m charting crops and other resources. Weather and communications satellites are two more, of many, spinoffs that underscore the
v~lue of investing in the space program which may ultimately discover
stJII. other sources of ~nergy on other planets. Already our Pioneer and
Manner space explorations have begun investigating this possibility which
should not be left to the Soviets to pursue exclusively.
If America is to move into the 21st Century as a world power, It cannot
~fford to neglect s~ace research and development (R&D) any more than
!t can afford not to mvest in military R&D. Instead, the two should go hand
m hand.
16

NATURAL RESOURCES, ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY
This Is an area where cuts are difficult because of our need to conserve both our energy and our environment. Inadequate attention to this
area now will only make it more difficult to balance the budget in succeeding years, but we must make the effort to cut back to a certain extent.
Again, the basic premises set forth in the opening section apply.
Since energy research and development are so important, the best bets
for savings come in the field of energy regulation. Much of our energy
problem has come about due to delays in the construction of nuclear power
plants and due to excessive regulation of energy prices-such as natural
gas. Therefore, it would be my suggestion, consistent with others I have
made, that we simply eliminate the Federal Power Commission and the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, steps that would cut the FY 76 budget
by $234 million.
Likewise, we can do away with a $23 million item being proposed for
the Fish and Wildlife Service to improve sport fishing. I enjoy fishing as
much as anybody, but If inflation keeps going up, nobody will be able to
afford the gear, much less the travel, to find those improved sport fish.
The same reasoning applies to the purchase of new recreational areas.
$292 million is budgeted in FY 76 for such purchases, but I think they
should be put off for at least a year or two until we get our economic
problems under control.
Since these cuts are still a relative drop in the bucket when one looks
at what needs to be cut, I think we also should postpone a much more
expensive line item in the FY 76 budget-the $2.3 billion for construction
of waste treatment plants as provided for in the Water Pollution Control
Act of 1972.
At the risk of saying "I told you so," I should point out that I voted
against this program three years ago on the grounds of cost and feasibility.
All of us want clean water, and as soon as possible, but to do the job by
1985 at the same time we are battling a runaway budget is unrealistic and
irresponsible. What we need to do is delay the $2.3 billion and spread the
program out so that it puts less drain on our other resources. Also, we
should ask for the cooperation of the American people-businesses and
individuals alike-in undertaking private sector programs to help get the
job done.
Finally, using the "reduce to FY 74" rule of thumb, I would recommend
that Forest Service expenditures be cut $44 million, the Bureau of Land
Management $120 million, and that spending for agricultural conservation
programs be reduced $55 million.
Even with all these cuts, the total reduction in the area of Natural
Resources, Environment and Energy only comes to $3.07 billion-which
represents only 6% of the proposed budget deficit. There Is obviously a
long way to go.

AGRICULTURE
The President's budget for FY 76 calls for just over $1.8 billion
to be spent on a wide variety of agricultural programs. This is one
of the few areas of the budget where spending has decreased sharply in
recent years. In FY 69, we spent almost $6 billion on farm programs and
just two years ago, we spent over $2.2 billion. A great deal of this money
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has gone into direct subsidy payments to help farmers keep up farm
income.
With the exception of last year, farm income has increased dramatically
in recent years. As a result, the previous Administration was able to reduce
farm price support payments and to do away with most payments for
keeping land idle. The emphasis, and I think it has been a healthy one,
has been on getting the government out of the agriculture business and
on letting free market forces control the situation.
For FY 76, the nation's financial situation makes it imperative that
the trend towards reduced government expenditure for agriculture not only
continue but accelerate. The President's budget for FY 76 contains
$417 million for price supports and related programs, all of which I think
can, and should, be eliminated. Furthermore, I am opposed to any new
farm bill (such as the one passed by Congress but vetoed by the President)
which could have added $1.8 billion to the federal budget deficit in FY 76,
much of it in the form of increased price supports. Such legislation would
not only reverse the free market trend in U.S. agriculture but would cost
the American consumers millions of dollars in higher food prices.
Another area that can be cut is disaster payments for farm crops.
Under terms of the Agriculture Act of 1973, a farmer is entitled to automatic
reimbursement for loss of part or all of his crop if more than one-third
of it is wiped out by a disaster and, for FY 76, $254 million has been
budgeted to meet those claims. However, the Administration has proposed,
and I support, a bill that would make available all-peril crop insurance, the
premiums for which would be paid by the farmers themselves. This would
save roughly $240 million in FY 76 and more later since the program
would be run on a sound financial basis. I certainly hope that Congress
will enact this program although I would hope it would not contain coercive
provisions similar to those included in the Federal Disaster Protection Act
of 1973. Farmers who want all-peril crop insurance should be able to buy
it and be covered without burdening the taxpayer; those who do not want
it should not have it forced down their throats, but neither should they
expect a federal bailout if they do not sign up and disaster strikes.
Other agricultural areas in which spending might be reduced include
agricultural research, extension, consumer protection, marketing, regulation and economic intelligence programs. All should be cut back to FY
74 levels consistent with similar cuts in other segments of the budget.
Totaled up, those cutbacks would mean a savings of another $155 million.
When you add up all these cuts for agriculture, the total comes to $812
million. Not much, but it does represent almost 45% of the budget for
agriculture in FY 76 and it all helps to reduce what is a truly horrifying
budget deficit.

EDUCATION, MANPOWER & SOCIAL SERVICES
As one who has been involved in education, not only as a student but
as a university professor and an administrator, I have long been concerned
about federal aid to education both from the standpoint of cost and of
equity.
Putting aside, for a moment, the questions of how much we can afford
to spend and whether we are getting our dollar's worth for what is spent,
I cannot help but question the fairness of a program that takes from those
states which "have" and gives to those states which "have not." For
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instance, in 1974 my own state of Illinois contributed just over $20 billion
in tax dollars to the federal treasury. Since 2.2% of the FY 74 budget went
for education, it may be assumed that 2.2%, or $440 million of the tax
dollars Illinoisans paid out in 1974, went also for education. However, when
federal aid to education funds were dispensed, it turns out that Illinois
only got $127.4 million back for educational programs plus another $100
million or so in revenue sharing funds that it chose to spend on education.
In short, for every education dollar Illinoisans put in, the state only got
52¢ back which is hardly equitable in anybody's book.
Instead of trying to spread the wealth around, federal aid to education
should be guided by the contribution each state makes except where the
federal government itself is responsible for the cost of education being
higher than it otherwise would be. In the latter instance extra federal aid,
or impact aid as it is called, is justified; in all other cases federal education
aid should be in keeping with the basic principles of equity and fair play
on which this nation was built.
Then, once it has been decided where federal education dollars will
go, it is time to re-examine the quality of education they are producing
and the relevance of that education to today's job market. The latter is
particularly significant since it is difficult to justify educational expenditures
if the product resulting from those expenditures does not result in more,
or better, jobs for those being educated.
For years, Americans have believed in the maxim that a good education
means a good job. But now, increasing numbers of well-educated Americans are finding that it is not necessarily true. More to the point, they are.
discovering that, to get a good job, the education must not only be qualitatively excellent but, even more importantly, relevant to the current job
market. In many cases finding a vocational or technical training program
in a trade school may be more relevant than a liberal arts education at a
university.
Not too long ago, various studies were done on the relevance of education in America today. One such study, done in 1971, indicated that 5.1%
of the masters degree holders and 8.5% of the bachelors degree holders
were unable to get a job and, of those that did, 22.9% of the graduates took
jobs in no way related to their educational specialty while another 19%
got jobs only somewhat related to their area of study. In the humanities and
social sciences, the problem was even worse; 55.6% of the humanities
graduates and 64.9% of the social science graduates wound up in jobs
"not directly related to what they had been taught in school." At a higher
educational level, still another study done by Dr. Allen M. Cartter, projected
that, by 1980, only one Ph.D. graduate in 10 would be able to find a job
in his specialty.
While not all educators believe that the job market for Ph.D.'s will be
that bad in years ahead, it is an inescapable fact that higher education,
in particular, has not adapted to the needs of a changing America and that
Americans have not adapted to the idea that to get ahead not everyone
needs to go to college. But if one needs to be convinced, he should look
at the average annual income for carpenters, bricklayers, plasterers, auto
mechanics, plumbers, electricians, welders and even garbage collectors. A
street cleaner in San Francisco, for instance, makes an average annual
salary in excess of $17,000 a year-which is about twice what the average
schoolteacher makes in most places.
All these examples are provided to illustrate the fact that higher
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education is not the panacea it was once thought to be, that the equation
of higher education and higher earning power is not necessarily valid,
and that deemphasizing it is not the sacrifice that might be supposed. In
fact, there is every reason to believe that reduced emphasis on higher
education plus a more realistic attitude toward vocational-technical training
might reap greater rewards for most Americans in the long run.
As a consequence, I am recommending that the $857 million in outlays
for educational opportunity grants in FY 76 be eliminated. Furthermore, I
think we should eliminate subsidized insured loans (thus saving another
$452 million), incentive grants for state scholarships (thus saving $44
million more), and direct loans (thereby cutting out another $8.9 million).
The only student-help program I would continue Is the work-study program,
which will cost $250 million in FY 76, and even this could be eliminated. However, in view of the fact that students would at least be working
for their money, and recognizing that there simply aren't enough part-time
jobs near major college and university campuses, I am reluctant to take
this step at the same time other grant or loan programs not requiring work
from the student in return are being phased out.
When you get right down to it, these grants and loans are a subsidy
and, in view of the declining relevance of a college education to the job
market, they no longer have the value they once did. Therefore, consistent
with my position on subsidies, I feel these grants and loans should be
phased out, particularly in cases where the recipients are not working for
their money.
Moving on to elementary and secondary education, I think we can
make some cuts and rollbacks without endangering the quality of education
for our nation's children. First off, we can drop the innovative and experimental programs completely, thus saving $5.8 million, on the grounds that
things like educational television, while nice, are not essential to educational development. Second, we can put off spending the $20 million
budgeted for Inter-library cooperation and demonstration until a time we
can better afford it. This is a new program; we have gotten along without
it so far, and we can get along without it a while longer. Third, the $84.3
million In funding for the National Institute of Education should be eliminated as being non-essential and unjustified by past results. And finally,
the $101.7 million in emergency school aid funds, which is the misnomer
applied to money being used to speed school desegregation, should be
eliminated. School desegregation should be a matter for the states and the
courts to decide and federal funds should not be injected into the issue.
Taken together, these terminations would save $211.8 million.
In other areas of education, I think administrative costs should be cut
to FY 74 levels, as should the Adult Education programs, funds for educational statistics, the Indian Education program, and the program to aid the
handicapped. All these programs have merit but we must insist on getting
the same level of performance for fewer dollars if we are to get out of the
financial morass we face. Cutting these programs back to FY 74 levels
would save $92.4 million.
In addition, a number of other programs, Included under the broad
category of Elementary and Secondary Education should be rolled back
to FY 74 levels. This would save an additional $431 million and perhaps
more.
Another savings that should be made is to cut off funding for the
National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities. Most of this spending
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involves taxing the poor to subsidize the cultural and artistic taste of the
rich; but beyond this, at the time of an economic crisis we need to place a
moratorium on spending for non-essentials. The savings achieved by such
a cut would amount to $183 million.
Continuing on to the area of social services, I am pleased to see that
the President, in his FY 76 budget, talks about legislation that would cut
federal expenditures by $47 million by increasing the state share of the
program. However, my approach is simpler: merely cut back to the FY 74
level, which would save $59 million, and would not just shift the added
tax burden from the federal government to the states.
Likewise, administrative expenses for these social service programs
should be cut back to FY 74 levels, thus saving another $43 million.
However, I will not advocate a similar cut for rehabilitation services until
such time as there is a demonstrable alternative for training those who
are not able to help themselves.
In fact, expenditures in this area are much more justified than providing
public service or make-work jobs for those completely capable of working.
As long as there are ads in the paper, and we are paying out unemployment
compensation, I see no reason to provide make-work jobs and would
recommend that the $1.3 billion proposed for them in the President's
FY 76 budget be dropped. Furthermore, I would urge that the Congress
continue to reject proposals for spending some $5.3 billion on public
service jobs over and above what is called for in the FY 76 budget.
If we want to make people work for their unemployment compensation
money-those who need it that is-then I'm all for that; but to create
public service jobs on top of unemployment compensation strikes me as
being the type of extravagance we cannot afford.
Likewise, I do not believe we should be showing favoritism in our
special manpower programs by helping some groups more than others
particularly if the program hasn't been all that successful as in the cas~
of the Job Corps. Therefore, I am recommending that the $370 million
going for migrant workers, Indians, and the Job Corps be dropped entirely.
If all these cuts were put into effect, we would be able to save another
$4.05 billion which, while it is less than 10% of the budget deficit, would
certainly contribute to the battle to put our financial house in order.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Ever since the federal government got into the housing business, there
has been controversy surrounding both the financial and the social costs
involved. Programs such as urban renewal and model cities have had as
objectives, the commendable goal of providing inner-city Americans ~ith
a better place to live. However, in practice, these programs have often
resulted in the replacement of row house tenements with high rise slums
having ever spreading concentric rings of urban blight around them. Worse
yet, these urban renewal programs have meant community disaster: familiar
neighbors, facilities, and landmarks have been replaced by impersonal
structures and an unfamiliar, dehumanizing environment.
· Instead of life getting better, new surroundings more often than not
have meant no improvement In living standards. Without the familiar
gathering point, such as the old corner store or the neighbor's front porch,
the inner city criminal has had a heyday lurking in the dark corners of
some highrise waiting for a victim whose identity is often unknown to any
other resident in the building.
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Recently, there have been indications that the social planners have
begun to realize that a sense of community and opportunity for human
diversity are essential for a truly effective urban renewal program to
function. However, in all too many instances they have yet to realize that
the answer does not lie in another federal program that will change their
lives, but in doing away with the disruptive or unproductive programs
now in effect.
In accordance with these observations, I feel that we can do away with
much of the community development program which has been such a boon
for a few builders and such a boondoggle for all the American taxpayers.
For instance, the community development grant program, which includes
money for Model Cities, should be cut out entirely, thus saving the taxpayers $1.3 billion in FY 76. Also, the $1.7 billion for the categorical programs being phased out should not be spent either, particularly since $1.3
billion of that is going for urban renewal which has not worked in the past
and which, for the reasons just mentioned, will not work in the future.
Having made those cuts, one can then cut the $121 million for planning
and development and the $117 million that would otherwise go to departmental management. Also, we can do without the ACTION program, which
is the most recent name for VISTA and other related "volunteer" activities
that will otherwise cost the taxpayers $105 million in FY 76. Likewise,
OEO, which administered the so-called war on poverty so effectively that
there are far more people on welfare now than when it started, should
also be dispensed with-at a savings of $376 million.
In area and regional development, it is my feeling that we should do
away with those programs that benefit only a special interest group. Under
such a formula, Indian programs and aid to Appalachia would be eliminated
at a savings of $840 million to the taxpayer. Indians are already being
assisted by a variety of other programs while the best thing we could do
for Appalachia would be to encourage, rather than discourage, the area
from developing its major resource which is, of course, coal.
With the shortage of oil and natural gas, there is every reason for this
nation to do everything it can to develop our nation's ample coal supply.
By processes of liquefaction and gasification, coal can be converted to
clean burning gasoline and natural gas. Furthermore, with some common
sense care and reclamation, increased coal mining need not mean permanent environmental damage to areas where such damage would be harmful.
What we do not need, from either the standpoint of energy or the economy,
is more regulation that stifles the coal mining industry followed by more
federal aid because the coal mining industry is depressed.
Consistent with the philosophy of cutting back to FY 74 levels wherever
possible, I further recommend that the water-sewer grant program which
falls into the category of community development be cut $32 million, that
money for area and regional development being spent by the Department
of Commerce be cut $24 million and that miscellaneous community development funding be cut $7 million.
Were it not for home rule and the financial considerations relating to it,
I would also recommend a $95 million cut in the funds going to the District
of Columbia. But, because of the new form of government, that may not be
possible, which leads me to suggest that, without putting a dollar figure
on it, here is another potential area for cuts to be made. I would also be
tempted to roll back flood insurance to FY 74 levels except that by having
a federal flood insurance program we may be able to reduce disaster
spending in the agricultural area where large sums of money have been
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~~ing for disaster r~lief. Certainly, communities should not be forced to
JOan. a fede~al flood m~urance program against their own will, but if they
dec1de agamst protectmg themselves with either federal or private flood
insurance, both of which are now available, they should not expect to
come to the government for a handout every time disaster strikes.
If we add all these proposed savings up, the federal budget for FY 76
would be reduced by over $4.62 billion. That would help a lot in these
days of mounting budget deficits.

COMMERCE AND TRANSPORTATION
. Just.as _P~blic assist~nce is the biggest functional area involving subsidies to md1V1duals, the f1eld of commerce and transportation has become
the most fertile functional area for subsidies to businesses. Since subsidies
are just as detrimental to businessmen's incentive as they are to that of the
individual, the objective should be to cut them out wherever possible.
In addition, the coming of the energy crisis has brought up the need
to conserve fuel whenever possible. Since the automobile ranks behind the
bus and the train in fuel efficiency (32 passenger miles per gallon compared
to 80 for the train and 125 for the bus}, means of travel should be carefully
examined from an economy standpoint.
It logically follows that more highways, particularly superhighways will
encourage rather than discourage the use of fuel, to say nothing of their
cost, so I am proposing that highway improvement and construction funds
be cut back to FY 74 levels, which would mean a savings of $393 million in
FY 76. In addition, I would suggest that we postpone further construction
on the Darien Gap Highway in Panama until such time as the Panamanians
give up their dreams of taking over the U.S. Canal Zone. If the Torrijos
government wants to exercise sovereignty over an area we have paid $166
million to buy and over $7 billion to develop, then it can build its own
highway and save the U.S. taxpayer another $11.2 million in FY 76. Furthermore, I would suggest that additional construction on our interstate highway
system be postponed at least one year, which would mean a savings of
another $3 billion.
Hopef~lly, with t~e b~lancing of the budget through these suggestions
I am makmg here, mflat1on and the economy would improve sufficiently
so that the interstate system could eventually be completed. However with
deficits in both the budget and the energy supply, I think saving wh~t we
can now is essential so that things can improve later.
Critics of these two cutbacks will claim that Highway Trust Fund money
can be used only for highways and to cut back on expenditures in this
area would have little effect on the overall deficit. However we "busted"
the highway trust fund last year to include mass transit and', although the
law states that the money in the highway trust fund can be used only for
highways, it also says that the government must borrow from its own trust
funds with surpluses before it borrows from the private sector. So, if the
Highway Trust Fund develops a larger surplus as a result of these cutbacks
there will be more money available for the government to borrow fro~
itself for other purposes. Any legal obstacle that might be in the way of
such a transfer should be waived until we can get our fiscal house back
in order.
Moving on to other areas, I think we can save some money in the mass
transit area by eliminating subsidies for the purchase and operation of
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buses and bus lines. Not only have these subsidies been shown to encourage inefficient use and premature retirement of buses, but they also have
been used to promote public ownership of mass transit, with the resultant
loss of incentive to operate at optimum efficiency and cost levels.
In FY 76, it is estimated that $120 million of the total capital facilities
grants and $125 million of the formula grants made by DOT will go for
the purchase of buses. In addition, a part of an additional $375 million
available under the formula grants program will go for operating assistance. Eliminating this subsidy would save at least another $75 million
and perhaps more. Such reductions would encourage bus transit systems
to use their equipment longer, to make greater use of mini-buses on
sparsely settled or off-hour routes, and to move towards a pay-as-you-go
system.
Likewise, 1believe we should eliminate operating subsidies to railroads,
bankrupt and otherwise. Not only would that take care of the rest of the
aforementioned $375 million in operating assistance grants, but it would
encourage Amtrak to put itself on a pay-as-you-go basis and would put
an end to government bailouts of bankrupt railroads. Combined, these
steps would save at least $700 million more in FY 76. However, to compensate for the fact that government regulation has helped cause many
of the financial problems the railroads are facing, I would further suggest
that the Interstate Commerce Commission {ICC), which regulates railroad
and truck lines, be eliminated and the $50 million allocated to it saved.
Originally established in 1887 to promote competition and prevent rate fixing, it has become quite obvious that the ICC is now doing just the opposite.
Rail and truck routes are controlled, rigs are often forced to return empty
and new routes are hard for competing firms to get, all of which are detrimental to both industry and the consumer. President Ford, in his FY 76
budget message, Indicated he will propose legislation to reform railroad and
truck regulation and support has been building on Capitol Hill. Just getting
ICC approval for railroads, such as the Rock Island, to sell all or parts of
their lines to other railroads would do far more to help the railroads than
any subsidy would.
In addition to eliminating rail subsidies, I think we should cut rail
research and development back for FY 74 levels consistent with the
rollback policy I have applied to all but the most pressing programs. That
would save another $16 million. Aeronautical research and technology
also should be cut back, which would save still another $24 million.
While on the subject of the airlines, they have gotten into the subsidy
habit as well. Eliminating airline subsidies In FY 76 would have $66
million and cutting funds for airways and airports back to FY 74 levels
would add another $418 million to projected savings. However, to offset
the economic consequences of the removal of these subsidies, it is again
necessary to do away with the regulatory body responsible for so much of
the problem the airlines have gotten Into. As a consequence, I am suggesting that the Civil Aeronautics Board be eliminated, which would save
another $86 million.
As far as sea transportation is concerned, the same rules should apply.
First, a $6 million item for boating safety should be eliminated as unessential. Second, the remaining appropriation for the Coast Guard should be
cut back, as a non-priority item, to FY 74 levels thus saving $171 million.
And, finally, federal maritime programs which, in actuality, are simply
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subsidi~s to the shipping companies, should be terminated, resulting in
the savmg of another $685 million.

. ~nd _while on the su~ject of subsidies, we should not overlook the $730
m1lhon m Federal Housmg Administration funds that are set aside in the
FY 76 budget for mortgage insurance for those supposedly able to handle
a mortgage but who allegedly are not adequately served by the private
mortgage market. However, high default rates are responsible for much
?f the co~t suggesting that neither of the premises on which this program
1s b~sed IS accurate. Under the circumstances, this program resembles a
stra1ght out subsidy more than anything else and its continuation cannot
be justified on either a cost or consistency basis.
Similarly, continuing the subsidy to the U.S. Postal Service cannot be
justified .. Not only is it totally inconsistent to have government prosecuting
monopolies on the one hand while operating one on the other, but case
after case has shown that private enterprise can deliver the mail quicker
and ch~aper than the Pos~al Service. Competition is already permitted in
the delivery of second-, th1rd-, and fourth-class mail, and firms like United
P~rcel have th~ived on it. Therefore, there is every reason to expect that
pnvate enterpnse would do even better with first-class mail which the
Postal Service charges the most to deliver.

Th~ !llost effective way to en~ this Postal Service subsidy would, in
my op1~1on, be to amen~ the pnvate carriage statutes to allow private
compames to compete w1th the Postal Service in the delivery of first-class
mail. I have introduced a bill into the 94th Congress that would do just
that and, I am happy to say, ten other Congressmen, six Republicans and
four Democrats, have joined me in the effort. Then, since alternative service
would become available, the subsidy could be ended in time to cut the
FY 76 budget by another $1.49 billion.
Furthermore, I think we can do without the $33 million in items for
in!ernational trade and travel promotion, and, In the spirit of economy, 1
thmk we should cut funds for technology utilization and economic and
demographic statistics back to FY 74 levels. These last two steps would
save another $44 million.
Finally, in an effort to remove some of the regulatory strings that have
shackl_ed. bu~iness and contributed to the present slump, 1 would suggest
the ehmmat1on of the Federal Trade Commission. Its functions could
without any loss of effectiveness, be taken over by the Antitrust Divisio~
of the Justice Department since their mutual efforts, as demonstrated by
the recent report on the possible monopolistic practices by the oil companies, are often duplicative. The savings would amount to $46 million
Admittedly, these cuts will be tough to swallow at a time when j~bs
are scarce. But, unless we take some tough measures inflation will worsen
and, as recent experience has shown, jobs will get even more scarce.
There are no easy solutions, but these suggestions in the area of Commerce and Transportation would move us almost $8.29 billion closer to
the goal of a balanced budget.

HEALTH
It is difficult to recommend cuts in the health field, because everyone
values good health so highly. It is one of the last items that people would
term .unessen~ial. However, some cuts can be made, consistent with the
prem1ses prev1ously set forth, without compromising the principle of equity
or the goal of quality health care for all Americans.
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Medicare and Medicaid comprise the biggest part of the health budget
and while 1 support the 5% cap the President has recommended for these
and' other entitlement programs, I am not recommending f~rther cu~s. at
this time. However, all Americans should recognize th.at c~ntmually ra1sm?
benefits to keep up with inflation only aggravates mflat1on and doesn t
provide long-term relief for the beneficiary.
As far as cuts are concerned, the FY 76 budget proposes that $437
million be spent on Alaskan natives, American Indians and ~erchant seamen. However, as the budget also admits, the health expenditures for the
first two groups are four times as high per capita as they are for all other
Americans. And, as far as merchant seamen are concerned, I see no reas~n
to provide them with special funds; adequate care should be made available to them under the same programs for which other Americans are
eligible.
Therefore to reduce per capita expenditures for these groups t? levels
comparable t~ those received by other citizens, I am recommendmg that
this item in the budget be cut by 75%-for a savings of $327 million.
Then in order to make sure that quality health care, not rulebook
medicin~. is given to our Medicare and Medic~id patients, I am r~c~m
mending that the $50 million that will otherw1se be spent establlshmg
Professional Standards Review Organizations (PRSO's) be dropped from
the budget. This, of course, is in line with the legislation I hav~ mtroduc~d
(HR 5404) to repeal altogether those sections , of. the s.oc1al Secunty
Amendments Act of 1972 that provided for PRSO s m the f1rst place. ~he
last thing we need to do is decrease the incentive for doctors to g1ve
quality health care while adding another layer of federal bureaucracy that
will put undue pressure on doctors and patients alike.
Beyond that, there is no need, particularly in tim~s when unemployment
is rising, to spend $228 million on f~deral occupational s~fety and health
programs. Ever since its enactment m 1970, the Occup~t1onal Saf~ty and
Health Act has made life miserable for the employer wh1le doing little for
the employee other than perhaps costing him his job. In this day and age,
employers and employees alike know the value of safety and ~uch .mat~ers
should be left to them to decide or, as was the case before th1s leg1slat1on,
determined by the states.
In the 93rd Congress I co-sponsored a bill that would have repealed the
occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970. A similar bill has been reintroduced into the 94th Congress and, consistent with the aforementioned
recommendation I have co-sponsored it again.
While expenditures for disease prevention control may be justified
under the rationale of the "neighborhood effect," health research, education and training is not a legitimate function of the Federal government
except under the loosest construction of the general welfare clause ~f the
Constitution. Even here the case can be made that Federal expen~1tures
work at cross purposes with the general welfare. A Federal comm1tment
to the research of Dr. Jonas Salk delayed for several years the acceptance
in the United States of the superior Sabine vaccine against polio. So at
the very least, 1 think we should cut back to ~974 lev~ls in the area~ of
health planning and construction. This is particularly m or~er at a t1me
when we have underutilization of hospitals and are producmg new MDs
three times faster than our population is growing. By doing so, we can
reduce the budget another $118 million in FY 76.
All these reductions I have suggested total up to $723 million-which
is less than 3% of our entire health budget. Yet, there are those who would
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increase expenditures in this area rather than make any attempt to decrease them during this critical period.
The first indication of this tendency has been legislation which would
provide extended health insurance coverage for the unemployed at an
initial cost of at least $1 billion to the American taxpayers.
While I sympathize with the person who is unemployed, it is my feeling
that rather than provide another benefit for not working, we should place
our primary emphasis on creating the kind of climate that will get him
back to work in the shortest possible time. And we can't do that by rolling
up the kind of deficit that will dry up all the capital businesses need for
improvement, expansion, retooling or whatever, and simultaneously increase the inflation tax on consumers and thus reduce demand. As I have
noted before, an $80 billion deficit in FY 76, which is what some, including
Secretary of the Treasury Simon, are predicting, would mean governments
would soak up almost 90% of the capital available for this country. The
competition for what is left would be fierce, interest rates would soar, inflation would be refueled with a vengeance, some businesses would fail, many
firms which might have expanded and provided more jobs would do without, and unemployment would rise beyond its already unacceptable level.
For all of these reasons and more, it would be incredibly foolish to
consider proposals for national health insurance. Not only would it add
another $10 to $100 billion to the deficit, depending on the proposal
chosen, but it would create a demand for still more health care which, in
turn, would mean spiraling health care costs, additional strains on our
health care delivery system, and a significant deterioration of the quality
of health care in the U.S. As we have seen with programs such as Medicare
and Medicaid a vicious cycle is set into motion; the increase in health
care benefits drives up costs by driving up demand (whether or not the
care is necessary) and as costs go up so does the demand for more health
benefits. However, there is no indication that the quality of health care
improves simply because more money is being spent; rather the evidence
suggests that, generally speaking, qualitative improvements come on the
heels of scientific breakthroughs or changes in lifestyle.
Rather than womb to tomb insurance or increased federal regulation
over the health care industry, what is needed most right now is a healthy
economy that would enable people to purchase the private health insurance
they either want or need. And the best way to do that is to cut federal
spending, not to increase it.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE -INCOME SECURITY
Of all the areas of the federal budget, the section labeled income
security, of which public assistance makes up a considerable part, offers
the most promising opportunity for cutbacks from both a fiscal and a
moral point of view.
Looking at the 1976 budget by function, it appears to me that approximately $10.62 billion can be saved by ending subsidies to those who are
perfectly capable of taking care of themselves. In making this statement, I
propose no cuts in social security, SSI, medicare or medicaid programs
beyond the 5% cap on benefit increases that the President has recommended. Given the fact that the 5% figure is just slightly less than what
federal employees received in comparability increases last year, such a
cap seems reasonable. Moreover, unless some sort of restraint is put on
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these entitlement programs like social security, they will dispense in
benefits far more than has been paid in, or can be paid in, without ruining
the economy. In short, this part of the budget is developing a momentum
of its own that threatens to put us on the road to national bankruptcy.
The biggest problem in making cuts is the Issue of humanitarianism.
To talk of reducing unemployment compensation, low cost housing subsidies, welfare, or food stamps, is to be accused of hating people. However,
unless the emphasis Is put on providing incentives to those who produce
and disincentives to those who will not, we will reach a point where more
and more people are sharing fewer and fewer goods and we will all be
worse off. Like It or not, subsidizing those who are able to produce but
who, for whatever reason, are not inclined to do so does no one a favor.
The recipient of such subsidies is encouraged not to work b~ca~se ~e
knows he will be taken care of and the giver of those subsidies IS discouraged because he knows he will not receive the full reward for his
labor but will have to share it with those getting subsidies. Such a system
is morally wrong and economically shortsighted.
The big problem, of course, comes in differentiating between those
who are capable of earning their own living but won't work and those who
can't work and are in need. No one is suggesting that we cut off assistance
to the aged, blind or disabled, or that we renege on the. ~romlse t~at. we
made to our senior citizens who, for many years, have d1hgently pa1d mto
social security expecting a decent retirement in return. Nor am I suggesting
·that we put an end to the unemployment compensation program altogether.
What 1 am suggesting is that we cut out these payments to people who can
find work but 'won't take It or who do not really need assistance in the
first place.
How could this be accomplished?
First of all, the various public assistance programs run by the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
provide a number of benefits to many people who don't need them.
For instance, the Child Nutrition Program could be cut back $6.7 million
simply by having the states pay the cost of administering their own progtams (this is a cash grant to states program). This could be accomplished
by repealing Section 7 of PL 89-642 which requires that the Secretary of
Agriculture pay state administrative expenses.
Another cut which could be made would be to eliminate commodity
procurement which is now just another form of agricultural subsidy. This
program provides "quality foods" to recipients while broadening agricultural markets which Is hardly the purpose of public assistance. Eliminating
it altogether ~ould Involve the repeal of Section 6 of PL 79-396, and Section
3 {3) of PL 91-248 and would save another $64.3 million.
A third cut that makes good sense would eliminate the state option of
serving free lunches to children whose households are as much as 25%
above the poverty guidelines and reduced price lunches to those whose
families are as much as 75% above the poverty level. To do this would
require the repeal of Section 5 (b) of PL 92-433 and Section 9 of PL 93-150.
According to the Congressional Research Service, thl~ would have meant
a savings of $228 million in FY 74. No doubt the savmgs now would be
closer to $250 million and taking this step would bring the child nutrition
program back to Its original focus-helping children who are truly needy.
Finally, controllability over the child nutrition program could be improved by removing the cost-of-living escalator clause from PL 93-150 and
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making all reimbursements subject to Congressional review. From the
standpoint of consistency, I support the President's proposal for reimbursements to the states instead of having such reimbursements plugged into
the cost-of-living index. Along similar lines, elimination of performance
funding, which bases funding on the number of meals served the previous
year instead of on the basis of minimum eligibility, would bring about an
undetermined savings plus would add a little bit of control into what is a
"relatively uncontrollable" program.
All told, these changes would save the American taxpayer at least
$32,0 million. Such a cut would in no way deny needy children who, because
the1r families cannot afford It, would not otherwise get decent meals at
school. However, one would hope that the time will come when this program can be done away with altogether; indeed one could argue for its
elimination now on the grounds that impoverished families are already
covered by other programs. But, rather than go that far now, this reduction
would serve the needs of the economy while returning the child nutrition
program back to the principle of aiding those genuinely in need.

•

•

•

Another Department of Agriculture program that has, up until this year,
been included in public assistance calculations is the special milk program.
In FY 75 $120,000 is to be spent on it but no funds are provided for it In
FY 76. Since it is a duplicative program, it is my hope that Congress will
see fit not to appropriate any money for it in FY 76 and thus not add any
more expenditures to the FY 76 budget.

•

•
*
Probably the most controversial of all public assistance programs has
been the food stamp program. Despite the fact that President Ford's effort
to cut back on its rapidly mounting cost was overwhelmingly defeated, 1
have come to conclude that the program should be done away with
altogether. Eliminating it would save $3.6 billion from the proposed FY 76
budget and close to $6.6 billion in actuality (given the action Congress
has taken).
If el!minating food stamps altogether is not possible, my alternative
suggest1on would be to eliminate food stamps for college students, strikers
and others who are not truly needy. I have already co-sponsored bills that
would accomplish these objectives and am pleased to note that the National
Food Stamp Reform Act, which would save the taxpayer over $2 billion
in FY 76, has been sponsored by more than 75 Congressmen and Senators.
•

*

*

Moving along to welfare, otherwise known as Aid to Families with

Dep~ndent Children (AFD~). the lat~st report indicates that approximately

11 m111ion people are rece1ving benefits from this program and the estimate
is that about $4.7 billion in federal funds will be spent on it during fiscal
1976. In addition, the states spend almost as much on this program in
matching funds (the ratio is 55% Federal to 45% State on average), as
the federal government. However, eligibility for benefits as with most of
the_se pub!ic assistance programs, is almost exclusively' up to the states
wh1ch, wh1le good from one standpoint, causes a problem when It comes
to controlling federal spending.
At the very least, AFDC should be cut back so as to eliminate the 9.3%
who are estimated to be ineligible and to cut payments for the 20.3%
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who are estimated to be receiving over payments. However, I propose to
go a step further and eliminate payments to all those who, although unemployed, are not incapacitated and who are not needed full time in the
home to look after children. According to an AFDC study 28.9% of all
AFDC mothers and 32.4% of all AFDC fathers fall into this category. Since
that averages out to about 30% of all recipients, it seems to me that a 30%
cutback in this program could be contemplated without upsetting anything
but the recipient's life of leisure. Such a reduction would mean a savings
of at least $1.41 billion and this is the direction in which I think we should
be headed.
Personally, I would hope that such reductions would be only a first
step towards eliminating this program altogether. Study after study has
shown that AFDC, the way it presently operates, encourages people to stay
unemployed (83.9% of all AFDC mothers and 87.7% of all AFDC fathers
are unemployed), to break up their homes and families (in order to get
more benefits), and to do nothing to improve their lot. This is an intolerable
situation and, to correct it, I am co-sponsoring a national welfare reform
proposal that will not only save at least $1.1 billion a year in federal funds
but will also provide more benefits to the truly needy, thus eliminating
the arguments in favor of overlapping programs such as the aforementioned
food stamp program and the next-to-be-mentioned subsidized housing
program.

*

*

*

The subsidized housing program is another form of public assistance
that has been badly abused. In FY 76, it is estimated to cost $2.6 billion.
Since the track record for public housing indicates that, within a few
years, the units are in as bad or worse shape than the occupants' previous
residences, it is my feeling that these subsidies should be discontinued,
particularly if a trimmed down AFDC program is retained. Supplementing
one's rent gives the recipient no pride of ownership and no incentive to
keep the place up. Programs like the Indianapolis "sweat equity" program
and the $1 homesteading programs that have sprung up in some cities like
Baltimore offer a much better solution to the problem.
*
*
*
Finally, we come to the problem of unemployment compensation which,
with the coming of recession, has tripled In the last two years insofar as
federal outlays are concerned. This year, an estimated 14.4 million persons
are expected to collect some $17.5 billion in unemployment compensation
benefits.
Contrary to what many people believe, unemployment benefits are not
something a worker has already paid for (like social security) out of taxes
or withholding. Instead, unemployment benefits are paid, according to state
eligibility standards, out of a trust fund administered by the federal government and contributed to exclusively by employers. In general, economic
stability rather than individual need is the criterion for determining who
does, and does not, get benefits.
Another misconception is that the unemployment rate is comparable
to the total of those receiving unemployment benefits. The fact is that the
unemployment rate, as compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS),
is comprised of everyone who is looking for work, while the number
receiving benefits is determined by state eligibility standards which vary
widely. However, by comparing the two sets of figures, one can make some
educated guesses about who is, and who is not, really in need of benefits.
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As of March, 1975, the unemployment rate, overall, was 8.7% or
7,980,000 workers. But, of these, 798,000 (10.2%) had quit their last job
and are th~s not deserving of help. 1,854,000 (23.8%) were people, such
as housew1ves, who were looking to re-enter the job market and may not
really needo t~ work. Another 773,000 (9.9%) were teenagers, and many
more (57.1 Yo m the last group and 35.6% in the next-to-last group) were
seeking part tim_e employment, which suggests that most of those in the
last two categones had other means of support and did not need employment, or unemployment benefits, in order to make ends meet.
So, if you take the 4.37 million (56.1%) who lost their last job, subtract
from that total about 314,000 who were looking for part time work or who
wer~ teenagers (437,000), and then add those who were looking to re-enter
the J?b force full. time (1.2 million), plus another 90,000 or so non-teenagers
lookmg for full time employment and you come up with about 4.87 million
who may have real_ need for unemployment benefits. If anything, this figure
may be generous m that only slightly over 3 million heads of households
were unemployed as of March 1975.
Compared to that, the number of people receiving unemployment compensation benefits during the week of March 22, 1975 was 5,868,300 which
suggests that almost 17% of those receiving unemployment benefits do not
really nee~ t_h~'!l· Ther~f?re, if one tightened up the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act ellg1b1l1ty prov1s1ons (for instance, do away with the provision that
says one may not be denied benefits if one refuses a job that has a tower
salary or a less favorable location than the job he or she had previously)
to get those 17% of! the rolls, a savings of almost $3 billion, and perhap~
more, would be realized. As a matter of fact, using the same formula with
January 1975 figures, it appears that as many as 21% of those who received
benefits may not have needed them.
Personally, I feel. that in yiew of o~r economic hard times this is a very
modest proposal. L1ke s~c1al secunty and other entitlement programs,
unemployment compensation can develop a built-in momentum all its own
unless something is done to restrict it to those who are authentically in
need. In days gone by Americans used to "save for a rainy day" to take
care of c~ntingencies ~uch as unemploym~nt and I see no reason why
employers dollars, wh1ch could go to cap1tal expansion (which in turn
woul? mean ~ore jobs for everybody) should go to those who wa~t to take
a pa1d vacat1on or who do not need the benefits in order to make ends
meet. In fact, one might go further and eliminate benefits for those who
could have saved for a rainy day but didn't.
Th~ problem wit~ all these public assistance and unemployment compensation programs IS that they take away incentive-both from the person
who is receiving the b_enefits ~nd the o_ne who has to pay for them. They
add to the cost of domg busmess, wh1ch means higher consumer costs
and hurts America's competitive position in world markets; they retard
growth of our e~onomy by wastefully consuming precious capital necessary
to create new Jobs; they put pressure on interest rates; and to the extent
they contribute to the deficit they are inflationary.
The fact of the matter is that we, as a people, have become so used
to the go_od ·tife that we have come to take it for granted. Rather than
take any JOb at hand, in preference to welfare or unemployment, we have
come to look on these programs as staples, even though somebody has
to pay for them and everybody is hit by inflation when they get out of hand
Such an attitude has been encouraged by our government ever since th~
days of the New Deal even though history has shown, in this country and
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elsewhere, that prosperous nations are built by people who do n.ot expect
to get something for nothing or view handouts as a matter of nght.
What is needed instead of more handouts, is a new infuslo~ .of the
work ethic and a rebirth of the pride on whi~h it is bas~d. ProductiVIty and
profit must become guideposts of our soc1ety, not d1rty words. And ~he
best way to rekindle the work ethic and restore faith in the free enterpnse
system is to reward those who produce and discourage those who don't
produce when they are perfectly capable of doing so.

VETERANS' BENEFITS
One of the hardest areas in which to make cuts is in the area of benefits
for veterans. Not only have many of these people risked their necks and
given their blood for their country, but many of the~e .programs are openended As a result it is difficult to establish dollar limits.
Ho~ever tor the same reason I favor a cap on Social Security, Medicare
and Medicaid benefits, I also favor the President's proposal to put a 5%
cap on any increases in veterans' benefits. This would not reduce the
FY 76 budget any further but would help keep it from going up as high as
many of us fear it will.
Aside from that about the only areas where veterans' spending can. be
reduced is hospit~l and extended care . f~clliti~s construction, med1cal
research and administration, and VA admm1strat1ve expenses. If funds for
construction of hospital and extended care facilities were cut back to
FY 74 levels the savings would be $80 million. Likewise if m~dical research
and administration and VA administrative expenses were similarly cut back,
we could save $64 million and $125 million respectively.
All in all, the budgetary savings in the veterans' benefi~s area would
come to $269 million which is relatively speaking a drop m the bucket,
but it was drops In the bucket that, taken altogether, built up this huge
deficit in the first place. As former Senator Ev~rett Dirksen once facetiousiX
remarked, "A billion here, a billion there, begms to add u~ ~o real money.
so too a few hundred millions here, a few hundred m1lhons there, can
add up' to the unprecedented $100 billion deficit we may be facing if we
don't begin economizing at once.

LAW ENFORCEMENT & JUSTICE
With crime and drug traffic on the increase, as they ~av~ been lately,
another area that is difficult to cut is law enfor~ement an~ JUStice. How~~er,
here also, certain economies can be made w1thout senously undermmmg
our efforts to reduce crime and drug usage. In fact, the argument can be
made that inflation is a stimulant to crime and the bes~ thin~ we could do
to fight crime right now is cut down on the causes of mflat1on.
.
While 1 have long been a believer that individuals, ra~he.r .than soc1ety,
are responsible for their own behavior, there a~e those md1v1duals who~e
strength of character is found wanting y.'hen t1me~ g~t. tough. So, wh1le
society should not blame itself for the. misdeeds
md1v1duals, a return to
economic prosperity through sound fmanclal pol1cy does offer the hope
that a reduction In the crime rate will follow.
Consequently, 1 am recommending that two program.s which have
eroded local responsibility, and have caused a lot of waste m th~ process,
be eliminated. They are the Law Enforcement Assistance Admm1stratlon,

o!

for which $887 million is budgeted in FY 76, and the Legal Services Corporation that will cost another $72 million. I also think, in view of the recent
excessive expenditures involving former Presidents and Vice-Presidents
that ~e are spending more than necessary on Secret Service protection:
Certamly, the FY 74 level should be adequate and reducing to that level
would knock another $29 million off the FY 76 budget.
Also, if we cut the Customs Service and the Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco
and Firearms back to FY 74 levels we could save another $1,12 millio~
and still not cut Into funds for the Drug Enforcement Administration, the
FBI, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the Justice Department-all of which are hard pressed with the duties they now have. Still
another item that could be cut back to FY 74 levels would be funding for
federal correctional and rehabilitative activities. This would save $56 million
more.
Total all the possible cuts and reductions up and the overall budgetary
savings in the law enforcement and justice area come to $1.15 billion. It is
possible that another $62 million might be added to this figure by cutting
various miscellaneous programs back to FY 74 levels. However when people's lives and property are at stake, cuts must be made most 'judiciously.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT
Here is an area where those of us calling for cuts in the budget really
get a chance to practice what we preach.
The White House has already set an example in this regard by proposing to cut Its 1974 staff level by one-third by June 30, 1976. Accordingly, the budget request for the White House, the Executive Office of the
President and related activities has been cut from $117 million in FY 74
to $71 million in FY 76. That is good and I think it should be matched by
a similar percentage cut in the legislative branch, which would mean a
budget reduction of $250 million.
Also, I would hope that the $35 million allocated for public financing
of Presidential nominating conventions and primary campaigns would be
cut from the budget. The bill providing for such expenditures is already
under legal challenge on constitutional grounds and even if it is ruled
constitutional I would hope that the Congress, in its wisdom, would see fit
to repeal it. As it stands, public financing of Presidential campaigns and
nomi~ating conve.nti~ns, along with campaign spending limitations, not only
curta11s a person s nght to speak out in favor of a candidate but it also
gives an incumbent a major advantage, to say nothing of the d~nger posed
by an unelected bureaucracy, rather than the people themselves determining. who is eligible for ?ampaign money and how much of' it they
are entitled to. Furthermore, 1t forces people to support financially through
the use of their tax dollars, candidates they do not favor or w'ould not
otherwise contribute to-which is highly questionable on political moral
and philosophical grounds.
'
'
Speaking of taxes, a~other agency that can finally do something to_
help the taxpayer by cuttmg back to FY 74 levels is the Internal Revenue
Service. Such a cutback would shear approximately $440 million from the
budget and I don't think the additional tax audits President Ford's budget
suggested will be missed a bit.
I also think that the Civil Service Commission should make do on what
it did two years ago and, if it were required to, another $24 million could
be cut from the budget.
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Even though I am an historian by training and believe that the Bicentennial celebration should mean a great deal to every American, I also
feel that it cannot be an exception to the budget cutting effort. Accordingly,
1would suggest that it be cut back to FY 74 levels, which would reduce the
federal budget for 1976 by $14 million. Likewise, I feel our expenditure for
trust territories and possessions should be reduced to FY 74 levels which
would save $38 million more.
All in all, savings in the general government area could reach $801
million without undue strain. I certainly hope that these cuts will be implemented, if for no other reason, as an example to other government agencies
and to the American people.

BUDGET ALLOWANCES
The President's budget proposal for FY 76 also contains a section,
albeit somewhat buried, termed budget allowances. But, buried or not, it
adds over $8 billion to overall outlays.
Since the budget was presented, a lot of changes have been made in
the President's energy proposals from which most of these budget allowances are derived. Only two thirds of the $3 per barrel oil import fee
has been implemented so far, the excise tax on domestic crude oil has
not yet been enacted and, instead of a windfall profits tax, we have seen
the end of the oil depletion allowance for the "major" oil companies and
the beginning of the end of that allowance for the "independents." In
addition the tax cut package the President proposed was both altered and
enlarged by Congress. As a result, the proposed budget allowances, which
were part of an interdependent package, no part of which can stand alone,
may well be altered. Frankly, I think it is a mistake to increase, artificially,
the cost of energy. If it were not done, this section of the budget discussion
would not be included.
But, for purposes of discussing the proposed budget deficit, these
allowances must be a part of that discussion. Briefly speaking, they would
provide $2 billion to compensate non-taxpayers for higher energy costs,
$2 billion to state and local governments to compensate them for higher
energy costs and $3 billion to federal agencies as compensation for higher
energy costs. $550 million would go for federal civilian agency pay raises
and $500 million would go for contingencies.
Except for the contingency fund, I see no reason not to cut all the
rest of these budget allowances thus saving $7.55 billion. The $7 billion
in energy compensation payments is simply another subsidy to people and
governments who are able, if not especially willing, to take care of themselves. They will simply have to tighten their belts and make do, just as
the rest of us. As for the $550 million for civilian agency employee pay
raises, 1 feel that the government must take the lead in any austerity program, so as to set an example for the rest of the country. If the federal
government is not willing to make the necessary sacrifices to defeat
inflation first, then it is hardly fair to expect the private sector to do so
on its own.
Given the difficulty in cutting the budget, with all its built-in momentum
and uncontrollables, it is essential that we eliminate these non-essential
budget allowances. Not only will we save $7.55 billion, but we will be
establishing a healthy precedent for fighting inflation in the future.

CONCLUSION
. As previously noted, the President's budget proposal for FY 76 contams the largest proposed deficit in peacetime history-$51.9 billion.
Su~sequent ~nactments by Congress have caused the White House to
~ev1_se the e~t1mate of ~he deficit up to $58.6 billion and legislation pending
IS likely to mcrease 1t to nearly $80 billion. As a matter of fact if all
the House committee recommendations were enacted the FY 76 budget
would come to $396.4 billion and the deficit to $98.9 billion.
Inasmuch as I have opposed the budget-increasing measures that have
come before the House so far and inasmuch as I expect to oppose other
budget-expanding proposals i~. the future: to suggest that we not go
thr~ugh w1th a multitude of add1t1onal spendmg programs is belaboring the
obv1ous. Theref<;>re, we are left with the twin tasks of enacting those proposal~ t~e Pres1dent made to keep the deficit down to $51.9 billion and
then fmdmg ways to do away with the deficit itself.
As I have indicated, I support the idea of a 5% cap on social security
medicare, medicaid, civil service retirement and veterans' benefit in:
creases, for without it, as the President noted, close to $17 billion will be
added to the deficit. Moreover, I would hope that if we are going to take
steps t? conserve oil by government intervention, that we utilize the price
all<;>ca_t1on method rather than quotas, mandatory allocations or gasoline
rat1onmg, and thus make up the difference between the tax cut proposed
by the President and the one just enacted by Congress. Finally the cuts
and redu?tions I have proposed will reduce federal spending in FY 76 by
the considerable sum of $52.86 billion, which, coupled with my other
recommendations, would mean a budget surplus of over $900 million in
fiscal 1976, assuming that revenues remain at the predicted level.
Of course, it is possible that revenues will drop as a result of the
m~as~r~s I have sugg~sted. However, it is my hope that the impetus given
!o md1v1duals and busmesses by the dampening of inflation and the loosenmg of excess regulatory restraints will produce enough tax revenue to
offset whatever other revenue losses might occur. In this context, the type
?f cu~s I have suggested are as important as the size of the surplus that
IS proJected.
W~ile such a surplus is not large, it would be a refreshing and constructive change from recent federal fiscal policies. Furthermore it is
entirely consistent with the concept of a mandatory balanced budg~t that
a number of Congressmen, myself included, have endorsed. Without a
balanced budget, and the fiscal restraint that it entails America is doomed
to conti_nuing inflation, ~igh unemployment, high inter~st rates, more business failures, and poss1bly even a depression. At some point we have to
pay the price fo~ our p~evio~s extravagances and every yea; we delay it
mean~ that the fmal pnce Will be dearer and more tragic for millions of
Amen cans.
If adopted, my proposal would turn this trend around and, by balancing
the budget, get us back on the road to fiscal responsibility.
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