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and I would hope that the resolution
would be adopt-ed.

To make certain that those at the De
partment of Agriculture charged with
the responsibility for this study are as
thorough and understand the will of the
Senate. I Y;ould ask at the appropriate
time that we lnight have the yeas and
l1nys 0-11 the resolution. It is my under
,tlmding there will be no record votes
prior to 3:30; and, at the appropriate
tllne, when there is an adequate number
of Senators present, perhaps the yeas
and the nays could be called for.

1...11'. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOLE. I 3'ield to the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, first
of all, I do not think we have any better
social program on the statute books
than the food stamp program. I think it
is an absolutely essential program in our
COlmtry, and especially at this time when
we I:ave millions of people unemployed,
milllons of others who, while employed,
are at very low income levels, and it is
through the food stamp program that
some 17 million people are receiving
what amounts to an income supplement.
They are getting their food at reduced
prices through the food stamp bonus.

What the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE) is addressing with his resolution
today is a call on the Secretary of Agri
culture to take a very critical look at this
program with an eye especially on any
abuses that may have developed.

I think it goes \\iithout saying that in
any program where you have 17 million
people participating there are going to
be some abuses. Even if you had 17 mil
lion angels there are going to be some
abnses. There are some people who cheat
on their income taxes. There are some
people who may abuse some of the
prh'ileges that we have here in Congress.

Any institution, whether it is public
or private, which involves that many
people, is going to involve some abuses.

I personally think, as one who is some
what familiar with this program, that
the problem of abuses is greatly
exaggerated in the public mind.

I am very confident in supporting this
resolution, which I do. I join with the
Senator from Kansas in supporting it
that a critical study of this program is
going to show that the number of people
who are participating in a way as to
abuse the program is a very, very small
percentage of the total.

Indeed, the most serious abuse in tlllS
program, as far as I am concerned, is
that we have not yet found as efficient a
way to administer it as I would like to see
us discover.

It bothers me to read reports that un
employed workers are standing in line in
Detroit and other places from 5 to 6
o'clock in the morning through the day
tr.ving to get certified for food stamp
u&sistance. These are people Whose taxes
ha'ie paid for this program over the
;,-eprs. Now some of them have been
unemployed for a good many months
,mel at this time they need some help.

In the administration of the program
there is a 30- to 60-day time while they
are standing in line from day to day
even to get someone to process. the~
application.

That is another side of the abuses that
we ought to keep in mind when we are
concerned about detecting who may be
cheating on the program who are already
participating.
. But having made that clear and hav
mg reaffirmed my own essential faith in
the overall character of this program, I
do want to say that I have 110 objection
to the resolution. As a matter of fact I
join with the senator, as did every other
member of the committee, in voting to
bring this matter to the floor asa sepa
rate resolution.

Later 011, we will turn to the question
of the President's request that we cui
back on food stamp benefiUl but for the
time being, I add my voice iil suppOrt of
the Senator's resolution.

Mr. DOLE. I appreciate the remarks
of the Senator from South Dakota and I
share his concern about the program. I
am not at aU convinced that we are going
to find aU the many abuses we hear about.

It may do a great deal to dispel some
of the doubts about the program if there
is a thorough and objective study done.
After that study, the AgriCUlture Com
mittee in its oversight function could fol
low up on any repOrt made by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. It may dispel
some doubts and some of the examples we
discussed this morning during our hear
ing.

But, in any event, I would again under
score that the study is not aimed just
at abuses by those who may apply or may
qualify for food stamps. It also addresses
itself to a broader inquiry into adminis
trative costs, duplication, and other areas
that may provide for more efficient ad·
ministration and better control with the
aim in mind of producing the ~ost bene
fits possible for those who are properly
qualified.

Mr. President, I intend to ask for the
yeas and nays. It appears from casual
observation that a sufficient number of
Senators are not in the Chamber. I ask
unanimous consent that at the hour of
3 :30 p.m. a vote occur on this resolution
and that prior to 3:30 it may be in order
for the Senator from Kansas to ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFIGER. Without
objection. it is so ordered.

SUSPENSION OF INCREASES IN THE
COST 01" FOOD STAMPS

M.r. McGOVERN. Mi'. President, by cli
rectlOn of the Committee on AgriCUlture
and Forestry, I report favorably the bill
that is at the desk and I ask unalllmous
consent for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
'will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bin (s. 35) to niHintain the Tl'utriiional
nd.:~q!.~acy of the foc-cl S'f;i.11np progranl.

Peb.·.· '1.•ltci.··.'r.•.1.J.'..··.~.·.'5....·'.·.'.:... ;.·1..·•••....•..9.••·.•.•· •..7.. ·.·5.·····•.·,<,I,?> ..
The PRESIDING OFFICER, ·~tliere

objection· to the-requestor. 'th~ .senator
from SOtlth Dako~? ..\ ..,. ..• •.•

Th.ere being no objection/the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill; which had
beet;t repOrted from the CQmmittee on
AgrIculture and Forestry with an amend
ment. to strike all after tl1eenacting
clause and insel't:

That, notwlthst!t.nding the prQvislons of
section 7(b) of the F<Xld Stamp Act of 19M
(7 U.S.C. 20l6(b», the charge imposed on
a.ny household for a coupon allotment under
such Act after the date of enactment of this
Act and prior to December 30, .1975, may not
exceed the charge that would have been im
posed on such househol.d for such coupon
allotment under nlles and regulations pro
mulgated under such Act and in effect on
Jatmary 1, 1975.

Mr. McGOVERJ.~.Mr. President earlier
today the Committee on Agriculttu:e and
Forestry voted 11 to 2 to block the ad
ministration's effort to increase the cost
of th7food stamps effective on March 1.

Tins action is very similar to the ac
tion taken in the House of Representa
tives yesterday when that entire body
voted on the same issue by a vote of 374
to 39.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry suggested today that we affirm
the action taken in the House.

Mr. President, the issue here is ver::
clear. Indiscriminately, without regard
to the need of the people involved, 95
percent of the 17 million food stamp re
cipients would have to pay 30 percent of
their income in order to purchase food
stamps.

That would be the case if the Presi
dent·s Executive order went into effect
on March 1, which will happen unless
this measure is passed by. the Senate.

For the average food stamp partici
pant, that would mean an increase in the
cost of their food budget Of about 30 per
cent. This would have the effect of cut
ting the total food stamp budget by some
20 percel1t, or reducing it from $3.9 to
$3.2 billion.

Now, Mr. President,· if what we are
most interested in doing is saving $700
million, even though it cOlnes out of the
stomach of hungry people, then the ad
ministration's proposal. makes sense.

I! at a time when the country is in
deep economic trouble, when there are
millions of people unemployed, when
there are millions of. others .on inade
qua~ income, we are· interested in pro
tectmg those people with· some kind of
an income supplement program, which
is what the food stamp program is then
by all means the Senate this .' afternoon
should move overwhelmingly to ratify
the action taken by the Senate Commit
tee on Agriculture this morning.

The administration's proposal would
have forced over 1.3 million POOl', elderlY,
and unemployed Americans out of. the
program entirely, "ithout anything else
to fall back on at a very desperate time
in the economic life of this country.

So the central issue here at a· time
when we hear so~'nl.Jch about the few
people who may be l'busing the program;
the central iSS11e is ~,hat happens to the
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17 million needy Americans who are try~

ing to get through one lIf the worst eco
nomic periods in the history of this coun~
try.

The issue is not the handful of people
that we hear so much about who may be
ii busing the program, and whom I would
like to see removed from this Program
and brought to justice, because they do
give a black eye to this otherwise very
fine program. We do· not want to lose
sight of the central issue Wllich is the
millions of, people who are unemployed
by the loss of their jobs that are fight
ing to feed their families and maintain
some measure of dignity, to say nothing
of the' factors of health and nutrition
that are involved;

Reform is needed in the food stamp
program. No one argues about that. Re
form to remove cheaters, but also re
form to see that the thousands of truly
needy> families do not wait anYWhere
from 1 month to 3 months to receive
benefits that they are fully entitled to
under the law. but which they are now
prevented from enjoying by the redtape
that, unfortunately, exists in the admin
istration of this program.

Dealing forcefully with the abuses that
keep families from receiving what this
country has 'deemed necessary to their
health and welfare is as important as
catching the few people who steal from
their neighbors by fraudUlently partici
pating in this program.

I want to make every effort I can, as
one Senator, to see that both abuses are
corrected without delay.

The problem now is to halt this ill
advised administration regulation which
otherwise goes into effect on the first of
March, just about 3 weeks down the
road. The planned increase in purchase
reqUirements for food stamp recipients,
when you add that to the inflationary
pressures that are already playing on
conswners in this country, will place an
impossible burden upon their ability to
obtain an adequate diet.

I want to say, Mr. President, without
any doubt at all, if this regulation were
allowed to stand it means substantially
more hunger and malnutrition in a coun
try that ought not to tolerate it. We are
in financial difficulty in this country, but
the difficulty is not so serious that people
have to go hungry in the United states.

In essence, the President's proposal
would shift approximately $750 million
in food purchase cost from the national
treasury to the pocketbooks of the low
income families of the Nation during this
next fiscal year, and about $325 million
would be taken out of the pockets of
those people in what remains in the
current fiscal year. When combined with
the 5-percent ceiling the President now
wants to place upon any upward adjust
ment in the food cost adjuster provision
in the Food Stamp Act, almost $1 billion
in increased food stamp cost would be
experienced by those participating in the
program during the coming fiscal year,
if both of these administration changes
were adopted.

Mr. President, to make matters even
worse, the administration at this same

tin1e is asking Congress for an additional
$300 million In military assistance for
South Vietnam, and an increase of over
$8 billion in next year's budget for mili
tary purposes in general.

Without getting involved this after
noon in an involved debate or a compli
cated debate about this supplemental re
quest for more arms for Southeast Asia,
or whether or not we need to add on an
other $8 billion to the military budget
next year above and beyond what we are
already spending in a recordbreaking
budget, I do not see how the administra
tion can argue on the one hand that we
can go ahead with ,an $8 billion increase
in military outlays and yet we cannot
afford $700 million to finance the food
needs of these poor families.

Both the administration and the Con
gress appear to be in ag~'eement regard
ing the need to provide an income tax
cut in order to stimulate our economy.
We may have some difference about how
the tax cut ought to be applied and what
the formula ought to be, but I think there
is general agreement that there should
be some kind of tax reduction.

We must again remember that this
action offers no relief whatsoever to the
poor for the simple reason that they do
not have enough income to pay any taxes.
Now they would be hit at both ends. They
would not share the increased dispos
able income that would be provided to
most taxpayers as a result of the tax cut,
but they would be expected to increase
their expenditures for food out of their
existing meager incomes.

How can they be expected to do that
when it is already becoming increasing
ly difficult for most of them to meet ex
isting food stamp purchase require
ments due to the increased prices they
pay for heat, fuel, housing, clothing,
health care, and other essentials in their
lives?

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
not only adopt the bill now before us, but
to doso overwhelmingly so the President
and his associates will understand that
Congress is not about to join them in
turning their backs on the Nation's poor,
our Nation's elderly, and our Nation's
hungry citizens. I very much hope that
the Senate will endorse this measure in a
resounding and overwhelming manner.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the issue
before the Senate is not one of whether
or not we should have a food stamp pro
gram. That is in the law. It is going to
stay. There is no issue over the fact that
the very poor of our country should be
treated most generously in a food stamp
program.

There is a difference of opinion about
the future of the food stamp program.
There are some of us who believe that
the time is now to look into certain
questions and problems that arise. We
are not dealing with a small program.
In 1964 we had 467,000 recipients of food
stamps. It cost $26 million.

Ten years later, 1nstead of one-third
of a million people receiving food stamps,
there were 13 million recipients of food
stamps.

In December of 1974 the number of
reCipients exceeded 17 million.

The Joint Economic Committee tells
us that before long, by mid-1976, one in
four Americans will be eligible for food
stamps. That is 25 percent of the
population. '

Mr. President, we should not allow
ourselves to get emotional about feeding
those who are undernourished. There is
no dispute about that. The dispute is
over what should we do, and what should
we do now, to make it a program that
conserves our assets so that we can, for
aU time to come, fulfill our obligation to
the poor and less fortunate of the land.

This law needs some revisions. Con
gress has some work to do. We cannot
point our finger at the bureaucrats and
say that they have caused all the trouble.
We have provided a law that says that
if your income is a certain amount, you
are eligible for food stamps. Someone
who is eligible for food stamps operates
on a program whereby you put in some
of your own money and get in return
food stamps that enable you to buy a
great deal more.

For example, the average contribution
by the recipient is 23 percent of his in
come. Before any conclusions are drawn
about income, I point out that that is a
defined term. Under some circumstances,
from income you deduct rent, household
expenses, utilities, medical care, expenses
of going to work, and many other things;
and then you come down to what their
net income is. If an elderly couple, after
deducting all these items, would have
$100 over that, that is regarded as net
income; and under existing law, theY
would pay 23 percent and get in return
$84 of food stamps-food stamps having
a value of $84, for $23.

If this practice is confined to those
who are really poor, I know of no one
who is objecting to it. It enables them,
for $23, to buy $84 worth of groceries. I
am not finding fault with that, if we get
it to the right people.

Who pays the difference? Their neigh
bors, the average person. There is no
mystical place for the Government to get
money.

We have an obligation to the poor to
have a program so well written and so
carefully run that it does not come into
disrepute, that the assets of our country
are sufficient to take care of the poor.

When Congress wrote the law, it pro
vided that the recipients should pay part
of their food stamp cost. How much?
This is what Congress said:

NotWithstanding any other provision of
the law, households shall be charged for the
coupon allotment issued to them, and the
amount of such charge shall represent a rea
sonable investment on the part of the house
hold, but in no event more tban 30 percent
of the household's income.

What brings this matter to the floor of
the Senate today? The President fixed it
at 30 percent. That is higher than it was,
yes. Perhaps the President made a mis
take. Congress authorized it to go to 30
percent. Lawsuits are pending. There
may be dispute as to how to apply the 30
percent, whether it should be uniform
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and·wha.tllot.But the fact remains that
Congress wrotetbe 30-percent provision
in the law.

With respect to poor people who have
practically no income, after you deduct
all these deduetibles and a couple has $30
or less a month, they get free stamps.
After the President's action would be
come effective, they still would get free
stamps.

I rise today not to oppose the program
of food stamps. As I say, that is well
established.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the senator yield on the point he has
just made?

:Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yield.
Mr. McGOVERN. I think it is impOr

tant to \U1derstand, for the RECORD, that
what the President did is not what Con
gress intended in the food stamp legisla
tion. The law states that the recipient
should pay a reasonable proportion based
on his ability to pay, but in no case could
it go beyond 30 percent.

There is not the faintest hint there
that Congress intended that everybody
would pay 30 percent of their income to
qualify for the food stamp program. That
is what the President's order provides.

The Senator has said that the Pres
idential regulation would still permit a
small percentage of people to receive free
food stamps, and that is true. But it does
not do anything for the person who is
just above that level. Suppose your in
come were a little more than $30 a month.
Suppose you got $40; suppose you got $50.
This is still not enough to buy the
groceries.

But if the administration orders
stamps, you would have to provide 30
percent of that meager income in order
to qualify for food stamp assistance. How
much better it is and how much more
just it is to have the r.dministrators of
this program set that level according to
the family'S income and use the 30 per
cent as the ceiling, not as the common
floor that everybody is going to have to
pay,' without regard to their ability to
pay.

I just wanted the Senator to yield me
this time so that I could make that point
for the RECORD.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.
I want to be fair. There is a dispute

about applying 30 percent across the
board. I grant that. I stated it in my
opening statement. But the fact remains,
also, that Congress said that they shall
:fix a ceiling not to exceed 30 percent, and
the President has not gone beyond 30
percent in any case. Whether .01' not he
violated something or was in error when
he made it across the board, that is the
matter in dispute.

We think that the time to start the
,,·heels in motion to improve the. food
stamp program is now. 'We are not sug
gesting that we hold up tlns resolution.
One amendment could have hel4 it up
for 24 hours. If we were delaying and
harassing, we would certainly ]1ave
utilized that.

At the appropriate time, this is an
amendment that will be offel'ed, a new
section. It provides:

The Secretary of Agriculture Is hereby di
!"ected to provide to the Congress, not 1ft ter

than. June 30, 1975, recommendations for
legLslatlve changes Which wlll (1) disqUalify
the families who have adequate incomes from
receiving stamps; (2) reduce administrative
complexities which make joint operation of
the otller Federal assistance programs dl1!l
cUlt; (3) tighten accoulltablllty for procure
ment, shipping and handling of food stamps;
(4) Increa.se penalties for those Who abuse
the program; (5) such other recommenda·
tions as he may desire to make.

What we are asking is that this be
adopted as an amendment and that it go
to the House. I am sure the House will
accept it.

Can anyone imagine a House Member
opposing an amendment that asks the
secretary to check into the matter and
report back as to whether we need any
laws to disqualify families who have ade
quate income? Can anyone imagine a
House Member voting against having the
Secretary of AgricUlture report back on
neededchallges in the law to reduce ad
ministrative complexities? Can anyone
imagine a House Member who would vote
against having the Secretary of Agricul
ture submit recommendations to tighten
accowltability for procurement, ship
ping, and handling of food stamps?

Who is the program for? It is for the
poor.

Why would anybody oppose an amend
ment that would make more of the money
available for the poor? Would anybod~'

in the House of Representatives increase
penalties for those who abuse the pro
gram? I do not think so.

Would anybody in the House of Repre
sentatives oppose an amendment that
invited the Secretary of Agriculture to
present such other legislative recom
mendations as he has in mind? The adop
tion of this amendment does not delay
the effective date of the main resolution,
the main resolution which sets aside the
President's order or determination.

lVIr. President, the rea] friends of the
poor and the' real friends of a properly
run food stamp program are those who
want a well-run food stamp program that
does not result in disrepute. We have so
carelessly written this law that what is
income is awfully hard to define. For
instance, some would take their income
and they deduct from that or they dis
regard in their property statement the
tools and equipment they need to eam
a living. It should be better defined than
that. A farmer who does not own his land
might have a quarter of a million dollars
in machines and trucks and tractors.
Under this law, he can have all that
equipment, he can have a car, he excludes
his insurance program, and then if he
had a bad year, as a lot of them did in
the cattle feeding business this year, and
his expenses exceeded his income, he is
eligible for food stamps. He is eligible for
food stamps. That should not be; that
should not be.

Food stamps should be provided for
rural people, farmers, and others, as for
any other citizen. They should be pro
vided when the~' do not have the re
sources to get a nutritious diet for them
selYes. No\\" do the honest and con
scientious march in and ask for food
stamps tmcler those circumstances? No.

'Vho does? Whom are we penalizing by
tl'yin~ tv clenn llP .such a thing,? The

worthy paor?Notat·all;·not 'a:t'flIl I
know acitizeninmYBtate who has
worked hard, pays his own bllls,'is gen
erous toward other people, and he rented
a house· from •. a'landlord .who had two
other houses, and the landlord was re
ceiving food stamps.

I wish to read to the· Senate what
has been published about this. I hold
in my hand a book entitled "California's
Blueprint for National Welfare Reform,"
carried on under the direction of the
former Governor, Ronald Reagan. Here
is what it says:

The Food Stamp program has multiplied
from 367,000 recipients nationally in 1964 to
more than 13 million this year. That's a 3,400
percent increase! In just 10 yearsl During the
same period. federal expenditures for food
stamps have increased 8,700 percent-from
$:!6 million in 196-1 to $2.3 billion thls year.

Reading on:
The USDA estimates that by the middle of

next year. 16 million Amerlcans-one in every
14 persons--wlll be using food. stamps.

Last December, it passed that. Seven
teen million Americans were using food
stamps-

A report prepared for use by tHe Subcom
mittee on Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic
Committee of the Congress warns that within
three years, at· the present rate of growth,
one in every four AmericanS could be eligible
to receive food stamps at least one month
during the year.

Listen to this:
Federal food stamp eligibility requlrement3

are far more lax than welfare ellgibillty
rules. In addition, the Income exemptions II

food stanlp applicant can claim to. qualify
for stamps a.re far more liberal than those
in the AFDC program.

Here Is a program that is more lib.eral
with people than the program proVlded
for a mother who, without the assistance
of a man in the house, is raising
children.

This report also carries this state
ment:

Federal food stamp eligibility standard"
now allow families With incomes well over
$10,000 a year to receive food. stamps, even
though they lire not on welfare.

Mr. President, does this amendment
that is suggested stop the passage of this
resolution? Not at all. Does it destroy
the program? No. All it does is write into
the law a requirement that the Secre
tary of Agriculture shall report by June
30 of this year his recommendations on
these questions raised.

It may be argued that after this
amendment was presented in the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, the
suggestion was made that we take the
same language and pass it as the sense
of the Senate. Well, I think the House of
Representatives should be in on it. I
think it should have the force of law.

Mr. President, ,vhen we allow a situa
tion to prevail where someone. not on
welfare, having an income of over $10,
000. can have food stamps, it is time
forus to change the law. When we allow
other people with capital assets rtuming
to over hundreds of thousands of dollars
to be eligible for food stamPs, it is time
to change the law.

Mr. President, there is a wide dis
agl'cement over food stamps for strikers.
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It is expensive. That is not involved
today.

It is also true that over the length
and breadth of the land, there are those
people who carryon a different way of
life, who live in communes, have no visi
ble means of support, perform no useful
work, and if their parents do not claim
them as an income-tax exemption, they
are eligible for food stamps.

Mr. President, it is time for us to think
about the people of modest income in
this country who pay taxes. They will
be perfectly willing to dig deep and
sacrifice for the real poor, the people
who cannot help themselves.

But how can we go back home if we
have failed to writ~ into the law every
thing that we could to prevent individ
uals who choose a way of life of not
working from having their food sub
sidized?

Whom is it subsidized by? Other peo
ple; people of all races, color, and creeds,
who work and pay taxes. That is where
the money comes from.

I want to read something further from
this California report:

Counties have long suspected that some
l:1dh'iduals, particularly those with no fixed
place of residence, receive food stamps bene
fits at the same time in more than one
county. Moreover, duplicate benefits received
from more than one state, as in the case of
recipients freql.lently crossing the Oregon
California border at Del Norte County, en
ahle these recipients to "maintain" a resi
dence in both states in order to attempt to
qualify for assistance in both states. To Ulus
irate, in 1971 a man was convicted on wel
lare fraud charges and sentenced to prison
in California. He and a woman companion
had been receiving AFDC and food stamp
benefits in Montana, Oregon, Utah and 18
California counties.

Mr. President, the way to serve the
poor, the way to serve those who are mal
nourished, the way to preserve a pro
gram so the taxpayers of America will
carryon the load, is to clean up such
things. To pass this proposal as a sense
of the Senate resolution is not a sub
stitute for writing it into the law, though
some might support it as a means of not
putting something like that in the law.
They will have to decide that for them
selves.

Mr. President, let us do our utmost to
be just and generous to the poor of the
land, to do that which we could and
should do for the undernourished and
the malnourished, but in doing it, let us
not bring disrepute upon those must
receive food stamps, because they are
justly entitled to them by extending this
assistance to categories where it should
not be. Let us not endanger any program
for the just, humane, and generous treat
ment of the poor by having laws that
permIt its benefits to go to many people
who are not poor at all. If we fail in this,
it could well happen that a public senti
ment would arise in this country and
action might be taken that would be det
rimental to people who are entitled to
Gur consideration and help.

Mr. President, it is my hope that later
today, when this matter is wlder con
sideration, a majority of the Senate will
write into the law the requirement that
the Secretary of Agriculture must bring
in recommendations to take care of these

and other problems that exist in this
program.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let

me say first of all that the sense of the
Senate resolution that is pending will,
of course, indicate to the Secretary of
Agriculture the necessity for a prompt
investigation of the food stamp program,
under certain guidelines that are estab
lished in that sense of the Senate resolu
tion. And second, the committee on
Agricultw'e and Forestry has fully
agreed to exercise an oversight function
on the food stamp program. Finally, I
know of no resistance to a full-scale in
quiry into our food stamp program, how
it may be improved, any injustices or
inequities to be found in it or any abuses
~n the program.

I rise as one who was the original
sponsor of the food stamp program in
the late 1950's. As the Senator from
Nebraska has noted, the program indeed
has grown. We started this program un
der the sponsorship of myself ll,nd the
distinguished former Senator from Ver
mont, Mr. Aiken, on a trial run, with just
several counties. That program was
sponsored in the other body by Repre
sentative LEONOR SULLIVAN. The trial rW1
at the time proved its effectiveness, and
since that time the program has, of
course, grown and expanded until today,
as was indicated, there are 17.1 million
people who are receiving benefits under
this program.

It surely is a much more desirable pro
gram than what we used to call the old
surplus commodity program, when you
waited to see whether or not there was
any surplus of beans, milk, or whatever
it was, and you handed those out at wel
fare stations to needy families, often in
containers that were too large, thereby
promoting waste.

Furthermore, our regular commercial
outlets in no way benefited from the com
modity program. The food stamp pro
gram works through our supermarkets,
grocery stores, and other food outlets,
and for all practical purposes the food
stamps are exactly the same as currency.
This program has had the effect of not
only helping the needy, but also of bene
fiting our retail establishments and pro
moting a better and wiser use of our food
resources.

The food stamp program is a part of
the massive national effort to combat
hunger and malnutrition in this country.
This is not to say that there are no
abuses; indeed there are. and those
abuses need to be corrected. It is not to
say, either, that all the people who should
be receiving food stamps are receiving
them. On the contrary, there is great
need of improving the diet of the Ameri
can people, and of combating a very seri
ous illness afflicting millions of our peo
ple called malnutrition.

Therefore, as we look into the food
stamp program, I think we will find not
only ways and means to improve its ad
ministration, but hopefully we will find
ways and means to extend its coverage,
so that needy Americans in particular
will have a better diet. This country,
above all, should have the best of food.
'Ve are the largest food-producing U9-

tion in the world in terms of available
supplies for our people. Therefore, I sug
gest that we have as our objective not
only cleaning out of the program those
who have cheated, but bringing into the
program those who need it.

There has been a Federal case in
Minnesota in which the judge of the dis
trict court, the Honorable Myles Lord,
has directed the Secretary of Agricul
ture to extend the outreach effort of the
food stamp program as required by the
law of the land.

Mr. President, I want to say once again
that I support, as I did in the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, the
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. I think
it will accomplish our objective.

I rise, of course, to support the bill
that has been reported out, S. 35, and a
similar bill that I had introduced, S. 250.

The language of the bill before us is
identical to that passed by the House
and, therefore, we need to take prompt
action to give the States, which have the
responsibility for the administration of
the food stamp program, ample notice
as to the intent of Congress and the spe
cific provisions of law.

The reason we need action now is that
the States will need at least 2 weeks'
time or more to be able to adjust any
rules and regulations that would be re
quired if the President's action went into
effect. All of the calculations as to the
items which are deductible and the
amounts that would be provided for in
food stamps might have to be recom
puted if the proposed regulations went
into effect.

So, Mr. President, I express my strong
support for this measure to stop the
Department of Agriculture from raising
the price of the food stamps to 30 per
cent of the net income of participating
households as of March 1, 1975.

This ill-conceived and callous action
would have the effect of reducing food
stamp benefits for 95 percent of all the
needy households that currently use
food stamps.

The Department's plans would have a
particularly severe effect on the elderly,
many of whom would have their month
ly food stamp benefits reduced to $3 a
month 01' even $1 a month.

Now, Mr. President. imagine what tile
impact of this will be upon social secu
rity recipients if you take into consider
ation the administration's other recom
mendations on social security benefits.
In the budget that is presented to us, the
President asked that social security
benefits be limited to a 5-percent in
crease. He does not ask that anybody
else's income be limited, except Govern
ment employees; but social security
beneficiaries who, under the law, are en
titled to a cost-of-living increase, are to
carry the burden of the battle against
inflation by having their benefits limited
to a 5-percent increase. And, I repeat, no
one else in the United States is required
to have that happen to them except,
under the President's proposals, the mili
tary and the civil servants of this Gov
ernment and the social security bene
ficiaries. Of aU the people who should
not be victimized by such a cruel blow.
it is the elderly of our country.
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If you add, on top of this 5-percent

limitation on social security benefits, the
increase in the cost of food stampS, you
have dealt a double blow to the elderly
of this country. And I repeat that a large
number of the recipients of the food
stamps are the elderly. It ~Iappens to be
the tragic fact that not only are the
senior citizens elderly, but they are also
poor. The overwhelming majol'ity of
them are poor. So they fit two categories
tha t would be seriously affected by the
increase in the price of food stamps. The
increase in the price of food stampS will
seriously injure the poor and the elderly.

Now, I recognize there are some poor
whose income is so low that the new rule
would not affect them. In other words,
they would continue to get free food
stamps. But the percentage of those who
would continue to receive food stamps
at little or no cost is minimal, 5 percent
of total recipients.

The administration's proposal was in
cluded as a part of its plan, announced
on November 26, which would have the
overall effect of reducing the budget by
$4.6 billion. However, in the light of to
tally 1lew budget plans to deal with the
Cllrrent recession, this proposal makes
no sense whatsoever.

The administration's proposal would
illcrease by roughly one-third the cost
charged to low-income persons for food
slamps.

Under the proposed new regulations, all
but the most destitute would be required
to pay 30 percent of their net income to
purchase their food stamps. This con
kasts, as was said by the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), with the
23 percent of net income which an aver
age household pays for food stampS to
day. The administration estinlates that
$650 million per year would be saved
through the implementation of this pro
gram, which is to become effective on
MardI 1, 1975. But the Commodity Nu
trition Institute estimates that this figme
is closer to $1 billion per year, and it
terms the measure "Draconian."

The administration contends that the
poor are merely being asked to pay a little
extra for their food stamps. But the truth
Is that this step will have a devastating
effect on many low income families. Most
seriously affected will be the households
with one or two members. These consti~

tute almost one-fourth of the people now
receiving food stamps.

It is also estimated that over half of
the one- and two~memberhouseholds, or
at least 1,750,000. are elderly. The plan
would hit hardest at those individuals
whose net income is between $154 and
$195 per month. These people-who now
receive a $10 to $13 reduction in their
$46 worth of food stamps per month
would be eliminated entirely, I repeat,
eliminated entirelY, from the program.

Eliminating individuals from the food
stamp program, whose net income per
month is between $154 and $195, would
seriously affect recipients from supple
mental security income. that is, the S8I
program. the assistance program for aid
to the aged, blind. and disabled poor.

The effect of the new regulations on
SSI recipients wUl be to drive most of
them from the program. even though

Congress acted in August 1973, December
1973, and July 1974 to keep S8I recipients
in the food stamp program. I repeat, that
is the law. Those sections by Congress
specifically directed that the recipients of
SSI benefits were to be kept in the food
stamp program.

The people who use and depend on the
food stamps have been especially hard
hit by rising food costs. While rent. elec
tricity, and clothing have gone up in cost
for everyone, food costs for the poor have
advanced more sharply than the 15 per
cent general food inflation rate. Most of
the food staples purchased by the pOOr,
according to the National Council of
Senior Citizens, have gone up by over 25
percent in the last year. And on top of
this food inflation, the administration
proposal that an average family of four
now pay nearly a third more for its food
stamps, translates into $14 a month or
$168 a year in increased food costs.

The proposal has been offered as a
means of cutting back on a program
whose costs are reported to be out of
hand, and with the enrollment growing,
according to the administration, by leaps
and bounds.

Well, let us take a look at the facts.
This is hardly an accurate picture since
in December of 1971, 14.9 million par
ticipated in either the food stamp pro
gram or the commodity program: In
september 1974, with the commodity
program phased out, except on Indian
reservations, the number of recipients
under the food stamp program was 15
million. In recent weeks, because of our
increasing unemployment. it is estimated
that the enrollment in the program has
increased to 17.1 million.

Now. one way. Mr. !President, of get
ting the food stamp program down in
size is to get the economy up in size. That
is the best way. If we had people em
ployed at jobs at reasonabie wages, they
would not need any food stamps. But this
administration comes in here with a
budget that will forecast a rate of un
employment for the next 2 years of not
less than 8 percent, and between now
and 1980 not less than 7.5 percent. We
have held hearings all morning in the
Joint Economic Committee, and we have
had the report from the Council of Eco
nomic Advisers. We also have had the
report of the President in his bUdget, and
it is a grim forecast.

I know that everybody says to me that
at least the President is candid, he is
frank with us; he is telling us the hard
facts.

This is well and good. I like to have
a doctor who, when he examines me, will
tell me the facts about my health. But
I would not want him very long if he
would not tell me what I might do to
cure my ills. We do not need somebody
just to tell us that we are sicle-we know
it. 'We need somebody to tell us what to
do to cure the illness.

The way to cure the illness is not to
punish the elderly and the poor.

I noted this morning that the foreign
aid budget for the coming year is up $800
million; the defense budget for the com
ing year is up from $91 billion for 1975
to $104 billion for 1976.

So we are asked to increase the de-

fense budget up from $91 bUlion to $104
billion; take the foreign aid budget from
$6 billion up to $6.8 billion, and then say
to the pOOr and elderly, "You can only
have a 5-percent increase in social se
curity benefits. We are going to cut back,
food stamps. We are going to cut over $8
billion in human resources programs. At
the same time the defense program is
being increased by $13 billion and for
eign assistance is going up by $800 mil
lion. How then can we defend a cut of
$650 million in the food stamp Program
which benefits the poor.

What kind of economics is that? That
makes Scrooge look like a social work
er-and Santa Claus.

Well, Mr. President, I do not intend
to stand by and see it happen, and I
know the Senate is not going to let it
happen.

I said something about the figures of
the Department not being accurate, and
they are not. This is not unusual.

Our unemployed people need this as
sistance and we have a worthwhile pro
gram in place, which will be helpful in
dealing with the recession.

I have just been informed there are
approximately 10,000 auto workers in this
city now-I0,OOO auto workers-and why
are they down here? Because they are
unemployed. Now, fortunately, many of
them will not be asking for food stamps,
some of them may need it, but they are
SUffering.

The cost of unemployment this year
in this economy is estimated at $175 bil
lion in lost income, in gross national
product, even if we have an unemploy
ment rate of 5 percent. We have got peo
ple trying to tell us now that full em
ployment is 5-percent unemployment. It
would have been nice to have graduated
from school like that because, for ex
ample, if we got 70 we could pass. Would
it not have been very nice if we could
have had an extra 5 points added on
when we got a 65 and got a D and were
going to fail?

Five percent unemployment is called
full employment now by the latest de
scriptions in the budget.

I want to say, Mr. President, that is
written by the people who have a good
job with lots of benefits and with 2 or 3
weeks' vacation. That description 1s not
\vritten by somebody who is out of work.

When I had somebody ask me one time
what I consider to be a reasonably good
figure to tolerate on unemployment, I
said, ",Just answer it if you are unem
ployed."

What we are talking about here is not
just a food stamp program. We are talk
ing about this economy. We would not
need a food stamp program of tIlis size
01' even one-half this size if we had an
economy that was producing at its po
tential or if we had an economy that
was even maintaining a reasonable rate
of growth of 1. 2, or 3 percent.

The gross national product dropped 9
percent this last quarter. That is the
most severe drop in the gross national
product since the Great Depression. We
have not had any such situation since
1946, Mr. President, in which we have
had 11 percent to 12 percent inflation
and 8 percent unemployment.
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The Joint Economic Committee was
created in the Employment Act of 1946
and not since its creation has the Joint
Economic Committee ever received a re
port from any President of the United
states in which we have theunbeliev
able figures of the projection of unem
ployment at 8 percent and the projec
tionthis coming year of inflation at 11
percent. And here we are arguing about
whether someone cheated on food
stamps.

If they cheated, we will get rid of
them. We need to do that. If the formula
for food stamps is not right, we will
revise it. There is not any doubt about
it. But after we get all through going
around playing economic tiddlywinks, I
suggest we get at the major problem,
which is not food stamps. It is getting
people to work, getting this economy
going once again, taking a look at the
budgetary policy, taking a look at the
monetary policy, getting a tax reduction
bill through and helping people get back
so they can be self-sustaining.

That is the way to approach the food
stamp program. The answer to food
stamps is to expand the economy. If we
do not do it, we are going to have more
people getting food stamps because this
country cannot have the record of pro
ducing large quantities of food and fiber
which we send all over the world to
everybody else and not take care of our
own people.

I wonder who it is around here that
has the courage to get up here and say
that with stored surplus milk, and pow
dered milk, butter, cheese and wheat by
the millions of bushels and the millions
of tons, that we are going to sit around
here and tell people in America that we
cannot afford to help them out, but we
can help India and we can help Bang
ladesh.

Now, I am for helping these countlies,
and we have got an administration that
wants to provide a lot more for Vietnam.
We stopped that by the amendment on
the Foreign Assistance Act. We have got
an adm1nistration that wants to put
some over in Egypt. I am for that. We
have got it.

The administration also wants to help
Chile, Korea and other countries 'I"..ith
food aid. This assistance costs more than
the reduction in the food stamp program
we are talking about here.

Mr. President, when it comes to taking
care of some poor soul here, it is a differ
ent situation. To somebody whose son
may have fought for this country in war,
or somebody whose age is 65 and over, or
somebody that is having a rough go of it
temporarily, we say, "Well, now, just a
minute, we have got to fight inflation
and we are going to start with you, YOU
poor soul."

We are not going to start with the
bankers, we are not going to start with
industry, but we are going to fight the
poorest of the poor and the weakest of
the weak and the most helpless soul. We
have a new inflation cure, and the way
we will start is by cutting the food stamp
program. If it works on them, then may
be we will get to the coupon clippers a
littJe latel' on.

Not with HUBERT HUMPHREY'S vote.
C~I----164--Part2

I believe in fair play. and if we want
to cut food stampS, then cut the interest
rates. That ~ill help us a lot and we
",ill not need to have so many food
stamps.

Well. Mr. President, I thought I would
get down to fundamentals. It is not food
stamps we are talking about. Basically.
we are talking about this economy.

I repeat, we will not need these food
stamp programs for many people if we
give a job to a pel"Son. We w1l1 not need
to worry about food stamps for a farmer
if he can get a fair price for what he
produces, we will not have to worry about
food stamps for the auto workers if we
have an economy where people can buy
cars.

So, Mr. President, while I would be
the last to say that there are not some
college students who have abused this
program. and maybe some older persons
who have abused this program. I want to
say that the amount of abuse is far ex
aggerated as compared to the amount of
good that is in this program.

So we will clean it up the program and
improve it.

1 agree with the Senator from Nebras
l,a that we want to make sure these
programs go to the people that need
them, but I think it is also important
we keep in mind why we have the pro
gram in the first place.

We do have poor in this country, and
they need help. We do have people who
temporarily are the victims of economic
troubles, and they. at least, need food.

We do have elderly in this country who
have a pitifully small budget and income,
and they need help.

We have seen the pictures of the poor
in this country buying dogfood.

By the way, I wish to goodness they
had as much nutrition education on tele
vision about other food as they do about
dogfood.

Those dog ads tell everyone that it is
pure meat for old "Bowser." No cereals,
nothing but pure beef.

I will bet that there are a lot of folks
who would like to have a little of that
good beef, and we have a lot of surplus
beef on the hoof.

We ought to be canning it and getting
it to the old people and the school lunch
program.

1 will say again, Mr. President. that
this country will never go bankrupt feed
ing its people.

\Ve have got a request over here for
$500 million supplemental aid for Indo
china-$500 million. In the same week
that we got a request for $500 million for
more ammunition for Indochina, they
want to take $650 million by their own
estimate from the recipients of food
stamps.

This is so ridiculous, so unfair, so un
believable. At least, if yoU are going to
ask for the extra $500 million, you
ought to have enough good public rela
tions sense not to want to skimp on
grandpa and grandma. There are a lot of
grandpas around here, and I just happen
to be one of them.

Now. Mr. President, the main reason
for increasing costs under the food stamp
program is not because there are a lot
of cheaters. It is because food prices

have gone up. Bringing inflation under
control would stabilize program cost. The
increase in pmgram cost has been used
by the administration to detract at
tention from a full and frank discussion
of the issues. We need to avoid imposing
this additional burden on the shoulders
of the elderly. the blind, and the dis
abled poor. We need to clean out those
who do not deserve it.

Various methods of stimulating the
economy are being discussed. Almost
everyone agrees that those at the bottom
of the economic ladder deserve a signifi
cant reduction in their taxes, if they pay
any taxes. Thank goodness, the President
has said that if they did not, they ought
to get an outright payment from the
Government. Why give with one hand
at the same time taking away with the
other?

Just before we adjourned in the last
Congress, in the 93d Congress, the Sen
ate passed S. 2792, my bill, to main
tain the Food for Peace program in
times of short supply. That was
passed here on the 18th of Decem
ber 1974. It recommended in the report
accompanying the bill that the adminis
tration's proposal to increase the cost of
food stamps not be supplemented "until
Congress had an opportunity to consider
legislation on the subject next year."

So, we have already passed in the Sen
ate once a policy statement that says do
not tamper with this food stamp pro
gram until we get a chance for a thor
ough review of it.

Unfortunately, the administration has
not seen fit to withdraw its proposed
new regUlations.

We would not need this bill if the
administration would just wake up. Does
anybody over there in the administra
tion really think that this Senate is
going to let the Department of Agricul
ture get by with this economic non
sense'? They should know better than
that. They had a chance to withdraw
the regulations today. They received 38
votes in the House of Representatives out
of 435. 1 believe that is correct-38 votes
to support the Department of Agricul
ture's position. They go right down the
road insisting on trying to implement
these regulations. They know that we
are not going to allow that.

It is just like this administration
knows that we are not going to limit
social security benefits to 5 percent. Pew
Members here would dare go home and
face their constituents and go to a senior
citizens' meeting and look those old
people in the eye and say, "I am sorry.
1 am sorry, we are going to raise the
price of gasoline. We are going to raise
the price of fuel oil." They want to raise
the price of everything. "But for you, the
most ~'ou are going to get is 5 percent.
Of course, we know your food costs have
gone up 20 or 25 percent. \Ve know the
overall cost of living has gone up 12
percent. But you good souls out there.
you are not going to be around long
anyway. You are 70 years old, 65 or 80
years old, 'Ve are going to have you carry
the burden. We are not going to put the
burden on the backs of the strong. We
are going to put the burden 011 the backs
of the ,,-eak and the elderly."
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tee on Agriculture and Folres1;ry,
ticularly with all the research
has gone into that effort by the Select
Committee on Nutrition, a committee
that does not have legislative jurisdiction
but is advisol'Y and is a study committee
and therefore has a responsibility in
educating the American public on these
matters.

I might add that I was terribly dis
turbed when I read the budget message
and foood, for example, that our school
feeding program has been seriously
altered. That is another attempt, may
I say, to do away with some of the guide
lines that Congress has laid down for
school feeding and school lunches.

It is my judgment that we should have
at least one good, nutritious meal for
ev'el'Y boy and girl in the American school
system, at least once a day, just as we
pl'ovide good books.

I wish we had the same kind of feeling
about compulsory education that we had
about compulsory miUtary service. When
a person was selected under the Selective
Service law to go into the Army, they did
not look at him and say, "Is your daddy
well off? Does your mother make nice
looches?

"When you l'eport to camp. we want you
to bring along your billfold. Get your dad
to give you a lot of money for food, and
have your mother prepare a nice, big
lunch, because you are from a middle
income and well-to-do family." Not at
all. They all got tlle same kind of food.

You went hto the Army, the NavY, or
the Air Force, and you were provided
with free food, because in this country,
under selective service, one had to go in
to the service.

We have compulsory education, we have
rules and laws. If your child does not go
to school, they send out the truant officer
to bring him in. We learned. finally, that
we had to provide books for our children
in schools. There was a time when tlley
did not do that, when you had to bu.v
your books. Some children never got
them. So we have provided books. We
have even provided books, may I say, un
der our libra.l'Y system, for public and
parochial schools.

I believe that we should have a lunch
for every boy and girl in school. at least
once a day, a good lunch, a balanced,
nutritional lunch, or breakfast-at least
one meal. I submit that that would do
more to make people healthy, to promote
healthy bodies and healthy minds. than
almost anything else we could do. We
could save the amount of money we are
using on psychiatrists and psychologists,
if more of our young people had a good,
balanced meal at 1"l<St once a day.

So when we talk about food, I am not
just talking about food stamps for the
poor. the elderly, the blind, tlle deaf, the
aged, and so forth-the beneficialies of
social security. I think we need a nation
wide nutrition education program, and
we need in our schools a universal school
lunch program.

Yet, what do I see ill the budget? I see
increases, I repeat, for military assist
ance. I see increase~ for fOl'eign assist
ance. I see a cutback in the school lunch
program.

Somebody ovel' there is not figuring
right. Somebody is more interested in

stamp income eligibility levels on July 1,
1975. as needed to reflect cost-of-living
increases and food prices. Indeed, the
July 1. 1975. increases are mandatory
under existing law.

I thought we ought to get that into
the RECORD since it was the idea of the
Senator from South Dakota.

I believe it was his proposal to see to
it that we had a cost-of-living increase
in these programs, just as we have had
a cost-of-living increase in social secu
lity. So let tIlis action that we are about
to take not be hlterpreted as a freeze on
the assistance because the law says tIJ.at
July 1, 1975. there will have to be a cost
of-living adjustment.

Finally, I would urge that this meas
ure be passed without delay, as I am
sure it will be today. and I hope that
President F01'd will sign it promptly. Any
delay in White House action will serve to
create last-minute chaos at tlle State
level, such that the mechanical tasks
needed to issue food stamps on March 1
may be placed in jeopardy.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.
Mr. McGOVERN. He made reference

to the program. As the Senator knows,
we have another measure pending, a
comprehensive l'eform action, which 45
Senatol's have now Joined in cosponsor
ing. The Senator from Mirmesota is one
of the cosponsors, and the distinguished
Presiding Officer (Mr. BROOKE), and also
the majority leader and minority leader
of the Senate. So this is a bipartisan ef
fort. That measure is now pending in
the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry. The first hearing was held
on it this mornillg. Originally, it seemed
to me that we could make what we are
doing here today a part of that measure,
but it became clear that we did not have
time to move a comprehensive reform
measure through in time to head off this
March 1 cutoff date.

That is the reason why the decision
was made both in the House and in the
Senate to move on the I-year postpone
ment of the administration's executive
order. That will give us time to hold hear
ings llild to move' ahead on an effort to
improve this program, rather than
undercutting it. which would happen it
we were to permit the administration
regulation to stand.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The distinguished
Senator from south Dakota is the nJ.ain
sponsor of that bill, and he is the chair
man of our Select Committee on Nutri
tion. I think that select committee has
done more to bring to the attention of
the American public some of the facts
of malnutrition and inadequate diet and
hunger in this cotmtry than any other
committee we have had. More sig
nificantly, it has also pointed the way
toward remedy and correction.

We have relied on the distinguished
senior Senator from South Dakota .for
guidance in these matters. He is. ill a
very real sense, the appointed agent of
this body. I fuld it a special joy to work
with him, because he knows of what he
speaks. I am sure that we will get a fine
program out of the work of the Commit-
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What kind of social program is that?

What kind of political program is Ulat?
The President knows, and his advisers

know that this Congress is not going to
stand for that. I do not call it leadership
to be foolish. That is not leadership.
That is just being plain obstinate and
stubborn. So we \\-ill just ha.ve to roll
them over. And we will. Make no mistake
about it.

In a letter to Royal Shipp. the USDA
Food Stamp Director, 43 Members of this
Senate urged that there be no imple
mentation of the food stamp proposal,
that is, these new regulations. It should
be made clear that the bill we are con
sidering today will expressly prevent the
Department of Agriculture from raising
food stamp prices above their January 1,
1975. levels during the rest of this calen
dar year. That gives us time to work our
will on a new program.

This bill is an emergency measure. It
serves to confirm the existing provisions
of section 7(b) of the Food Stamp Act.

What does 7(b) say? Section 7(b) re
quires the Secretary of Agriculture to
sct food stamp prices no higher than a
level which reflects a reasonable estimate
on the part of participating households,
with 30 percent of a household's net in
come being the maximum price. Section
7(b), therefore, does not in any way
mandate or authorize the Department of
Agriculture to set food stamp prices for
all households at the uniform maximum
level of 30 percent. Instead, the Depart
ment under the law is required to make
individual determinations for each
household of different size and income as
to what constitutes a reasonable invest
ment in terms of the household's nutri
tional needs and economic circum
stances.

That is the law. That is why a Federal
judge in my State said to the Secretary
of Agriculture, "Obey the law,"

I thought we had enough lawbreaking
(\.round here. It seems to me that there is
a very simple case here. Until this Con
gress is readY to change the law, the ad
ministration should obey the law. There
fore, the Department's new regulation, to
be effective March I, 1975. represents an
outright, deliberate abuse of discretion
in violation of the plain meaning of sec
tion 7(b) and the intent of Congress.

I regret to note that the Department
of Agriculture has decided to ignore the
existing law and the legislative history.
ThCl'efore, we must adopt this measure
to reaffirm the requirements of section
7(b) of current law.

I would hasten to add that our Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, at
the same time it was acting to report out
the measure to freeze the cost of food
stamps, took action to highlight the
need, as I said earlier, for an in-depth
review of the entire program. This will be

. done as part of our committee's hearings
on overall agricultural legislative policy.

I want to underscore one other point
at this time. It is imperative that the
Department of Agriculture understand
that his blll is only a freeze on food
stamp charges and is not to be construed
as authorizing a freeze which would pre
vent the Department from raising' food
stamp coupon allotments and food
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counting bullets. and tanks than in
counting l1eople. I think that the security
of this eountl1' Is to be found not only
in the 'national security with respect to
the Air Force, Coast Guard, Army, and
Navy-and whatever it takes-but also
in the health of our people. That is why
these nutrition and feeding programs are
no longer just a sideshow for us. They
are at the heart of the Nation's needs.

Insofar as food stamps are concerned,
the size of the program is a good indi
catoroJthe health of the economv. If
that. progr!UU:continues to grow, it means
that. the. economy is going down. If the
p1'9gram has leveled off or recedes, it
meallil.Wat', tile economy is going up.
" ,~JDi;'.'allsWer'to the critics of the
focxi stamp 'program, after we have
,cl~ned'Qiit~e few who may be cheat
ing":-andthat is not an insurmountable
task-is that the way to cut it back is
to get the economy once again moving, so
thatpeople are o~ the job, earning their
waY;.a.pl~to buy their food, pay their
bills,andb~self-sustainingcitizens.
'Mt.President, the Washington Post,

on February 1, published two very worth
while items, an editorial entitled "Food
Stamps: A Legislative Injunction," and
an article entitled "Reforming the Food
sta.n1p :rrogram."

Much attention has been focused on
the ~dmin.istration's attempt to save
money at the expense of the poor by
raising the cost of food stamp coupons to
30 percent of net income.
. It is importan.t that this unwise pro

posal be defeated, and I am convinced
tha.tthis. will be accomplished. Legisla
tion identicalto Illy bill, S. 250, was taken
up by. the House Agriculture Committee
and repor~dout late last week.
~e Sen'ate Committee on Agriculture

and. Forestry also will consider on Feb
ruary 5 reporting a bill to avoid imple
menting these new regulations. Beyond
this short term isSue is the question as to
where do we go with the program.

The Post article by Jodie T. Allen
raises some of the questions which need
to be addressed. Particularly significant
is the fact that deductions areleast bene
ficial to the very poor and purchase re
quirements for large families are higher
than for single individuals.

A major recurring theme in this pro
gram is outreach. A Minnesota judge,
'Judge Miles Lord, in a recent decision,
spoke in clear. language in ordering the
Department of AgriCUlture to strengthen
its meager efforts to enroll those eligible
and not now in the program.

Our Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry will be looking at the pro
gram as part of its hearings on agriCUl
tural legislation. We will be looking for
ways of improving the program as a part
of that process. This present disagree
ment with the administration over cou
pon costs should not be construed as
acquiescence in' other present program
ineqUities.

I would urge the administration to join
inWs effort ,to . improve the program
rathElr thl\lllopkirig for "savirigs" at the
eXl>ense ofthe poor. ' .

Mr. Px:esident, I' ask unaiiimous con-

...

sent that these two articles be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 1, 1975)

FOOD STAMPS: A LEGISLATIVE INJUNCTION
The House Agriculture Committee has

acted speedily and Wisely to prevent the
Ford administration from going forward with
its planned increases in the cost of food
stamps to the poor. The committee vote,
33-2, orders the administration to charge no
more for food stamps than it charged on
Jan.!. As sensible-and needed-as that in
junctive action was, the committee should
realize that its work in the area of food
stamps has just begun. Elsewhere on this
page today, Jodie Allen lays out in some de
tail the reason that this Is so and offers an
,alternative to both the present program and
the administration's proposed variation on
it.

From its .inception, the food stamp pro
gram has been a patchwork affair, with a
series of convoluted deductions that help to
determine a family's net income for the pur
pose of establishing how much it should pay
for the stamps. While no one would argue
that no such system is' necessary, the prob
lem with the present program is that it cre
ates Inequities against the weakest persons
in the system, the elderly indigents who live
by themselves.

Other problems cry out for careful study,
including the so-called "outreach" program
that the states are supposedly conducting to
inform their poor residents of the existence
of the prOgranl. Congress Intended that the
outreach program be a vigorous one, but a
U.S. District Court has recently held that
the program is anything but adeqllate. As a
reSUlt, perhaps as many as half the people
eligible for food stamps are not receiving
that assistance.

One of the measures of the Agriculture
Department's sensitivity to its constituency
among the poor was demonstrated in the
AgriCUlture Conimittee hearings recently.
Edward J. Hekman, who administers the food
stamp program, told the committee that
public comment had been .sol1cited before
the administration proposed the price in
creases the committee later voted to prevent.
Hekman said he received 4,317 responses from
the public. "All of the comments were care
fully analyzed in the decision-making proc
ess," Heitman assured the committee. Then
he was asked how many of those 4,317 com
ments supported the increase in,. prices his
department was proposing. "Fifty," the agri
culture official replied. .

And so it has gone at AgriCUlture. The de
partment assured the congress it could save
about $100 million by ellIninating the "non
needy stUdents" who now receive the stamps.
But how many students who aren't really
poor are receiving food stamp assistance?
The Department doesn't know. It is not sure
how many of its recipients are elderly or how
the drastic reduction it had proposed would
have affected the elderly.

These are among the reasons we believe
the whole food stamp program needs a full
scale review by the AgriCUlture Committee.
The department plays a vital role in the fight
to combat hunger in America. Yet, from all
indications, it doesn't know a great deal that
it should know in order to administer the
food stamp program properly. All that would
seem to suggest that food stamps are an in
Significant part of the AgriCUlture Depart
ment's business, a small part of a much
larger enterprise too busy with other matters
to keep a Close eye on this program and
know its workings well. Not so: since the
vast,reductions in the farm support program
over the last sev~al years, the food stamp

program now represents two thirds of the
department's budget. That is why O\'ersight
is of the utmost importance. Hunger is too
serious a matter to leave to the Agriculture
Department without some serious l>uper
vision.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 1, 1975)
REFORMING THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

(By JodieT. Allen)
Unless some "cooling-off" period is in

voked, it appears likely that congressional
response to the administration's ill-conceived
proposal to raise the price of food stlimpa
for most recipients may have the effect of
freeZing into law some of the worst features
of the current program.

Under the admlnlstratlOI,l's proposal, a
famlly would be reqUired to pay 30 per cent
of its Income. the maximum level allowable
under current law, to receive its ftill coupon
allotment. The proposal is open to criticism
on grounds that It would lower Income lim
its for food stamp ellgib1lity, reduce net
benefits for people who are eligible and dis
courage participation by those whose bene
fits no longer exceeded the attendant costs in
time and inconvenience, In reaction to this
proposal, concerned members of Congress are
threatening to rush through legislation pro
hibiting any changes in the current program
other than the automatic cost of living
increase~ already legislated,

What is missing in this storm of protest
Is recognition of the fact that the current
food stamp' program is far from a model of
equity. The food stamp program emerged
in the 1960s as the hybrid offspring of a
welfare program and a farm support pro
gram. In its early years emphasis was placed
on ensuring that partiCipants increased their
food pllrchases. Families were required to
purchase stamps at a price ref1ecting the
average proportion of income which they
would have spent on food in the absence of
the program. Purchase requirements thus
tended to be relatively high for large and for
very low income families who had, of neces
sity, to allocate large proportions of their
total Incomes for food,

Despite major improvements Instituted in
1971, the current benefit schedule is hardly
a model of fairness. EqUity would suggest
that larger families. haVing greater needs
for other items, should-whatever their in
come level-pay a lower (or at least no
larger proportion) of their income for food
bonuses than smaller families with the same
income, Under current regulations. the op
posite is true. Indeed, the nominal purchac,e
requirements for most families of four or
more are already close or eqUlil to the pro
posed 30 per cent of income, while those for
individuals rarely exceed 20 per cent. In any
case, the sharp variation in the purchase
requirement rates both across family sizes
and within family size by Income class are
hard to defend on any grounds. For example,
why should a family of 6 pay 27 per cent of
Its income for food stamps on a $100 monthly
income, 29 per cent at $200 and only 26 per
cent at $630 of monthly income?

Equally ineqUitable is the provision in
food stamp regUlations which requires auto
matic food stamp eligibility for pUbllc as
sistance recipients. In many states, the law
allows families to retain welfare and related
medical and social service benefits at in
come levels considerably above the food
stamp eligibility cut-offs for nonpublic as
sista.nce recipients. For example, a family of
four on welfare, with $6,200 of Income, may
receive at leal>t $280 a year In food honu£es,
while a comparable non-welfare family would
receive none.

But the impact of these inequities is al
most ecllpsed by a well-intentioned "Ioop-
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:Mr. President, .IcoIlUllenii. these
articles to the,attenioI:iof my colleagues.
and I ask unaninlous consent that they
be printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to b~ printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

{From the New York Times, Feb. 2, 1975]
FOOD SUPPLIES UP AS, HARD-HIT 'LANDS FIND

SOME REUEF-LARGE PAllY OF GRAIN NEEDS
BEING MEl' BY IMPORTS, P.~RTlCl1LARLY IN
INDIA

(By William Robbins)
W.~SHINGTON,February I.-The world food

picture has improved sharply in the last two
months, most notably for India. This
changed picture has emerged from Inter
views with Government oIDcials and other
experts here and from·daA;a 'from United
Stat~s and United Natlona sources.

While the food gap in the deficit nations
will still amount to millions of tons between
now and June 30 and untold ,numbers 01
lives continue to .bethi:eatened bymalnu
trition, several countries that faced the most
serious problems when the World Food Con
ference met in Rome In November have suc
ceeded in cont.mcting large parts or needed
supplies.

Many of the al"l'angements are stlll in the
form" of commitments yet to be shipped. but
agriculture officials say the food is moving
smoothly. India, for examp1e,.is reported to
be receiving all the grain her ports can han
dle, and her officials are optimistic about the
spring l1arvest.

GAP GREATLY NARROWED

The remaining food gap worldWide is at
least three milion tons, an 'unofficial tabUla
tion of data from governmental and United
Nations sources indicates. This compare~

With a generally accepted estimate of 7.5
millon tons at the end of November.

Experts emphaSize that much of the im
provement has come from costly purchases
on commercial markets, entailing deferment
of developmental needs wIth possibly serious
consequences. They also emphasize that ad
ditIonal needs w1l1 continue beyond June
30, the end of the current crop year.

"As just one example," said James T.
Grant, president of the nonprofit Overseas
Development Council, a re~earch organiza
tion, "the money India must spend now
for food cannot be used to Improve fertilizer
production, and that can be even more cost
ly in terms of future hunger."

:MeanWhile, the availablllty of American
food for export to the needy nations has im
proved, though financing remablS a problem.

"We have more wheat available now, and
it's moving smoothly," Richard E. Bell, a
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Agriculture.
whose responsib1lity is foreign trade, said ill
an interview. The Texas winter wheat crop,
which wlll become available in May, looks
good, he added.

"We've got plenty of rice, and we're anx
ious to move It so it won't be tllkingup
space for the next crop," he said. The 1975
harvest begins in August.

RECORD STOCK OF RICE

The AgriCUlture Department has reported
record stocks of rice on hand and 19 per
cent more wheat on hand than a year ago,
'with consumption down In recent months.

A. problem in moving the rIce and· other
grain Is a result of delays .1n Ford Adminis
tration approval of food-aid goals for the
rest of the 1975 fiscal year, other agriculture
aides say. When it comes it Is expected to
provide substantial inCl-eases. over last year.

The improved grain supplY is refiected. in
an internal memorandum provided provided
to agriCUlture officials. with reference to the
November estimate.

standard deductio:n, perhaps adjusted only
for family size. The costly, Inequitable and
difficult-to-administer itemized deductions
would be "eliminated.·· Inthelr place, the
standard deduction would prevent food
stamp costs from claiming unacceptably high
proportions of income among the lowest in
come and large families. Together these
changes would produce a distribution of
benefits that is eqUitable. At any given in
come level, the purchase requirements would
decline as 1\ proportion of Income as family
size increases; for any given family size, pur
chase requirements would decline as 1\ pro
portion of Income as income decreases.

The detel'mlnatlon of the appropriate level
for the purchase requIrement rate and the
staudard deduction requires further analysis
of the cun-ent and potential distribution of
food stamp benefits. In the meantime, it
would seem wise for both the administration
and the Congress to hold fire in the hopes
that what will emerge wlll be a true "reform
which will at once Increase net benefits to
the neediest families, curtail program abuses,
Simplify program administration, and thus
complet~ the transformation of the food
stamp program Into the only trUly equitable
and universal income maintenance program
currently operating In the U.S.

1\11'. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, there
have been a number of very significant
developments during the past few
months regarding food aid and food sup
plies.

At Rome during the World Food COll
ference, I and other Senators urged the
administration to increase the level of
planned food aid from 3.3 to 4.3 million
tons. This was not viewed by members
of the congressional delegation as the
answer to tIle world food needs but as a
useful start in addressing the total re
quirements. Some of us felt that increas
ing our level of food aid would encourage
other nations to increase their support,

In spite of data to the contrary, the
administration rejected this position
arguing that increasing the level of food
aid would serve to infiate domestic food
prices. Nations such as India-already
facing increased fuel import costs-were
compelled to buy needed commodities on
the commercial market.

In recent weeks as grain markets have
softened, the administration has finally
announced its fiscal year 1975 food aid
budget at 5.5 million tons. And, unfor
tnnately, because of the administration's
obsession with Southeast Asia and its
unwillingness to reach a film decision on
program levels, it is donbtful whether
these quantities can be shipped by the
end of this fiscal year, June 30, 1975, as
required by law.

Mr. President, it is clear that we need
a high level of exports to help our balance
of payments. And food aid is a usefUl and
important prOgl'am in terms of meeting
humanitarian needs as well as helping
the U.S. agricultural market.

It is clear to me that we do not have a
policy or a mechanism for making de
terminations relating food aid and ex
ports. We also have not yet been willing
to face up to the urgency of a food re
serve in order to stabilize markets, food
supplies, and farm incomes.

I would like to point out three impor
tant articles by the New York Times in
this area: "Food Supplies Up as Hard
Hit Lands Find Some Relief," February
2, 1975; "U.S. Grain Supply Is Held Ade
quate," Februul'Y I, 1975; and "U.S. To
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hole" in food stamp regulatlons--the "!tem
!zed deduction:' Since (1) famiUes. are
required to purchase their stamps, and (2)
other income maintenance programs ,de
signed to protect famllles against loss of
purchasing power as the result of illness,
incapacity, disaster or unemployment are in
adequate for many families, the result is
that the food stamp program has been led
to broaden the number of deductions which
may be claimed in determining how much
income is to be counted in setting purchase
requirements. Cun-ent regulations allow the
following tn>es of expenditure to be de
ducted in computing countable income for
determining such purchase requirements:
income and payroll taxes, union dues and
mandatory retirement payments; medical
expenses it these exceed $10 a month; child
care expenses; tuition and mandatory educa
tional fees, including private school tuition;
support and alimony payments; unusual ex
penses arising from disasters or casualty
losses, even if these are Ultimately reim
bursable through insurance; shelter costs
including utilities and mortgage payments in
excess of 30 per cent of income alter all other
allowable deductions have been made.

The elfect of allowing these deductions is
to increase greatly the inequity of the over
all distribution of food stamp benefits. Far
from assisting the very "poorest of the poor,"
itemized deductions redound primarily to
the advantage of the relatively well-off par
ticipants for the simple reason that only
such families can afford to purchase very
much of the deductible items. ThUS, among
participating famllles of fOllr, those with less
than $100 of monthly income claim less than
$15 in deductions per month on the average,
while those witll over $600 of monthly in
come claim deductions of over $225. A simi
larly regressive pattern is observed in the
distribution of deductions by family size at
any income level. For example, single person
households with $350 of income claim de
ductions of over $250, whole families of
eight with identical Income but presumably
far greater needs are able to claim only $40
and, as a result, must pay over $60 more for
their food stamps. So extensive are claimed
deductIons among particIpants at the higher
income levels that survey data IndIcate that
the effecti2'c purchase requirement rate is
only 14 per cent of income on the average
for all participants with Incomes above $600
a month and less than 5 per cent of income
for small families with such Income. Thus,
as in the personal income tax system, deduc
tions are worth more to the "rich" than to
the poor.

These observations cast considerable doubt
on the equity and efficiency of the itemized
deduction as a method for promoting food
stamp participation. Essentially, an itemized
deductIon amounts to a subsIdy of certain
forms of consumption since, if the expendi
ture were not made, the Income spent on
it would increase the purchase requirement.
While most of the deductible expenses al
lowed by the food stamp program may be
deemed worthy of public support, it is not
clear that the task of subsidizing them
should be undertaken as part of a food sup
port program, particularly since the net ef
fect is to chanuel additional income to the
less needy of program recipients. In short,
one such transfer program should not at
tempt to remedy the defects of all the others.

However bad the administration's current
proposal for change, freezing the current
host of inadequacies and Inequities into law
does not seem a very helpfUl response
especially since simple alternatives for reo
fOi'm are available.

A refOl·ll1 system might look like this. Each
family WOUld, as now, be entitled to purchase
an allotment of food stamps tIle value of
which would Incref\5e with family size. The
cost of the stamps would be computed as a
congtant per cent of income In excess of a
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Jan. 15, decreased 1.5 per cent. It was the
third consecutive monthly decline, the Agri
culture Department said. The department
said that most of the decrease came from
lower prices for wheat, soybeans, corn and
eggs.

These declines were more painfUl for
United States farmers than they were di
rectly beneficial to consumers. But they at
least offered the hope that supermarket
prices, despite rising middlemen's shares,
were at last levellng off.

Earller this week both the Chinese and the
Soviets cancelled previous orders for wheat.
While these orders were small in volume,
the cancellation was a sign to the grain trade
that the haste among foreign buyers to grab
American supplles while they could was
over.

"ENOUGH GRAIN AROUND"

"It's an indication that the rest of the
wOIld believes there Is enough American
grain around now and they can buy it later
if they want to," said Rod Turnbull, director
of public affairs for the Kansas City Board
of Trade.

How much the recession In the capitalist
countries was affecting the ability of other
countries to buy American grain was not
clear.

But at the beginning of this week, export
ers had shipped fewer bushels of Wheat, feed
grains, and soybeans than they had in the
same period a year earlier.

Because of the cost-price squeeze on live
stock feeding, the numbers of beef cattle
and hogs now being fattened on corn and
soybeans were down to the lowest levels in
a decade, and the rate of pOUltry and egg
production was dropping about 12 per cent
below last year's.

RECORD NUMEER OF BEEF

While such sharp reductions in volume
should begin pushing up prices for these
products In the next six months, the record
number of beef cattle now on the grass
ranges should keep prices for most beef cuts
lower than last year. This competition should
slow the expected rises In supermarket porl~
and pOUltry prices.

Market analysts noted that the amount of
feed grain and soybeans Jeft over from the
decline In livestock feeding were about equal
to amounts now being exported.

This trade-off Indicated that despite
drought-reduced corn and soybean crops last
fall, the supply left over when the • • • be
the same as or a little larger than those of
last year, which were adequate,

"You can expect grain prices to come down
substantially," said D. Gale Johnson, a farm
economist who heads the University of Chi
cago's department of economics.

"If the weather returns to normal and we
come near the size crops now expected at
harvest time, grain and soybean prices next
fall will be down by half what they were
last September. We're half that far already,"
Dr. Johnl;on said.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 1, 1975]
U.S. GRAIN SUPPLY Is HELD ADEQUATE-RE

SERVES AT SAFE LEVEL AS WORLD DEMAND
EASES

(By Seth S. King)
CWCAGO, January 31-"It looks like we've

postponed the famine," a grain dealer on the
Kansas City Board of Trade commented this
week.

He did not mean that the hungry in Bang
ladesh and India were now being adequately
fed. Rather he was saying that world de
mand for grain and soybean supplies from
this country was easing, for the moment at
least, and that it appeared more likely that FARMERS FEAR LOSS
reserves of wheat, corn and soybeans would An outlook of this kind was increasing
be at safe levels when the new crops were concern among grain farmers that bumper
harvested this summer and fall. crops thil; fall would cause price-depreSSing

A combination of declining exports and surpluses.
sharp cutbacks in livestock breeding has In Iowa, the National Corn Growers Asso
brought wheat, corn, and soybean prices elation was urging corn farmers to reduce
down again this week, continUing a trend their production this fall by at least 25 per
that began in late October. cent to curtail a surplUs. Wheat farmers In

DOWN 90 CENTS A BUSHEL central Kansas were talking of plOWing under
Hard winter Wheat, the most sought after some of tlleir winter wheat, already growing,

bread grain, bas now slipped almost 90 cents If the market l~ept declining.
a bushel below the $4.88 level In early Decem- Livestock feeders suffered severe losses la~t
ber. In two months the price. of corn has" year. and the bad weather reduced grain
dropped from $3.65 a bushel In Chicago to yields enough to cut grain farmers' income
about $3.08, close to the level of a year ago. despite record market prices.
And soybeans were down from last faU's high Farmers' operating costs rose an average
of about $7 to about $6.15. of 16 per cent in 1974. The forecasters expect

Prices farmers received for their crops them to go up even further this year, which
and livestock In the month that ended would mean another drop in farmer income.

Looking beyond June 30, another, official
said, Sri Lanka would need sizable import&
230,000 tons of wheat and 200,000 tons of rice
after commercial purchases, barter deals and
aid.

In all other countries Mr. Bell put the re
maining deficit at about 1.9 mUlion tons, In
clUding 400,000 tons for the sub-Sahara sec
tion of Africa, which has been swept by
drought' and famine in recent years but
where conditions have improved.

The countries listed by the F.A.O. as suf
fering from lesser shortages are the follow
ing:

Burma-The amount is uncertain. Flood
damage has left rice supplles that may prove
inadequate.

Burundi-Principal Cl"OpS are said to have
been reduced by 50 to 70 per cent by ;,eavy
summer rains; the supply situation is listed
as critical.

Ethiopia Pockets of shortages are said ~o

remain, but with harvest prospects for mam
cereals reasonably good, other areas are
IH~eJy to have surpluses.

Gambia-The government is seeking 3,000
tons of aid to meet shortages feared later In
the Eeason.

Honduras-The deficit is estimated at 55,
000 tons because of hurricane damage, but
expanded crop areas may reduce it.

Mali-The shortage is estimated at 150,000
tOllS.

Nigeria-Grain is available to meet de
mand, but aid is needed.

Rwanda-Crop losses in lloods have totaled
200,000 tons, but about 17,000 tons of aid
and some cash have been supplied. Two mil
lion people are said to be affected by short
ages.

Somalia-Some 100,000 people are said to
be affected by, shortages because of drought.

South Yemen-8hortages of uncertain di
mensions are said to persist partly because of
droughts.

The hump.ll toll has not been determined.
Officials say there has been some starvation
in India and that at least 25 per cent of the
population of Sri Lanka is below the F.A.O.'s
minimum nutrition standards. An American
study In a rural area of Bangladesh found 54
per cent of the children checked to be suffer
ing from severe malnutrition; 12 per cent
were not expected to survive.

"As of, Dec. 16,,1974, the United States
alone was in a position t? supply; 1¥1 of the
wheat required, two million .tons ,of corn
and 1.5 million tons of rice, provided the

. financing can be found," it said.
The dellcit figure consisted of 5.2 million

tons of Wheat, 1.4. million tons of coarse grain
such as corn aIld.900,OOOtons, of rice. .

SO:FTENlNG'WORLD-DEMAND

The easing of the situati(m'islatgely a
result of economic' decline and softening
world demand,:.the experts say, with the
biggest factor the reduced use of livestock
feed lots in the United States.

India and. Bangladesh are classed. by the
United NationsF90<Umd Agriculture Orga
nization' as having' the most serious short
ages, but if United states estimates are ac
curate; each has obtained all but about 500,
000 tons of the deficit.

TheF,A.(>.listll l0 other countries as suf
fering, from, lesser shortages, while, one, Sri
Lanka formerly Ceylon, IS,listed as being in
dang~r of a shortage.

The designations are in a restricted report
cirCUlated to member governments under an
early-warning .llystem adopted at the food
conference" At that time Sri Lanka was in
cluded with India; Bangiadesh, Pakistan and
Tanzania as the countries regarded as suf
fering the most serious shortages.

India was viewed as having the greatest
total need although she had already begun
to make' SUbstantial purchases In commer
cial m'arkets~ Her original need for imports
to offset a disastrous drought. was estimated
by United States offlcials at 7.5 million tons,
She now has commitments for about seven
million tons, largely through purchases on
commercial markets, Mr. Bell said.

'c. .. _. ,

NEW u.s. AID IN WORKS
In addition, India is neg?tiating with the

UI:\ited states for a new commitment-in the
form of sales on credit at low Interest rates
that orIginally involved 300,000 tons of wheat
but has been raised to 500,000 tons, United
States' and, Indian sources said.' An Indian
diplomat added that only technical details
remained to.be resolved in the arrangement,
about Which there had been some confusion
as a result of Indian denials.

One, pl'oblem IS 'that India has llsed up
two-thirds of her currency reserves to buy
fOO<! and fertilizer, with purchases totaling

.over$l-bililon, She will need new shipments
in July, 'Government, officials said, toward
which she Is reported to have contracted for
200,000 tons from the next United States
wheat crop, ,

"It looks like India's crunch is abollt over
for now," a United states offlclal said. "But
each, year. she needs two million tons more
food just ,to meet the increase in popula-
tion." .,

Bangladesh estimates that her need this
year is 2.2 million tons, 500,000 tons more
than the United states estimate, The F.A,O.
has reported that as of Dec, ,20 J;Jangladesh
bad commitments for 1.45 million tons
150,000 of It from the United States, accord
ing to Mr. Bell.

MEETING PAKISTAN NEED'
The United states puts Pakistan's deficit

figure at 1.2 mil1lcm tons. About a million of
that has been supplied, Mr. Bell said, 800,000
tons of it in commercial purchases and 200,,.
000 in aid, with 100,000 tons from the United
states.

United States offlcials estimate Tanzania's
deficit at 360,000 to 450,000 tons, About 250,
000 tons has been committed, MJ:'. Bell said.

Sri La,nka !las. commitments for 750,000
tons of, a" total. ,need, of, a mlllion tons, the
agric~lture official Sajd'That,includes 100,
000 tons In aid f!'Om Australia and the Euro
pean Common Mark~t, with more to be pro
videdeventually b! the Upite~ States. MJ:',
Bell said. • , ... " ,.' y ,

...
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food assistance are shipped, not always
the amount of money that is involved.

I thought we would use this· moment
'just to clear. the record once again, be
cause I have received a lot of letters from
people who have apparently been doing
things and writing tWngs about which
they know very little, and sW'ely not
enough. No Member of this body sought
to change the existing law-the law is on
the books until June 30, 1975-nor did the
Secretary of State seek to change the
law.

The argument was over whether or not
the Government of the United States,
the executive branch, would be willing
to put the food aid for· international
emergency assistance· at a high enough
level to meet the basic emergencY hu
manitarian needs in such countries as
Pakistan, India, Bangladesh, and West
Aftica. and, at the same time, have some
food available for those other parts of
the world where commitments had been
made by our Government, such as, for
example, in Egypt. in Korea, and for
Vietnam.

I want the record to be. expressly and
explicitly clear-becaUse· I think there
has been far too much misinformation
that the food aid as now prOpOSed by the
administration meets every requirement
of the law. The law has not been 'bar
gained away. No concessions have been
made, and tile emergency food assistance
will be shipped, at least to the greatest
degree possible, within the time that is
available. find. that amount of food as
sistance which does not meet the stand
ards of the most seriously affected na
tions. as defined by the United NatiqiJs, is
within the total budget. and in no way
jeopardizes our emergency assistance.

I hope that is clear. I have read the
Washington Post and .the New York
Times and all these papers. If they would
just come around once and find out what
is going on instead of getting hold of
some memorandum that they sneak out
of the Department of State, which tells
what is their point of view rather than
what are the facts. then we would not
have this trouble. I thought I would say
this because it helps me answer some let
ters: There is no way to catch up with a
misleading story. I will say it doesh.elp
the Post Office Department increase its
revenue.

Now that we have set thel'ecord
straight, I yield the floor.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President,I will
vote for S. 35. I will do so in the belief
that' it .is necessary to ''pass this legis
lation in order to protectthe vitally im
portant food stamp progl'aw from the il
legal alldill~col1ceivedactions of the ex
ecutive branch. I will do so to protect J 7
million Americans from a cruel and un-
fortunate act. .

In December. the administration an
nounced new regulations· go"erning the
food stamp program. The prOpOsed regu
lations would increase the ,cost of food
stamp allotments.to 30perc~ntpf a recip-
ient's income effective Mar.ch 1, 1975.

Currently, the.cost offQod stamps is
governed by a. sIlding 'scale--varying
from as low as. 5 percentaf income to as
high as 30 percent of income. The new
regulations would have meant. on ~Iarch

So, Mr. President, despite what some
people may have read in the news
papers-they are not always known for
their accuracy-the food aid program is
larger than had ever been contemplated
by the administration. The formula in
the Foreign Assistance Act that says that
not more than 30 percent of all food aid
under title I of Public Law 4-80 can be
used for countries other than those most
seriously affected remains intact. There
has been a great deal of gobbledygook
and journalistic fiction around here about
these things. I was the author of that
legislation right here on the floor of the
Senate. We perfected it in the conference
between the House and the Senate. What
it says, in substance, is that 70 percent of
all concessional food aid under title I of
Public Law 4-80 must go to the most
seriously affected countries as defined by
the United Nations. ,

The balance of the 30 percent can gO
to title II and to other provisions for
countries that are not more seriously
affected.

There has been an awful lot of mis
information about this. causing a con
siderable amount of confUSion. I might
add that the confusion has been cleared
away. that the President has announced,
through· the Secretary of Agriculture.
the food aid this year at $1.6 billion, in
cluding freight and shipping charges.
Next year, it will be not quite that large
a sum, but we will take a look at that·
in the light of the prices of the commodi
ties. After all, what !It most important
is how many bushels, tOllS, or pounds of

them on some other matters-for at long
last increasing the amount of, food aid
to $1.6 billion for fiscal 1975. This is up
from $985 million.

I regret that it comes so late. because
the remaining months do not permit us
the time that is needed to move some of
the quantity of food that should go to
needy people. particularly to some of the
most severely affected parts of the world.

It may be recalled that some of us at
the Rome Food Conference pleaded ",ith
the administration to increase the
amount of food aid in wheat by a mil
lion tons. I am happy to report that the
President·s proposal and recommenda
tion we no,,' have takes care of that, and
then some.

So. in a very real sense, we have made
some progress in what we called emer
gency humanitarian food aid.

This did not come easily. I have been
in discussions with the Secretary of
state and members of the White House
for the last 2% weeks, bargaining to get
this amount increased. The first propOsal
was $1.1 billion. The next proposal I re
ceived was $1.2 billion. The next one was
$1.3 billion. Each time they wanted a
little more leeway on the part of the
administration for food aid to countries
other than those most seriously affected,
as defined by the United Nations.

My respOnse to the Secretary of State
was:

If you need more food, Mr. Secretary, for
some countries that are not listed under the
United Nations' definition of the most seri
ously affected, there is only one way to get it
under the terms of present law, and that is
t{) increase tlle overall amount of food aid.

[From the New York Times, Feb.•, 1974]
U.s. To INCRE..l.SE FOREIGN FOOD Am-ADMDf

ISTRATION RAIsING TO $1.6 BILLION GRANT
FOR CURRENT FISCAL YEAR

(By William Robbins)
W"SHI~GTO~. February 3.-The Ford ..\d

ministration announced today .an Increase
ot more than $600-million in foreign food
aid for the fiscal year ending June 30 over
the total proVided the previous year.

The announcement. made by Secretary of
AgricUlture Earl L. Butz, said that the $981
million in aid projected for this year would
be raised to $1.6-billion. Foreign food aid
prOVided in the fiscal year that ended last
June 30 was $963-million.

Agriculture officials said the money now
budgeted would prOVide about 5.5 million
tOllS of fOOd compared With 3.3 million tons
the year before.

The Administration has latitude on spend
ing in tbe food-aid program under Public
Law 480. It is authorized to draw funds from
tlle Commodity Credit Corporation for the
purpose, although at some future date such
funds must be replaced by a Congressional
appropriation.

The BlItz announcement ended a long
period of speculation and conflict within the
Government over the extent of efforts to help
meet world food needs.

"This confirms once again the U.s. inten
tion to share fUlly in the supplying of needy
nations even during a period of decreased
supplles In the United States," Dr. Butz said.

Both the funding of $1.6-billlon and the
amount of food it ..:UI provide correspond
roughly with the highest of three bUdget
options top adVisers proposed to President
Ford nearly two months ago.

The figure cited includes costs of ocean
transportation. which department experts
estimated at about $150-mlllion.

POINT OF CONTENTION

The question of an increase in food aid
ha.s been a point of contention in the Gov
ernment as well as between Administration
o1!icials .and nongovernment groups since
before the World Food Conference In Rome
last November.

At the conference, a controversy arose be
tween Administration representatives and
several Sena.tors accompanying the United
states delegation who pressed for an an
nouncement that this country would increase
food aid by at least a million tOns.

Today's announcement indicated a 2-mil
lion-ton increase but did not make clear how
much of the increase would go to the hun
griest nations.

Senator Dick Clark, Democrat of Iown,
one of the leaders of the Senatorial group
in Rome, said today he was "delighted" that
the Administration had "finally gone along
with the increase."

The use of United States food to fUrther
political and strategic goals, as opposed to
aid for purely humanitarian reasons, has alsO
been a subject of controversy.

congress recently imposed a restriction
against use of more than 30 per cent ~ food
aid for countries other than tllose that have
been designated by the United Nations as
most seriously affected by food shortages.

Conflicts over that restriction and efforts
to reach a compromise on its interpretation
are given privately but Govenunent officiais
as one reason for the long delay in a budget
announcement, Those conflicts still have not
1)een resolved, officials said today.

There has also been uncertainty about
supplies of food and the possible effects in
creased aid couId have on world mal'kets.
But world demand for the grain involved In
aid programs has dropped somewhat recently.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
commend the President and the Secre
taryof State-now t~t I have chastised
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1, an increase in cost for at least 95 per
cent of the 17 million Americans receiv
ing food stamps. It would have meant an
average increase of 30 percent. For some
recipients, it would have meant an in
crease of 500 percent.

These figures only tell the full story
when one. remembers who is affected. 'the
elderly and. the poorest of the poor con
stitute the major portion of food stamp
recipients. The elderly. and the poorest
oithe poor would have been dealt acruel
blow.

S. 35 represents' the minimum we can
be expected todo in light of the adminis
tration's action.. It freezes· the current
sliding scal~ ,during the calendar year
1975.ltwill prevent the administration's
regul~tionsfrom going into effect.

Brit, Mr. President, we must move be
yond S. 35 and do more. I am proud to
be.a. cosponsor,- withlnore than 40 other
Members of this'body, of S.13. That bill
will enact a permanent freeze and will
ac<:omplish several much-needed reforms
in the food stamp program. -

S. 35;Will give the Congress a chance
to take a careful look at S. i3. It. will
also prevent 17 million Americans from
falling victim to an unfortunate admin-
istration mistake. .

As you know, Mr. President, the ad
ministration's .action is. not only ill
advised. It is currently being challenged
in court in an effort to protect the orig
inal intent of the food stamp legislation.
In my judgment, the new regulations
run contrary to the intent of Congress,
as clearly spelled out in the words and
the legislative history of the food stamp
legislation. In short, Mr. President, I
believe S. 35 will prevent what I judge to
be, an illegal alteration of the program
by the arm of government charged with
its enforcement.

Mr. President, if the new regulations
are aimed at decreasing federal expendi
tures, they represent a cruel attempt at
budget manipulation at the expense of
the less fortunate.
If the new regulations are aimed at en

couraging self:-reliance, they affect those
least able to find jobs, find decent hous
ing, and alter their lifestyles.

If the new regulations. are intended
to enforce the food stamp legislation in
the way Congress -intended, they totally
miss the matk. .

The House of Representatives has
overwheImingly passed legislation deal
ing with this problem. 'the Senate Ag
riculture _Committee has promptly and
courageously acted. to give the Senate
a chance to block· the implementation
of these regulations.

Now, Mr. President, the time has come
for the full Senate to act. I urge my col
leagues to join in protecting the basic
necessities of life for 17 million Ameri
cans.

BLOCKING THE FOOD STAMP COST INCREASE

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, I will vote
in favor of S. 35, a bill to freeze food
stamp costs .. at the January 1 level
through 1975. The administration's plan
to increase the cost oUo()d stamps to 30
percent of income across the board is a
misplaced and misgUided ecollomy.

The fool stamp program is designed to
give the poorest of our people-those who

must commit all of their economic re
sources to living day to day-a chance
to have an adequate diet. It is not an
extravagant program. Simply, it is de
signed to help hungry people feed them
selves.

Going hungry is far from an idle
speculation for many, many people in my
home State of Maine.

With the drastic recent increase in
energy prices, many of the elderly and
poor in Maine are already being forced
to choose between food energy and medi
cal care. A few statistics show the gravity
of their problem. There are about 165,000
people 60 and older in Maine-more than
15 percent of the population. In south
enl Maine last year, about one-fourth of
older people had incomes less than $2,000.
More than half had incomes less than
$3,000. And in York County nearly 70
percent had incomes under $3,000. And
southern Maine is regarded to be better
off in economic terms than other parts
of the State.

Heating bills of $800 or $1,000 a year
are not at all uncommon, even with con
servation measures that most of us would
consider drastic if not impossible to
bear-thermostats at 55 0 or 60 0

; living
reduced to.onp. room of the house.

'The cost of rent is ·rising. The cost of
health care is. rising, even with medi
care. The cost of electricity and other
utilities--all these costs are combining
to squeeze dry the incomes of the poor.
There simply is not enough money each
month' for all the necessities, let alone
such luxuries as a telephone or a new
winter coat.

It is these people that the food stamp
progra~ was designed to help. If the
administration's proposal goes into
effect, even food stamps will be too ex
pensive for many people. They will give
up the opportunity for an adequate diet,
because they will simply not be able to
afford it. .

Mr. President, while visiting my home
State last month, I had the opportunity
to meet in Lewiston with a group of
State officials and more than 125 food
stamp recipients, in an effort to learn
of their problems firsthand.

The people at that meeting were dis
appointed. They were angry. They told
me they felt the Government had aban
doned them. 'they need food, but they
cannot alford adequate food without
help. The administration's program,
they said, would put even food stamps
beyond their means.

Mr. President, I share the concern
that the food stamp program is being
abused by some people in higher income
categories. And I support the proposal
for a strict and comprehensive examina
tion .of possible abuses. But if we aliow
the administration's program to go into
effect, we will be punishing the many for
the abuses of the few.

Mr. President, our favorable votes to
day, we will sen'e notice that we will
not abandon the principle of equity, and
we ",ill not abandon those of our people
who need our help most in these difficult
econOIrJc times.

Mr. HA'tFIELD. :M:r. President, I was
most pleased to join with Senator Mc
GOVERN in sponsoling this legislation t·o

prevent the administration's proposed
increase in the cost of food stamps, and
I am certainly happy to see the Congress
respond so quickly and with such a sub
stantial majority in passing tl1is legisla
tion.

The food stamp pre-gram is one of the
best Federal progralllS we have, serving
some 17 million people across the country.
In Oregon alone, 214,136 people are able
to u~· more than $7 lnillion worth of
food stamps for about $2.5 million. Those
food stamps enable Oregon recipients to
feed their families properly, insure good
nutrition for their children in the first
years when a proper diet is so crucial, or
to put food on the table in their later
years when it is so hard to make ends
meet.

The benefits go beyond the i'ecipients,
however. I am sure there are thousands
of small grocery stores around the coun
try thf..t can stay in business because of
the added customers food stamps bring.
And certainly the increased food pur
chases made possible by the stamps helps
protect the American farmer from the
falling prices a surplus can bring in a
time of full production.

Granted, there are abuses of tl1is pro
gram. All of us know that; all.of us re
ceive reports from home about "hippies"
or "freeloaders" or improper use of the
stamps. 'these abuses should be stopped.
The Congress has already taken some
action in this area, with particular ref
erence to students, and I intend to sup
port the Dole resolution calling for a
thorough study of the entire program
by the USDA.

But we should not lose our perspective
on the program because of these abuses.
All Federal programs have their prob
lems and little corruptions, certainly
those that serve 17 lnillion people. But
in t·he case of the food stamp program, I
suspect that the reports of abuses are
greatly exaggerated, and that there are
far more people who are eligible for food
stamps but not receiving them than there
are recipients who are not eligible. In
fact, in the study called for in the Dole
resolution, I hope that the USDA will
tell us why it has not been spending all
its fm1ds for this program, or conducting
its "outreach" program as it should, even
though it is estimated that present re
cipients amount to only 50 percent of
those eligible.

In closing, Mr. President, let me remind
my colleagues that at the World Food
Conference, we pledged ourselves to the
elilnination of hunger in the world. That
does not only apply to India, and Bangla
desh, and Tanzania, but also to the
United States. The food stamp prOgran1
is our best means for ending hunger here
at home, and it deserves our whole
hearted support.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, legislation
to prevent the proposed increase in the
price of food stamps is now before us,
and it is particularly gratifying to' me
that Congress is taking action on this
matter in such a timely fashion.

As I have said repeatedly, cutbacks in
the food stamp program would place a.
cruel burden on the poor and the elderly,
most of whom have already been forced
to reduce their diets to a bare minimum.
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We cannot ask the very groups of people
who are least able to afford it to cut back
further.

In New Jersey, the department of in
stitutions and agencies has just com
pleted its food stamp outreach campaign
through which eligible families and aged
individuals are urged to claim the food
stamp benefits to which they are en
titled. The State has experienced a
43-percent rise in the number of non
public-assistance households receiving
food stamps. And there has been an
8-percent increase in the number of
welfare recipients participating in the
food stamp program.

I hope the Senate will act favorably
today to keep the cost of food stamps
from going up, and I hope it will do so by
an overwhelming majority.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, my vote
in favor of S. 35 should not be inter
preted as an endorsement of the food
stamp program as it is presently
operated. I think quite clearly this is a
program that threatens to run out of
control. Aside from the fact that it is
vastly expensive to administer, is subject
to great abuse, it also operates in a
manner where many individuals who are
entitled to purchase food stamps end UP
\\1th the ability to buy more expensive
groceries than other families that
cannot. I am currently in the midst of
an investigation of the whole food stamp
problem, and hope shortly to be able to
offer specific proposals. In the meantime,
I believe the President's own proposal
should be deferred until the information
called for by the Dole resolution is in
hand so that the Com'gessmay decide
among alternative proposals.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to have this opportunity to ex
press my support for S. 35, the food
stamp amendment, that is designed to
prevent an increase in the cost of food
stamps for millions of needy Americans.

Serious economic problems have
underscored the demand for aid to those
families that even in the best of times
flnd it difficult to properly feed them
selves. The elderly, the unemployed, and
deprived children are constantly faced
with the problems of getting decent
meals.

For over 10 years, food stamps have
delivered increased nutritional aid to mil
lions, where no help was previously of
fered. And for over 10 years, critics of
this program have sought to eliminate
its benefits with the shrill cry that too
many people want to use the stamps.
No testimony to the importance of this
program could be more compelling than
the dramatic rise in participation. Each
year since 1964, more and more Ameri
cans have been able to seek nutritional
,adequacy because they receive food
stamps. So that today over 17 million
individuals depend upon food stamps to
augment their daily diets.

Food stamp program officials in Mass
achusetts report a startling but reveal
ing rise in the demand for this beneficial
aid.

Last :May the Massachusetts State food
stamp office had processed 20,000 cases.

By July 1, the total was 41,000 cases.

On July 31, the total had reached
66,000 cases.

In All,."11St, the department had regis
tered a total of 80,000 cases,

In September, there were over 114,000.
And by January 30, 1975, 149,633

households in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts were receiving food stamp
benefits. That amounts to at least half
a million citizens in my home State.

Welfare department officials know
that at least another 300,000 people in
Massachusetts are eligible to receive aId
from this program.

Everyone knows that food stamps are
not the panacea that can eliminate hun
ger, starvation, and deprivation in this
country. But, they are clearly an impor
tant reinforcement in the campaign to
protect families against the dangers of
nutritional deprivation. Indeed, it was
because of the success that this program
has enjoyed for so many years that r
support this legislation that will protect
recipients against the threatening pro
posals suggested by the Ford adminis
tration.

As I understand the President's plans,
food stamp recipients would be forced to
spend as much as 30 percent of their in
come for stamps. That means some fam
ilies would suffer a 600-percent increase
in the cost of stamps on March 1.

S. 35 will definitely protect needy re
cipients from this unbearable attack up
on their food budgets. For a 600-percent
rise in the cost of food would simply
mean that these families would be forced
to stop eating. S. 35 will insure that the
Nation's needy families will not be
charged 30 percent of their net income
for food.

This bill will prevent any increase in
food stamp plices above the levels that
were in effect on January 1, 1975. This
price freeze will be maintain~d until De
cember 31, 1975. Thus, the Department
of Agriculture must continue to use the
purchase requirement tables that it
promulgated in late 1974 for use during
the first 6 months of 1975. I wish to make
very clear, however, that this bill should
not be construed as altering the Agri-.
culture Department's obligation under
the present Food Stamp Act to raise coU-,
pon allotments and eligibility standards'
in July 1, 1975, to adjust for inflation
caused food price increases.

In preventing the Agriculture Depart
ment from raising food stamp prices to
the unreasonable charge of 30 percent
of net income for all participating house
holds, this bill confirms the provisionS of
the existing Food Stamp Act. Specifi
cally, section 7(b) requires the Agricul
ture Secretary to set food stamp prices
at levels which reflect a reasonable in
vestment on the part of needy house
holds.

Since the telm "reasonable investment"
must be construed in terms of the pur
poses of the Food Stamp Act it means that
food stamp charges must be reasonable in
terms of the economic needs and nutri
tional reqUirements of participating
households. Thus, food stamp prices must
be set low enough so that aU eligible
households are in fact able to purchase
food stamps, and-once they have pUr-

.'~"'- ~--:'" " ,. ,,~,:\,:,~," . ,",.' /";.,,: ': ;. ',\,

chMed.tliem .••• toteeeiVe' ,s."·'lionus" 'of 
sumcientsize as will guaranteeadequate
nutrition. The Alniculture Depm.tment's
plan to charge allhonseholds'30 •per
cent of their net income does not comply
with this requireIllentof section7(b) of
the Food Stamp'Act, and is therefore
illegal under the existing provisions of
section 7(b) .

I am hopeful that we will see immedi
ate action on this measure so that our
Nation's needy.families will not be forced
to spend more for their food needs.

Finally Mr. President-I believe it is
ilnpoltant for all of us who are focusing
on the need to increase food assistance
at this time to reflect upon a very curious
development that is alleged to have oc
curred in several of our-Nation's cities
in recent weeks.

lam disturbed about reports that po
lice departments around' the Nation are
preparing defenses against proposed food
riots by hordes of hungry Americans, who
are expected to be forced into the streets
by a frenzy of hunger and desperation.

I am dismayed, not only· becatise the
current economic crisis could indeed
bring to pass such a frightful spectacle.
But I am concerned that if the current
warnings cleal'ly predict sUre dire possi
bilities then we ought to be planning
ways to feed people instead of planning
ways to subdue people who are overcome
by the pains of hunger and deprivation.

I am concerned that even at the highest
levels of our Government proposals to
save money by not feeding the needy are'
advanced beyond those measures that are
designed to help people remain healthy
and properly fed.

And so, Mr. Pl'esideXlt,it is my hope
that S.•.35 Will receive immediate and
favorable approval by' this Senate.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am op
posed to S. 35, which prohibits any in
creases in the cost which food stamp
recipients pay for their food stamps. I
share the concern. of the administration
about the astronomical cost .ofthis pro
gram, .and believe something must be
done .' to .control the' huge annual in
creases in the cost and .tne number of
recipients using the program.'

Critics of the change have said it would
hw·t most the elderly, who generally live
in one and two-person households, and
who often do not have many of the ex
perises which other recipients may de
duct from their income for food stamp
eligibility purposes, thus reducing. what
they must pay for their stam);>s. I agree
the change would have. been hardest on
elderly citizens,and I wish the Congress
had developed .legi,sla.t1on to revamp the
program s.o' as. to .relieve. th1sh~rdship,
while requiring a higher payment from
those in better circumstances. Instead,
Congress has chosen to ignore the abuses
and inequities of this program and to
simply prohibit any changes atall in the
amounts paid by recipients for their
stamps. I think that approach Is wrong.

We are talk1ngaboutaprogram which
has increased in cost since 1969 by some
$3.9 billion. ",nefoodstamppmgram in
1969 cost~250il11i1liol1, ..·In . fiScal year
1974, it is estinuite<ito c()St $4.2 billion
a l,680~percent increase over a 5-year
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period. The administration's concern
about the uncontrollable cost of this pro
gram during a time of economic crisis is
well-founded, in my opinion.

There is a strong need for reform of
the food stamp program. In a year when
we are projecting a $52 billion budget
deficit, there is no justification for a
Federal program providing food stamps
to people who are fully employed, to
workers on strike, and to students. The
number of food stamp recipients has in
creased from about 370,000 in 1964, to
17 million. people .this year. Many of
these recipients should not even be eli
gible for food stamps, in my opinion,
and many others should be able to pay
30 percent of their adjusted net income
toward the cost of the stamps they re
ceive. Still others, such as the elderly
and disabled, deserve more help than
they are getting. A fiat rejection of the
administration's change, and a continu
ation of the present system, complete
with inequities, does nothing to reso1'\'e
the problems of the food stamp program.

I would also like to point out, Mr.
President, that many of the people who
were alarmed by the proposed change to
require payment of 30 percent of ad
justed net income were not aware of the
fact that food stamp applicants may de",
duct from their actual hlcome a series of
personal and household expenses in or
der to determine the amount of income
for stamp eligibility purposes. The ad
justed net income which l'emains after
these eligible expenses are subtracted
then becomes the basis for computing
how much the applicant pays for the
stamps. Expenses which can be deducted
include 10 percent of eamed income for
working applicants; local, State, and
Federal income taxes; retirement pay
ments; social security taxes; union dues;
some types of garnishments; losses to
disaster, such as fire, theft, et cetera;
medical costs in excess of $10 per month
including medicare; child or invalid care
payments; tuition; support and alimony
payments; and shelter costs which are
more than 30 percent of income after all
other deductions, including utilities,
rent, mortgage payments including in
terest, and prope1'ty taxes.

I was dismayed to note that many of
the newspaper and broadcast commen
taries on the effect of the propOsed
changes failed altogether to explain this
deduction system, leaving the impression
that the administration was proposing
payment of 30 percent of grOSS income,
regardless of individual expenses.

I was also struck by the almost total
lack of sympathy for the millions of tax
payers whose employment makes this
program possible, and who must pay the
cost of providing food stamps to non
needy stUdents and others with substan
tial assets who ought to be paying for
their food. These taxpayers, it seems to
me, have a right to expect Congress to
limit such assistance to those- who are
truly in need of help. They have a right
to be concerned about the ever-increas
ing cost of their Government, and about
the frightening deficit projected in the
new budget. The people who pay for pro
grams like food stamps deserve some
consideration, too, and a good way to

start responding to their concerllS '....ou1d
be to take a close look at the food stamp
program and t<l make the necessary
changes to limit it to the truly needy.

Mr, President, I hope the passage of
the Dole resolution urging a study of the
food stamp program will result in a
prompt eYaluation, and the proposal of
some changes that will stabilize the cost
of the program, while still meeting the
needs of those most deserving of assIst
ance.

I ask unanimous consent that two arti
cles about our national budget situation
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
[Prom the Washington Star-News, Feb. 3,

1975J
P,\YING THE PRICE OF SOCIAL PnOGR.\l\IS

(By Norman Kempster)
BUDGET HIGHLIGHTS

Here are highlights ot President Ford's
budget for the fiscal year 1976 beginning
July 1:

Deficit
The federal government would spend $51.9

blllion more than it takes in, running up
the biggest deficit since the $54.9-billion
deficit at the height ot World War n.

Taxes
The tax rebate would amount to $12 bU·

llon for individuals and $4 bllUon for corpo
rations, With only $10 bUUon ot the total
coming out of the 1976 bUdget. Energy taxes
would raise $30 blllion, but Ford said this
would be returned to the economy in income
tax reductions and low-Income benefits.

Energy
The energy taxes would be on domestic

natllral gas and crude 011 as well as im
ported crude. The administration also would
remove the controls on domestic oU and nat
ural gas prices and absorb producers' wind
fall profits by a special tax. Spending for
energy research would rise to $2,2 billion.

Income
Federal payments for Social security, food

stamps, unemployment and similar special
programs would rise $12 billion to $118.7
billion. Food-stamp payments would be cut
by $29 mill10n to $3.6 bUlion.

Defense
The $94-bllllon figure is up $8.8 billion

over last year and would allow reshuffling
troops to make the Army's current 13 divi
sions into 16. New guided-missile ships, nu
clear SUbmarines, aircraft and missiles are
on the military shopping list.

There are no glamorous new programs or
bold new slogans in the domestic affairs
sections of the budget President Ford sent
to Congress today, just mounting billions of
dollars to pay for the costly middle age of
the New Deal, Great Society and New Fed
eralism.

Adhering to his self-Imposed moratorium,
Ford requested no new programs except in
the critical energy .field.

As he officially signed tIle bUdget two hours
before its delivery to Congress, Ford offered
a capSUle description of his program: "It hilS
discipline and honest self-denial."

But in his written bUdget message, the
President seemed to wince at the cost of just
continuing the showpiece social programs
of earlier administrations.

"The tremendous growth of our domestic
assistance programs in recent years has, on
the Whole, been commendable," Ford sald.

"Much of the burden of aiding the elderly
and the needy has been shifted from private
indi'\"lduals and institutions to society llIJ a
Whole, as the federal government's Income

transfer progrllms have expanded their cov
erage.

"These programs cannot, however, con
tinue to expand at the rnt.es they have ex
perienced over the past tv.-o decades," he
said.

"Spending br all levels of government now
mal:es up 1\ third of our national output,"
Ford said. "'Vere the growth of domestic as
sistance programs to continue for the next
two decades at the same rates as In the past
20 years, total government spending would
grow to more than half of our national O\lt

put. We cannot permit this to occur."
Income security programs would continue

to Increase in the fiscal year that begins
July 1. But If Congress goes along with Ford's
plans, the rat~of Increase would slow down
sharply.

Ford requested $118.7 billion for income
security programs which Include social se
curity, railroad retirement, benefits to dis
abled coalminers, federal employee retire
ment, unemployment insurance, housing
programs for the poor, food stamps, child
nl1tritlon and welfare.

The President's budget for those programs
for the coming fiscal year is up $12 billion
over anticipated spending for the current
year. That Increase amounts to 11.2&percent,
only slightly more than the 7.8 percent rate
of Inflation tIle administration estimates for
the 1976 budget year.

The largest single Item in the income se
cl1rlty section Is Social Security benefits. Ford
requested $71.1 billion for Old-age, survivors
and disabillty Insurance, up $6.7 blll10n or
10 percent.

But those figures asslune that Congress
will approve Ford's proposal to allow only a
5 percent Increase under the law that pro
vides automatic cost-of-livlng adjustments
in Social Security benefits.

If Congress rejects the 5 percent "cap," I\.S
seems moot probable, Social Security benefits
would Increase another $2.2 billion to a total
of $73.3 bllllon, up 15.25 percent from the
current fiscal year.

Even at the higher benefit figure, expendi
tures for the coming year would be less than
the $79.6 blllion the government anticipates
collecting in Social Security taxes.

But the margin between Social Security
revenues and expenditures is shrinking. An
ticipated taxes will Increase only $4.9 blllion
over this fiscal year, $1.8 billion less than
benefits would advance even if Congress ap
proves the "cap."

Ford's bUdget Is honeycombed With pro
posed cutbacks in programs which he in
herited from his predecessors. Some of the
total of $17 billion in requested economies are
In politically popUlar programs which Con
gress always has defended.

As he did last OCtober, Ford urged Con
gress to restrict the "impact aid" program
to the public schools, cutting aid to any
school district receiving less than 5 percent
of its operating bUdget from the program.

That would cut out about 3.500 of the
4,400 schools now receiving aid, Including
those in Washington and its suburbs. Presi
dents have tried without success for 20 years
to reduce the program but Congress has al
ways l'efused to go along, probably because
the program benefits schools in about 300 of
the 435 congressional districts.

The domestic part of Ford's budget-all
programs except for national defense, for
eign alfalrs, science and space, veterans af
fairs and Interest on the national debt-
totals $206.4 billion for the 1976 fiscal year,
up $18 billion over 1975.

In briefing reporters on the spending pro
gram, Management and BUdget Director
Roy Ash showed graphs of projections or
the coot of continuing present programs for
the rest of the century.

Pointing to tronl1 lines that seemed to go
almost straight up, Ash said that by the year
2000 the total of federal, state and loeal go'\"-



As a start in that direction.
gress Jan. 15 that he wouid propose spend
ing restraints that would trim $17.5-b1Jlion
from potential fiscal 1976 outlays.

The bulk of that $17.5-billlon in saVings
would be accompllshed by bUdget deferrals
accepted by Congress or by legislation re
scinding earller appropriations. But an esti
mated $6.1-b1ll10n In savings would be pro
duced by Ford's proposal to clamp a 5 per
cent ceiling on federal pay raises and c~st

of-living increases In federal benefit pro
grams.

In addition to both clvillan and military
pay, Ford proposed that the ceilIng be ap
plied to eight federal programs, Including
such politicaJly popUlar programs as food
stamps, child nutrition and Social Security.
(Li.st 0/ programs, Weekly Report p. 134)

A 5 percent ceiling on cost-o!-Ilvlng in
creases In Social security benefits would cut
total fiscal 1976 payments by $2.5-billion, the
administration estimated, holding the over
all Increase to $7.3-blJl1on. Even so, total
benefit payments would rise to $71.8-blllion
In fiscal 1976 from an estimated total of
$64.5-biJlion in fiscal 1975.

Altogether, Ford's plan for a 5 percent ceil
ing merely would cut back the total Increase
in federal pay and cost-of-living benefits to
$11.7-bllJion from $17.8-bIlUon. With the
ceiling In effect, those payments would rise
to about $162.1-billion in fiscal 1976 from an
estimated $150.5-bilJlon in fiscal 1975. With
out any ceiling, Increases in the consumer
price index would dIctate total outlays of
lj\168.2-biIJlon.

LONG-TERM TRENDS
Even if held to $162.1-billion, those pro

grams would account for nearly half of the
$350-blllion fiscal 1976 bUdget that Office of
r..,lanagement and BUdget Director Roy L. Ash
projected In Jan. 23 testimony before the
House Ways and Means Committee.

The proportion of the over-all budget that
tbose programs represent underscored the
concern expressed by administration officials
about the shifting composition of the federal
budget, and about their inability to exercise
effective control over many spending pro-
grams. .

TRANSFER PAYMENTS
With federal benefit programs paying ever

increasing benefits to various groups, Ford
complained In his State of the Union address
that "the size and growth of the federal budg
et has taken on a life of Its own,"

In a Jan. 23 speech to a Conference Board
dinner In Washington, D.C., the President
9ingled out SocIal Security, food stamps and
federal retirement payments as examples of
such "Income redistrIbution" programs
(known as transfer payments) that have been
claiming larger and larger proportions of
federal outlays.

As Ford poInted out, under such programs
"a qualified citizen Is automatically entitled
to specific benefits," committing the govern
ment to make payments to any person who
meets eligibility standards. As a reSUlt, fed
eral officials have no final control over the
total amount of benefits paid out.

In the adminIstration's vIew, such "in
come redistribution" programs have ac
counted for the bulk of spending Increases
that have pushed total federal outlays past
$200-blllion In fiscal 1971 toward $350-billlon
In only six years.

Those programs, which Include general
revenue sharIng and categorIcal grants to
state and local governments for federally
funded benefit programs, have brought about
a marked change In the principal role that
government plays In. the U.S. economy, ad
ministratIon officials contend.

"In effect," Ash told reporters· during a
.budget briefing In November 1974,· "more
than one-half of all of the cash money that
passes through government these days Is
merely on its way to somebody else. It isn't

income tax deductions for mortgage interest
and real estate taxes.

By contrast, Ford asked for $2.6 b1llion to
pay for programs to house the poor. Most of
that money would go to lease housing from
private landlords to be rented to poor fam
ilies at subsidized rates.

On other domestic issues, Ford proposed:
Spending $5 billion on highway programs,

mostly to complete the interstate system and
$1.3 billion on mass transit projects.

Elimination of the reduc~d rate provisions
on Small Business Administration loans; the
loan program would be operated at market
interest rates.

Spending $15 billion for Medicare, an in
crease of about $1 blJllcn, and spending $7.1
billion for Medicaid, up $600 million. How
ever, Ford requested changes in the Medicare
Medicaid laws to reduce costs. If Congress re
jects the measures, spending for Medicare
would be $1.4 billion higher than the budget
and spending for Medicaid would increase
$600 million more.

Expend iture of more than H 7 billion for
unempolyment compensation, a figure which
refiects the recession which the administra
tion expects to continue into the coming fis
cal year.

Spending of $3.6 biJIion for fcod stamps In
the 1976 bUdget year, down $29 m1lJion from
this year. The 1976 bUdget llgure a.<isumes
that Congress will approve Ford's plan to in
crease the cost of food stamps to most reCipi
ents. If the change is overturned, the pro
gram would cost $217 million more during
the year.

FORD'S BUDGEr WOES: UNCONTROLLABLE
SPENDING

President Ford has proclaimed himself hor
rified by the prospect, but his fiscal 1976
federal budget seems certain to run a near
record $50-billlon deficit.

That deficit could go higher, perhaps ap
proaching $70-blJ1ion, unless Congress proves
itself unexpectedly adept at balancing the
contrRdictory fiscal policy goals that Ford's
$350-blJ1ion budget wlJl be built on.

House Appropriations Committee Chair
man George Mahon (D Texas) has noted that
"we're riding two horses going in dllIerent di
rectlons"-shlfting federal economIc policy
toward fighting recession while trying to re
strain the built-in momentum of federal
spending commitments.

In proposing taK cuts to stimulate recovery
from recession, Ford has accepted an expected
$35-blJ1lon deficit In fiscal 1975 and perhaps
a $50-biJIion deficit In the fiscal 1976 budget
that he will send to Congress on Feb. 3.

Those were optimistic estImates, premised
on congressional approval of Ford's requests
for restraining outlays under existing federal
programs and on hIs pledge to resist new
spending initiatives except for energy devel
opment. With unemployment pushing above
7 percent, there was little chance that Con
gress would comply.

As Mahon ruefuJly acknowledged. "it's go
Ing to be difficult to get spending restraint
at a time when our avowed objective Is to
put people back to work."

SPENDING curs
As with earlier budgets-notably the fiscal

1974 budget submitted by President Nixon
this one has set the stage for a battle over
federal spending control between a Demo
cratic Congress and a Republican President.

The Immediate Issue was the fiscal 1976
deficit, and how high it could go without
overstimulating the economy into another
round of Inflation. In the longer term, how
ever, lay what Ford in his Jan. 15 State of
the Union address called "a fundamental Is
sue we-the Congress and I-must solve":
the rIsing costs of federal programs beyond
elIectlve government control.

Addres.sing those issues reqUired "politi
cally unpopular decisions." Ford contended.

er.nDlellt programs would reach 60 percent
national product.
directors before him have done.
the trend and said the govern

ment must do something to control its
spending.

In recent years, presidents have used their
budget messages to propose new programs
intended to cope with many of society's
problems. Ford insisted the nation could not
afford such an approach this year.

"I am proposing no new spending initia
tiveS in this bUdget other than those for
energy," Ford said. He request~d $2.2 billion
for energy programs in the coming fiscal
year, almost four times the $606 million the
government spent in the bUdget year that
ended last June 30.

Lost in the shuffle were a number of pro
grams which the President had given high
priorities In the earHer days of his six
month-old administration:

There is no money in Ford's budget for
national health Insurance, a program which
he once considered a "must."

Despite Ford's call last fall in his Ohio
state University speech for more emphasiS
on uniting education with the "world of
work," the bUdget cuts back existing job
related education programs and suggests no
new approache...,

There Is no eitort In the bUdget to reform
the much-criticized welfare program.

Ford said a comprehensive medical In
surance plan was still desirable although It
was beyond the nation's means this year.

"America needs to Improve the way It pays
for medical care," the President said. "We
shOUld begin plans for a comprehensive na
tional health Insurance system. However. In
view of economic developments and meas
ures I have proposed to combat recession
and inflation, I cannot now propose ccstly
new programs."

Ford rejected as too expensive a welfare
proposal developed after an extensive study
by his Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. The plan, which would have substi
tuted cash grants for many uf the eXisting
narrow-focus welfare programs, was not even
mentioned In the budget.

The President did make a rhetorical bow in
the direction of welfare reform.

"Our present welfare system Is inefficient
and ineqUitable," he said. "It is wasteful not
only of tax dollars. but, more Importantly, of
human potential. Left unchanged. over the
long run the situation w11J almost surely con
tinue to deteriorate.

"I urge the Congress to work with my ad
ministration to develop reforms that make
the system simple. fair and compassionate,"
he said. "This approach need not cost more,
but rather can use our welfare do))ars more
elIectively,"

The President olIered no hints, however, as
to how a better system could be drafted With
out increased cost. The administration he
inherited from President Richard M. Nixon
has been searching without success for such
a plan since early 1969.

Ford did propose extending general rev
enue sharing, the chief domestic progrolm of
the Nixon years. The program of relatively
restriction-free grants to state and local gov
ernments would expire Dec. 31, 1976. Ford
.called for it to be extended until Sept. 30,
1982.

Like other maturing government programs,
general revenue sharing is increasing in cost.
Ford asked for $6.3 billion for 1976, up from
$6.17 billion In 1975.

For the first tIme this year, the bUdget
estimates the amount of subsIdies provided
b~ various tax deductions as we)) as programs
Involving direct federal spend\ng.

The budget shows, for Instance, that home
owners-mostly in the mIddle and upper m
come brackets-will enjoy a subsidy of $11.8
billion during the comil~g ye.lr through the
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III fiscal 1975 and fiscal 19i6, those t·rust
fund'3 were expected to a.cculllulate surpluses
of $8-billlon and $5-bllllon. By law, those
surpluS funds must be loaned to the federal
goyernment through purchases of Interest
bearing bonds.

If those borrowings from tnlst funds were
dlsco1.mted, the fiscal 1975 deficit wO\11drise
by $8-blll1on to $43-biUion lind the fisCal
1976 deficit by $5-biUlon to $55-bmlon.

On that federal funds basL~. Mahon noted.
Ford's budgets "wo\lld Increase the national
debt by about $95-billion In two years. And
that·s not a prospect devoutly to be sought:·

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD a statement relating. to
S. 35 by the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BlDEN) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BIDEN

The legislation before the Senate today Is
intended to freeze the present price or food
stamps and thereby prevent the proposedin
crease from taking effect. Although I was
detained and was unable to vote on this 1m- .
portant matter, I wish to be l'ecorded in the
RECORD that If present and voting, I would
have voted yes.

The Administration's proposal to require
all but a few of the neediest food stamp re
cIpients to pay 30% of their Incomes is l\

cruel blow whIch would severely hurt the
poor and the elderly. It would force an elder
ly person, for example, to pay $43 for $46
worth of food stamps, Instead of the present
price of $30. A savings of 0111y $3 olIers little
incentive to remain In the program, and It
is likely that such an Increase in cost wlll
elIectlvely ellmlnate man~' particlpants In
the program.

Although I believe that we need to control
excessive Federal spending, I do not believe
that we should ask the poor and the elderly
to bear the brunt of the burden. The rood
stamp program has been a valuable one, and
to Increase the cost of the food stamps would
be to hurt those who can least afford it.

I urge the enactment of this legislation in
order that we may prevent a further Injus
tice to the poor and the elderly of this
Nation.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, to-·
day I had to mal~e a very tough decision.
I am voting against S. 35, the proposed'
freeze on the price of food stamps. Our
poor and older Americans are already in
the stranglehold of deep recession. They
should not have to continue to suffer
under the widespread abuses that
plague the food stamp program and
cause cruelly inequitable distribution of
already overextended funds.

In the face of severe economic pelil
we have got to make the tough decisions
that "'ill turn our economy around and
give a real answer to everyone of the
worried individuals who had written to
protest the change in food stamp regu
lation. It is the poor who suffer most
right now, but we cannot allow danger
ously billo"ing deficit spending to choke
the life out of our economy. S. 35 would
prove only a temporary palliative, and
at that, one with a bitter aftertaste.

I have had to make this very difficult
decision not only in the light of our cur
rent economic trOUbles, but also bearing
in mind the very real responsibility we
have to see that we provide adequate nu
tlition for those least able to help them
selves. Mr. President. I submit that while
desperately poor families struggle to
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actment of Ford's tax cuts. The last-minute
reduction was based .on more pesslml.stic
economic projectlol18 drawn up by the Coun
cil of Economic Advisers.

The revised fiscal 1976 estimate would b'
an $18-blUion Increase above expected fiscal
1975 revenues of $279-bllllon. That fiscal 1975
estimate Itself was $14-blll1on less than the
$293-bllllon In revenues that the administra
tion was projecting as recently as Nov. 26,
1974.

While $5-bUllon of the reduced fiscal 1975
estimate was attributed to Ford's tax cut
plan, the remaining $9-billion reflected lag
ging indh'idual and corporate incomes.

When the fiscal 1975 budget was submitted
In January 1974, revenues had been estimated
at $295-blllion.

Source: Office 01 Managemenl and Budge!.

REVENUE EFFECT OF fORD TI\)( PLAN

BUDGET PROJECTIONS

IBiliions of dollars; fIScal yearsl

Recejpt3~ ~ ~ .. ~

Outlays.. ..

Source' Offi( e of Managemenl and Budget.

DEFICITS

At best, assuming that Congress approves
Ford's spending restrictions and foregoes
deeper tax cuts than the President has pro
posed, Ol\m projects deficits of $35-bUllon
In fiscal 1975 and $50-bllllon In fiscal 1976.

Even if held to $50-bllllon. that fiscal 1976
deficit would be the federal government·s
largest since World War II, topped only by
a ~53.8-bll1lon deficit In fiscal 1943.

1943 BUDGET

III fiscal 1943. of course, the federal budget
was much smaller. Even In that wartime
year, the government spent only $78,9-blI
lion, but It borrowed about two-thirds of
that to S\lpplement reyeuues of about $25.1
billion.

The proportions will be different in Ford's
fiscal 1976 bUdget. While the deficit again
might reach $50-bllllon, that would be about
one-seventh of total outlays of $350-bllllon.

And computed as a percentage of the na·
tlon's rising total output, the fiscal 1976 defi
cit would be no larger than most In recent
years. Ash told the Ways and Means Com
mittee that the fiscal 1976 deficit would
amount to 2.8 per cent of gross national
product (GNP), the sallle percentage as in
1940.

Those computations, however, were on a
unified bUdget basis, Which somewhat dis
guises the borrOWing that the government
will have to do to coyer Its deficit. Under the
unified bUdget basis, federal transactions
with the Social Security Trust Fund and
similar trust funds offset part of the gO"ern-
ment·s deficit. .

to carry out a goYernmental function.
whether it be defense or anything. It Is
merely money passing through the tUl,
counted up in goyernment expenditures and
revenues, but passed out to somebody else to
spend:'

As recently as fiscal 1959, transfer pay
ments accounted for only $26.3-bllllon, 28.6
per cent of total federal outlays, according
to government figures. In fiscal 1969, those
payments had grown to 36.9 per cent of total
spending. And by fiscal 1973, transfer pay
ments amounted to $128.9-bllllon, or 52.3
per cent of over-all outlays;

If transfer payments continued growing
at their previous rates. without allowing for
enactment of new programs, they were ex
pected to reach $227.3-bI1l10n by fiscal 1979.
accounting for about 58.2 per cent of total
spending.

That upward trend holds eyen when the
impact of inflation has been discounted. On
1\ constant dollar basis. total federal spend
ing has been relatively constant since fiscal
1968, but transfer payments still show a steep
rise.

The reverse Is true for defense outlays.
While defense spending has grown steadily
in recent years. reachIng an estimated $85
blllion in fiscal 1975. With infiation dis
counted It has shown a steady decline since
fiscal 1968.

Since over-all spencUng has remained con
stant when Inflation Is discounted, those
trends suggest that the rL'3lng transfer pay
ments have been financed by holding down
defense outlays. And Ash In November was
making a case for calling a halt to that
pattern.

"We are at a cro5.'3roads," Ash maintained,
"The decline In governmental operatIons, In
cluding defense, can no longer prOVide the
increases that are bUilt into these other
programs."

The President pic.ked up that theme In his
Jan. 22 Conference Board address, vowing
that his final 1976 defense bUdget would
halt the decline In actual military outlays.

"If the current declining defense trends
continue. we wIll soon see the day .•. when
Ollr country no longer has the strength nec
essary to guarantee our freedom, to guar
antee our security In an uneasy world," Ford
declared.
" "We cannot let this happen:' he added.
The defense bUdget I am about to propose

to the Congress wlll not let this happen:'
Ash told the Ways and Means Committee

that during fiscal 1976 outlays for Defense
Department mUltary and mllltary assistance
programs would rise by about $8-bllllon
above projected fiscal 1975 levels. That would
account for the largest component of the $35
billion over-aU Increase that Ash projected
for fiscal 1976.

REVENUES

. WhlIe the rise In federal outlays appears
ll1exorable, the outlook for federal revenues
Is less certain. Federal tax revenues wlll de
pend on the economy's course. and on wheth
er Congrese approves or changes Ford's tax
cut proposals.

By Ash's Jan. 23 estimate. revenues dur
Ing fisCal 1976 should 'reach the range of
$297-bllilon to $300-blIllon, assuming Con
gress enacts Ford'S tax recommendatlon.s in
tact. Without the admInlstratlon's proposed
combination of 1974 tax refunds, increased
energy taxes and offsetting permanent tax
reductions, Ash estimated that fiscal 1976
revenues would be in the range of $303
blllion to $306-bllllon.

Underscoring. the difficulty that budoet
planners face In predIcting revenue tot;ls,
Ash has scaled down the fisCal 1976 rel'enue
projection that the adm1n1stratlon had given
when Ford anno l1l1ced his revamped eco
nomic pro&l.:lUIl on Jim. i5.

At thllt,~e,~a119711 revenue had been
estimated lit $SOS-billlon,even assuming en-



su:rvive. even eating dogfood to stretch
their stamp budget. there are in
dividuals and families with relatively
large incomes who "qualify" for stamps
under exceedingly inequitable standards.

It WlUl not the intent of Congress to
spend the taxpayers money to support
a program so riddled by abuse. It is this
factor combined with the tremendous
burden of healing our economy that
made so difficult a decision absolutely
necessary.

Mr. President I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
article by Jodie Allen that details the
tremendous inequities in the current
program.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD. as follows:

REFORMING THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Unless some "cooling-off" period is in
voked, It appears likely that congressional
response to the administration's ill-con
ceived proposal to raise the price of food
stamps for most recipients may have the
effect of freezing into law some of the worst
features of the current program.

Under the administration's proposal, a
farnily would be reqUired to pay 30 per cent
of its income, the maximum level allowable
under current law, to receive its full coupon
allotment. The proposal is open to criticism
on grounds that it would lower income limits
for food stamp eligibility, reduce net bene
fits for people who are eligible and discourage
participation by those whose benefits no
longer exceeded the attendant costs in time
and inconvenience. In reaction to this pro
posal, concerned members of Congress are
threatening to rush through legislation pro
hibiting any changes in the current pro
gram over than the automatic cost of living
tncreases already legislated.

What is missing in this storm of protest
Is recognition of the fact that the current
food stamp pro'gram is far from a model of
equity. The food stamp program emerged in
the 1960s as the hybrid offspring of a wel
fare program and a farm support program.
In its early years emphasis was placed on
ensuring that participants increased their
food purchases. Families were reqUired to
purchase stamps at a price reflecting the
average proportion of income which they
:would have spent on food in the absence of
the program. Purchase requirements thus
tended to be relatively hIgh for large and
for very low income families who had, of ne
cessity, to allocate large proportions of their
total Incomes for food.

Despite major improvements instituted in
1971, the current benefit schedule is hardly
a model of fairness. EqUity would suggest
that larger famllles, having greater needs for
other items, should-whatever their income
level-pay a lower (or at least no larger pro
portion) of their income for food bonuses
than smaller families with the same income.
Under current regulations, the opposite is
true.

Indeed, the nominal purchase require
ments for most families of four or more are
already close or equal to the proposed 30
percent of Income, while those for individuals
rarely exceed 20 percent. In any case, the
sharp variation in the purchase requirement
rates both across family sizes and wIthin
family size by Income class are hard to de
fend on any grounds. For example, why
should a family of 6 pay 27 per cent of its In
come for food stamps on a $100 monthly in
come, 29 per cent at $200 and only 26 percent
at $630 of monthly income?

Equally ineC\uitable is the provision in
food stamp regulations which requires auto
matic food stamp eligibility for public as
sistance recipients. In many states, the law

allows families to retatn welfare and related
medical and social service benefits at In
come levels considerably above the food
stamp eligibility cut-ofts for nonpublic as
sistance recipients. For example, a family of
four on welfare, with $6,200 of income may
receive at least $280 a year in food bonuses,
while a comparable non-welfare family
would receive none.

But the Impact of these ineqtlities is al
most eclipsed by a well-intentioned "loop
hole" in food stamp regulations-the "item
ized deduction." Since (1) familles are re
quired, to purchase their stamps, and (2)
other income maintenance programs de
signed to protect families against loss of
purchasing power as the result of illness, in
capacity, di"aster or unemployment are in
adequate for many families, the result is
that the food stamp program has been led
to broaden the number of deductions which
may be claimed In determining how' much
income is to be counted In setting purchase
requirements. Current regUlations allow the
following types of expenditure to be deducted
in computing countable income for deter
mining such purchase requirements: income
and payroll taxes, union dues and mandatory
retirement payments; medical expenses if
these exceed $10 a month; .chlld care ex
penses; tuition and mandatory educational
fees, Including private school tuItion; support
and alimony payments; unusual expenses
arising from disasters or casualty losses, even
if these are ultimately reimbursable through
insurance; shelter costs including utilities
and mortgage payments in excess of 30 per
cent of income after all other allowable de
ductions have been made.

The effect of allowing these deductions is
to increase greatly the inequity of the over
all distribution of food stamp benefits. Far
!rom assisting the very "poorest of the poor,"
Itemized deductions redound primarily to the
advantage of the relatively well-off partici
pants for the simple reason that only such
families can afford to purchase very much
of the deductible items. Thus, among partic
ipatIng families of four, those with less than
$100 of monthly income claim less than $15
in deductions. per month on' the average,
while those WIth over $600 of monthly in
come claim deductions of over $225. A sim
ilarly regressive pattern is observed in the
distribution of deductions by family size at
any Income level. For example, single person
households with $350 of income claim deduc
tions of over $250, While families of eight
with identical income but presumably far
greater needs are able to claim only $40 and,
as a reSUlt, must pay over $60 more for their
food stamps.

So extensive are claimed deductions among
participants at the higher income levels
that survey data indicate that the effective
purchase requirement rate is only 14 per
cent of income on the average for all partici
pants with incomes above $600 a month and
less than 5 per cent of income for small
families with such income. Thus, as in the
personal income tax system, deductions are
worth more to the "rich" than to the poor.

These observations cast considerable doubt
on the equity and efficiency of the itemized
deduction as a method for promoting food
stamp participation. Essentially, an itemized
deduction amounts to a SUbsidy of certaIn
forms of consumption since, if the expendi
ture were not made, the income spent on
it would increase the purchase requirement.
While most of the deductible expenses al
lowed by the food stamp program may be
deemed worthy of public support, it is not
clear that the task of subsidizing them should
be undertaken as part of a food support
program, partiCUlarly since the net effect is
to channel additional income to the less
needy of program recipients. In short, one
such transfer program should not attempt
to remedy the defects of all the others.

However bad the admIntstraton's(lu,rrent
proposal for change, freeZing the current
host of tnadequacies and inequIties Into law
does not seem a very helpful response-
especially since simple alternatives for reform
are available.

A reform system might look like this. Each
family WOUld, as now, be entitled to purchase
an allotment of food stamps the value of
which would increase with family size. The
cost of the stamps would be computed as a
constant per cent of income in excess of a
standard deduction, perhaps adjusted only
for family size. The costly, inequitable and
difficult-to-admlnister itemized deductions
would be eliminated. In their place, the
standard deduction would prevent food
stamp costs from claiming unacceptably high
proportions of Income among the lowest
Income and large famllies. Together these
changes would produce a distribution of
benefits that is equitable. At any given in
come level, the purchase requirements would
decline as a proportion of income as family
size increases; for any given family size,
purchase requirements would decline as a
proportion of income as income decreases.
. The determination of the appropriate level
for the purchase requirement rate and the
standard deduction requires further analysis
of the current and potential distribution of
food stamp benefits. In the meantime, It
would seem wise for both the administration
and the Congress to hold fire tn the hopes
that what wUl emerge will be a true reform
which wlll at once increase net benefits to
the neediest families, curtail program abuses,
simplify program administration, and thus
complete the transformation of the food
stamp program into the only truly equitable
and universal Income maintenance program
currently operating in the U.S.

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, the 100
yard dash to halt the administra
tion from increasing the price of food
stamps may result in the further codifi
cation of a system which sorely needs
reform. Could not the interest generated
by this controversy be used lUl a stimulus
to take a broad-range examination of
the total program with the purpose of
eliminating the blatant inequities and
inefficiencies which only add to its cost?
Our senior citizens have been among the
hardest hit by inflation, and certainly an
increase in the price of food stamps im
poses an additional burden. I am con
vinced that we must take a good look
at this program and attempt to elimi
nate much of the waste. Too manypeo
pIe are on food stamps who should not
be. This increases the cost to the truly
needy. We have indeed gone too far
when it is possible under the eligibility
rules for a family of four not on welfare
to qualify for food stamps with an in
come of well over $10,000. We must be
gin to identify the worthy recipients
the permanently dependent. the aged,
the physically or mentally disabled-and
support them more adequately than we
do now.

I would like to suggest today four re
forms which can be accomplished by ad
ministrative action which would signifi
cantly eliminate a number of non-needy
from the food stamps program. I repeat
that these actions would not require leg
islative action, although I did consider
introducing them lUl amendments on the
floor today, in view of the apparent re
sistance to reform within the Depart
ment of Agriculture. I would like to take
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a moment to explain briefly these re
forms and toO state that unless there Is
some administrative action in these
areas. I will offer them as amendments
on the floor of the Senate at the next
opportunity.

The first reform would increase the
requirement .for student enrollment
from the present half-time to three
fonrths time. In other words, to be quali
fied for food stamps, a student would
have to be carrying at least a three
fourth academic load. There could be an
exception to this requirement in the case
of stUdents who are working their way
through school. If a student works at
least 10 hours per week, the academic
load requirement could remain at one
half time.

The. public does not perceive the stu
dent in the same light as it does the low
income family, and with good reason.
While students are often poor in the
sense that they have little income, the
benefits of their education will shortly
begin to bring them financial reward.
All studies indicate that education is the
l'oad to financial success, and most of
us feel instinctively that while the stu
dent may not have much spending cash
right now, he shortly will have more
than the struggling blue-collar taxpayer
who is footing the food stamp bill. This
perception. which I believe to be correct,
has led to a great deal of criticism of
stamps for students, and while we must
not cut them off blindly, the reform I
suggest today would tighten up the re
quirement and eliminate a great deal of
the cliticism.

The second refonn would adjust the
exclusion from resources of automobiles.
As it now stands, one car can always be
excluded, and my amendment would not
change that. However, the present regu
lations also provide for an exclusion for a
second car, if the second car is used in
the Individual's emplo;rment. The reform
I suggest today would provide for an ex
clusion for an automobile, but would not
allow the exclusion of a second vehicle
tmless both are used for purposes of em
ployment. In other words, I do not feel, in
this time of energy crisis, that we should
glvean exclusIon for two vehicles unless
they are both essential. A second vehicle
is a luxury todaY, and the public support
could be used to procure food or other
necessities.

The third reform would exclude from
purchasable food commodities another
nonessential: candy. Under present reg
ulations, tobacco and liquor cannot be
purchased with food stamps, but there is
no restriction on candy. The stated pur
pose of the Food Stamp Act is to promote
the nutritional level of low-income fam
ilies. It is well known that candy has no
nutritional value and is, in fact, detri
mental to general health, but especially
teeth. In view of the fact that the public
is often caned upOn to subsidize the med
ical and dental care of low-income fam
ilies, it is ridiculous for us to encourage
the cOIlSUllU>tlon of health-destro~1ng
substances.. The present regulation rec
ognizes that fact with respect to tobacco
and alcohoL The Department shOUld add
candy. .

Also, the high price of sugar today
makes the purchase of candy with food
stamps a tremendous drain on the tax
payer.

The last reform strikes at an area of
present inequity. As the regulations
presently stand, a person with $9 of med
ical expenses is not entitled to deduct
anything in his computation of gross in
come. However, a person with $15 is en
titled to deduct the entire $15. The en
couragement he:-e is to encourage need
less medical care to qualify fQr some ex
clusion. My amendment would simply in
stitute a $10 deductible feature, provid
ing that the first $10 of medical expenses
must be borne by the individual, and that
the exclusion comes into play only after
that figure is reached.

I personally believe that the American
people stand ready to help those in need,
but that they are adamant against help
ing those who are well able to stand on
their 0\\"11 two feet. I hope that my re
marks today will point the way to the ad
ministrators of·this program to the elim
ination of some unjustified procedures
which are resulting in justifiable criti
cisms of a program with most laudable
aims. \Vhen we eliminate abuses, we
make assistance of the truly needy so
much easier, and so of such easier to
defend.

RECESS UNTIL 3:30 P.M.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, we

have an agreement that there will be no
votes until 3 :30, and I think we have dis
cussed all aspects of this subject. I,
therefore, move that we recess unt113:30.

The motion was agreed to, and at
3: 14 p.m., the Senate recessed until 3 :30
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem
bled when caUed to order by the Presid
ing Officer (Mi.. BROOKE).

SENATE RESOLUTION 58-PROPOS
ING A STUDY OF THE FOOD
STAMP PROGRAM
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the Senator from
Utah (Mr. GARN) be added as a cospOn
sor to Senate Resolution 58.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, under the
previous unanimous-consent agreement
I now ask for the yeas and na~'s on my
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a slltIicient second?

There is not a sufficient second.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordered.

:Mr. ALLEN. ~1r. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I proceed for 4
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objectioll. it is so ordered.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, Is it In
order to ask for 30 seconds by unanimous
consent?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes; I will :,rield 30 seconds
to the Senator from ·W~·oming.

COMPENSATION A'ITACHED TO THE
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GEN
ERAL
:r.Il'. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the considerathm of S. 58. We
have an agreement on the two sides.
There's no opposition, and it is impor
tant. It involves the new Attorney Gen
e!'al's salary.

The PRESIDL1\iG OFFICER. The clerk
"ill report'.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (S. 58) relating to compensation and
other emoluments attached to the Office
of the Attorney General.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 58) which had been reported from
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service with an amendment on page 1,
in line 7, strike out "January 3," and
insert in lieu thereof "February 4"; so
as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the Unite.d States of
Amel'icain Congress assembled, That the
first section of the Act entitled "An Act. to
insure that the compensation and other
emoluments attached to the Office of the
Attorney General lire those which were in
effect on January 1, 1969" (Public Law 93
178; 87 stat. 697), is repealed effective as of
February 4, 1975, and the compensation and
other emoluments attached.

The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. McGEE. I thank my colleague from
Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

A TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH DIAMOND
MANAGER OF THE U.S. SENATE
RESTAURANT
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, :Mr. Joseph

Diamond, manager of the Senate restau
rant, died on December 24, 1974, as a
result of a recurring illness of many
months. He is sUl'vived by his beloved
wife, Mrs. Hazel Diamond, and by three
sons, Joseph, Dennis. and Brian, and by
a daughter, Barbara.

Mr. Diamond was born in Glasgow,
Scotland, and came to this country as a
young man. Like millions of other young
men and women, he came to our shores
to seek a better way of life for himself as
well as to offer to his new country his
industry, skill, devotion, and love. This
he did and did well. He enjoyed a suc
cessful business career in the food serv
ice industry prior to his becoming a
member of the senate staff. He served
with honor in the Armed Forces of his
adopted COillltry in World War II.

During the last 6 years, I have enjoyed
a l'cryclose and friendly relationship
with Mr. Diamond, inasmuch as I have,
during that time. served as chairman of


